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Appendix J 

PUBLIC VIEWS AND RESPONSES 

J.O.l. This appendix describes the public involvement activities of 
the study effort and emphasizes those events which influenced the 
outcome. The presentation recreates the evolution of the long history 
of public participation which has resulted because of the nature of 
the project and the diversity of the special interests affected. It 
also displays pertinent correspondence on the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and the responses to those comments. Comment letters 
received after the public meetings were numerous. Many were form 
letters and dealt with specific plan features. Typical letters are 
exhibited to illustrate the nature of the reaction to the Tentatively 
Selected Plan. 
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Section 1 - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
PROGRAM HISTORY 

Background 

J.1.1. Prior to 1975, in the early stages of planning, 13 formal 
public meetings were held at various locations from Monroe to Morgan 
City to determine the desires of local interests. As a result, 
numerous requests were received for completion of the authorized flood 
control project and for preservation of fish, wildlife, and recreation 
resources. In 1972, a Steering Group, comprised of representatives 
from the National Wildlife Federation, the Louisiana Department of 
Public Works, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, the 
US Department of the Interior, the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA), and the Louisiana State University, School of Environmental 
Design, was created to aid the US Army Corps of Engineers in preparing 
an EIS. This group was active until 1976. A preliminary draft EIS, 
covering the previously authorized plan, was made public in November 
1974, and a public meeting was held in January 1975. Concern was 
expressed that the plan was inadequate and would not protect Morgan 
City and other communities located at the lower end of the floodway 
system from flooding. Many people felt that the plan was lacking in 
methods to preserve environmental values in the floodway. In 
response, the Steering Group developed a multipurpose concept for the 
basin. Concurrently, in April 197 4, an Agency Management Group, 
chaired by the US Army Corps of Engineers and including the US EPA, 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS) and the State of Louisiana, 
was formed to manage studies for development of a multipurpose plan 
for the basin. In 1976, studies of the authorized plan and 
preparation of an EIS were combined with Agency Management Group 
studies so that a comprehensive multipurpose plan for the basin could. 
be developed. In late 1978, the Agency Management Group developed 10 
multipurpose alternative plans that were subsequently presented at a 
series of five public meetings in January 1979. These meetings 
attracted more than 5,000 people and approximately 25,000 comments 
were submitted. Primary focus of the comments was a plan developed 
independently and publicized during the meetings by the US FWS to 
purchase all of the private land in the Lower Atchafalaya Basin 
Floodway. That plan resulted in polarizing public comments in two 
major interest groups, landowners versus environmentalists, and as a 
result, little substantive comment was voiced on other features of the 
alternative plans. In 1980, representatives from environmental 
organizations, hunting clubs, the oil and gas industry, the League of 
Women Voters, landowner organizations, sport fishing clubs, commercial 
fishing groups, agricultural interests, timber interests, and minority 
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groups were invited and att~nded Agency Management Group meetings so 
that· they could keep their respective constituents informed on the 
status of planning efforts. During 1979 and 1980, three meetings to 
review the status of the project were held in Washington, DC, with 
national level representatives of the Agency Management Group and 
other interested Federal agencies, national officers of environmental 
and other groups, and officials of the State of Louisiana. 

J.1.2. In July 1981, a series of five public meetings was held to 
discuss the Tentatively Selected Plan; presented to the public in the 
draft report/EIS. These meetings attracted more than l, 100 people, 
and about 4,000 written responses were subsequently received. Oral 
comments made during these meetings, and the written comments received 
afterwards centered upon the proposed real estate feature of the 
Tentatively Selected Plan. 

Required Coordination 

J.1.3. Circulation of the draft EIS accomplished the required 
coordination with the appropriate state, regional, and metropolitan 
Office of Management and Budget Circular A95 Clearinghouses·, as 
provided under Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management); the 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCI.S) or their 
successor, and State Historic Preservation Officer, as provided under 
the National Historic Preservation Act; and the HCRS and National Park 
Service, as provided under the Federal Water Project Recreation Act. 
Circulation to the list of agencies, groups, and individuals mentioned 
in the following paragraph satisfied requirements of the National 
En11ironmental Policy Act. The · participating state and Federal 
agencies and other interests, such as landowners, hunting clubs, and 
the environmental groups, are expected_ to continue an active role in 
this study. 

Statement Recipients 

J .1. 4. All members of the congress and Federal and state agencies 
and environmental groups listed in the EIS were furnished copies of 
the draft main report/EIS (Volu• 1). Each was also furnished 
Technical Appemlisea (VoluMa 2, 3, and 4) of the report as were 
applicable to their respective field(a) of ,expertiee. All others 
li■ted in the EIS received copies of Volume 1. 



J. 1.5. In addition, the 
individuals requested and 
report/EIS and/or appendixes. 

following listed 
were furnished 

agencies, 
copies of 

groups and 
the draft 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Mr. Horace Austin 
Planning Coordinator - South 
Soil Conservation Services 
P.O. Box 2890 
Washington, D. C. 20013 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fisheries 
Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 W. Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa, FL 33609 

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

Ms. Mary G. Curry 
Jefferson Parish 
3330 N. Causeway Blvd., Rm 303 
Metairie, LA 70002 

Mrs. Martha Landry 
Terrebonne Parish Police Jury 
P.O. Box 2768 
Houma, LA 70361 

Mr. Darrell Cobb 
Office of Secretary of State 
P.O. Box 44515 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

Mr. Jack O. Collins 
LA Dept Wildlife & Fisheries 
P.O. Box 585 
Opelousas, LA 70570 

Mr. Eric Swenson 
Center for Wetland Resources 
Coastal Ecology Lab 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES (Continued) 

Mr. Ken Ford 
Morgan City Harbor & Terminal District 
Morgan City, LA 70381 

Dr. John Wells 
Coastal Studies Institute 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 

Mr. Fred Schmidt 
Documents Librarian 
Colorado State University 
Libraries 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80523 

Mr. Jim Delahousfaye 
Texas General Land Office 
Coastal Division 
1700 N. Congress Ave. 
Austin, TX 78701 

Mr. Fred Swan 
NO Sewerage & Water Board 
Room 6E04 
City Hall 
New Orleans, LA 70165 

Mr. Andy Johnston, P.E. 
City of Shreveport 
Office of the City Engineers 
P.O. Box 31109 
Shreveport, LA 71130 

Mr. Chris Neill 
Center for Wetland Resources 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 

Mr. Wallace J. Hargrave 
Atchafalaya Levee Board 
P.O. Box 120 
Port Allen, LA 70767 
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PRIVATE BUSINESS AND INTEREST GROUPS 

Mr. Elias McColloster 
Chamber of Commerce 
New Orleans & River Region 
P .o. Box 302 40 
New Orleans, LA 70190 

Ms. Sharon Saari (W805) 
MITRE Corporation 
1820 Dolly Madison Blvd. 
McClean, VA 22102 

Transocean Contractors 
P.O. Box 53149 
Houston, Texas 

Mr. Hugh C. Brown 
Williams, Inc. 
1323 Witney Bldg. 
New Orleans, LA 70130 

Ms. Frances Williams 
Williams, Inc. 
1323 Whitney Bldg. 
New Orleans, LA 70130 

Mr. Don Garrey 
Radiofone Co. 
3100 5th St. 
Metairie, LA 70002 

Mr. Ronnie Duke 
T. Baker Smith & Sons, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2266 
Houma, LA 70361 

Mr. Michael R. Mangham 
Broadhurst, Brook, Mangham, 
Hardy & Reed 

•Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
P.O. Drawer 2879 
Lafayette, LA 70502 

Ms. Lisa Russell 
Texaco, Inc. 
P.O. Box 60252 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

Mr. Greg Cannady 
Atlantic Richfield Co. 
P.O. Box 2819 
Dallas, TX 75221 

Mr. Charles F. Lehman 
Vice President 
American Commercial Barge Line Co. 
Box 610 
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130 

Mr. Pete Kennedy 
Pyburn and Odum 
P.O. Box 267 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 

Mr. Walter Stokes 
Bennett & Peters Inc. 
Consulting Foresters 
8313 O'Hara Court 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Mr. Ed Schoel 
Southern Natural Gas Co. 
P.O. Box 2563 
Birmingham, AL 35202 

Mr. James v. Swift 
The Waterways Journal 
319 North Fourth St. 
666 Security Bldg. 
St. Louis, MO 63102 

Mr. M. R. Smith 
Gulf Oil Exploration and Production Co. 
P.O. Box 1635 
Houston, TX 77001 

Ms. Sue Titus 
URS Company 
Suite 900 
3500 N. Causeway Blvd. 
Metairie, LA 70002 

Mr. Bill Manning 
Louisiana Land & Exploration Co. 
P.O. Box 60350 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
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PRIVATE BUSINESS AND INTEREST GROUPS (Continued) 

Mr. Earl Dauterive 
ARCO Oil and Gas 
P .o. Box 51408 
Lafayette, LA 70505 

Mr. Jesse Fontenot 
St. Mary Industrial Group 
P.O. Box 630 
Morgan City, LA 70380 

Mr. L. K. Benson 
Atchafalaya Land Corporation 
1100 Whitney Bldg. 
New Orleans, LA 70130 

Mr. Murray T. Walton 
Wildlife Management Institute 
Southcentral Representative 
Star Route lA, Box 30G 
Dripping Springs, TX 78620 

Mr. John D. Ziober 
Lippman, Mahfouz, Martin, 
LaRocca, Stansbury & Antin 
Attorneys at Law 
Victor Professional Plaza 
1200 Victor II Blvd. 
Morgan r.ity, LA 70381 

Mr. Dave Chester 
Fort Polk News Service 
P.O. Box 261 
Fort Polk, LA 71459 

Mr. Michael Lyons 
Mid Cont. Oil & Gas Association 
333 Laurel Street, Suite 740 
Baton Rouge, LA 70801 

Mr. Mike Rayle 
Steimle and Associates 
P.O. Box 865 
Metairie, LA 70004 

Mr. Ron O'Dwyer (ELP) 
TEXACO, Inc. 
P.O. Box 60252 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

Mr. John S. Hightower 
Government Affairs Mgr. 
Georgia-Pacific Corp. 
343 Riverside Mall-610 
Baton Rouge, LA 70801 

Mr. Clinton w. Shinn 
Stone, Pigman, Walther, Wittman 
& Hutchinson 
Counselors at Law 
1000 Whitney Bank Bldg. 
New Orleans, LA 70130 

Mrs. Nolia M. Davis 
Bennett & Peters, Inc. 
8313 O'Hara Court 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Mr. Larry Wall 
The Daily Review 
P.O. Box 948 
Morgan City, LA 70380 

Mr. Ferris Romaire, Jr. 
President 
E. J. Fields Machine Works, Inc. 
P.O. Box 608 
Morgan City, LA 70381 

Mr. Jim Bradshaw 
Acadiana Profile 
P.O. Box 52247 
Lafayette, LA 70505 

Williams, Inc. 
1323 Whitney Bldg. 
New Orleans, LA 70130 

Mr. Gerald Knowles 
Chiff, Hardin & Waite 
1101 Connecticut Ave. NW 
Washington, o. c. 20036 

Ms. Trudy Holmes 
United Gas Pipeline 
P.O. Box 1478 
Houston, TX 77001 



PRIVATE BUSINESS AND 
INTEREST GROUPS (Continued) 

Dr. Joel 1. Klein 
Envirosphere Company 
Two World Trade Center 
New York, NY 10048 

Mr. A. C. Fondren 
Houma Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 328 
Houma, LA 70361 

Nelda J. Alexander 
Kiddle South Services, Inc. 
Environmental Affairs Section 
P.O. Box 61000 
New Orleans, LA 70161 

Mr. Chae Laird 
Southern National Gas Company 
P.O. Box 2563 
Birmingham, AL 35202 

Mr. Porter Hoagland 
Env. Law Institute 
1346 Connecticut Ave NW 
Suite 600 
Washington, D. c. 20036 

Mr. Robert Ruby 
C/0 Baltimore Sun 
Calfert & Center St. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

Kr. Larry R. Johnston 
Ralph M. Field Associates, Inc. 
68 Church Lane 
Westport, Connecticut 06880 

nr. Dede Armentrout 
Regional Rep. 
National Audubon Society 
P .o. Box 416 
BrOWl'lWood, TX 76801 

Mr. McChourd Carrico 
Monroe and Le1111Dan 
l 42 4 Whitney Bldg. 
New Orleans, LA 70130 

INDIVIDUALS 

J. Sanchez 
2615 South Mission 
Tuscon, AR 85713 

Kr. Robert M. Mangin 
1625 I Street NW 
Room 301 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Kr. Octave J. Rainey 
2531 Soniat Street 
New Orleans, LA 70115 

Mr. Chris Pichler 
419 East 4th Street 
Natchitoches, LA 71457 

Mr. George Ruberg 
3822 Canal Street 
New Orleans, LA 70119 

Mr. Gordon Smith 
P.O. Box 246 
Lake Charles, LA 70602 

Mr. A. Hirshberg 
2015 Esplanade Ave. 
New Orleans, LA 70116 

Mr. Ed Kyle 
1200 s. Prescott 
Morgan Clty, LA 70380 

Mr. Robert K. Cornell 
P.O. Box 51267 
Lafayette, LA 70501 

Mrs. Grace Lutschg 
4022 North Bluebonnet Road 
Baton Rouge, LA 70809 

Mr. J. c. Ducote 
at 3, Box 380 
Marksville, LA 71351 
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Mr. Macon Herring 
P .o. Box 8 46 
Baldwin, LA 70514 

Mr. Joseph Schittone 
1170 Park Blvd. 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Mr. Gary Munson 
3039 Yorktown Drive 
Baton Rouge, LA 70808 

Mr. James L. Driessen 
315 Choctaw Drive 
Pineville, LA 71360 

Mr. Bob Boese 
P.O. Drawer 2879 
Lafayette, LA 70502 

Mr. Alex Ciegler 
105 Rue Charlemagne 
Slidell, LA 70458 

Mr. Scott Leibowitz 
363 Steele Blvd. #3 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Ms, Elizabeth M. Haw 
803 Bayou Lane 
Thibodaux, LA 70301 

Mr. Gregory C. Stanb 
Box 87 
Dept of Biology 
Tulane University 
New Orleans, LA 70118 

Mr. Mark Northington 
Box 44247 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

Mr. Rob Cunnigham 
2 429 Woodmere Blvd. 
Harvey, LA 70058 

Ms. Vivian Achaord 
P.O. Box 19142 
New Orleans, LA 70179 

INDIVIDUALS (Continued) 

Mr. c. c. Lockwood 
P. 0 • Box 1 48 7 6 
Baton Rouge, LA 70898 

Mr. Paul Newfield III 
3016 45th Street 
Metairie, LA 70001 

Ms. Shari Lemoine 
Rt 2, Box 224 
Marksville, LA 71351 

Mr. Fred Fournet 
219 Aurore Ave. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 

Ms. Marie Hu 
4671 Venus Street 
New Orleans, LA 70122 

Mr. Edgar Veillon 
4616 s. Roman St. 
New Orleans, LA 70125 

Ms. Mary L. Newcomb 
Rt 1, 235 Main St, 
Lockport, LA 70374 

Mr. Bobby Miller 
P.O. Box 64 
Venice, LA 70535 

Dr. David C. Edmonds 
Rt 1, Box 202A 
Sunset, LA 7058 4 

Mr. Larry J. Woodard 
Rt 1, Box 192 B 
Plaucheville, LA 71362 

Mr. Ed Merrell 
P.O. Box 100 
Washington, MS 39190 

Mr. Robert Lacy 
809 Exposition Blvd. 
New Orleans, LA 70118 
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INDIVIDUALS (Continued) 

B. E. M. Skerrett, III C.L.U. 
Mutual Life Insurance Co of NY 
P.O. Box 52325 
Lafayette, LA 70501 

Oliver Houck 
Tulane University Law School 
New Orleans, LA 70118 

Mark Meier 
207 Jeanette 
Lafayette, LA 70506 

William Knipmeyer 
Northwestern State University 
Dept. of Social Sciences 
Natchitoches, LA 71457 

Mrs. Chris Petit 
Rt 3, 135 Davis Dr. 
Luling, LA 70070 

Prof. Thomas Schoeuhaum 
Tulane University Law School 
New Orleans, LA 70118 

Kenneth w. Ford 
P.O. Box 91207 
Lafayette, LA 70509 

Don Cooper 
220 Deer Trace 
Prattville, AL 36067 

Views Influencing The 
Tentatively Selected Plan 

J. 1 .6. The first part of this section discusses the public views 
that influenced the Tentatively Selected (TS) Plan presented in the 
draft Feasibility Report/EIS and at the July 1981 public meetings. 
The remaining portion presents opinions stated at those meetings, 
opinions addressed in letters commenting on the draft EIS, and those 
expressed in about 4,000 letters included in the public record of the 
meetings. 

J .1. 7. Two major public views heavily influenced selection of the 
TS Plan. These were concern about flood control and environmental 
issues. The public· is profoundly concerned about flood control and 
desires a plan that will safely pass the project flood and protect 
southeastern Louisiana from Mississippi River flooding. Inhabitants 

'of Morgan City, who live at the lower end of the floodway, have con­
sistently stated that it is vitally important to increase the capacity 
of the outlets to allow floodwaters to reach the gulf without damaging 
Morgan City. People to the east and northeast of Morgan City desire 
protection from backwater flooding, a problem that will become 
increasingly severe in the future. All these views were incorporated 
into the decision --making process by providing plan features in the 
TS Plan for channel training, levee raising, sediment control, 
increase in outlet capacity, widening of Wax Lake Outlet overbank, 
channel training below Morgan City, and construction of the 
14,000-foot extension of the Avoca Island levee. 
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J .1.8. The other major concern has l>een expressed by the 
environmental community who desires preservation of fish and wildlife 
resources, public access into the Lower Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, 
and recreational facilities. Numerous features of the TS Plan, such 
as nondevelopmental flood control easements, environmental easements 
that would prevent forest clearing throughout the entire Lower 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, public access to more than 105,000 acres 
of the Lower Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, management units, and 
sediment control, addressed these concerns. 

J. 1. 9. Another matter of major public concern was the proposal of 
the US FWS to purchase the Lower Atchafalaya Basin Floodway in fee. 
This proposal created a dispute of exceptional magnitude with the 
basin landowners and hunting club members opposing the environmental 
groups. After extensive study, the outcome was the above-described 
real estate interests of the TS Plan. 

J.1.10. Various interest groups have expressed a desire to vary 
operation of the Old River control structure slightly during May, 
June, and July. Farmers in the Red River backwater area would benefit 
some years from a reduction in flow into the Atchafalaya River so that 
stages would not rise above 45 feet at Acme. The US FWS would like to 
see flows increased some years in order to benefit fishery resources 
in the lower floodway. This concern was recognized in project 
planning and short term changes in flow distribution were proposed 
when such changes could be accomplished without adversely impacting 
other resource uses. 

J.1.11. While maximizing public access was a study objective, it was 
a concern of the public that this objective is not altogether compat­
ible with preservation of fish and wildlife resources and esthetics. 

Views Expressed On The TS Plan 
That Influenced The Recommended Plan 

PUBLIC MEETINGS 

J.1.12. Baton Rouge. The first of the five public meetings was held 
in Baton Rouge 15 July 1981. Some 343 people attended; 40 gave 
statements. The trend of the meeting was set quickly as about half of 
the speakers were in favor of public access easements, especially 
greenbelts, and the other half opposed any expropriation of land for 
recreational purposes. Statements were made for and against 
management units, opposition was voiced about the Avoca Island levee 
extension, and other project features were mentioned, but the major 
subject of discussion was the real estate plan. 
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J.1.13. Morfan City. The meeting held in Morgan City on 16 July 
1981, had 2 1 people in attendance, 34 of whom presented statements. 
The primary topics of interest were real estate and the Avoca Island 
levee extension. Two local mayors and one state representative spoke 
in favor of quick completion of the levee while two officials from 
Terrebonne Parish and numerous individuals opposed the extension on 
environmental 1rounds. Several landowners voiced opposition to 
expropriation of private property and greenbelts and favored a 
substitute plan proposed and publicized in the news media by the 
Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA). A few members of the 
en'Vironmental community spoke in favor of the proposed multipurpose 
easement, including greenbelts. 

J.1.14. Lafayette. This meeting was held on 18 July 1981. Approxi­
mately 243 people attended and 54 presented statements. The speakers 
were nearly evenly divided between those opposing expropriation of 
private land, and in favor of the LLA proposal and those who favored 
the real estate plan feature presented in the TS Plan. Management 
units were also discussed, with some speakers expressing opposition 
and others favoring them. 

J.1.15. Jonesville. This meeting, held 20 July 1981, attracted 65 
people, and 13 statements were made. The theme of most speakers at 
this meeting was control of latitude flows between the Mississippi and 
Atchafalaya Rivers at the Old River control structure. Some 
individuals and groups, representing agricultural interests, were in 
favor of decreasing flows during May, June, and July to provide 
flooding relief to farmers in the Red River backwater area. Represen­
tatives of cr.maervation and environmental groups favored maintenance 
of the existing 70/30 division of flows at Old River. 

J.1.16. New Orleans. The last meeting was held on 22 July 1981 in 
New Orleans, Louisiana. The greatest number of speakers (77) com­
mented on the TS Plan, whereas, only 216 people were in attendance. 
Environmental interests were heavily represented and generally favored 
all elements of the TS Plan except the Avoca Island levee extension 
and reduction of flows into the Atchafalaya River at Old River. Basin 
landowners were almost equally well represented and all were against 
expropriation of private property, especially for greenbelts. Most 
were in favor of the LLA substitute plan for public access. Manage­
,ment units also received some attention with environmental interests 
being in favor of them and a few landowners registering opposition. 

J.1.17. In suamary. the five •etings attracted more than 1,100 
people of whom 218 made statements. Table J-1-1 delineates the Public 
Meeting Attenclance Su1111ary. Concerns over the real estate plan and 
extension of the Avoca Island levee were the major opinions expressed. 
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TABLE J-1-1 
PUBLIC MEETING ATTENDANCE SUMMARY 

DATE NUMBER OF TOTAL NUMBER 
1981 LOCATION SPEAKERS OF ATTENDEES 

July 15 Baton Rouge, Louisiana 40 343 
July 16 Morgan City, Louisiana 34 241 
July 18 Lafayette, Louisiana 54 243 
July 20 Jonesville, Louisiana 13 65 
July 22 New Orleans, Louisiana 77 216 

TOTALS 218 1108 

Comments On Draft EIS (DEIS) 

J. 1. 18. Twenty-six letters were received, specifically commenting on 
the DEIS. Most of this correspondence expressed opinions on the 
TS Plan, while other letters expressed concern over data gaps in the 
DEIS. These comments are discussed below as they relate to each major 
feature of this plan. 

FLOWS Ar THE OLD R.IVEll. CONTROL STRUCTURE 

J.1.19. The US FWS, US EPA and Mr. B. W, Hallmon requested that the 
Recommended Plan not include a reduction of flows at Old River control 
structure to hold 45 feet at Acme, Louisiana, during May, June, and 
July in order to aid agricultural interests, They requested that 
flows be increased, when possible, to aid fishery interests in the 
basin. The Sewerage and Water Board of New Orleans requested that a 
minimum flow of 150,000 cubic feet per second be maintained at the 
Mississippi River passes, regardless of flows at Old River. 
Subsequent to the publication of the DEIS, further analysis was made 
of the possible short term flow variation at Old River. If only a 
decrease in flows into the Atchafalaya River occurred, then there 
would be substantial environmental losses in both the Red River 
backwater area and in the Lower Atchafalaya Basin Floodway. Induced 
clearing of approximately 1,000 acres of bottomland hardwoods in the 
backwater area would occur. Fishery productivity in several areas 
would be significantly decreased for the following reasons: increased 
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agricultural pollution and significantly reduced water exchange in the 
backwater area; elimination of overbank flooding on 77,000 acres of 
forest and swamp in the floodway; and reduction of freshwater, 
sediment, and nutrient input into the Atchafalaya Bay delta-Terrebonne 
Parish marsh complex. On the other hand, it is not feasible to 
increase flows significantly to the Atchafalaya River to benefit 
fishery resources in the Lower Atchafalaya Basin Floodway because this 
could enhance the possibility of capture of the Mississippi River by 
the Atchafalaya River. Thus, increasing flows are not practicable and 
decreasing flows is not only environmentally unacceptable, but only 
marginally necessary, since approximately half of the benefits that 
would be realized from decreasing flow would be generated within areas 
of the Red River backwater area for which authorized ring levees are 
planned. Accordingly, this alternative was not included in the 
Recommended Plan. The maintenance of the authorized 70/30 
distribution of flows is recommended instead. 

IIAHAGEKENT UNITS 

J.1.20. The US FWS, US EPA, Wildlife Management Institute, and 
Mr. Hallmon requested that all 13 management units be implemented. 
Mr. Gardner was opposed to construction of any management units. Mid­
Continent Oil and Gas Association was concerned about the lack of 
specific detail on management units and about the unit's impact on the 
oil and gas industry, Texaco, Incorporated, indicated that units 
would create access and operational problems. The US Coast Guard 
requested that consideration be given to the input from oil companies, 
commercial fishermen, and recreational boaters prior to finalizing 
plans for management units. These comments have been considered and 
implementation of the two pilot units that the Recommended Plan 
includes is the best procedure to follow due to uncertainty over 
impacts of the units. The two pilot units would be built, monitored 
and evaluated by the US Army Corps of Engineers in conjunction with 
the state and other cooperating Federal agencies. This group would 
recommend implementation of additional units should results indicate 
practicability and adequate benefits. Input from the oil and gas 
industry, fishermen, and boaters would also be considered. This 
procedure would not preclude eventual construction of all 13 units. 

AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE EXTENSION 

J.1.21. The US FWS, US EPA, National Marine Fisheries Service, Gulf 
of Mexico Fisheries Management Council, Louisiana Land and Exploration 
Company, Wildlife Management Institute, and Mr. Hallmon all objected 
to inclusion of the Avoca Island levee extension in the plan. 
Mr. Gardner was in favor of the levee extension. The opposition 
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centered on potential loss of environmental values in the Terrebonne 
Parish marshes and on uncertainty concerning impacts of the proposed 
extension. These concerns, coupled with reduced flooding projections 
resulting from further investigation of engineering data considering 
the effect of widening of the Wax Lake Outlet overbank area and other 
project features, but exluding extension of the Avoca Island levee, 
have led to a delay in implementation of the extension of the levee 
and/or other measures until completion of additional studies. 
Detailed studies would be completed by 1985 and a supplemental EIS 
would be prepared. 

DELTA DEVELOPMENT 

J.1.22. The National Marine Fisheries Service, US FWS, US EPA, and 
Mr. Hallmon all desired commitment to a plan that would maximize delta 
formation in Atchafalaya Bay. They generally favored waiting until 
the delta model and delta management studies are completed before 
varying the percentage of flows at the outlets from the floodway. The 
Recommended Plan proposes that the present 70/30 Lower Atchafalaya 
River/Wax Lake Outlet distribution of flows be stabilized and that 
delta growth and marsh deterioration be monitored. By that time the 
delta model would be usable. If it is not found necessary to further 
restrict flows to 80/20 and if it is desirable, sediment could be 
redistributed to Wax Lake Outlet at that time. On the other hand, if 
it appeared environmentally beneficial, flows could be restricted to 
80/20; then, due to engineering constraints, no increase in sediment 
transport to Wax Lake Outlet would be possible. 

SEDIMENT TRAPS 

J .1. 23. The US FWS, US EPA, and Mr. Hallmon requested that further 
study be conducted on the use of sediment traps. Unfortunately, 
sediment traps would actually do little to reduce the amount of 
sediment entering the backswamps, since they would tend to fill with 
sand-sizes particles which normally are deposited on existing natural 
levees and not in the backswamps proper. These traps would need to be 
dredged annually, and over the life of the project, 3,000 acres of 
forestland would be destroyed from dredged material disposal. Thus, 
sediment traps were not included in the Recommended Plan. The US EPA 
claims significant sediment control benefits for management units. 
However, analysis indicated that such units would do little to reduce 
sedimentation in the basin • 

J-15 



awnmL 'lllAIRING BELOW HOR.GAB CITY 

J.1.24. The US EPA and Mr. Hallmon stated that they opposed channel 
training below Morgan City claiming it was unnecessary. The US FWS 
reserved judgment on this matter. It has been retained in the 
Recommended Plan because it provides the lowest flowline and, 
therefore, makes the levee raising feature less costly. 

UAL ESTATE l'EATUUS 

J.1.25. The real estate feature of the Tentatively Selected Plan 
received a great deal of attention in the EIS review. The Atchafalaya 
Land Corporation opposed any real estate purchases in the basin for 
recreational interests. Mid.Continent Oil and Gas Association opposed 
any easement that controlled excavation and fill and wanted future 
access rights to be assured. Schiff, Hardin, and Waite were concerned 
about the impacts of the TS Plan on a client's tree farm in St. Landry 
Parish. Texaco, Incorporated, was opposed to the greenbelts because 
of problems with liability, trespass, and upkeep. Mr. Gardner opposed 
expropriation of private lands for recreation, greenbelts, and any 
restrictions on land clearing. The US EPA supported the TS Plan real 
estate feature. The US FWS was concerned that the TS Plan would allow 
the Corps to set up a "permit" program, which would allow land use 
changes and that Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would not protect 
wetlands. They also opposed separation of benefits attributable to 
recreation and land use controls. Mr. Hallmon favored fee title 
purchase of 443,000 acres of basin lands. 

J. 1. 26. Just prior to and during the public meetings of July 1981, 
the Louisiana Landowners Association publicized a real estate proposal 
that consisted of fee purchase of approximately 40,000 to 50,000 acres 
in the basin from willing sellers, a 30,000-acre donation from the Dow 
Chemical Company for public access, and retained comprehensive 
multipurpose easements for flood control and environmental protection 
as proposed in the TS Plan. 

J.1.27. Subsequent to the meetings, major interests (landowners, 
national and local environmental groups, and the state) met and agreed 

, on a new real estate proposal. The key elements of the new propc,sal 
were a recommendation for the elimination of greenbelts and 
substitution of state--ecquired land for public access easements, and a 
recommendation to tighten provisions of the comprehensive multipurpose 
easement to prohibit land use conversion. The Dow land donation to 
the state of over 40,000 acres in and around the lower floodway and 
purchase of 40,000-50,000 acres from willing sellers would replace the 
access and timber control easements proposed in the TS Plan. Governor 
Treen announced this new proposal at a press conference on 19 November 
1981. This substitute proposal has generally been adopted in the 
Recoamended Plan. 
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SIMULTANEOUS IMPLEMENTATION OF FEATURES 

J.1.28. Most flood control features of the plan have been previously 
authorized, so it is possible to proceed with implementing these 
features without further congressional approval. However, few of the 
environmental features are authorized and so would need congressional 
authorization prior to construction. The US FWS, US EPA, and 
Mr. Hallmon requested that an effort be made to simultaneously 
implement the flood control and environmental features so that the 
entire plan would be kept intact throughout authorization and 
funding. The validity of this concern is recognized, but it is unwise 
to allow the flood threat to southern Louisiana to continue any longer 
than necessary. The responsibility of the Corps is limited to 
recommending feasible solutions to the problems facing the Atchafalaya 
Basin; whereas, authorization of the plan features to be implemented, 
if any, is at the discretion of the US Congress. 

MANAGEMENT ENTITY 

J .1. 29. The US FWS, US EPA, and Mr. Hallmon all favored a 
state/Federal management entity to oversee the management of the 
basin. This entity was envisioned as including the US FWS and 
US EPA. The Recommended Plan calls for a management entity composed 
of the Corps of Engineers and appropriate state agencies. Since both 
of these agencies employ multidisciplinary staffs, they have expertise 
that is more than adequate to manage all aspects of the basin. Thus, 
there would be little gained by involving additional Federal agencies. 

Other Comments On DEIS 

J.1.30. Comments by other agencies on the EIS are summarized in this 
paragraph. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation desired a 
formal request from the Corps for Council comment. The National Ocean 
Survey requested that they be notified of any activity that would 
disturb or destroy geodetic control survey movements. The National 
Weather Service requested that the areas of disagreement discussed by 
the FWS and EPA be investigated in greater detail. The Centers for 
Disease Control requested that the project features not increase 
vector populations and that the vector problem be addressed in the 
EIS, The Federal Highway Administration requested that allowances be 
made for upgrading and expanding the highway system in the basin, when 
necessary. The US Forest Service was apprehensive that clearcutting 
could be interpreted as conversion to other land uses and requested 
additional information on timber and the impacts thereon be included 
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in the final EIS. The State of Louisiana Office of Forestry also 
requested that such data be included in the final EIS. They also 
stated that clearcutting is the best method of regenerating cypress 
and expressed a desire to perpetuate the present forested diversity in 
the floodway. All these comments have been addressed to in the final 
EIS. 

Written Comments -
July 1981 Public Meetings 

J.1.31. The distribution o( the draft report/EIS and the July 1981 
public meetings caused an outpouring of responses to various facets of 
the TS Plan. Many form letters were received and numerous individuals 
wrote personal letters expressing their concern about various project 
features, Some of these letters expressed views that caused a 
reevaluation of and changes to certain Tentatively Selected Plan 
features. The role that the letters played in the development of the 
Recommended Plan is described below. 

FLOOD COl!ffllOL FEATURES 

J. 1. 32. An analysis of the correspondence indicated that nearly all 
respondents were in favor of flood control. Virtually no adverse 
mention was made of features such as levee raising, bank stabiliza­
tion, or widening of the Wax Lake Outlet. Channel training above 
Morgan City was favorably mentioned a few times and had very little 
opposition. Numerous people saw distributary realinements as a 
positive method of flood control, Several letters suggested that 
sediment traps be reconsidered, For the reasons given in paragraph 
J.1,23,, that feature was not added to the Recommended Plan. Very few 
letters stated any opinion on the TS Plan proposal for distribution of 
flows at the outlets of the floodway, but several people expressed the 
desire that natural delta formation be encouraged. It is possible 
that the Recommended Plan could accommodate this view. 

l'LOliS AT OW RIVER CONTROL STRUCTURE 

J.1.33, Several letters and a petition stated opinions on the 
alternative to decrease the flows into the Atchafalaya River at Old 
River control structure some years and to increase flows other 
years, Agricultural interests and landowners were generally in favor 
of the portion of the alternative that proposed decreasing flows for 
short periods during May, June, and July, while environmental 
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interests favored the portion of the alternative that would increase 
flows for short periods in the same months down the Atchafalaya 
River. Others favored maintaining a strict 70/30 distribution. For 
the reasons discussed previously, the Recommended Plan calls for 
maintaining the authorized 70/30 distribution at Old River. 

MANAGEMENT UNITS 

J.1,34. Management units received considerable attention in the 
correspondence. A few letters, mostly from affected landowners who 
were justifiably concerned about the possibility of damage to their 
timber, opposed management units. Numerous letters proposed that all 
13 units be authorized and implemented, As described previously, the 
pilot units proposed by the Tentatively Selected Plan would be the 
most responsible approach to determine the feasibility of implementing 
additional units. 

FRESHWATER DIVERSION STRUCTURES 

J.1.35. Very few people expressed opposition to implementing the 
previously authorized freshwater di version structures. However, many 
local residents and users of Bayou Courtableau opposed using that 
bayou as the location for one of the structures, Local residents and 
cooperating agencies have tentatively identified Big Bayou Graw as a 
better site for the structure. Preliminary investigations indicate 
that the site is probably more acceptable. The circulation improve -
ments proposed in the TS Plan received no opposition and were retained 
in the Recommended Plan. 

AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE EXTENSION 

J.1.36. Numerous comments were received on the extension of the Avoca 
Island levee. Individuals, corporations, environmental groups, the 
Terrebonne Parish School Board, and the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury 
all expressed opposition to the extension while one corporation in the 
backwater area was in favor of the levee because they felt it would 
reduce flooding of their timber. For reasons stated earlier and in 
the final EIS and appendixes, implementation of the backwater 
protection alternative has been delayed pending completion of 
additional studies. 
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J. l .37. The bulk of the comments on the TS Plan concerned the real 
estate features. The comprehensive multipurpose easements for 
enirlronmental and flood control purposes received wide support. On 
thi other hand, numerous letters opposed any expropriation of private 
lands and favored private ownership. Many of these writers preferred 
the LLA proposal publicized during the July 1981 public meetings. The 
specific real estate concept that drew the most attention was the 
proposed public access easements for establishing greenbelts. They 
were opposed because individuals felt that they would take rights to 
the higher ridge land from an owner, would increase poaching and 
trespassing onto adjacent land, would attract litter, and would leave 
the owner liable for personal injury suits. Environmental groups and 
others were in favor of the 1980 State of Louisiana plan and many 
expressly supported the greenbelt concept. As described earlier, a 
new proposal that addresses many of the above concerns about 
greenbelts, expropriation, and public access has been agreed upon by 
major public and private interests, accepted by the State of Louisiana 
and is generally included in the Recommended Plan. 

UMIIIG or INPLKMEBTATIOII 

J.l.38. Several letters were received concerning the timing of 
implementation of various features of the TS Plan. The environmental 
community was in favor of simultaneous implementation because of a 
feeling that the flood control features would be built while the 
environmentally beneficial features may never be authorized by a 
budget--conscious Congress. 

Impact Of Public Involvement 

J.l.39. The public views expressed on the TS Plan resulted in 
subsequent studies and reevalutations of several features and changes 

•to the features included in the final Recommended Plan. The resultant 
recommendations are: that the flow at Old River be maintained a::. the 
existing 70/30 authorized operation; that a substitute real estate 
plan feature, apparently favored by all major interests, be included; 
and that implementation of further extensions of the Avoca. Island 
levee and/or other structural and nonstructural features associated 
with backwater protection east of the floodway be delayed pending 
completion of additional engineering and biological studies of the 
bay--mareh complex. 



Section 2 - EIS COMMENTS 
AND RESPONSES 

J .2 .1. Pertinent correspondence and the responses of the US Army 
Corps of Engineers are presented in this section. For the convenience 
of the reader, letters and responses are displayed on the same page 
where practicable. 
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15221[Sb9el.NW 
Wubin1Jt,an.DC21D15 

July 10, 1981 

Col-1 ni-& A. Sad■ 
c-ader and Dl■trict Bagiuer 
Departant of the Ar-, 

Reply to: 

.., Orlean■ Dl■trict, Corp■ of llng:lneers 
P.O. Boa 60267 
1111v Orlean■, Loui■1- 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

Lue Plua Soutb. Suite 818 
44 U... IIDlllaward 
...........i.c:o1112211 

This 1■ in re■ponse to your reque■ t of June 22, 1981, for ~ts on 
the draft enrir-tal stat-t (DES) for the propo■ed Atchafalaya 
Basi.n nooclway Sy■t•, Louisiana. 

Pursuant to its re■pon■ibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National 
Bavi.romental Policy Act of 1969, the Council bas determined that this 
DES does not deaonatrate c011pliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 u.s.c. Sec. 470f, as amended, 90 
Stat. 1320). However, it is clear from the excellent Social and Cultural 
Resources, Appendix E s.-ry, and especially the ~tments made on 
pp. B-39, 113, and 125, that the Corps understands its responsibilities 
and will carry them out in a timely unner • 

Our regulations call for consultation to conclude the Council's c-ts 
to take place wherever feasible between issuance of the DES and conclusion 
of the FES (see 36 CPR 800.9(d) and (e)). This makes for an orderely 
process assuring that issues raised during public review of the DES are 
considered, as appropriate, during Council review. Accordingly, we look 
forward to receiving a forul request for Council comment pursuant to 
Section 106 in the near future, and anticipate completion of the consultation 
process so the Council's cotaent can be included in the FES. 

Should you have questions or require assistance, please call Jane King of 
the Council's Western Division at (303) 234-4946, an FTS number. 

Sincerely, 

\7:d4!~ 
Louis s. Wall 
Chief, Western Division 

of Project Review 

-

DEPARTMENT OF TM£: ARMY 
N•w ORLEANS DISTRICT. CORPS OF' EN-GINEeRs 

_. o. eox 6026., 

NCW OAL£AN •. LOUlelANA 7016t'> G::~ 11 December 1981 
LMNPD-RC 

Mr. Louis S. Wall 
Chi.ef, Western Divl■ion of Project 
Laite Plaza South, Suite 616 
44 Union Boulevard 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

Dear Hr. Wall: 

_,/ 
Review Q 

Reference is ude to your letter of 10 July 1981 regarding your -ts 
on the draft environaental impact stat-t (DEIS) on the Atchafalaya 
Basin Floodway System, Louisiana. In the referenced letter, you requested 
that the consultation process pursuant to Section 106 of the Nati.onal 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, be concluded prior to 
completion of the final environmental impact statement (FEIS). 

The US Arr,ry Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District (NOD) is fully -•re 
that your regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, call for EIS's to be prepared with 
and integrated with studies required by other authorities, incl:uding 
Executive Order 11593 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
as amended, "to the fullest extent possible" (ref 36 CFR Part 800.9). We 
are also -•re that your regulations call for conclusion of the consultation 
process to take place wherever feasible between issuance of the DEIS and 
completion of the FEIS (ref 36 CFR Part 800.9 (d) and (e))> 

As stated in Appendix E to the subject DEIS, numerous cultural resources 
studies have been conducted by the NOD in conjunction with the environmental 
studies of the Atchafalaya Basin. The studies were undertaken to insure 
that historic and cultural properties were given proper consideration in 
project planning and preparation of the DEIS. However, as stated in Section 
S.66 of the DEIS, the only feature of the recOllllll!nded plan which has been 
subject to an intensive cultural resources survey is the levee enlargement 
feature. The consultation process for this project feature is now underway 
and will be documented in the FEIS. 

Due to the preliminary level of project design of the other features of the 
recommended plan, intensive cultural resources surveys of these features have 
not yet been initiated. As stated in Section S.66 of the DEIS, these project 
features will be surveyed during the next phase of project development as 
potential impact areas are defined. 

-



'­
I 

N 
\N 

- -

LMNPD-RC 11 December 1981 
Mr. Louis S. Wall 

As you are aware, the cultural resources survey is generally the method 
by which a Federal agency fulfills its responsibilities to locate any 
National Register and Register-eligible properties in the potential 
environmental impact area of its projects. Thus, it is only upon comple­
tion of these cultural resources surveys over the next few years that the 
NOD will be able to conclude the consultation process pursuant to Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, as 
outlined by 36 CFR Part 800. The subject EIS is scheduled to be finalized 
in January 1982. 

Therefore, it is not feasible to conclude the consultation process with 
your agency prior to completion of the FEIS. The NOD is aware that its 
cultural resources responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended, and other authorities will not be completed with 
submission of the FEIS. Be assured that all of our compliance activities will 
be in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800 and will be fully coordinated with the 
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer and your office, as appropriate, 

Your response to this letter is requested as soon as possible, so that 
it can be included in the FEIS, If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please contact Mr. Michael E. Stout of my staff 
at (504) 838-2554. 
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Sincerely, 

o,.,._,.v14, s,•~•• _.,,, 
ROBERT C. LEE 
Colonel, CE 
District Engineer 
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Atlanta, GA 30367 
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- August 13, 1981 

,. Colanel Tlloaaa .... Sanda 
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2.21 

2.31 

2.41 

• 

C e .._. I Diatriot Bngi-
Corpe ar 1ns1-
1101t 6026T 
1w Or1-, Ll '10160 

DHl" Col-1 Sanda: 

lie baft NYi-4 tbll draft EIS en tbe .ltabatalaya Baain Flaadway System, 
L~ and baw tbe tallowing -ta. Our -jar concerns are generally 
ar an adainistl'atiw nature. Tbne baYe bee ducuaaed with Mr. Paul Fry, the 
State Foreater•a representative en the .,._.-n•· Group. 

Tbue -ma center 011 two ti- atten repeated in tbia study: (1) The 
any rer- aade to clearcuttiag aa a •roreatry practice which aust be 
-iroued 09m" tbe entire baaia• and (2) the eatabliataeat or •environaental 
l"igllta to pl'll'f'llllt ooaveraion or land to otbel' uaea and to provide control over 
tbe 1181:bocl or mttiag r-ta.• Vhlle both conoepta - sound and 
a-.stable, w - apprebena:lve about the adainiatration or such controls. 

-Cl~ttiag has bemi orten 111.acoaatrued at -t or the public hearinga 
aa land ccmvaraioa. 

-.la appointed coaittee would oversee both the Forest Management Plan 
and tbe envi~tal righta 1-•• 
It tbe State Forester•• proposed Forest ~t Plan tor the basin is 
approved intact by the Governor, then the probl• or torest management 
practice detiniticm abould be solved. We til'llly support the State Forester's 
poaiticm tbat his group be designated the aole agency to administer the Forest 
~t Plan a:lnce be has the rorestry ezpartise to carry it out. 

There will be a loaa or 67,000 acres or bottCllland hardwoods and bald cypress­
tupelo gua SllallP which ia a coaaiderable acreage of productive forested land. 
We reel 1a the development or the final EIS the tallowing information should 
be diap~ed and eval1ated. 

1. The appronaate acreage, by rarest type, within the boundaries or the 
project. 

2. The approxiaate acreage or priae tillber land involved. (Prime timber 
land 1a defined as that land capable of producing a llinilnlm of 85 cubic teet 
or tillbar per acre per year.) 

3. The approximate yield or timber, per year, which could be ezpected to 
be produced it tbe coaercial toreat land were unaged intensively and not 
destroyed by the project. 

-··-

-

/v ~/ 

.,- 7 
i L-:. 
\ 

lll!SPOIISE 2.1: It is agreed that clearcutting baa been perceived to be 
sync~ with land UN coovera:lon. U-..-r, the coaprehensive 
aultipurpoae ea-nt proposed in the real estate feature of the 
rec~ plan does not preclude the legitimate UN of clearcutting 
on a liaited scale as a part of acceptable silvicultural practice. 
Poreat aaaageaent cannot be delegated to the State Forester as ti.-.ber 
rights would remain with the landowner■• Forest •naae-nt activities 
of the landovaers would be controlled by the atate agency selected by 
the Governor within the provisions explicitly described in the 
easeaenta acquired and would be subject to the approval of the 
District Engineer, US Arwy Engineer Diatrlct, llew Orleans (Corps of 
Engineers). 

RESPONSE 2.2: The average is presented throughout the report/EIS by 
general forest type. Data are not available with which to subdivide 
these general types into specif.le forest types. 

RESPONSE 2.3: Sufficient data are not available to deteraine acreage 
of "prime timber.• However, estiaates indicate that there are 175,000 
acres of bottom.land hardwoods and 200,000 acres of other foreat types 
that are •-rchantable.• "Merchantable" acreage represents land 
altuated within 2500 feet of a navigable stream or roadway which 
contains stands capable of producing 2000 or D10re board feet per acre. 

RESPONSE 2.4: According to Putnam (1951), 500 board feet (Doyle) of 
sawtimber per acre per year can be produced under manageoaent. 
Additionally, about 0,66 cords of pulpwood can be produced from 
topwood and small trees which are removed for cult~ral reasons. This 
high yield could probably not be produced on much of the forestland of 
the project •ffected area since ,aich of the area is subject to 
excessive flooding until late into the growing season. Moreover, 
rising water levels and land subsidence in lower floodway south of Big 
Bayou Pigeon and in the backwater area east of the floodway could make 
regeneration of cypress-tupelo standa difficult in the future ss these 
areas become increasingly subject to year round inundation. Because 
of these factors and a lack of other data, it would be very difficult 
to predict what the actual yield of timber could be in the areas to be 
affected by the project. 
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4. The expected long term effects (loss of wood and wood products) and 
the effects on the local economy from committing co111nercial forest lands to 
the project. 

5. The current stumpage value for each timber species in the major 
comercial forest types and the total value of wood products lost as the 
result of the project. 

If the above information is presented, the reviewer will be able to determine 
the trade-offs in timber volumes and wood products lost and can formulate the 
project's impact on the forest and socioeconomic environment. We would 
suggest that you contact the Louisiana Forestry Co111nission, P. o. Box 1628, 
5150 Florida Blvd., Baton Rouge, LA 70821, for forest inventory and 
evaluation information. 

Other coments we have include: 

--Page 108, paragraph 2 - Nowhere in this section on·Timber is there a 
statement describing the reduction in present or potential timber volumes that 
will result from projected acreage losses. The reader might gain a better 
prospective of the values involved with such information. 

-Page 211, Table 26, No. 7 - An average annual net income of $14.00 per 
acre for bottomland hardwoods appears to be about half of what one would 
expect from typical forest land in the basin. We suggest that a net return of 
$25.00 an acre per year would be a more accurate estimate. The State 
Forester's co111Dents should be more specific here. 

-Page 212-214, Table 26, IIA7 and IID2.b-d - Why are the 451,000 acres 
of Cypress-Tupelo Swamps not included as co111nercial forests? 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft EIS and look forward to 
receiving a copy of the final EIS when it is published. 

Sincerely, 

Hm1bfl.,/O tJJi_ 
J 

-

RESPONSE 2.5: Implementation of the Recommended Plan would actually 
cause a net gain of wood and wood products over future without"?roject 
c.>nditions (that is, conditions if no further Federal actions were 
taken). The acreages of forestland involved and the economic impacts 
of this gain are discussed in various parts of Section 6 of the EIS. 
The loss of 67,000 acres of forestland reported in the draft EIS waa 
based upon land clearing projections formulated using hydrologic data 
which has since been refined. 

RESPONSE 2,6: Economic impacts were not calculated using stumpage 
values for each timber species. The total value of wood products 
would be greater if the Recommended Plan were implemented than would 
occur under future...,ithout project conditions. The project would not 
cause a net loss of such products. --

RESPONSE 2.7: There would not be a reduction in timber volumes if the 
project were implemented. See Response 2.5. 

RESPONSE 2.8: Net return per acre values in the final report were $20 
for bottomland hardwoods and $11 for other forest types. Values used 
in the draft were $18, bottomland hardwood and $7, other. 

RESPONSE 2. 9: The cypress -tupelo swamps were included as commercial 
forest. 

-
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GltlEIIAL~OFTHE 
UMTED STATES DES,AATMENT OF COMMERCE 
Wnhington, D.C. 20230 

lUG l, 1981 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
C-.nder and District Engineer 
Hew Orleans District, Co.rps of Engineers 
Department of the Arllly 
P. O. Box 60267 
Relf Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

I
This is in reference to your draft environmental impact 
stai:-nt entiUed, •Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, 3.1 Louisiana.• The enclosed ~ts from the National Oceanic 
and At:a>spheric Administration are forwarded for your 
consideration. 

c:... 
I 

N 
c:n 

•Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide these comments, 
which - hope will be of assistance to you. We would appreciate 
receiving four copies of the final environmental impact 
statement. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Director of Regulatory Policy 

Enclosures Memo from: D.R. Ekberg 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 

Robert B. Rollins 
National Ocean Survey 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 

Richard E. Hallgren 
National Weather service 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 

-

USPOIISE 3 .1: C-nts noted. 

- -



c_ 

' N ....., 

3.2 

-

TO: PP/BC -
7 /-. 

FllOM: !,(!(SBR61 

@ UNR'ED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
llacional OcNnic and A-npurlc Adlnlai■lrallon 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southeast Region 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. Pete:mburg, FL 33702 

July 31, 1_981 
--

P/SBR61/RR 
893-3503 

Joyce Wood {: ~, //.\ // 

- D. R. Ekberg/ -V,- ~)~\J/ 
' ,.J 

t,,,,,/ 

sUBJEcJ..- . C0111111ents on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement -
Atchafalaya Basin Plooa.ray System, Louisiana (COE) 
(DEIS 18106.32) 

The draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana, that accompanied 
your memorandum of July 2, 1981, has been :ceceived by the 
National Marine Fisheries Sexvice for review ~nd camnent. 

The statement has been :ceviewed and the following comments 
a:ce offexed for your consideration. We primarily :ceviewed those 
parts· of the project likely to have gxeatest impacts on -.arine 
fishexy xesources and their habitat. Specifically, thosa include 
the proposals for the outlet woxks, Atchafalaya Bay and the 
backwater a:ceas. 

Gen~ ral Comnents 

J:n our opinion, the DEIS has failed to adequately consider 
project altemative featuxes and altemative mitigation measu:ces 
for any extension of the Avoca Island levee. Although the docu­
ment briefly describes structural altematives to the Avoca Island 
levee, it does not p:rovide sufficient detail on comparative costs 
and flood protection or fisheries p:cesexvation advantages of 
alte:i:natives. The vexy g:ceat adve:r:se impact to marine fishexy 
:r:esou:rces and their habitats axe add:cessed to va:cying deg:r:ees of 
completeness in segments located in many diffe:cent sections of 
the DEIS. When all these segments a:ce viewed comp:cehensively, 
it is appa:r:ent that any of the proposed Avoca Island levee ex­
tensions would at a minimum: 

l.. xeduce sediment and f:ceshwater flows to Terrebonne 
Parish mamhes, thus accelerating already alamdng rates of ma:r:sh 
loss; 

2. directly destroy several thousand acres of fxesh to 
saline marsh; and 

A ... ~ f­., ~~~Fri,-

,_ 

/""· 

//5 ' , J 
, _ _.,;/ 

-

RESPONSE 3,2: Further extension of the Avoca Island levee is the only 
alternative studied in detail which would provide protection over the 
entire area of backwater influence east of the floodwsy, However, the 
final Recommended Plan provides for a delay in implementing a solution 
to backwater flooding probleu during which time more precise 
engineering and biological parameters would be defined by additional 
detailed studies to provide a better understanding of the complex, 
dynamic and delicate ecosystem that nourishes the marine fishery, 
Thus the final EQ and Recommended Plans do not include implementation 
of the extension of the Avoca Island levee feature or other structural 
or nonstructural features associated with backwater protection until 
completion of the studies, A supplemental EIS would be prepared for 
this feature, The NED plan includes an extension of 14,000--fe~t only; 
and as explained extensively in the DEIS, would be an interim measure 
only, Any further extension would necessitate preparation of a 
supplemental EIS should this plan ever be implemented, 
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l. a.tmy - exi.tiDg cllal.ta and mdllce the total delta . 
llail.cllag pot.eat:ial of the Jltcbefalaya tiwr. 

n. 11,"•-ret: alllO acblawleclges tbe aiplficant data gap• 
1lb1ch -4 to be filled in ozdar to a&iqaately usus Avoca 
la1anc! i.... extension i1llpactll on -rine fiahexy reaou:ix:es 
~able 6-1) • :bl view of tlle above, - believe that tbe n:xs 
_.t: p-t: and -zioaaly ezplom altematiw• 1:o exten4ing the 
.bac:a Ialand levee. In a4ditioll to zin9 levees a1'0UDd populated 
•--• the l'BD sboald al.80 tbomugtl.ly di■cua• an altemative of 
aa aaet, -...t bafl:ier levee aloDg tbe Bayou Bladt zic.l;e between 
IIDJ.1faa City 11114 Baaaa. uaUke the localised zing 1.,,.. altemative, 
tide aae lf0\114 111-o pmvi.da .-. C10Dtml of J:aackwater floodlng 
iat:baLatc.Venataaa. 

!'lie pn:,pliS9ed Jwoca Ia1aDd i.e-e ... tension is p:maented in the 
mis· wit:boat adafauate 4i.8caaaton of altemati,,. -ans to off-t 
1- of Wt:at: 'ftlhable +;o llllzine fi.abexy 1880UXCes. Although 
CODa1:nctic:m mid operatirm impecta an inccapletely uncle:r:stood 
and quatifiec!. - evidlmcec'l in the DBIS, t:bouaands of aczes of 
aztamely valuable, aenaitbe and rapidly 4imillishi.ng marsh and 
eataarine habitats of coastal Louisiana IIOUld be adversely affected. 
Beeaun of tbe gnat value of t:ben coastal habitats, the document 
aboald pxeaent a mitigaticm altemative in the FEIS that woul.d 
'l:ot:ally cu4e1 aate for the 1oae of estuarine habitat values thxough 
eatmu:ine habi.tat caation or imp~t. we believe that the 
cootiDued pmmction of living -rine msources being reazed in 
t:beee. coaatal habitats, 11011118 of which az.e being managed under the 
P.ubexy COnsenation and Management Act of 1976, cannot be app:i:o­
pz:Lately mitigated by incmaaing wildlife, fmshwater fish and 
:mcmational benefits in the interior basin, as pmposed in the DEIS. 

fla mzs appean to adaquately pmaent and discuss the 701 -
3ft illitial outlet flow cliatribution pmpoaed between the Atchafalaya 
lti._r and Wax Lake Ootlet, zeapectively. 'l'he impacts discussed 
for the pmposed channel training wo:dta along the two outlets would 
be IICC'1rate only as long as the pmposed •intexmittent shallow 
JIICl'Ulds• (illuat:zatecl on Plates 18 and 19) cb not become connected, 
-.pecially aJ.oag the vest hank of the Atchafalaya River. 

1 StlllllUll' 

1111.jor CoDc:l.uai.ons ucl Pindings 

an:t01DLB POR '1'B£ ERVIJIONMBHTAL QUALITY (EQ) PLAN 

3 •f Im BIS-7, P!~~l.4.- '1'he statement on lines 1-5 that the Avoca .._ -Ua levee wo e a positive envi:comaental contribution is 

e 

RBSPONSE 3.3: It is not anticipated that the interaittent low-level 
channel training -und• would beco• connected and impacts have been 
asaessed accordingly • 

U:SPOIISE 3.4: It is erroneous ·to assume that a ring leYee alternative 
would totally solve backwater flooding probleas. See Response 3.2. 

-
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misleading. Environmental impacts on sensitive and diminishing 
estuarine resou=es must be considered independently and cannot 

..he offset . .by project modifications that .only llenefi t terrestrial 
wildlife and freshwater fishezy resources. 

Lines 8-15 should be expanded to explain that the ring levee 
altemative would totally solve backwater flooding problems in 
populated areas, whereas the Avoca Island levee extensions would 
not. The same would be true for an east-west barrier levee along 
the ridge between Morgan City and Houma, which would also protect 
the Lake Verret area from backwater flooding. 

RATIONALE FOR THE TENTATIVELY SELECTED (TS_) PLAN 

Page EIS 10, paragrar 1.6. How the :real estate features of the 
plan zeferenced in e last sentence would mitigate the loss of 
living marine resources habitat should be thoroughly explained. 

4. ALTERNATIVES 

Features Considered in Detail 

GROUP VII - ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE BACKWATER FLOOD DAMAGES EAST 
OF THE FLOODWAY 

Limited structural measures. 

Page EIS-62. This title is misleading because the structural 
measures discussed would eliminate, not just reduce, backwater 
flood damage in the developed areas. The only "limited" aspect 
of the plan is that of the area covered (i.e., providing no 
protection to most undeveloped areas) and environmental impact. 

Page EIS-62, parayaph 4.55. The last sentence would be more 
accurate if it in cated this feature • ••• would provide total 
protection for part of the a:ma, at least that which is developed ••• •, 
rather than as stated in the DEIS • ••• that it would provide only 
partial protection of the area from backwater flooding." 

Extension of Avoca Island levee. 

Page EIS-63, paragraph 4.56. The reference in line 8-11 to 
diversion structures in both alignments, depicted on Plate 10, 
is misleading, as the only such structure labeled on the reference 
plate is in the existing Avoca Island levee. Also, the statement 
that • ••• it would ••• be operated to maintain present non-flood 
season distribution of flows into the Ter:mbonne Parish marshes" 
should indicate whether that :mfers to just water or water and 
its sediment. 

-

RESPONSE 3.5: With the delay in implementing the Avoca Island levee, 
and/or other measures for backwater protection, the only losses to 
marsh would be 300 acres of direct construction losses due to other 
plan features and that could be mitigated by the overall positive 
environmental contribution of the real estate features of the plan. 
The flooded forest ecosystem that would be preserved by this plan 
could export nutrients to the estuarine system that would not be 
available under future without -project conditions. 

RESPONSE 3 .6: The measures d,iscussed in this paragraph are "limited"' 
because they would not protect all residential areas, all roads, 
existing farmland, forested areas, or other resources that would be 
adversely affected by backwater flooding. 

RESPONSE 3.7: The existing sentence accurately describes the 
situation for the reasons given in Response 3.6. 

RESPONSE 3.8: The water diversion structure is not yet built, but 
when constructed it would be located somewhere in the existing Avoca 
Island levee. This is necessary because the structure must he as far 
north as possible in order to provide the highest head for diverting 
the water. The requested clarification in the sentence on water 
distribution has been made. 
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Pinal Array of Planll 

MITIGATIC. NEEDS OP PLIIIS CORSIDERBD DI Dn'AIL 

l Page EIS-66 eraggeh ,-,59, LiDu 1-·3 llbould be expanded to 
3.9 describe ~e paventlan of :d.aing water level.a in backwater 

az:eas would interfez:e with or p~t 10CJ9ing. 

3.10 
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3.11 

Linea 3-5 should be 1110:r:e fully developed to daacd.he the 
types of mitigation that would be implemented to off-t eatuaxine 
losses if the entim Avoca Island levee -m built. 

Because of the nat:ional importance and unique function& p:m-
vided by estuarine -tlancll, lines 11-13 abould be expanded to 
explain what management -uuma am being pmpoaed to offset the 
loss of estuarine habitat and pmductivity attributable to J.evae 
construction. 

Page EIS-67, ~raq:J!J.61. we atm119ly ai.aag:i:ee with the coa-
ciualon that pm lndaced mdaction of ma:cl.ne fishezy 
:resouzces, some of which an alma"' being managed for optimum 
sustainable yields under the Piahezy Conservation and Manapment 
Act of 1976 (P,L, 9C-265), -4 not be mitigated by offsetting 
increases in living marine mao,u:ce p:r:odaction. Thia aection 
should be expanded to empbaahe the national significance, unique 
natural functi.cma, val.ue to important -:c1.ne species and &laming 
rate of lou of eatua:cl.ne -tlaDdl. With an adequate expansion 
on these itema, ··u: ahoulcl be &ppamnt that the zeal estate featuma 
of the selected plan cannot mitigate the estua:cl.ne loss; thus, 
appmpxiate mitigation should be pmposecl. 

Comparative~ of Altemati'V88 

Table 4-7 

pa ve £iiiiid:i o! change8 in sediment flow and ai.stribution undar I 
P3:L.BIS-73 an-a 79. ands table should also aynopsize the oam-

. , 3.12 the columns --Utled F:resh Na:csh, Brackish Na:csh, Saline Na:i:ah and 
Piabe.d.es caued by the pmposed Avoca Island levee extension. 

'3.'4 
P~EXS-90. Under the Business and Indaatrial Activity and Regional 
cl col'IDD, the DBIS notes for Plana 4(BQ), 7(NBD), and 9(TS) thet 
•by extending the Avoca J:aland lewe, the impediment to indaatrl.al 
expana:f"D and :mgional gmwth would be lessened". The PBIS abould 
indicate what percentage of the no longer impeded indaatrial 
apanaion and :mgional gmwth would be in wetlandl. 

-·-_,-· 

USPOIISE 3, 9: The -tance has been clelated &- the final &IS 
llecauae recant hydrologic rae,,alaationa and refi-. haft 111-
that vatar level.a would not rtaa aa c1r .. uca11y u previoualy 
1'1dicatecl, Preventiao of rialq -«:er 1.ewla elloulcl not eonereely 
1apact loggiq and ahould be bue£1cial to raa-ratiao of fOTeeta 
fol.low1q logging. 

DSPOIIH 3.10: See llaepoue 3.S. 

US1'0IISE 3.11. 'Die national llipif1cuca, un1qDe natural flllu:tiou, 
aad 9&lua to marine apedee are 4:1.--4 in pancraplle 5,10 t~ 
S,11, aad the elandng rate of lose of eamariae -tl&ade 1a cliacuaeed 
in paragraph 4, 26. llanb loeaea aaaociatecl with the aec-nded Plan 
are estimated to be 1,000 acree. The preaervatlon of foreatad 
-tlaada in the Atcbafalaya Basin flooclvay would allow uport of 
11Utrienta to the estuarine ay•t- which abould mitlpta for - of 
tbeu comtruction losses, 

IIISPCIISE 3,12: The chaagea in aediaeat flow -1d be a -jor 
contributor to the cbaJlaes in urah acraaae indicated in tbe cited 
table in Section 4. The rationale for t~ calculat1olla u deacribed 
in Appendi:lt G. Tbeu •rah acreages haw been uaad to calculate 
fiabery ftluea aubaaquently indicated in the uhle. All cliacuaaed in 
Beaponae 3.2, iapl-ntation of the Awce lalaad 1- -14 be 
delayed uatil coapletion of additional datalled etudlea, aatl/or othar 
eaaures for back•ter protection .-apt in the IIBD plaa. 

lll!SPORSE 3.13: Since a cleciaion on iapl.-ntlng the Avoca Island 
l.nea extension baa been dalayed in the EQ and aec-nded Plane, the 
c-t would only apply to tba RED plan. It ia not poaelhle to 
predict 11bat percentage of the induatrlal u:panaion and regional 
grwtb -1.d take place in wetlands. 

-
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5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Significant Resoun::es 

BAYS AND OPEN GULF 

5 

Page EIS-112, paragraih 5.25 •. The last sentence should document 
the piobabl!Ity of de ta gmwth into the deeper wate:cs of the 
Gulf of Mexico, especially in view of the reduction in sediment 
being transported down the Mississippi River drainage system and 
limited delta g:rowth potential in deep Gulf wate:cs. 

FISHERIES 

Page EIS-120, paragraph 5.39. Marine fishe:r:y values of the area of 
project impact shouldbe expanded and updated. Specifically, this 
section should document 1) recent rec:reational fishe:cy values, 
2) relative contribution of this estuarine complex to the offshore 
shrimp and finfisheries, and 3) more recent landings data, including 
consideration of the moneta:r:y impact· of landings on local and 
state economics. 

Pa~ EIS-121, paragraph 5.40. The basis for estimating the 40% 
re ction in harvests of crawfish and sport fish should be provided. 

6. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Page EIS-158, paragra~h 6.4. Because the identified infomation 
gaps exist and are cntical to the protection and well-being of 
the estua:r:y, this and subsequent sections should thoroughly discuss 
the advisability of impacting this area with construction of a 
partial levee, 14,000 ft. long, thus effectively making more 
difficult the adoption of other altematives to the backwater 
flooding problems. In this regard, the FEIS should note that 
though it is technically cor:rect that an altemative plan could 
be adopted after the first extension was constructed, such drastic 
project changes :resulting in abandonment.of partially constructed 
features usually only result from litigation (e.g., Wallisville 
Lake, Texas) or a Presidential di:rective (e.g., Cross Florida Barge 
Canal). 

Significant Resources 

FRESH MARSH 

Plan 4 (EQ) 

Major Impacts of Proposed Pmject Features 

3 181 Pa~e EIS-186 and 7, paragraph 6.51 and Table 6.B. This section, 
• wh ch discusses the same impacts as would result from Plan 9 (TS), 

-

RESPONSE 3.14: It is true that the amount of sediment coming down the 
Mississippi River is declining and that sediments reaching the gulf 
via the Mississippi River are deposited in deep waters. However, the 
200-foot contour is only 7 miles off Southwest Pass, while it is 70 
miles south of Point au Fer reef. Thus, the Atchafalaya delta has a 
long distance to develop out into the gulf before it reaches <ieep 
water. It is recognized that gulf waters are deeper than those <>f 
Atchafalaya Bay and consequently delta growth will be slower once it 
passes Point au Fer. 

RESPONSE 3.15: The marine fishery values hsve been updated as 
requested. These values now include (and included before) the 
contribution that the marsh/estuarine complex makes to offshore 
fisheries according to the method of Lindall et. al. (1972). Recent 
recreational fisheries values have also been added. 

RESPONSE 3 .16: The existing paragraph clearly states the basis for 
the reduction in fishery harvests. Rationale for the 40-percent 
figure is given in Appendix A. 

RESPONSE 3.17: See Response 3.2. 

RESPONSE 3.18: See Response 3.2. In Section 6 of the EIS, the 
effects of the NED plan on estuarine fisheries points out that 
supplemental freshwater would maintain the future'Without project 
salinity regime in the Terrebonne Parish marshes. The Biennial 
Report, referenced in this comment, indicates increasing salinities in 
Caillou Lake were influenced by the drought cycle and were not 
entirely attributable to the construction of the Avoca Island levee. 
Further evidence that the drought was greatly responsible for 
salinities rising to ""above 20 parts per million during many months of 
the year'" is found in Barrett et. al. (1978). This referenced 
material does not show any monthly average salinity above 19. 7 in 
Caillou Lake between October 1974 and September 1976. 
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notes that the seconda:r:y impacts of the Avoca Island levee 
extension on the Terzebonne Palish manhes axe difficult to 
pz.edic:t with available infomultion, and that dlle to this lack of 
data numexous studi- (outlined in Table 6-8) must be conmcted 
pn.or to const:r:uction of z.each 2. The PEIS should explain why 
.t:bia would.not. alao be appxopi:iat:e £or mach .l, since .the pxoject 
would mdllce the sediments now z.eaching most parts of the -t 
TernboDne Palish lllllrshes: No amount of water exchange st:r:uctu:r:es 
would cllange this since they woul.d be closed when most sediment 
would be tmnspor:ted with flood wat:ezs. The !'BIS should also 
D01:e that the original Avoca :Island levee contributed to a large 
incmue in salinity in Sister (caillou) Laite by :reducing the 
maount of fz.eah water enterl.ng the lake (Louisiana Wildlife and 
Pisberies cammisaion 1958-1959, Eighth Biennial :Report, p. 131). 

BPACUSHJal!SH 

Plan 9('l'S) 

t!:: of Mitigation Measu:i:es and Operati.on and~J«a,i_n~enllllce of 
zoposed Pm1ect Peatu:i:es 

· tm BrS-194, iimfraph 6.65. This section incor:i:ectly indicates 
t the spec1 tigation measures pmposed in Plan 4 (EQ) would 

benefit marsh pz:oductivity when in :reality the mitigation would 
at _,.t offset losses of marsh pz:odllctivity. Also the section is 
110rded to suggest that the special mitigation measures would :i:esult 
in DO benefit to maxsh pmductivity. These paragraphs should be 
xavised, as appropliate. 

SALDIB NUSH 

ation Meaau:i:es and ration and Maintenance of 
Peatu:i:es 

Page B:tS-196, parag~h 6. 70. This section should be expan&!d to 
cbcui.nt the inc:mase saline maxah p:r::oductivity which the DEIS 
indicates would :i:esult f:com the pmposed water divexsion measuxes. 

Plan 9('1'8) 

!J!Pact8 of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Peatu:i:es 

Page EXS-197, paragraph 6. 76. The net l meficial impacts of flood­
way operation with the cur:i:ent maintenance spoil disposal practices 
in Atchafalaya Bay should be documented. 

-

llESPORSE 3.19: Since the imple-ntation of the Avoca Island levee 
exteasion and/or other bacltwater protection measures has been delayed 
in Plaas 4 and 9, there would be no marsh mitigation needs for 
either. The paragraph on mitigation impacts has been revised to state 
that the diversion structure would only offset project-induced losses. 

RESPONSE 3.20: See Response 3.19. 

RESPONSE 3.21: Interpretation of the statement in paragraph 6.76 is 
inaccurate. Operation refers to passing floodwaters through the basin 
and does not include dredging in Atcbafalaya Bay. Dredging in this 
area is assoicated with the Bayous Chene, Boeuf, and Black project and 
the disposal practices are assessed in the FEIS for that project, the 
last supplement of which was filed with the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) in February 1977. 

-
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Plan 4 (EQ) 

Major Impacts of Pmposed Project Features 

.Page El:S-198, pan.graph 6. 77. It-should be -noted that neither 
Plan 4 nor Plan 9 am the best plans to p:i::eae:rve the newly 
developing delta. Of the plans cliscuaaed, the FWS plan (Append. 
I) would be moat desirable. . 

Pm EIS-199, pa~ 6. 77. Thia section should discuaa the 
p abl!lty ofie being redistributed to portions of the 
delta that are leas suitable for deltaic wetland development. 
Modeling studies would appear appmpriate to assess this project. 

~ EIS-1~~ paragraph 6.78. The statement in the last sentence 
t delta velopment would occur in the open Gulf should be 

documented, since the sediment being transported in the Mississippi 
River Basin has been decreasing due to upst:i::eam water resource 
projects and sediments which do reach the Gulf are deposited in 
deep watexs. 

Plan 9 (TS) 

Impacts of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Features 

Page EIS-201,Wragraph 6.85. It should be explained how conditions 
described in s paragraph differ from without project conditions. 
If the floodway were not operationally controlled, it appears that 
more of the Mississippi River flows would traverse it, car:i:ying 
even more delta building sediments. 

BRACKISH AND SALINE MARSH BAYOUS, CANALS, AND BORROW PITS 

Plan 4 (EQ) 

Major Impacts of Pxoposed Project Features 

Page EIS-21th paragraph 6.135. The fi:cst sentence should clearly 
state that e increase in open-water areas caused by borrow pit 
constmction, would be at the expense of extremely valuable saline 
and brackish marsh. 

It is asserted on lines 4 and 5 and in a number of other 
sections in this chapter that various impacts are "nearly impossible 
to quantify.• We recommend that all identifiable impacts be 
quantified as accurately as possible, with a range presented if 
necessa:i:y, to allow reviewers to evaluate project benefits and 
costs. At a minimum, the docmnent should contain worst-case eval­
uations of construction and operation impacts on marine fishe:i:y 
xesources and their habitats. 

-

RESPONSE 3.22: With the recommendation to delay the Avoca Island 
levee extension, Plans 4 and 9 are the best plans to preseve the 
delta. 

RESPONSE 3.23: With the delay of implementing the Avoca Island levee 
extension, no sediment redistribution would occur. 

RESPONSE 3.24: See Response 3.14. 

RESPONSE 3 ,25: Because of the devastating effects that would result 
from not controlling flows into the Atchafalaya Basin at the Old River 
control complex, the existence of this complex is part of the future 
without -project condition. However, since no previous EIS has been 
prepared on operation of the Old River complex, this EIS discusses the 
impacts of such operation. 

RESPONSE 3.26: See Response 3,2, 

RESPONSE 3.27: The "nearly impossible to quantify" impacts referred 
to in this sentence have nothing to do with this project but are 
general natural and man .o:Lnduced impacts in the coastal zone. All 
identifiable impacts attributable to the Atchafalaya Basin project 
have been quantified, including those to marine fishery resources and 
their habitats. 
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:rae-::t, of Operation and llaintenance of Exi•ting Featuzes 

ua\ 
Pap B~-23k.;JHU:agrapha 6.181 and 6.182. These paragraphs should 
chacua ihe r the expected liiipacts of resuspension of pesticides, 
baa,ry 118tal■ and PCS'•• over those expected in the futuz:e without 
pmject, would occur far enough down the basin to impact 111arine 
fiabexy maoa:i:cea. Any marine fiabe:cy impacta should be adequately 
a.cdbe4. 
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1'18&Bkil8 

Pl.all 4(BQ) 

Ra:tor Impacts of Pmposed Pm;lect Peatums 

2; BD-24l·t 'l"able 6-10. '1'he usociated text should p:mvide the 
vatloii o the estliaited harvest value■ pmviaed in this table. 

V1 a &it-cue es te of harvest, a table depicting either 
'/J , . _?:l';US-243, pemqrnf!.6.206. If Table 6-10, on page EIS-241, pxo-

3.30 wozat-cue or most pmbabl-caae estimates should also be pmvided 
so that marine fiaheries impacts can be more accurately estimated. 

I. :C m-2O,&:mgraph 6.207. Details should be p:mvided to 
3.31 ilbe how e Avoca Island levee extension reportedly would 

pmaerve the backwater fishery northeast of Morgan City. 

3321 

31 

Pl.all t(TS) 

xm,acta of Operation and Maintenance of Existing Featu:tes (All Plans) 

P:%;EIS-2~pmgraph 6.226. 'l'he statements that larger benthic 
o 1- escape spoil deposition and could bur:row th:rough 
3<1-40 cm of spoil should be substantiated by documentation. If these 
sta~ts cannot be documented, they should be :tevised to accurately 
mflect pmject impacts. 

Page EIS-255« paragrfilh 6.238. The impact of operation of the flood­
way system on estua e fisheries would be beneficial only if the 
Avoca Island levee weze not extended, since its extension may result 
in accelerated destruction of Terrebonne Parish ma:cshes and fisheJ:Y 
maow:ces, mom than offset~ng benefits fxcm deltaic acc•:retion. 

CLBARANCE: 

P/BP:R.Smith 

cc: 
P/BP(3) 
P/SER612 
GOJIPJIC 

-

~ SZGRA .... ABD DATE 

;r(.< l£G?t; K/~lf t 

RESPONSE 3.28: The paragraphs in question now indicate the local and 
short~ena nature of the impact. 

RESPONSE 3.29: The methodology is described in Appendix A. The 
paragraph in the EIS is not the proper place to give such detail. 

RESPONSE 3.30: The final EIS clearly points out, in the refereaced 
paragraph, that the harvest -calculations are a best -case estimate for 
freshwater species only. 

RESPONSE J.Jl: See Response 3.2. 

RESPONSE 3.32: The statement is now referenced. 

RESPONSE 3.33: See Response J.2. 

-
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. 1:_v~ 
. ff] . 
\...._,.,,/ 

PP/EC - J?~e-~. • 
OA/CS{!:"° Ro&eM: B. Ro111hs 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Acmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL OCEAN SURVEY 
Rockville, Md. 20852 

llUf. '.''1t OA/C52x6:JVZ 

/ 
SUBJECT: DEIS #8106.32 - Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana 

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National 
Ocean Survey's (NOS) respor.sibility and expertise, and in tenns of the impact 
of the proposed action on NOS activities and projects. 

Geodetic control survey monuments may be located in t'ie p·roposed project 
area. If there is any planned activity which will disturb or destroy these 
monuments, NOS requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of such 
activity in order to plan for their relocation. NOS reconrnends that funding 
for this project includes the cost of any relocation required for NOS monuments. 
For further information about these monuments, please contact Mr. John Spencer, 
Director, National Geodetic Infonnation Center (OA/ClB), or Mr. Charles Novak, 
Chief, Network Maintenance Branch (OA/Cl72), at 6001 Executive Boulevard, 
Rockville, Maryland 20852. 

~
~~-~--•. 

f ··•· 1-~ 

l~:1; 
~~~ .......... ,p,r 

10TH ANNIVERSARY 1970-1980 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
A young agency with a historic 
tradition of sl!Mlice to the Nation 

-

(9 

RESPONSE 3. 34: NOS would be notified at least 90 days in advance of 
any activity that would disturb or destroy any geodetic control survey 
monuments. US Army Corps of Engineers' regulations do not allow the 
Corps to bear the costs for relocations of markers under the auspices 
of other Federal agencies. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National o--. IIWII Atmospheric Adnlinlstralicm 
NATIONAL WEATHER SEIMCE 
S1vor Spring. Md. 20910 ........ 

i,1UL 1 -5 1981f OA/V2/SZ 

'IO : PP/BC - Joyce Wood ,.,,,/.; /,,,.,/ 

l'IIOK r 01JW - 111c:harcl E. Hallgren # r JL---
SU&mCT: nns 8106. 32 - Atchafalaya Basin Floodway Syat-, Louisiana 

~ 

'Dse a1temtiyes offered for the Atcbafalaya Basin Ploodway System 
will not affect or influence RWS river forecast actiYi.ti.es in the 
lower 111.sai.asippi Basin, However, we note that two of the three -jor 
federal cooperators in the project offer serloua di.ssenting arguments 
to ·several of the findings and rec-.lations ill the DEIS. ~ 
the Atchafalaya Basin is such an illlportant ecological and ecOIIOlli.c: 
-• in - respects um.qua in the -rld1 we strongly urge that the 
areas of d:lsagreeaent addressed by the U.S. Pi.sh and Wildlife Service, 
811d the ~tal Protection Agency be :lnveatipted in 1110re detail 
before the DEXS i.a accepted. 

• t ~ ,.J 
---=-~·"' 

. r·.:i~;--- ··-:. -~;''-\;· 
~'.. ·.-I 

10TH ANNIVERSARY 1970-1980 .. ~-·! 
Naclallll Dcuaic and A-pheric ~ . 
Ayaung-.ttta-.: 
trac1tion d aa""'8 to the Nation ,_ -

-

llBSPORSE 3.35: Nuch of the disagreement has been reaoved by the 
decision on the A'¥0ca Island levee utension. See llesponse 3.2 for 
details of the decision. 

-
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Colonel Robert c. Lee 

UIIITED naTU DEPAATMEIIT OF COM-ACE 
........ ..._.. .... A1a1111h ........ llll11aalloN 
NATDIIAL MARN: Fl&HEAIES SERI/ICE 
Southeast Region 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. PetersbUDJ, FL 33702 

August 20, 1981 F/SER61/RR 
893-3503 

Dist:i:ict Engineer, New Orleans DistJ:ict 
Department of the Amy, Co:ips of Engin-rs 
P.O. Box 60267 
New O_rleans, LA 70160 

Dear Colonel Lee: 

This xesponds to the Draft Feasibility Report (FR) on the 
Atcbafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana, issued by the New 
Orleans DistJ:ict on June 22, 1981. our conments axe submitted 
under the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(FWCA), as amended. National Marl.ne FisheJ:ies Service (NMFS) 

comments xegarding the adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) have been fozwarded for inclusion in the Department 
of Commeme' s c~nts being submitted undar the National Environ­
mental Policy Act of 1969. 

Since our xesponsibilities primarily concern living marine 
xesouroes, the following conments are restJ:icted to the features 
pmposed in the "Atchafalaya Bay and Backwater Areas• illustrated 
in Figure 2 on Page 9 or identified in Groups VI - Floodway out­
lets and Delta Building and VII - Backwater Flooding East of the 
Floodway. 

The p:mposal to initially maintain the pxesent distribution 
of flows at the outlets, specifically, 70 percent through Lower 
Atchafalaya River by MoDJan City and 30 percent thmugh Wax Lake 
0utlet, appeam beat overall. However, the possible future change 
to approximately 80/20 peroent, also indicated in the Tentatively 
Selected (TS) plan, would shunt a g:reater amount of sediment 
thmugh the navigation channel acmss Atchafalaya Bay to the Gulf 
and :ceduce the delta building potential below the Wax Lake Outlet. 
Because of this plan's potential for fishe:cy habitat degradation, 
it should only be implemented after a tho:rough xeevaluation is 
perfomed under the pmvisions of the FWCA. 

The document leaves us uncertain conceming impacts to marine 
fishe:i:ies habitat by the training wo:dts proposed below Morgan City. 
If the gaps, which the FR states (p. 193) would be left between 
disposal amas to allow for continued development of the ovelbank 
wetlands etc., axe left between all disposal areas, the adve:i:se 
impacts may be sufficiently low.-ifowever, if some disposal axeas 
a:re allowed to :run together, as illustrated on Plate 18, the sedi­
ments necessa:cy for continued nourishment and development of ove:r­
bank wetlands may be inadequate, especially west of the Lower 

{& .. 

RESPONSE 4.1: Co1D111ent noted. 

£l 
C?J 

-

RESPONSE 4. 2: As stated in Section 4 of the EIS, the change in outlet 
flows from 70/30 to 80/20 would only be implemented if the estuarine 
and marsh ecosystem responded favorably to stabilization of the flows 
at 70/30. Coordination would be maintained with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service in making this 
determination. 

RESPONSE 4.3: Gaps would be left between disposal areas. A close 
examination of Plate 18 indicates that disposal areas do not run 
together. 
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Atcbafalaya ltiwr. Clarification of thi■ di.aczepancy and a■sumnces 
tllat tM ppa -14 be aalnt:ailled for tbe life of the p:mject am 
aecenary. 

•• mgard to the ~ Ialaad 1.,,.. extension, in pmvioua 
~ and in our April 29, 1981 mv1- of tbe palimina:r:y dmft 
of tbi• n, w b&va mipmsHd our concem■ about t:be adven• impact■ 
Gil fisbe:r:y ubitat caused by nan the initially p:mpoaed 14,000-ft. 
~ of the levee. Although we have not mceived volume 2 
(P:mblaa IdaDtiti.cation and Po:malation, b■u■ment and Evaluation 
of Detailed Plan■), it 1a ■till evident in the appendicea mceived 
to date that tbi■ levee extenaion would ■ignificantly impact marine 
fi.abez.y ~:a,ea and their habitats. In the April 29, 1981, letter 
to COloDel Sanda, - exce:i:pted section■ of the pelimina:r:y dmft 
(mite:arted in thi■ dmft PR/IIS) which acknolfledged that the levee 
extenetan impact■ would, at ,. mfnimmn: 

- Badace sediment and fmahwater flows to Tenebonne Pad.sh -:mb•• thu accelentinq alzeady alaminq zate■ of marsh loas, 

- Dimctly dastmy several thowsand acze■ of fzeah, brackish 
aa4·..u. ma:mJiea, and 

- Deat:my ■cme existing delta and re dace tbe total delta 
Jmllctillg potential of the Atchafalaya River. 

fld■ dmft PIVBIS ■till acknowledged the n-d for major studies 
to be concbcted to adequately detezmine levee extension impacts on 
madae fislle:r:y ze■ouzeea (BIS Table 6-10). In con■ideration of the 
aJ.gnificanee of the known impacts of levee construction and the 
-:,or info:aaation gaps, such as bow much lea■ sediment would get to 
noun.ah the Terrebonne Pad.sh ma:mhea, it would be inapp:mpriate to 
com1tmct •- the fiat 14,000 ft. of levee extension, pending 
studies to gather critical info:mation. Though it is technically 
corzect that an altemative plan could be adopted after the first 
exte-ion waa con■tmcted, such dmatic pmject changes, resulting 
in abandonment of partially con■tmcted featums, usually z:esult only 
fzma litigation, e.g., W&lli■ville Lake, 'l'exa■, or Pzesidential 
di.active, e.g., cmu-Plorida Bazge canal. Even leas realistic 
would be the assumption that the levee extension would be removed 
if the studies indicate that such a zemedy wem needed. 

The Avoca Island levee extension is being p:mposed without the 
p:mvi■ion of adequate measuxe■ to offeet significant losses of 
ballitat valuable to marine fi■he:r:y zesouzces. Although const:mction 
and operation impact■ an in00111Pletely understood and not quantified, 
thouaandB of acns of extmmely valuable, fragile and rapidly 

-

RESPONSE 4.4: See Response 3.2. 

-
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diminishing marsh and estuarine habitats of coastal Louisiana would 
be advenely affected, primarily due to the drastic recllction of 
sediment-laden flood flows to the marshes. Because of the great 
value of these coastal habitats, the Coq>s of Engineers should 
p:tesent a mitigation plan which would -tot,lllly cempensate for the 
loss of estuarine habitat values thmugh estuarine habitat creation 
or improvement if the Avoca Island levee extension must remain in 
the TS plan. This would be necessaey just to meet the stated 
Natural Environment Planning Goal and Objective--to maintain or 
enhance the long-range productivity of the wetlands (p. 121). 
Momover, - believe that the continued production of living marine 
resoun::es mared in these coastal habitats, some of which are 
being managed under the Fishexy Conservation and Management Act of 
1976, cannot be appropriately mitigated by inc:ceasing wildlife, 
freshwater fish and mc:reational benefits in the interior basin, 
as pmposed in the FR. 

In consideration of the above, we :reco111111end that no extension 
of the Avoca Island levee, which would only provide a partial solu-
tion to backwater flooding pmblema, be :recommended -for con-
struction by the Coq,s at this time. Altematively, we xecommend 
that .more effective local flood contml be accomplished by more 
envi mnmentally acceptable means. We suggest the use of ring levees 
amund populated axeas, as briefly discussed in the documents, con­
struction of an east-west barrier levee along the Black and Chene Bayous 
ridge bet-en Morgan City and Houma, or similar flood-control measures 
that would be far less damaging than the Avoca Island levee extension. 
In a reevaluation of ring and barrier levees, we suggest that de-
signs with sufficient gates be evaluated so that pumps would need to 
be operated only during backwater flooding, atom surges or tor-
rential downpours. such modifications should reduce operation and 
maintenance costs and fuel consumption over the altematives pre­
viously rejected by the Coq,s. If such altematives am unacceptable 
to the Coq,s, then any extension of the Avoca Island levee should be 
delayed until a thorough study can be conducted to quantitatiY11ly 
identify levee construction and operation impacts on marine fisheey 
resoun::es and their habitats and a plan is developed and implemented 
to offset all identified impacts thmugh -tland creation, enhance-
ment or other appmpriate compensation measums. 

By incoxporating our recommendations conceming Avoca Island 
Levee extensions, the Co q>s would develop an envi mnmentally 
acceptable plan and would no longer need to indicate that the pro­
ject's compliance with 17 of the Louisiana coastal Use Guidelines 

-

RESPONSE 4.5: The Coastal Zone Management Consistency Detel'lllinatlon 
has been revised to reflect the change in status of the Avoca Island 
levee extension in the Recommended Plan. 
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is questionable for even the 14,000-ft. first mach, u atated in 
the Fede:ml conaiatency Dete:mination (p. G-128), under the Coaatal 
Zone Management Act. 

-

Since.aly yours, 

/ . ,.fi ,/7 
-,_ / f /; /(P-.L/ 

1/;~~Efl/ U.J- Chief, Bnvizoaental and 
Technical se:rvicu Diviaion 

-
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@ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National o-nlc and Atmospheric Admini■-tion 
NATIONAL OCEAN SURVEY 
Rockville, Md. 20852 

OA/C32x2 :JPS 
AUG 1 II 1981 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Conmander and District Engineer 
New Orleans District, 
Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

._,,/ 

This is in response to your letter of June 22, 1981, in which you re­
quest conments concerning the draft environmental impact statement on the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana. 

The National Ocean Survey (NOS} publishes nautical charts of a large 
portion of the area in question. Principal among them is nautical chart 11354, 
a small-craft chart of the intracoastal waterway from Morgan City to Port 
Allen, including the Atchafalaya River. Nautical chart 11354 provides cover­
age at l :80,000 scale from the confluence of the Atchafalaya and Mississippi 
Rivers to the Gulf of Mexico. Downstream, beginning at approximate latitude 
30°20'N, several other charts at various scales provide additional coverage 
of the area. In addition, NOS maintains a number of geodetic marks and 
measuring apparatus which may be affected. 

We have no specific comments with respect to the merits of the draft 
environmental impact statement. However, since we do publish nautical charts 
and maintain other items in the area in question, we request that we be kept 
closely informed as to developments in this situation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan and your continuing 
cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

J::-;;~~ 
' (avon L. Posey 

Captain, NOAA 
Chief, Marine Chart Division 

r• --.~? 

-

rs) 
\,,_ -

RESPONSE 5.1: Information on future developments in the project area 
will be forwarded as appropriate. 
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DJ.atnaBapnaer 
DllipwlWt: of the Army 

(404) 262-6649 

August 18, 1981 

11w Ori- Dtauict, Corps of Bllgilleers 
1" .0. 11n 60267 V 
111w ~. Leafs:J-- 70160 

Dear Sk: 

We tm.e nriaad tbe Draft Bnvircmantal J:mpact Ststeant (EIS) for the 
&tri!afa)a,- Basin l"loodway Systa., Louiaina. We are napond1ng on behalf 
of the U.S. Puhlic Health Servi.ce 811d are offering the foll.ow1llg c:aaents 
for you ccms14erat.ion 1n preparing the Final EIS. 

ll6 Uadezataud that the purpose of this project is to :implement a flood control 
sysc- that will safely pass the project flood to the Gulf of Mexico in an 
~Y sound manner. 

In ..-.i. we ._ no major objections to the proposed project provided 
~ controls are sufficient to prevent noncmapatible use of the 
fl.ooday. 

'the design 811d construction of this project must not allow any increase to 
occur in local vector populations wtdch have the potential to cause vector­
borne diHase or nuisance problems. Neither adverse nor beneficial impacts 
-• -t1ooed in the EIS. Therefore, the effect of this project upon 
aiat:!Jlg vector populations 811d potential vector-borne disease problems 
sbould 'be addrused in the EIS. 

We ~te the opportunity to review t~s EIS. Please send us one copy 
of the f1Dal d-t when it becomes avail.able. 

-

Sincerely yours, 

~Ji~ 
Chief, Envi~tal Affairs Group 
Envir_,_tal Health Services Division 
Ceater for l!n~ Health 

./7 

RESPONSE 6.1: The c0111prehensive multipurpose easements of the real 
estate feature of the Rec0111111ended Plan contain developmental controls 
which will prevent incompatible uses of the floodway. 

RESPONSE 6.2: No significant increase in local vector populations is 
anticipated. Paragraph• on vectors have been added to the Affected 
Enviromaent and the Environmental Effects sectiona. Better water 
quality (due to the circulation improvement features of the 
Recommended Plan) should result in reduced populations of vectors, 
such as mosquitoes, since populations of natural predatOTs, such as 
fish, would be expected to increase. 

-
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service 

Reference: L"'PD-RE 

Thomas A. Sands 
Colonel, CE 
C011111ander and District Engineer 
New Orleans District 
Department of the Anny 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

Regional Office VI 
1200 Main Tower Building 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

July 2, 1981 

On behalf of the Regional Office of the Public Health service, I have 

reviewed the draft feasibility report/Environmental Impact Statement 

on the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana. I have no 

corrments to make on the document. 

Thank you for the opportunity for review of the draft report. 

Sincerely yours, c--... 
,---,, .. , ~ . 

( _.....,._.~"-•-<-<.«-•·-·~-~ 
Troy Marcel eno 
Acting Director, Division of 
Preventive Health Services 

/,1,~1-. (',Ir - . 

-

RESPONSE 7.1: None required. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20'240 

ER 81/1313 

Colonel Thomas A. Sanda 
Commander and Diatrict Engineer 
Corps of Engineers 
Department of the Army 
Post Office Box 60267 
Hew Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sanda: 

AUG 17 1981 

V 

The Department of the Interior is developing comme·nts and 
recommendations on the draft main report and environmental 
impact statement for Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, 
Louisiana. Based upon the August 6, 1981, meeting between 
your ataff and our Fish and Wildlife Service, it was agreed 
that the Department could have a time extension to September 1, 
1981. 

Thia is to inform you that FWS held a suhaequent field meeting 
on August 14, 1981, reached internal agreement on their com­
ments, and sought their headquarters' approval of those 
comments. FWS comments and recommendations are undergoing 
final headquarters consideration. When this is completed we 
will be able to finalize the Department's comments. We hope 
that this will occur this week, and we will make every effort 
to have our comments and recommendations to you by September 1, 
1981. 

Sincerely, 

L / // , ✓,, 
-'ll /1 / ,. ·•1' 

./. J/ / • / •(.." L--(,_ I 

:' e Blanchard, Di rec tor 
i'~1Environmental Project Review 

-

6) 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OPPICB OF TllB 8l!C:Ul'M.Y · 
WAIIIINGTON, D.C. -

In lleply Refer To: 
ER-81/1313 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
eo-tc:lar and Di.strict Engineer 
Corps of Engineers 
Depart:ment of tbe Ana¥ 
Post Clffice Box &0267 
New Orluaa, Louuiana 711160 

Dear Col.onel. Sods: 

-·261"1 

The Department of the Interior has completed its review of the 
aaft feasibility report and enviroDllleJltal impact statement for 
the Atc:hzdalaya Basin Fioodway System, Louisiana. We have the 
fol.loving C0lalellta and recoaendati.ons. 

The Depm-tment's Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has parti­
cipated in the formulation of the draft environmental state­
ment and draft main report as this DepaI'1:lllent's representative. 
Specific and detailed cODBents pertaining to the two documents 
were provided to the Corps of Engineers in response to circu­
lation of preliminary draft documents • 

There are remaining areas of disagreement, not with the 
specifics of the way the draft environmental statement or main 
report are worded, but rather with the final decisions and 
NWOMendations of the Corps and the technical basis for those 
decisions and recomndations. As a principal participant in 
the formulation of the plan now being presented, the FWS was 
provided the opportunity to have a minority report incorporated 
into the draft documents. Attached is the revised minority 
report of the FWS which we reC0111111end for incorporation in the 
public record. 

I 
The. doc.wllent lists minerals produced in the area affected by 
the Atchafalaya project and acknowledges the importance of 
mineral production to the local economy. As stated in the report, 
"Mineral.a produced in the 19-parish economic area include 

9.t. petl'O .. J.eum, natural gas liq.uids, salt, sulfur, sand and gravel, 
· shell, cl.ay, and lime." Carbon black and cement are byproducts 

en the natural gas and shell industries. 

-

USPOIISI! 9.1: Statistics for the ·value of llineral Production• (old 
Table A-5-27 on page A-239 of the preliminary draft) have been updated 
through 1976. This is the last available year of comparable data. 

-
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 2 

We believe the draft could be improved by the inclusion of a map 
showing the location of the oil and gas fields, pipelines, mines, 
and other mineral-related industries in the area. Statistics 
given for mineral industry production are slightly out-of-date 
(1974). Consultation with the Department's Bureau of Mines is 
suggested to update this information. 

We hope these comments and the FWS minority report will be of 
assistance in completing project documentation. 

Sincerely, 

,~iJ~lf,ia.::.1tJ~:' Director 
rl:VEnvironmental Project Review 

Enclosure 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has participated in the fonnulation of the 
draft environmental statement and draft main report for the Atchafalaya 

- Basin Pr.oject as the representative of the Department of the Interior. 
Specific and detailed corrments pertaining to the two documents were provided 
to the Corps of Engineers in response to circulation of preliminary draft 
documents. 

There are remaining areas of disagreement, not with the specifics of the 
way the draft environmental statement or main report are worded, but rather 
with the final decisions and recommendations of the Corps and the technical 
basis for those decisions and recorrmendations. As a principal participant 
in the formulation of the plan now being presented, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service was provided the opportunity to have a minority report incorporated 
into the draft documents. Such minority report was circulated with the 
draft document for public review. 

Project features, including those embraced by the entire Atchafalaya Basin 
Agency Management Group (ABAMG) and others with which certain participating 
agencies have concern, were fonnulated into a Tentatively Selected Plan 
(TSP). A notice describing the TSP soliciting public corrment was released 
by the Corps of Engineers. Since neither the public notice nor the draft 
report/environmental impact statement, upon which the notice was based, 
presented the total perspective of the Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
various features of the TSP, the following discussion is being provided. 

TENTATIVELY SELECTED PLAN 

The TSP consists of several features designed to alleviate project area 
flooding and to preserve, as nearly as possible, the natural environmental 
conditions of the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway that existed in 1972. Several 
alternatives within each feature were evaluated by the ABAMG prior to 
selection of those feature alternatives which would constitute the TSP. As 
indicated previously, the TSP contains several feature alternatives which 
are recognized by all participating agencies as the most practical and 
environmentally sound approach to accomplishing specific goals. However, 
certain feature alternatives of the TSP do not, as this stage of planning, 
appear to be the most efficient, rational, or environmentally sound technique 
for accomplishing the intended objective. The following will describe the 
TSP by project feature and will include our present perception of the 
positive and negative attributes of these features. 

1. Distribution of Flows Through the Old River Control Structure. 

This structure, completed in 1963, was constructed to maintain a 70 
percent/30 percent flow distribution between the Mississippi and 
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RESPONSE 9. 2: The Recommended Plan was revised to retain the 
authorized 70/30 flow distribution with no variation in operation. A 
discussion of the rationale for this final recommendation may be found 
in Appendix B. 
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Atchafalaya Rivers, respectively, to avert a predicted takeover of 
Mississippi River flows by the Atchafalaya River (i.e., a change in 
river course). The Fish and Wfldlffe Service (FWS) had recannended 
R11intenance of the authorized flow distribution as a compromise among 
extremes which, in some cases, would allow for increased agricultural 
expansion and, in other cases, would increase the likelihood of a 
change in -rfver course. However, based on the recogn1t1on 'that stages 
within the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway will be dropping in the near 
future, due to center channel maturation, the FWS also requested 
flexibilfey in operation of the structure to allow an increase in 
flows into the Atchafalaya River, on an intennittent basis, to benefit 
aquatic resources, when such flows would not interfere with navigation 
on the Mississippi River or with the 1111nicipal water supplies of com­
munities along the Mississippi River. All other options were eliminated 
early in the planning process. Since May 19BO, however, the Corps of 
Engineers has begun to study the possiblliey of reducing flows into 
the Atchafalaya River during the months of May, June, and July, for 
the purpose of holding stages at Acme, Louisiana, at 45 feet mean sea 
level in favor of agricultural interests. Those months are very often 
a peak crawfish harvesting period, particularly during years with late 
flood waters. 

Some preliminary data from which to evaluate the effects of such 
action have been recently made available by the Corps. No indepth or 
coordinated review of this preliminary data ·as to its overall adequacy 
or technical persuasiveness has thus far taken place or been scheduled. 
Lowering water levels in the Red River backwater area during these 
prime agricultural months could encourage additional clearing of the 
State's diminishing bottomland hardwood resources for conversion to 
row crop agriculture as well as adversely aff'!ct the overflow regime 
of the backwater area and of the floodway and its related fishery 
resources. The fact that no indepth consideration of this possible 
action has been conducted during the many years of project plan formu­
lation, and yet, ft is now being added at this late date as a potential 
project feature for further consideration, is of serious concern to 
the FWS. 

Of equal concern to the FWS is our recent understanding, based upon 
Corps statements, that authorfey presently exists to allow the operation 
of the Old River Control Structure so as to provide for realization of 
the dlstributfon of flows on an annual rather than a daily basis. Our 
earlier understanding of the situation was that the distribution of 
flows, 70 percent down the Mississippi River and 30 percent via the 
Atchafalaya River, was on a daily monitored basis. It is our under­
standing that the historic operation of the structure has been to 
achieve a daily based distribution. 

Operation of the structure under the annual basis scenario could have 
extremely destructive consequences to the aquatic resources of the 
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Atchafalaya's unique wetland enviro1111ent. The latitude could be 
assumed to exist to reduce spring water levels to the detriment of the 
valuable fishery but to the benefit of agriculture development. A 
potentially positive situation could exist where increased spring 
water levels could be provided during years of below nonnal flows 
though such operation could conflict with agriculture development. 

We have previously requested that any further consideration of flow 
reduction through the Old River Control Structure be tenninated. We 
believe that the daily monitored basis of flow distribution, as has 
been historically practiced, should be continued. Furthermore, any 
change in the present operational regime associated with the structure, 
where significant environmental effects would be the result, should be 
discussed in an environmental statement at that time. Our under­
standing is that the Corps agrees that such additional consideration 
is warranted. 

Training Works Along Main Channel and Outlets. 

This feature consists essentially of three separate actions: (1) 
employing bank stabilization and minor maintenance techniques along 
the Atchafalaya River banks between River mile 53 and 90, (2) construc­
ting training works (i.e., depositing spoil along banks) along the 
Atchafalaya River to a height sufficient to confine average annual 
peak flows between mile 90 and 116 to simulate the development of 
natural ridges, and (3) constructing training works below Morgan City 
on both the Wax Lake Outlet and the Lower Atchafalaya River (gaps 
would be left between disposal areas) to simulate the fonnation of 
natural levees. There is some question relative to the need for 
action along the main channel between River mile 53 and 90, since 
Corps hYdrologists have repeatedly indicated that this reach of the 
channel is self-scouring (i.e., to the latitude of Myette Point). 
Although certain measures, (e.g. riprap installation) may be necessary 
and appropriate to stabilize bank caving along this reach, further 
deposition of spoil to confine greater flows could have the effect of 
completing the river levees through much of the Floodway, thus further 
reducing overbank flows. There is apparently a need to employ channel 
training works to confine average annual flows between River mile 90 
and 116, i.e., through Grand and Six Mile Lakes. If these channel 
training works are not increased to allow confinement of greater than 
average annual flows, we do not, at this time, anticipate significant 
adverse enviro1111ental impacts from this action. Due to the lack of 
available hydrological data, we are reserving final judgement on 
channel training works below Horgan City. It is possible that if 
adequate gaps are left between disposal areas along this reach, no 
adverse environmental impacts to adjacent marshes may occur, There 
has been some indication by the Corps of Engineers within the last six 
months, however, that a future attempt may be made to extend channel 
training works, below the present mouths of Wax Lake Outlet and the 
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RESPONSE 9,3: The Recommended Plan does not require dredged material 
deposition on banks betwee.Q river mile 53 and 90 to confine flows. 
Only 111inor bank maintenance is proposed here in the event that 
existing banks begin to erode or cave. No extension of channel 
training works below the present mouths of Wax Lake Outlet and the 
Lower Atchafalaya River is envisioned. If such channel training were 
implemented through Atchafalaya Ray, the amount of sediment deposited 
in the bay would be reduced, but not elilllinated. It is misleading to 
state that a situation analagous to that at the mouth of the 
Mississippi River would exist. There, the 200-foot contour is 7 miles 
from the mouth and sediment drops off the continental shelf. At the 
mouth of the Atchafalaya River, the 200-foot contour is 70 <Diles from 
Point au Fer reef, and subareal delta should continue to develop in 
the nearshore area. 
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LOIMT' Atchafalaya River into Atchlfalaya Bay. If thts actton ws 
'lllplelllllted, the Njoriey of sediments, then confined by the channel 
trainfng wrts, 11111Uld be carried to the deeper Gulf wters llllere no 
sublerial delta developant IIOUld ltkely fot'II. Thus, a sttuatton 
analogous to that .tiich extsts at the muth of the Mtssissippt Rtver 
.,.,ld pre,atl. 

SedflEtlt Colltro 1. 

TIINe alternattves were exaatnecl, to vartous degrees, to evaluate 
thetr effecttveness tn reducing sed1.ntatton tn the overflow areas of 
the Basin. These included realigning major distributary chamiels 
(i..e., the east freshwater distribution chaanel and the east and west 
access c:hlnnels; the west fremfater dtstrtbutton channel would be 
closed) to reduce the volt• of sedi•nts being carried by these 
cllamtels tnto the bactwter areas, constructing sedfant traps at the 
heeds of 111,jor dtstrfbutlry chlmtels to act IS settltng bastns for 
trapping sedtants, and constructing .ater Nnageinent units in such a 
fashton IS to lhlit sed1ant •..ant and deposttton in the backswamp 
areas of the Floodwey. The Corps of Engineers ts recoaandtng only 
the ree11gmaat of dfstr1butary channels alternative to reduce sedtan­
tation in the Bastn. Altllough certatn wter •nageant units (to be 
discussed later) will also be included tn the TSP, the Corps of 
Eftgineen apparently believes that the sediment control contrtbutton 
of these •naganent units NOUld be negl tgtble. The Environnental 
Pr.otectton Agency, on the other hand, has generated data which 
imltcates that 1111ter 11111nageaent untts w111 Nke a postttve contrt-
button to sediment control and should, accordingly, be gtven credtt 
for such coatribution. We believe that both of these techniques are 
vfable approaches to sedtant reduction and should be included in the 
tentatively selected plan. The third alternative, (t.e., sediment 
traps) has apparently been eltminated from further consideratton by 
the Corps of Engineers due to the land requirements for use as spoil 
diSf)OSll areas (SOiie 3,000 acres over project life) and to the associ­
ated envtrormntal consequences. We question, however, whether the 
potential envtronnental damages to spoil disposal frflm maintenance of 
the sedfant traps outwtgll the sedtment control benefits to be realized 
fra this feature. We note a lack of data relative to beneficial 
envtromental tmpacts that could be expected to result fram the sedtment­
reductton contribution of these traps. In the absence of such data, 
upan llhfch to base a 'beneftt versus cost' judgement, w believe that 
it is pranature to el hltnate sediment traps as a potentially viable 
and useful means of reducing sedimentation in the backswamps of the 
Floodway. If w ass.a that the combination of sediment traps and re­
alig,amat of channel distributaries 110Uld remove 100 percent of the 
sands from the water entert119 through the distrtbutaries into the 
bacbwllllp during non-flood flow occurrences, the case for further 
exmnfning the feasibility of illlplementing sediment traps ts further 
reinforced. 
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llESPOIISE 9.4: US #,ray Corps of Engineers' data indicate that 
manageaent units would make an a1.,.t insignificant contribution to 
sediaent control, Utilizing data generated by US EPA, it is estimated 
that construction of the Buffalo Cove -naaeaent unit would reduce the 
aaount of sedimentation in this unit by a total of about 0.2 inch over 
a 50--Tear period. Sediment traps would likewise do relatively little 
to preserve V1etland areas as the sands reaoved by thea would aostly be 
deposited on existing natural levees along the major bayous. During 
floodflows, sediment traps WOllld do little to prevent aedi•ntation in 
the bacltawallpa since the sediment arrives via o-rbaak flov. There 
sens to be little logic for building these structures when they would 
contribute ao little to wetland preservation and, at the - time, 
would totally destroy 3,000 acres of valuable bottoalaad hardvood 
forests. 
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Increasing Flow Capacity of the Outlets 

Three techniques were evaluated for increasing the flow capacity of 
the outlets: (1) vary the distribution of flows through the outlets 
(ranging from 100 percent through the Lower Atchafalaya River (LAR)/0 
percent through Wax Lake Outlet (WLO) to O percent through the LAR/100 
percent through WLO), (2) enlarge the WLO overbank area, and (3) 
construct channel training works adjacent to the banks of both outlets 
from Morgan City to their present confluence with Atchafalaya Bay 
(this technique was discussed under item #2 above). Although the 
approved design distribution of flows is 80 percent-LAR/20 percent-WLO, 
the existing distribution of flows is more nearly 70 percent-LAR/30 
percent-WLO. The Corps of Engineers believes that the continued trend 
of increasing flows through WLO would effectively reduce the combined 
capacity of the outlets to pass flood flows. Accordingly, the Corps 
of Engineers has selected the alternative of holding the distribution 
of flows to 70 percent-LAR/30 percent-WLO, initially, then, at some 
time in the future, possibly returning to the presently approved 
design flow distribution. Presently we are not particularly concerned 
with either maintaining the existing flow distribution or selecting 
the alternative of gradually limiting normal flows in WLO to 20 percent; 
however, we are firm in our belief that sediment flows through WLO 
should be maximized. We believe that this action would contribute to 
environmental quality by increasing the delta formation in Atchafalaya 
Bay. We are concerned that simply increasing flows (i.e., to 80 
percent) through LAR, in the absence of WLO channel realignment to 
maximize sediment flow through this (WLO) outlet, would result in even 
a larger percentage of sediment being shunted via the LAR navigation 
channel through Atchafalaya Bay than fs presently occurring. Recent 
studies indicate that construction and maintenance of the navigation 
channel through Atchafalaya Bay have severely restricted delta develop­
ment below the LAR outlet and that future channel maintenance will 
continue to adversely impact delta development by allowing 25 percent 
or more of the delta-building sediments to be directed to deeper ~ulf 
waters. We fully appreciate the need to maintain the navigation 
channel through the LAR and the Bay, however, we firmly believe that 
more efficient use of sediments for delta-building can be made by 
directing them through WLO. Certainly, we would not favor the elimi­
nation of delta development below the LAR, and we do not believe that 
this action would preclude this development. We do envision, however, 
that maintaining the navigation channel through Atchafalaya Bay will 
continue to aggravate delta formation in that region. We note that 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates that, for engineering 
reasons, increasing sediment through WLO could be accomplished only if 
a 70/30 flow distribution were maintaned at the outlets. If this is 
in fact the case, we recommend that the presently ongoing delta sediment 
model studies and the upcoming delta management studies be completed 
prior to reducing flows through WLO. These studies will hopefully 
yield results which will allow the implementation of techniques to 
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RESPONSE 9.5: Sediment flows can be maximized only if the 70/30 flow 
distribution is maintained. If the distribution were reduced to 20 
percent at Wax Lake Outlet, and channel realinement was implemented to 
maximize sediment flow, then Wax Lake Outlet would rapidly oilt in and 
lose its capacity to function as an outlet for floodwaters or for 
sediment. Delta formation would then be impeded at the mouth of Wax 
Lake Outlet - not maximized. 
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•xill1ze delta developaent llllfle allowing the Corps of Engineers to 
•n1pulate the d1strtbution of flCIIIS at the outlets to benefit flood 
control and navigation. Decreasing flows through 11.0 prior to CCJlll)le­
tton of these studies a1gllt preclude future options for maxtmiztng 
delta developaent. Altllougll there ts no data available fMIIII ldlich to 
quattfy enttcipated fish and wildlife resaurce impacts, the Corps' 
proposal to enlarge the overbank area adjacent to 11.0 to function as a 
•flooc111ay• for the release of floodwaters fMllll the Atchafalaya Bastn 
Floodwy IIIY be em,fronaentally beneficial. Thts feature wtll allow 
the nourlslment of .atlands, .iiich are presently severed from sheet 
flow by the extsttng levee on the .est bank of 11.0, wtth freshwater 
and sedtn.nt frm the 11.0. Further, diverting flood flows via thts 
overtlaflt area iay accelerate delta forutton tn Atchafalaya Bay below 
the~ of 11.0. Tll1s a,pears, fMllll an enviroimantal standpoint, to 
be a tel:tmtque for tncreastng natural delta develo,-nt tn the .iestern 
s8gllll'llt of Atdtafalaya Bay. 

lledactng Backwater Flood ll'llges East of the Floodway 

Tw altemattves .are considered tn detail to relieve flooding problau 
east and northeast of flbrgan Ctty. One alternative tnvolves the 
progressive extension of the existing Avoca Island Levee along the 
east stcle of Atchafalaya Bay to near Potnt au Fer. The other alter­
native involves constructing a series of ring levees (L tatted 
Structural Measures alternative) around tndustrtal canplexes and 
tndtvtdual Clalllntttes and provtdtng floodprooftng to tndfvtdual 
residences .a.ere ring levees are deemed tnfeastble. The Corps of 
Engineen has selected the extension of the Avoca Island Levee based 
on the rationale that thts alternative would provide the authorized 
degree of backwater flooding to both developed areas and undeveloped 
bottaland hardwoods, cypress-tupelogum swamps, and marshes. However, 
based on the following constderattons developed after tntensfve inde­
pendent study and tnteractton with the Corps of Engineers, the National 
Marine Ftshertes Service, the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, arod Louisiana State 
University researchers, • are convinced that the Limited Structural 
Measures (ring levees) alternative ts, by far, superior to the Avoca 
Is.land Levee Extension alternative from both flood protection and 
em,iroiaental standpoints. These considerations are discussed in 
detail in a Planning-Aid Report on the Coastal and Backwater Area 
Features of the Atchafalaya Bastn ProJec_t contained in Appendix I. 

a. The Avoca Island Levee Extension alternative would, at best, 
reduce on~ backwater flooding; area residents and the regional 
economfc se IIIOUld stfll be subject to headwater and tidal 
flooding .tl1ch accounts for 50 percent of the flooding problems 
tn thts area. It ts now recognized that even with the Avoca 
Island Levee Extension, rtng levees wtll eventually be necessary 
for area residents to continue tnhabittng the backwater area. 
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J.ESPONSE 9.6: Tbe final llec~d Plan calls for delaying 
iapl-ntation of further extension of the Awca Island levee and/or 
other structural or nonstructural features associated with backwater 
flood protection until the coapletion of additional engineering and 
biological studies of the coaple:,:, dynaaic, and delicate ecoaystea of 
the Atchafalaya Bay•Terrebonne Marsh--backwater area. 

RESPONSE 9. 7: Headwater and tidal flooding account for about SO 
percent of existing flooding probleaa. Thia distribution of flooding 
influences would change significantly by the year 2030 when backwater 
flooding would cause al-t all of the flooding in the area east of 
the floodway. 

-
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Subsidence can be viewed as land sinking while the water level 
remains unchanged; nevertheless, additional flooding is the net 
result. The Corps of Engineers previously indicated in its 
survey report on the Morgan City and Vicinity Hurricane Protection 
Project that the Morgan City regional subsidence rate isl or 2 
feet per century. Louisiana State University -Center for -Wetland 
Resources researchers have recently projected a 2,9 foot per century 
increase in water levels east of Morgan City, most of which they 
attribute to subsidence. An independent hydrologist on contract 
to the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury recently stated that the area 
rate of subsidence fs about 2 feet per century. Even ff the Avoca 
Island Levee Extension prevented backwater levels from exceeding 
flood stage fn the future, progressively more land would be 
subject to flooding as the area continues to sink. Therefore 
inhabitants would still be faced with the task of seeking 
add1tfona1 flood protection-.-- -- - -- -

The Limited Structural Measures alternative (i.e. ring levees) 
would provide total protection of residential and industrial 
developments froiiil>ackwater, headwater, and tidal flooding, as 
well as from the effects of subsidence. Providing flood pro­
tection via ring levees is not a new concept, but one that has 
already been incorporated in the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway 
Project to protect the Berwick-Patterson area and the Franklin­
Bayou Sale area from both Atchafalaya River flooding and tidal 
flooding. 

Preliminary cost calculations by the Corps of Engineers indicate 
that the initial construction costs of the two alternatives are 
virtually identical (i.e., $338,6 million for the Avoca Island 
Levee and $340 million for the rfng levees). We understand, 
however, that the Avoca Island Levee estimate did not include a 
$30 million cost for raising the perimeter guide levees (needed 
because of a rfse fn flood stages in the fnterfor of the Basin 
caused by the levee extension), a $10 million cost for a water 
control structure at Bayou Boeuf, and a $75 million marsh mitfgatfon 
package, initially proposed by Corps biologists because of antici­
pated damages to marsh caused by the levee extension. Similarly, 
the ring levee estimate did not include the cost of floodproofing 
the residences which could not be protected by ring levees; however, 
no cost estimate for this action has been furnished by the Corps 
of Engineers. Greater annual operation and maintenance costs are 
attributed to the ring levee alternative, since total flood pro­
tection would be provided simultaneously, rather than incrementally 
as with the Avoca Island Levee Extension alternative. 

The Terrebonne Parish marshes were fonned and maintained by 
previously active Mississippi River delta lobes and thus are in 
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RESPONSE 9,8: Concur, Subsidence will be addressed in planned future 
studies for this area, 

RESPONSE 9.9: The limited structural measures alternative would not 
provide total protection of residential and industrial developments in 
the backwater area. Certain are11s, such as Stephens ville, cannot be 
readily protected by ring levees, Additionally, this alternative 
would not provide flood protection for existing agricultural lands, 
forests-:--roads, highways, and other resources and activities outside 
of the ring-leveed areas, 

RESPONSE 9,10: While the first cost of the Avoca Island levee 
bayshore alinement and the 28 ring levees would be approximately 
equal, there would be a significant difference in annual costs. The 
annual costs (computed at October 1981 prices and an interest rate of 
7 5/8--percent), including operations and maintenance, for the bayshore 
extension would be $17,791,000, while the ring levees would be 
$32,400,000. The annual cost calculation of $17,791,000 for the 
bayshore extension includes taking into account a $34,500,000 first 
cost for raising the perimeter guide levees and a $11,500,000 first 
cost for a water control structure at Bayou Boeuf as reco-nded by US 
FWS, Despite these additional first cost charges, the annual costs of 
the bayhore levee extension would be substantially lower than ring 
levees for two reasons. First, the bayshore extension would involve 
phased construction occurri.ng over a period of about 40 years. (This 
reduces the present value of the construction costs on which the 
annual costs are computed.) Second, the 28 rings would have an annual 
operation and maintenance charge of about $4,000,000 compared to a 
negligible charge for the bayshore extension. This oper•tion and 
maintenance charge for the ring levees would be due primarily to the 
cost of operating pumps to accommodate interior drainage and not 
because "total flood protection would be provided simultaneously 
rather than incrementally as with the Avoca Island levee extension" as 
stated by the US FWS. 

There would be 1111 tigation costs due to direct construction impacts, 
estimated to be $3,500,000 to $4,000,000, associated with implementing 
the ring levees. Additionally, there might be a requirement for 
mitigation of an undetermined amount attributable to the ring levees 
because of adverse impact of the rising water levels on forests in the 
backwater area. 

Adverse social impacts would occur w1 th ring levees, incl,1di ng 
relocations of some 1,900 existing residential, commerci~l, and public 
structures because of needed levee construction rights-of...,ay along 
bayous and in other physically restricted areas. Also, many existing 
residences not protected within the ring levee systems would need 
flood --proofing protection; for instance, the recently developed 
subdivision of Stephenville would need flood--proofing, Existing roads 
and highways would also need to be raised. 

RESPONSE 9 .11: This statement is true; however, it should !llso be 
noted that extended flooding of the marshlands, such as occurred 
during the 1973 flood, appears to be hat'11lful. Such flooding appears 
to have been a major factor causing marsh destruction in the Turtle 
and Piquant Bayou areas. This type of prolonged flooding would be 
eliminated by the Avoca Island levee. Secondly, it must be recognized 
that, as the Atchafalaya Bay delta matures, sediment transport to the 
western Terrebonne Parish marshes would be reduced and marsh 
deterioration rates would increase. 
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the Nississippi Deltaic Plain. The Atchafalaya River, also in 
the Nfssissippi Deltaic Plain, is influencing the wstern half of 
the Terrebonne Parish marshes as the river carries a substantial 
portion of the Nississippi River flow and sediment load. Although 
the bulk of the sediments transported by the Atchafalaya River 
~ depesitecl-wst of +errelloRM Jllf'~,--M-.-urtt-~ff.k.ieflt to 
111aintain •rshes or at least retard their rate of loss is 
deposited in Terrebonne Parish. Recent land change studies show 
that 111eStern Terrebonne Parish 111arshes that receive this unre­
stricted river influence have a mch l0111er land loss rate than 
marshes fn the eastern half of the parish Nhere the Atchafalaya 
River exerts little influence. 

River influence in the fresh marshes of the Bayou Penchant drainage 
has alrrx been grea~ IIIOdffied_ ..!?!. constn,ction of the existing 
Avoca s aiicftev'ee. river seillment 1s still transported to 
tliearea but Tria1110re circuitous manner. This has resulted in 
reduced sedi11ent deposition. The levee has apparently converted 
the flooding regime in the area fr1111 one of direct river overflow 
to one influenced more by backwater flow from the river. Accord­
ingly, the marshes in the Bayou Penchant drainage have deterio­
rated at a nuch greater rate than adjacent marshes to the_ south 
which are subject to unrestricted direct river overflow. The 
Bayou Penchant marshes changed from a totally undeteriorated 
Marsh condition in 1956, only a few years following levee con­
stn,ction, to a moderately deteriorated condition prior to the 
flood period of 1973-1975. The marsh loss rate was greatly 
accelerated during the flood period, but in following years the 
loss rate has lessened as some of the marsh has recovered. 
Apparently the resurgence of the marsh is directly attributable 
to the reintroduction of sediment with the flood waters during 
that period. 

It is readily apparent from studying land change rates for the 
Mississippi Deltaic Plain for the period 1955-1978 that the 
Atchafalaya River influence is beneficial to the maintenance of 
marshes in the western half of Terrebonne Parish. This is 
evidenced by increased marsh loss rates in the eastern portion of 
the parish as compared to marsh loss rates in the western portion 
of the parish. Accordingly, we finnly believe that continued 
direct Atchafalaya River overflow is essential to the survival of 
the Terrebonne Parish marshes. Further, we believe that, with 
extension of the Avoca Island Levee, the zone of deteriorated 
marsh behind the existing levee would be expanded southward, to 
include the area behind the proposed 14,000-foot extension. 

Since very little data were available from the Corps of Engineers 
relative to hydrologic changes anticipated with the Avoca Island 
Levee Extension, it was not possible to quantify expected impacts 
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RESPONSE 9.12: The fish snd wildlife losses due to the Avoca Island 
levee extension would probably be severe. However, a delay in 
implementing this feature until completion of additional studies is 
rec0111mended in Plans 4 and 9. The levee extension remains only in the 
NED Plan. !!stimated marsh losses due to Reach 1 ( 14, 000-feet) would 
be only 900 acres. Revised hydrology studies indicate that only a 
limited amount of clearing would be induced by the levee extenston. 

-
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to fish and wildlife resources to any great degree of accuracy. 
We have developed, however, a conservative estimate of fish and 
wildlife habitat losses that we believe will occur asa-r:esuTt"of 
extending"""tlieTevee the full 19.6 miles. Although only the first 
reach (14,000 feet) is being proposed at this time, the projected 
impacts of the entire levee are presented to £!!!!!l1fil with that of 

"the Limited Structural ·1'1easures alternative. 7lieTmpacts of 
implementing the entire levee include the loss of 17,000 acres of 
fresh, brackish, and saline marsh and 67,000 acres of bottomland 
hardwoods and baldcypress/tupelogum swamp. These habitat losses 
would result in average annual declines of over 1.9 million 
~ of estuarine-dependent commercial fishery harvest; 
T7,-8DU man-days of saltwater fishing; 101000 man-dafis of sport 
hunting; and a reduction in the average commercial arvest of 
22 1000 fur animals and 240 alligators. Even ff only the first 
reach of the levee is initially implemented, as currently proposed, 
we conservatively estimate that this will cause the loss of 
approximately 3,500 acres of marsh and 67,000 acres of b·ottomland 
hardwoods and cypress/tupelogum swamp. Ongoing studies by other 
agencies participating in the planning process may yield much 
higher estimates of fish and wildlife resource damages from 
extension of the Avoca Island Levee. 

The Avoca Island Levee Extension will reduce freshwater inflow 
into the marshes and waters of Terrebonne Parish. In addition to 
reduced sediment transport to the affected marshes, the FWS is 
concerned with the potential impact of saltwater intrusion on the 
fresh marshes and the existing oyster-producing areas of this 
region. Saltwater intrusion would shift the optimum zone of 
brackish water for oyster production inland exposing the existing 
oyster-producing areas to invasion by oyster predators and disease. 

Although the Corps of Engineers has tentatively proposed freshwater 
diversion structures for installation in the Avoca Island Levee 
as a means of reducing marsh deterioration a~d saltwater intrusion, 
there are grave doubts regarding the effectiveness of these 
structures. These doubts are based on the fact that the optimum 
period for diverting the large volume of freshwater and sediments 
needed to offset marsh losses coincides with the period of highest 
frequency of backwater flooding. Thus, the need to prevent 
backwater flooding would probably override the need to divert 
water for marsh management and salinity control. In addition, 
flooding of developed land is expected to occur more frequently 
as the area continues to subside. As a result, the flood stage 
elevation, which detennines when the structure would be closed, 
would require adjusting downward thereby decreasing the time that 
the freshwater diversion structures could be operated. Furthennore, 
the proposed diversion may not compensate for the effects of 
potential major circulation changes in the fresh marsh zone 
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RESPONSE 9.13: The freshwater diversion structure(s) in the Avoca 
Island levee extension would insure that the inflow of freshwater into 
the marshes of Terrebonne Parish would not be reduced during the non­
flood season - the most cr.itical time insofar as saltwater intrusion 
problems are concerned. Moreover, it would reduce the occasional 
influx of low salinity waters due to major floods which could cause 
oyster mortality. Thus, the overall impact of the levee on oysters 
might well be to help stabilize salinities in the oyster producing 
regions of the Terrebonne Parish. Future studies proposed as a part 
of the Recommended Plan should aid in clarifying this issue. 

RESPONSE 9.14: The design capacity of the freshwater structure was 
based on the estimated quantity of flow that the levee extension would 
prevent from entering the Terrebonne marshes for low to normal Lower 
Atchafalaya River discharges. For these conditions, when saltwater 
intrusion is likely to be most prevalent, the quantity of freshwater 
diverted to the Terrebonne marshes would remain unchanged. 
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resulting fY'OIII the levee extension. It ts anttctpated that the 
levee extension wtll have the greatest tapact on reducing water 
levels tn the area nearest the end of the levee itself. Thts may 
result in a greater proportion of the backwater area flows betng 
diverted back to the Atchafalaya River via the Avoca Island 

9.14 
Cutoff Channel, rather than eastward toward Houlla, as presently 
occurs. Therefon, the -fres11water-· flows d he, ted -1Tain the---l-r 
Atchafalaya River •Y• similarly, be forced dOllil the Avoca Island 
Cutoff Channel and returned to the rtver, bypassing the •rshes. 

h 

We suspect that tlte corresponding decrease in easterly flow.; will 
encourage saltwater intrusion into the mrsltes of eastern Terrebonne 
Partsb frCII the Hatala Navigation canal, resulting in increased 
arsll losses. 

9.15 

If the Avoca Island Lt!ft8 is extended south to Point au Fer 
Islnd ud eventually to the Gulf of Mexico, the Avoca Island 
Cutoff Channel will also have to be extended parallel to and east 
of that levee, unless a navigation structure connecting the· 
channel with the Lower Atchafalaya River ts included in or near 
the first reach of the levee. If such a navigation structure 
were excluded, tlte subsequent extension of the Avoca Island 
Cutoff Channel could have results on Terrebonne Parish marshes 
s1111lar to those experienced in southeastern Louisiana following 
constnctfon of the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet, i.e., 
trelllndous wetland deterioration resulting from saltwater intrusion. 

•. Mi 11 The L1111ted Stnctural Measures alternative (1.e., ring levees) 
would have no adverse effect on marsh habitat and would have a 
net flllpaci: 'iiiilesstJiiii11JlRJ'icres of forested wtlands. 

6. 

9.17 

water Malllpllellt Concept for the Floodway 

The high fish and wildlife productivity of the Atchafalaya Basin can 
be attributed to the annual cycle of flooding and dewatering. This 
productivity, however, has been declining as a result of increasing 
sediMntation, gradually lOlft!rfng water levels, and the conversion of 
forested wetlands to row crop agriculture and industrial development. 
In an attempt to maintain the fish and wildlife productivity of the 
Basin, a concept for duplicating historic water regimes, improving 
water quality, and optimizing overflow patterns via the concept of 
developing a series of water management units ts being proposed. 
Initially, funding for the construction of 2 pilot units (i.e. Buffalo 
Cove and Henderson) will be requested. Pre- and post-construction 
studies of these units will be perfonned. The data from these studies 
will be used to detennfne the exact nUlllber and design of units to be 
impleiaented in the future. We do not believe that adequate data are 
available fl"OII which to detemine, at this time, that only certain 
11111nagement units merit authorization and detatled design. It should 
be 1 •embered that the present design of management units is conceptual 
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RESPONSE 9.15: The analogy to the MissiBSippi IUver--Gulf Outlet 
(MllGO) is inappropriate. The MllGO connects a highly saline -ter 
body, which receives little river discharge, to the marshes of St. 
Bernard Pariah. The Avoca Island Cutoff channel would connect a 
moderately saline water body receiving 1111ch river discharge to the 
11Brahea of Terrebonne Pariah. 

RESPONSE 9.16: It is untrue that the limited structural alternative 
would have no adverse effect on marsh habitat. Thia alternative woul.d 
continue to allow prolonged marsh flooding, such as occurred in 
1973. Long tem. flooding appears to be detrimental to the aarahea. 
Moreover, this alternative would cause the destruction of several 
thousand acres of forestland due to the direct construction impacts of 
building ring levees and induced clearing of forestland incloaed by 
the ring levees. 

RESPONSE 9 • 1 7: The Corps has not lesaened its support for management 
units but has attempted to be objective in assessing their poaaible 
adverse impacts to navigation and water quality. It is untrue that 
there would be "virtually no water at all during most of the year" if 
11Bnagement units were not built. Water levels in the year 2030 in the 
absence of management units would be only slightly lover (2 to 3 feet) 
than at present. Major bayous would still be navigable. 
Additionally, US Army Corps of Engineers data indicate that 11Bnage-nt 
units would do little to prevent sedimentation since IDO&t sediment is 
deposited during major floods when management units would not 
function. 

-
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in nature and that the Corps of Engineers should actually be requesting 
Congressional authority to do whatever can be reasonably done to mimic 
historical overflow patterns and to improve water circulation and 
quality throughout the entire Basin. Such actions might include im­
mediate implementation of canal enclosures or circulation improvement 
features prfor to total implementatfon of t-he -wati!r--1R111a9e111e11t progr,am 
wfthfn any specific area of the Basin. The Corps of Engineers has 
apparently lessened its support of the water management unit concept 
by stressing concern for potential hfnderance to navigation that water 
circulation control structures might have and the potential for localized 
water quality problems within management units. We believe that 
reduced water levels and increased sedimentation in the future-without 
water management units condition would certainly hinder navigation to 
a greater degree, since there would be virtually no water at all 
during most of the year, and would have a net adverse impact to water 
quality when compared to a with-water management unit condition. A 
planning-aid report on water management controls (contained in Appendix 
I) prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service indicate that water 
management units alone would substantially increase fish and wildlife 
productivity in the Basin as compared to the future-without project 
condition. The following gains in productivity would be realized in 
the year 2030 with management units implemented as a project·feature 
as contrasted to a without management unit situation: potentially 
harvestable commercial furbearers will increase by 11,000 animals; 
potentially harvestable commercial crawfish will increase by approxi­
mately 59,000,000 pounds; and potentially harvestable commercial 
finfish will increase by 325,000 pounds. 

The water management units proposed will, at best, only retard the 
rapid degradation of the fish and wildlife resources, caused in part 
by past Corps activities in the Atchafalaya Basin. Present indications 
are that a gradual reduction in fish and wildlife resources, as compared 
to existing conditions, will still occur, even with water management 
units in place. At best, then, we can strive, through the management 
unit concept, to accomplish the formerly agreed-upon goal of maintaining, 
as nearly as possible, the 1972 environmental conditions in the Basin. 

7. Land Use Controls within the Floodwal'._ 

9.19 

In an attempt to expedite the present planning process, the Corps, in 
mid-1978, requested participating agencies in the ABAMG to reconmend 
alternatives or features which each believed would accomplish the 
goals of facilitating flood control and of preserving the natural 
habitat of and maximizing public access to the Atchafalaya Basin 
Floodway. It was within the context of this request that the Depart­
ment of the Interior through the Fish and Wildlife Service in October 
1978 offered, for consideration by other participating agencies, a 
proposal to purchase, in fee title, all of the estimated 443,000 acres 
of privately-owned lands in the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, with minor 
exceptions. The brochure entitled The Atchafalaya-America's Greatest 
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RESPONSE 9.18: The gains in productivity mentioned are based upon the 
assumption thst existing water regimes could be maintained by building 
management units. Such is not the case. Water levels would decline 
either with or without management uni ts in place. Moreover, 
management units would probably have a detrimental effect upon timber 
growth when such growth is compared to what would occur under future­
without management unit conditions. Further studies are needed to 
address the total resource values and impacts of build! ng management 
units over the entire lower floodway. It is interesting to note that 
the referenced Planning Aid Report claims an increase in potentially 
harvestable commercial crawfish of 59,000,000 pounds due to management 
units alone. The report of the US FWS consultant (Bell, 1981), 
indicates that the present maximum sustainable yield (MSY) of crawfish 
is only 43,000,000 pounds. When this number ls analyzed in 
conjunction with the falling water levels that would occur even with 
management units in place, it is readily apparent that the "5Y could 
not increase above the present level. 

RESPONSE 9.19: According to the most recently updated appraisal 
figures, the cost of the proposed comprehensivd mlltipurpose easements 
would be at most 60 percent of total fee value, not 75 percent. 
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\~ ~ clescrfbes. fn detan. the provfsfons of that proposal; the 
fO GWtngs I synopsfs: 

The Departllent of the Interfor (DOI) proposed that approximately 
443.000 acres of prfvately-owned land wfthin the Atchlfalaya 
llasfn Floodway between Krotz Sprfngs and Morgan Cfty. excluding 
deft.leped -rfdte lt'eas. be -acqutted ~ Gerps➔f Eftt,tMen to 
estalllish the Atchafalaya Ffsh. Wfldlffe. and llultf-Use Area, 
Mineral rights would be retained by present owners with explora­
tion and extraction opportunity befng essentially the same as 
now, Tfllber hlr,est would be for the priaary purpose of opti­
■fzfng ffsh and wildlife productivity and natural beauty, the 
result befng a ■fnor reduction in sawti■ber yfeld as compared to 
tmtustrial forestry practices. Cllllps within the Floodway, along 
pertater levees and developed ridges, would not be affected; 
other camps within the basin would be retained by present owners 
for life, Flood control would be under Corps jurisdiction; 
■anaganent for fish and wildlife conservation and public-use was 
proposed by DOI to be the joint responsibility of the Louisiana 
Depart.flt of Wildlife and Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wild­
life Service. Colllnercial crawfishing, fishing, trapping, sport 
hunting, and general public use wuld be maximized. 

n. fee title purchase of lands, though certainly a most effective 
lll!lftS to ensure protection of floodway flood control capab11 ity and 
enviroiantal values together with maximizing public benefit, has more 
recently been replaced by the easement concept of land acquisition. A 
properly deffned and administered comprehensive easement with provisions 
for public access has the potential of accomplishing the desired 
gaels, but such a real estate easement approach is not without problems. 
It fs esti■ated that the cost of such an easement could be 75 percent 
of total fee value, Furthennore, this easement would not absolve the 
present private landowners of liab11ity for persons ut11izing their 
laads under the public access provision. 

In nrfd-1980, Govemor David Treen, recognizing the urgency of the 
situation and the need to preserve the Basin and to provide public 
access, developed a State compromise real estate proposal for the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, The plan essentially provides for: (1) 
habftat preservation via a non-conversion to agriculture and non­
development easement over all privately-owned lands of the Basin and 
(2) public access to 105,000 acres of privately-owned lands via an 
access easl!llll!nt. A portion of the lands available for public access 
would be located in •greenbelt" corridors adjacent to pristine interior 
waterways. The Govemor's plan has, thus far, received considerable 
support. The ABAMG met fonnally on November 17, 1980, and unanimously 
endorsed Governor Treen's real estate proposal. 

13 
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The Louisiana Landowner's Association (an organization which represents 
owners of 80 percent of the privately-owned land in the basin) has 
surfaced 2 major points of contention in response to Governor Treen's 
proposal. As previously mentioned, the LLA's first concern is that 
with purchase of an access easement, rather than fee title, the present 
landowners would be liable for personal injury which might result when 
·the public began to use these lands. The Corps agrees that this is, 
in fact, the case, but offers no solution to the predicament, short of 
acquiring full fee title acquisition. In this regard, perhaps one of 
the major attributes of the State proposal is its provision to allow 
acquisition of higher interests on Floodway lands, up to and including 
fee purchase, from willing sellers. The second concern is that providing 
corridor-type public access adjacent to a large number of interior 
waterways, via the greenbelt concept, would eliminate a majority of 
the preferred areas now available to private hunting clubs. Acquisition 
of access over large block-type tracts would apparently minimize the 
conflicts with the hunting clubs. On the majority of the present 
private property in the floodway where only the habitat preservation 
easement is proposed, a critical part of the easement is the requirement 
that non-regenerative forestry practices, particularly as related to 
cypress and tupelogum areas, be prohibited. Specific criteria for 
sustained yield forestry over all areas of the Basin are being developed 
under the leadership of the Louisiana Office of Forestry. We are very 
concerned that technically acceptable criteria have yet to be finalized. 
Such criteria should be incorporated as an integral part of the tentatively 
selected plan as soon as possible. 

We support incorporation of the State real estate proposal into the 
TSP, while recognizing that the degree of public access provided for 
in that proposal does not fulfill the objective of maximizing public 
opportunity to observe and utilize the fish and wildlife resources of 
the Floodway. The proposal provides for no guarantee of access on 
overflow lands in the Floodway and provides for terrestrial access on 
approximately 25 percent of the privately-owned lands of the Floodway. 
In formulating the TSP, access to overflow lands is assumed to be 
secure, based on the belief that a legal access right on these over­
flowed lands presently exists. This assumption is of concern to us, 
since the Louisiana State Attorney General has been asked to render a 
legal opinion on this issue and has thus far not done so. As a basis 
for our ;~pport for the~ real estate~• we do .!_ssumetha_t __ 
technlca l sounTTiiiilier managementcrlter1a willbe fortlicomT,igfrom 
the State ...!!. su¥port .!!.f the present 1 anguage in Governor Treen' s 
overall proposa • 

8. Management Entity 

S.:201 
It was proposed early in the planning process that, to insure the 
proper implementation and operation of any plan selected, a management 
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RESPONSE 9.20: The Recoounended Plan includes a mangement entity 
composed of the US Army Corps of Engineers and appropriate state 
agencies. Since both of these agencies employ very capable 
multidisciplinary staffs in fields of expertise more than adequate to 
manage all resources of the be sin, there would be little gal ned by 
involving additional agencies, such as the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service or the Environmental Protection Agency. In fact, involvement 
of these other Federal agencies would result in duplication of effort 
and an unnecessary expenditure of tax dollars. Coordination and 
consultation .,1th other Federal agencies would continue in accordance 
with the provisions of existing laws and regulations. 



entity. consisting of the Corps of Engineers. the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency. the Fish and Wildlife Service, and appropriate Agency{s) 
of the State of Louisiana, would be established. The management 
entity would not, however, inhibit emergency flood control operations. 

9.20 
We support the State real estate proposal and the Governor's request 
for State l!llnagement of the Basin but also recognize the advisability 
of havtng a State/Federal nulti-agency board to oversee that manage-
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ment program. As a minimum, in the absence of a joint State/Federal 
oversfte board, we believe there should be a nulti-agency State-level 
oversite board established. Provisions should furthennore be included 
to provide the public with the option to be involved in board actions 
tflrougll open board meetings and public testimony opportunity. 

~ CQNSIDERA_IIONS _AND__l!:IINTLDF CONCERN 

In addition to the concerns we have presented regarding specifics of the 
tentatively selected plan, several other, as yet, unreconciled issues merit 
consideration prior to final selection of a plan to be rec011111ended for 
Congressional authorization. They include the following: 

1.. Simltaneous Implementation 

921 

In a Novead>er 7, 1980 briefing of Washington-level personnel frDl!l 
agencies participating in the ABAMG, a Corps of Engineers spokesman 
advised that the forthcoming report (Phase I GDM) describing the TSP 
would be of sufficient detail to procedurally allow for implementation 

• of the complete nulti-purpose plan, including real estate features, in 
less than two years. Such was indicated in response to expressed Fish 
and Wildlife concern that a tremendous acreage of forested habitat 
might be cleared in the interim before the selected real estate ease­
ments could be implemented. 

Since most flood control components of the TSP are currently authorized 
whtle most environmental components are not, ft is possible that 
implementation of a single comprehensive plan may either occur in 
stages, with flood control features first, or not occur at all. We 
are seriously concerned to find that no recommendation is contained in 
the draft document Which calls for the necessity of implementing both 
flood control and environmental features sinllltaneously. Implementation 
of flood control features without simultaneous implementation of 
environmental features could lead to serious impacts upon the unique 
wetland resources of the Atchafalaya Basin. The description of impacts 
contained in the Draft Environmental Statement is based upon the 
presupposed implementation of a complete TSP and, as such, would, in 
our opinion, require revision, should such not occur. 

We believe that, in order to be in compliance with the Congressional 
Directives which precipitated this restudy of the Mississippi River 
and Tributaries Project, the Corps must develop a single plan for the 
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RESPONSE 9.21: In reality, it would be impossible to imple:uent all 
plan features simultaneously, whether they be for flood control or for 
environmental protection. Additional detailed studies are needed for 
some rec01111111>nded features prior to their being designed and built, 
while some plan features could be implemented in the near future. For 
example, little additional studies work is needed in order to complete 
the raising of the floodway protection levees while much work remains 
to be done to finalize the design for recommended channel training 
works. Both features are, however, already authorized. The 
Recommended Plan, therefore, proposes that all features of the plan be 
handled expeditiously so that implementation can be effected at the 
earliest possible date. In view of the severe and gro,ring flood 
threat to southern Louisiana, it would not be tn the best public 
interest to delay engineering design or construction of vital flood 
control works simply to await authorization of nonflood control 
features of the plan. 

-
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management and preservation of the Atchafalaya Basin which will provide 
for simultaneous implementation of all recommended features. We 
further believe that the June 18, 1975 letter from the Director of 
Civil Works of the Office of the Chief of Engineers directing the 
President of the Mississippi River Commission to combine both the 
previously authorized features of the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway 
project and potential features for resource preservation and manage­
ment into a ~ ~tudy, is additional evidence that all features 
should be conslaere as components of a singl~ 1!l!!!_ to be recommended 
to the Congress for frding and simultaneous mf einenfatTon, For 
tliesereasons, welie eve thiitthfs report shou d recommend to Congress 
that implementation of all features be handled simultaneously. 

Future-Without Project Condition 

Water resource project analyses fllJSt be performed consistent with the 
U.S. Water Resources Council's Principles and Standards, These guide-
1 ines specify that net impacts of a project must be determined by 
comparing future-with and future-without project conditions. We 
believe that the Corps of Engineers has failed to define the true 
future-without pro~ect condition required under Principles anr­
Standards. It use as the future-without project condition an 
environmental profile which has developed as a partial result of past 
Corps flood control activities along the Mississippi and Atchafalaya 
Rivers. This environmental profile includes future continuation of 
the destructive trend of excessive siltation, declining su11111er water 
levels, and induced land clearing for which the previous Corps flood 
control activities are, in our opinion, particularly responsible, 

Period of Analysis of Project Impacts 

Over the past few years, we have consistently disagreed with the Corps 
of Engineers regarding the time period over which this project should 
be analyzed. In early meetings of the ABAMG, we took the position 
that, since this planning process was inseparably linked to the Missis­
sippi River and Tributaries (MR&T) Project, the multi-purpose plan to 
result from this effort should be viewed as a 100-year-life project. 
The Corps of Engineers took the position that the period of analysis 
should be 50 years. We relented at the time. Recently, we were 
notified that the Corps of Engineers was now considering the project 
to have a 100-year life, This recent realization that the project 
should have been analyzed over a 100-year period has left us with no 
quantitative data from which to project future impacts to be expected 
wfth continuation of the project for an additional 50 years. We are 
particularly concerned about such unknowns. Accordingly, we seriously 
question whether the present studies were of a depth, detail, and 
degree of reliability to satisfy the needs of this report for the 
project period beyond year 50, 
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RESPONSE 9.22: It is impossible to define a "true" future...,ithout 
project condition in a study document that is being prepared for a 
partially completed flood control project which was begun over 50 
years ago. To do so for this project, one would have to assume that 
no floodway protection levees are in existence and that the Old River 
control structure had never been built. If this were the case, then 
it would logically follow that the Mississippi River would have 
probably changed its course to follow the channel of the Atchafalaya 
and that most of the now existing wetlands of the floodway woulrl no 
longer exist. Cypress swamps would now exist south of the Bayou Teche 
ridge in areas that were formerly marsh and Atchafalaya Bay would be 
marsh. These areas would have been silted in by the massive flooding 
that would have accompanied a change in the course of the Mississippi 
River. Moreover, one would have to assume that Morgan Ct ty and its 
environs would have been totally eliminated by the increased 
flooding. It should be apparent that from this reductio ad absurdum 
that development of a "true" future...,ithout project condition would be 
ludicrous. 

RESPONSE 9 .23: The land use estimates for the 1980-2030 period are 
near the state-of-the-art. The quantitative continuation of such 
trends over an additional 50 years would have been possible, but the 
estimates derived would have been extre&ely speculative, at best. 



4. llesponstbilit.y for Operation and Maintenance 
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Govel'IIOr Treen his requested that the State be given Nnagement 
authority over all floodwly lands once the prescribed real estate 
ease11111ts are acquired. lie believe that the Congressional Directives 
which •nd•ted this study. by virtue of the fact that they call for 
the develoiae,it of a cmprehensive plan to preserve and manage water 
and land resources of the Atchaf1l1ya Basin. including provisions to 
reduce sedt•ntatton and i11111rove water quality and c-rcial and 
sport fishing (i.e •• Rllnlgellellt units). clearly intended for such 
1ctfvfttes to be treated as integral to the project and its operation. 
Accordingly. we belfeve that the Corps_ fs obligated to adhere to the 
provisions of its Olffl regulations (ER 1105-2-129) • .titch places the 
responsfb1ltty for operation and •intenance cost. particularly as 
related to •ter maMgement units. which are integral to the project. 
with the Federal government. Goftrnor Treen's real estate acquisftion 
proposal does ask for such ffnancfal assistance as an integral par.t of 
the project. lie support the appropriateness of the request, 

Reel Estate Management Progru 

A lthougll 111 llll!lllbers of the AIIANG have agreed that the purpose of 
receail!llcf1ng acqufsitton of habitat preservation easements throughout 
the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway fs to prohfbft future conversion of 
forests to higher uses .tiicll would confl let wfth both flood control 
and eiwil'ONll!lltal protection goals (e.g. agriculture and industry). 
the Corps of Engineers indicates the need to establish a real estate 
mnagaient program. Although the Corps of Engineers would apparently 
administer tll1s progru. ft gfves no indfcation of what types of 
acttvfties would be allowed nor what criteria would be used fn 
determ111tng whether or not an activity should be al lowed, Considering 
such Ullknowns. we are concerned that many activities. whfch would 
otherwise be prohibited under a habitat preservation easement. might 
be allowed. Without clarification of this fssue. its merits and poten­
tial envfrollllelltal affects cannot be established. 

Assessments of AcceptabilfS)t 

Tltroughout the report/EIS we ffnd that the Corps of Engineers has 
anticipated public opposition or favor for various plans with 
statelllents indicating. for example. that a certain plan • ••• is likely 
to be unacceptable to the majority of Atchafalaya Basin landowners. 
hunting clubs. and cOllllll!rcial fishing interests ••• • but may • ••• lfkely 
be acceptable to general environmental interests.• lie believe that 
thfs approach of subjectively predetennfnlng public opfnfon relative 
to 111f proposed plan fs not fn keeping with presenting an unbiased. 
objective Sl.Rllry of rec011111endatfons and anticipated impacts based on 
quantifiable data. Further1110re. we bel feve that such assessments of 
acceptabiltty •Y• by thefr very nature. lead a group or fndfvidual to 

17 

--

RESPONSE 9.24: The state has requested that -nagement of nonflood 
control elements of the final Atchafalaya Basin plan be through State 
of Louisiana agencies. The US t.rsy Corps of Engineers concurs with 
this course of action in accordance with a rationale presented in 
Appendix F, Section 7 - B.ecreation and B.esource Management and in the 
Recoaaendations contained in the Main Report. Revenues collected by 
the state for public use of recreation facilities developed on Federal 
land would be retained by the state under appropriate lease agreements 
to help defray operation. maintenance, and replacement coats. Any 
other revenues generated by the state on Federally ,controlled land 
under appropriate fish and wildlife -nagement license or other 
agreement with the Corps of Engineers could be used for project 
resource management purposes. Such agreements have been cited in the 
report as justification in part for recoaaending 100 percent Federal 
financing in lieu of traditional cost-sharing for recreational 
facilities development. There- is no funding mechanism available for 
the use of Federally appropriated operations and maintenance or 
general funds to support or assist such work by state aod local 
entities. 

RESPONSE 9.25: The US Army Corps of Engineers would administer all 
real estate interests and rights acquired for project purposes by the 
Federal government in accordance with authorizing legislation and 
other governing Federal laws and regulations. The real estate 
interests reco-nded for the project purposes of flood control, 
environmental protection, and public acceu are cited under 
lleco-nded Plan features in Appendix B and in the Main Report. 
Certain Federal interests would be administered by the state through 
appropriate license, lease, or other agreements. 

!lESPONSE 9.26: Present US Army Corps of Engineers' regulations 
require that assessments of acceptability be included in reports of 
this nature. 

-
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conclude that ft should favor or object to one feature or plan without 
encouraging a proper individual evaluation. 

Maximizing Natural Delta Formation 

One of the five study objectives of this planning process included 
· maximizing natural delta formation fn Atchafalaya Bay while providing 

for navigation and passage of the project flood, Accomplishment of 
this objective was delayed, however, since the ABAHG agreed to do 
further study, with the intent of achieving this objective, after the 
report/environmental impact statement has been forwarded to the Corps 
of Engineers' higher echelon. This agreement hinged on another 
agreement that the TSP would not contain any feature which might 
preclude future options for maximizing delta development. We are now 
concerned that certain features of the TSP may, by their very nature, 
restrict our ability to maximize delta development. We trust that 
cooperative fnteragency studies to develop mechanisms for maximizing 
delta formation can be completed prior to the implementation of features 
which have the potential of prohibiting achievement of that objective. 

Effectiveness of Section 404 Permitting in Preserving Natural Habitat 

Consideration has been given to the possibility that the Section 404 
permitting process may suffice to protect some Basin forested area 
from being converted to higher land uses. Such an assumption is 
highly questionable in view of the fact that clearing of floodplain 
forested wetland areas in the Mississippi Delta of Louisiana is 
occurring at the rate of over 70,000 acres per year, even with the 
Section 404 permitting process in effect. Furthermore, within the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, alone, lands cleared for agriculture have 
increased by 30 percent within the last four years. Corps of Engineers 
figures from the report/EIS indicate that nearly 200,000 acres of 
forested area within the Atchafalaya Basin will be cleared for conversion 
to agriculture within the next 50 years if no land use controls are 
acquired. In view of this, we do not believe the Section 404 program 
will protect the forested wetlands of the Atchafalaya Basin. 

Benefit/Cost Separation of Recreation Facilities and Land Use Controls 

The development of benefit versus cost estimates for recreation facility 
usage and real estate easements was appropriately combined in earlier 
drafts of the report/EIS. We now find that the two aspects are being 
separated. We are of the opinion that the high rate of fish and 
wildlife and other recreational usage being projected for the TSP is 
not the singular product of additional boat ramps, camp sites, etc., 
but fs more logically the combined result of both facility improvement 
and the proximity of these facilities to a unique fish and wildlife 
habitat area. Since the real estate easements address both public 
recreational access and habitat protection, it is not logical to 
separate the two. 
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RESPONSE 9 ,27: There appears to be no provisions of the Recommended 
Plan that would preclude future options for maximizing delta 
development. The possible change in the division of flow at che 
outlets from 70/30 to 80/20 includes a monitoring and evaluation 
program which would include studying delta formation. 

RESPONSE 9, 28: The US Army Corps of Engineers has never proposed to 
"'save the Atchafalaya"' via Section 404 legal restrictions. The 
possible future repeal of such regulations is recognized, Thus, the 
Corps is proposing to protect the entire Lower Atchafalaya Basin 
Floodway from clearing via a comprehensive multipurpose easement. 

RESPONSE 9 ,29: According to general policy for the US Army Corps of 
Engineers, provision of outdoor recreation facilities will not 
normally influence formulation of basic project scope or design. 
Hence, the recreation purpose and costs are considered incremental.The 
bulk of projected annual recreational usage would be directly 
attributed to the proposed development of recreation facilities on 
1,500 acres of acquired fee land. Although these developments were 
identified in the Recreation Resource appendix as support fact lities 
for visitors who wish to pursue interests on the many acres of 
developed and publicly accessible lands and waters located throughout 
the basin; much of this recreation development would be self­
sustaining, offering a wide spectrum of onsite recreational uses. The 
demand--need analysis of the project market area shoved that a 
substantial need exists for the types of recreational development 
being recommended and that these facilities would be utilized even lf 
the surrounding aquatic or terrestrial resources were greatly reduced 
beyond worst-case projections. 
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On July 20, 1981, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological 
Opinion pertaining to the possible effects of the Atchafalaya Basin 
Floodway Project upon ten endangered and threatened species. The 
Opinion stated that the project with the exception of the Avoca Island 
Levee Extension is not likely to jeopardize the continued .existence of 
the subject species and will likely have a long-tenn effect of benefiting 
the Endangered species which remain in the project area. 

The impacts of the Avoca Island Levee Extension upon the bald eagle 
were not covered by this Opinion as the Service detennined that 
insufficient infonnation exists concerning the levee extensions impacts 
upon bald eagle habitat to allow preparation of a Biological Opinion 
on this portion of the project at this time. The Service is seriously 
concerned with possible negative impacts to bald eagle habitat resulting 
from construction of the first reach of the levee extension and cumulative 
effects which could result ff construction of additional reaches is 
undertaken. Serious degradation of eagle habitat resulting from the 
project could result from (1) aggravated saltwater intrusion into the 
Terrebonne Parish marshes west of the Houma Navigation Canal (via the 
canal) due to decreased freshwater introduction from the Atchafalaya 
River, (2) saltwater intrusion into Terrebonne Parish marshes via an 
extended Avoca Island Cutoff Channel, and (3) decreased delivery of 
sediment loads to Terrebonne Parish marshes resulting in increased 
marsh·degradation. A Biological Opinion on the Avoca Island Levee 
Extension will be prepared by the Service upon receipt of the 
additional infonnatfon pertaining to the above mentioned comments 
which was requested in the July 20, 1981 Opinion. 
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RESPONSE 9.30: The Recommended Plan does not include irmnediatP 
implementation of the extension of Avoca Island levee; therefore, the 
comments relative to the bald eagle no longer apply. 

-
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION __ .. y __ .,_ 

P.0.-­MTON_,__,_, 

August 4, 1981 

•• ,._,arm,o 

Draft Feasibility Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System 

LMNPD-C 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Commander and District Engineer 
Department of the Army / Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

We suggest that allowances be made for upgrading and expansion of the 

highway system within the basin when necessary. Federally funded 

actions would comply with NEPA and other applicable requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 

<77171/ll,J 
J. N. McDonald 
Division Administrator 

-

/ 

/0 

RESPONSE 10.l: Should the Recommended Plan be implemented, there 
would be little need for highway syetem expansion. The plan would 
prohibit structures for human habitat ion within the project area and 
negate the necessity for additional highways. Improvement of existing 
highways in the future would not be prohibited, but controls governing 
such work would probably be more stringent. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARC 

From: Conmander, Eighth Coast Guard District 

ADDRESS REPLY TC 

~~t;~Ni~:s,<IP1tl) t;1 ~· · 

HALE &OGGS FEDF.RA: ll1.f, 

500 CAMF ST 
NEW ORLEANS LA 7:J•~.~ 

'(FTS) 682-2961 

16475 

'""' 
To: District Engineer, New Orleans District Corps of Engineers 

Subj: EIS on the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana 

1. Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject EIS and drA!ft main 
report. No significant impact on any Coast Guard program is anticipated if 
the tentatively selected plan is implemented. 

2. While there appears to be little impact to tug and barge navigation, there 
may be impacts on the oil and mineral industry, c011111ercial fishermen, and 
recreational boaters. It is recoownended that input from these interests be 
considered in finalizing the management plan/~/. 

i. I: LOBER, Jrr 
By direction 

Copy: Conmandant (G-WS-1/12) 

-

RESPONSE 11.1: eo-nts noted. 

-
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION VI 

1201 ELM ■TRIEIET 

12.1 

August 21, 1981 

Colonel Robert C, Lee 
District Engineer 

DALLA•, TEXA• 7SZ70 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Lee: 

This is written to acknowledge that my letter of June 19, 1981 to 
Colonel Thomas Sands concerning the Draft Environmental Impact.statement 
(EIS) and Feasibility Report on the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, 
Louisiana, will stand to satisfy EPA review responsibilities, as estab­
lished under Section 309 of the Clean Afr Act. That letter reflects our 
evaluation of the EIS and was printed and circulated along with the EIS 
and another evaluation prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Be advised, however, that prior to your completion of the Final EIS, my 
staff will conduct additional evaluations of several of the issues 
highlighted in that letter. In addition, we will be focusing our 
attention on the material in your report styled Appendix G, Section 9 -
•section 404(b)(l) Evaluation.• Your staff has assured us of your 
intent to refine that evaluation for inclusion in the Final EIS and we 
intend to complement their efforts by exchanging data and submitting our 
recOl!lllendatfons regarding, in particular, spoil placement. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

.~--~ t<:Ar 
~~- Phillips 

Acting Regional Administrator 

cc: Colonel Thomas Sands 

-

RESPONSE 12.1: Comments noted, 
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@ UNITIED ffATIEII ENVIRONMENTAL l"ROTIECTION AGIENCY 
... ._v, 

1801 IILM fflllRT 
DAU.AS,ffXASn&70 

.Julie19, 1981 

Colonel Tllaas A. Sands 
111w Or1Nlls District Engineer 
Coi,,s of Engineers 
P.O. Bax 80267 
111w OrlNIIS, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

We enclose the EnvirONN!lltal Protection A,-ncy's •111nority report• on 
the Draft Env1roranta1 Iapact Statement (EIS) and Draft Report on the 
Atchafalaya Basin Water and Land Resources Study, as w understand the 
final version of those doeu111ents. Whtle w support auch of the Tenta­
tively Selected Plan (e.g •• real estate plan. those 111nagenient units 
recc.mnded, 70/30 flow distribution at Old River, etc,). we differ with 
regard to SCJIIII! features. Those differences are briefly identified in 
tile enclosure. 

We request that following the cmimnt period, further consideration be 
given to these Ntters and that we have an opportunity to discuss them 
with tile Df strict. 

We request that this letter and the enclosure he published with and as 
part of VolUIIII! 1 of the Draft EIS and Report. 

Sincerely, 

'e.~ 
Fl"ances E. Phillips / 
Acting Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 

Incloaure 2 

-

RESPONSE 12.2: Comments noted. 

RESPONSE 12.3: This letter and the inclosed "minority report" 
mailed, under separate cover, to everyone that received a DEIS. 

) 

-

were 
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EPA Observations on the Atchafal!ia Basin Floodwa{ ~s{an, La.: 
Teasf6f 11t,l Report' arid bran Env roiiiienh1 .!!!!2!£1 ~~a ~nt 

_The U.S. Envirornental Protection-Agency (£PA) has iJ,trt1c.ti,.ted 1n tfte 
development of these documents both as a participant in the congres­
sionally established Atchafalaya Basin Agency Water and Land Resources 
Study and as a cooperating agency in the project development and planning 
process as established by the National Enviro1111ental Policy Act. The 
objectives agreed to by the participating agencies for a multipurpose 
plan for the Atchafalaya Basin wre defined in such a way as to focus 
on: (1) developing an efficient flood control systan; (Z) retaining and 
restoring the unique environmental features of the Basin as llft!ll as 
maintaining and enhancing the long-range productivity of the wetlands 
and woodlands; (3) providing for agricultural activities and mineral 
development in such a manner as to avoid interference with the goals 
relative to flood control and environmental protection; (4) maximizing 
natural delta formation in the Atchafalaya Bay while providing for 
navigation and passage of the project flood; and (5) maximizing public 
accessibility to the Basin in order to observe and utilize the fish and 
wildlife resources. 

On the basis of these objectives, a number of alternative plans were developed 
which would all accomplish the flood control objective and which would 
realize the other objectives to various degrees. From among those plans, 
a tentatively selected plan (TSP) was identified by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers based on their perception of the overall needs of the multiple 
interests. 

As with all of the plans, the TSP contains two main groups of features. 
The first group comprises real estate provisions which would be necessary 
for implementing a land and water resources management pl~n. The second 
group encompasses the management features which individually and/or jointly 
address the needs related to flood control, the biological resources 
associated with annual overflow, the wetland complex south of Morgan City 
(including the Terrebonne marshes), and the mechanism by which ongoing 
management will be undertaken. 

With the objectives for land and water management established, it became 
necessary to develop a land use plan that would provide adequate govern­
mental real estate interests for implementing the resource management 
decisions. The development of real estate provisions, which would afford 
necessary protection and enhancement of the flood control and environmental 
resources in a manner compatible with existing land and water uses, 
represented a major element in the overall planning process. 

-

RESPONSE 12.4: Comments noted. 
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On October s. 1980. EPA subllfttecl fts prefer-red rul estate plan to the 
Agancy lllff1991111t Group (ANG) IS dfd each of the other agency ..tiers. 
F,,. these fnftfal proposals. the real estate plan fnclucled as the TSP 
was forged. lie belteve that the real estate features of the TSP present 
1 reasonably balanced fraework for f■pleaentfng a CQIIIPrellenstve flood 
cOlltrol aid resource ■anage111ent sclleM llhfle recognfzing. and 1cc«->c1atfng 
to tlle extent possfble, the other C011Pet1ng pressures and interests. 

111 lddtt10ll to the reel estate category. • belteve that se•eral of the -••t a :t features of the TSP are 1ppr-oprtate. These tnclucle the 
70/30 flow cHstrtbutfon through the Old Riffr Control Structure, channel 
tratntng (as opposed to dredging of 1 100,000 square foot channel)• and 
those anagaent 1111fts rec«-ndecl wfth the pronso that others would be 
f■pl-tecl llllell appropriate. These features wfch • believe cmpatfble 
wttll tlle study goals are generally those resulting fro■ full, ff lengthy, 
dtscussf.on by tlle ANG, fncludfng input frm the publtc. 

There are other features of the TSP. tiowver. wfth wfch w ■1intafn 
saltstantfal reservatfOIIS. IS we hive throughout the plannfng process. 
EPA's l'e\liew of the docu■ents CQIIIPristng the Draft EIS and Feasfbility 
Report ws I review of those doc-ts IS they existed on June 11. 1981. 
On tttts date, ft appears to EPA that the study re~tion includes a 
co■■ft■ent to consider operating the Old River Control Stnacture so as 
to lt■tt river stages at Acme, Louistana, to 45 feet during the 1110nths 
of Illy~ June and July, llhile 111tntaining a 70/30 spltt of the flows 
between the M1 ssfssfppi River and the Atchafalaya Flooclway on an annual 
besfs (without specifying the extreNs between imtch flows or percent of 
flow -ld be allowed to vary). 

litafnteltaftce of the 70/301 split of flows through the Old River Control 
Structure Ills represented a consensus vtew of the AMG for SC11111 ttme. The 
tlllposttton of a 45 feet stage lt■tt at Acme as a part of the stud* rec0111-
■enclatton fs new, the posstbtlfty having beeii Just announced to t e AMG as 
flie sii63ect of a study request tn May 1981. 

Thus, as to the Ac:ae stage lt■it ,rartation tn operatton of the Old River 
Control Structure, EPA occupies the role of a reviewer, not that of a 
parttctpettng agency in reaching the dectslon to include tt tn the study 
rec-.ictatton. lfld this vartatton been the subject of AMG discussions, 
EPA 110U1d want to eXPlore thoroughly the tmpact of thfs li■itatton of 
water levels during these ■ont~s on aquatic resources, particularly 
fisheries. lie wuld also need to consider imether a decision to t■pose 
the lt■tt represents a balance of interests imtch ts cmipattble wfth the 
stuly goata. 

10n 111 approxt■ately dafly basts, subject to the possfbtltty of 
teaporary increases of the 30S during dry years. 

-

RESPONSE 12.5: The Reco-nded Plan no longer contains a provision 
for short tera variations in operation of Old River control structur~ 
to hold stages to 45 feet at Acme during May, June, and July. The 
rationale for retaining the authorized 70/30 distribution of flows 
with no variation is explained in Appendix B. 

-
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EPA's interest tn thts evaluation ts heightened by (1) the fdentfffcatfon 
(tn the EIS dfscussfon of Envfronmental Effects) as a data gap of the 
possfble fmpact of var.vfn!I the operation of the Old Rfver Control Structure 
ffl the future to either increase or decrease flows fnto the floodway 
durfn!I Hay. Jun-. and July. and (2) the lack of fndfcatfon (fn t~e TSP 
dfscussfon of thts feature) that thfs date gap wfll be filled by review 
of other than operatfonal procedures. Based on the fnformatfon currently 
on hand. ft 1111>uld appear that the fmposftfon of a sfngle purpose 
overflow ltmftatfon fn late sprfnq and early SUllllll!r. whfch ts a critical 
tfnie for both sport and commercfal fisheries productfon. mfght work against 
the efforts to maintain benefits from the aquatic envfronm~nt. 

EPA believes ft will be in a review. as opposed to a partfcipatory or 
plannfng. role as to any recommendations beyond the first extension of 
the Avoca Island Levee. We are greatly concerned about the proposed first 
extension both because insufficient data exists to evaluate impacts of 
the full consequences and because EPA views the first extension of the 
Avoca Island Levee as a practical cOlllllitinent to the full extension. 
There ts a recognfzed need for further study, in which EPA is assured no 
particfpating agency role. 

Apart from the foregoing instances where we would wish greater participation 
in the decfsion ultimately reached, we offer the following comments on 
various features of the TSP. 

I. Avoca Island Levee Extension 

The proposed extension of the Avoca Island Extension by approximately 
16.5 miles includes a provision to limit the initial extension to 14,000 
feet. This decfsfon is based on the lack of adequate data wfth which to 
properly assess the impacts of a levee extension, whether ft be a 14,000 
foot or a 16.5 mfle extension. We agree that insufficient data is 
currently available to assess the environmental impacts and flood control 
beneffts associated with this proposal and our conclusion is that none 
of the extension work should be proposed prior to acquisition of the 
appropriate data. The proposal for even the 14,000 foot initial extension 
represents an irrevocable commitment wfth adverse environmental consequences. 
This fs particularly significant in that there is an alternatfve (ring 
levees) available at what was initially estimated to be comparable cost 
without the adverse environmental impacts. The rfng levee option addresses 
all sources of flooding in the areas within the rfng levees whereas the 
levee extension addresses only one source. Future damages from flooding 
on agricultural land outside ring levees may be more than offset by 
presently unknown losses to commercial fisheries and other environmental 
values associated with the levee extension. 

-

RESPONSE 12,6: The Recommended Plan does not contain a provision for 
extending the Avoca Island levee by 14,000 feet as an interim 
measure. The future extension of this levee and/or other structural 
or nonstructural measures associated with backwater flooding 
protection in the area northeast of Morgan City would only be 
implemented after additional studies to more fully evaluate possible 
engineering and biological impacts are completed, It must be noted 
that when operation and maintenance coats are considered, ring levees 
would be more costly than the levee extension. 
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The purpose of the Enviromental ~a11ty (EQ) Plan includes allevia-
tion of specific probl•s. lllllile taking advantage of specific opportunities 
for envin,,aental enbancaent. The levee extension feature should not 
be part of t1le EQ Plan because of the generally acknowledged (although 
presently unquantifiable} adverse impacts. The projected envi roraental 
benefits of saving 200.000 acres of cypress are unjustified. 

The adverse iapacts of this 14.000 foot extension compounds the d-ge 
to the Terrebonne •rshes already induced by the existing levee and ts a 
causative factor in continuing •rsh degradation. llalllage to the 111rshes 
results both frmi the reduced water flow and sediment deposition tnto 
the •rshes. Marsh losses are understated because of two factors: (1) no 
effects are ack-ledged with regard to the brackish •rsh syste111s; and 
(2) the acceleration of •rsh loss over that directly induced by the 
levee extension was calculated to be approximately 2600 acres, according 
to a linear extrapolation. lftstoric patterns and recent observations, 
.._..... clearly establish an exponential rate of •rsh degradation. 

The assesSlllellt of ecological i■pacts frOl!I the levee extension ts also 
misleading with regard to the effects upon salinity regi ■es. The reports 
rely on the speculative success of the proposed freshwater diversion 
struc:tures as a basts to avoid consideration of the largely unknown 
influences of 111ter circulation and salinity regi■es. Considering the 
ecological significance of these factors, appropriate ti■e and sources 
should be dedicated to gathering and evaluating such data prior to a 
decision to procede with the levee extension. 

II. Delta Building 

The objective of delta building should be aCCOIIIPlished by development and 
t■plaentatton of a plan that ameliorates the adverse impacts of the navi­
gation cllanllel and uses the water and sedi111ent supplied by the Atchafalaya 
River as a basts of unagenent. ~ coaaitment should be documented in these 
Corps of Engineers reports to develop such a plan in coordination with 
the US EPA. US Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate Louisiana State 
agencies. 

These reports lead to the conclusion that the objective of uxt■1zing 
delta growth is acco■plfshed incidentally by way of the influences of 
other project features. Thfs ts not the case. In fact, these reports 
present an overstat-t of projected future delta growth. ~ estimate 
of 135.000 acres •s calculated according to projections llhich did 
not take into account the effects induced by the navigation channel. 
Thts projection also fafled to incorporate present knowledge of the 
effects of the navigation channel on the transport of sediment through 
the delta. Delta growth throughout the next 50 years should not be 
expected to exceed 50,000 acres. As a consequence of significantly 
overesti■ating future delta growth, the asses1111ents relating to 1111rsh 
loss as a result of the Avoca Island Levee Extension are significantly 
understated. The assessment is notably in error in ass•ing that the 
losses fro■ the Terrebonne aarshes will be offset by delta growth 
expected either Utlder the no action alternative or any of the other 
project alternatives. 

-

RESPONSE 12. 7: Environmental benefits to forest lands which might 
accrue fr01D extension of the Avoca Island levee are real. There is 
adequate evidence to indicate (as was pointed out by professional 
foresters at the public meetings held during July 1981) that the 
continually rising water levels in the backwater area east and 
northeast of Morgan City are harming forest growth. Thie is 
especially true in bottomland hardwood forests. If, in the future, 
the duration of flooding of the bottomland hardwood and cypress-tupelo 
forests continues to increase, then growth and reproductin of the more 
desirable species for lumber production will be hindered even more. 
Some uncertainty does exist concerning existing magnitude of this 
problem and its possible severity in the future. The magnitude of 
marsh and fishery losses that could occur if the Avoca Island levee 
were extended could well prove to outweight the losses to timber 
production that would occur if the levee were not extended. The 
additional studies of the backwater complex noted in Response _!_2.6 
would provide a better data base for assessing such impacts. 

RESPONSE 12.8: As explained in response 12.6 above, the Recolllllll!nded 
Plan proposes to delay imple-ntation of the Avoca Island levee. The 
NED plan does include implementation of the first reach. Since the 
brackish marsh is located 9 miles from the first reach, it is highly 
improbable that the 14, 000--foot extension would affect sediment and 
nutrient transport to this area. Marsh loss data obtained between 
1956 and 1978 reflect an exponential rate ae stated snd was considered 
as such in the analyses. 

RESPONSE 12.9: Reference response 12.6 concerning the recolllllll!ndation 
for delaying implementation of the Avoca Island levee extension. 
However, it should be noted that the design capacity of the freshwater 
structure was based on the estimated quantity of flow that the levee 
extension would prevent from entering the Terrebonne marshes during 
low to normal Lower Atchafalaya River discharges. Since the proposed 
freshwater structure would keep flows into the marshes unchanged 
during those periods when saltwater intrusion would be most probable, 
this would result in the levee extension having no effect on existing 
salinity regimes in the Terrebonne marsh. Implementation of the levee 
extension would be -made only following the completion of data 
gathering studies and further evaluation. 

RESPONSE 12.10: A plan can best be developed upon completion of 
ongoing model studies of the delta. The Rec0111111ended Plan would not 
preclude such an effort in the future. 

RESPONSE 12.11: All existing and reasonably prospective factors, 
including the navigation channel, were considered in the estimates of 
delta growth. While such estimates are necessarily not precise, the 
estimste of 135,000 acres is far more supportable than would be a 
figure as low as 50,000 acres. The marsh loss assessments do not 
assume that future delta growth would offset loss of fresh, brackish, 
or saline marsh. Population estimates for fish and wildlife do 
include future delta development since that land would be available 
for habitat. 

-
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I II. Management .!!!!.!.ll 

EPA strongly supports implementation of all management units (~U) as 
the best means for retaining the productive aquatic environment and 
associated values. We believe the MU concept to be far preferrable to 
pragmatic or isolated activities (such as canal closures) as a substitute 
for an integrated l4U plan. It is to be hoped that the multi-agency 
implementation approach recommended in the TSP will not only consider 
assurances of the greatest number of units but also optimum design and 
implementation. 

Apart from the question of how many MU's will be implemented, EPA is 
concerned that the appropriate hydrograph be used in the design of the 
MU's. We understand that the Corps has recently generated new hydrographs 
for the floodway which might not prove to be the most applicable hydrographs 
for accomplishing the objectives relative to management units. The MU, 
as noted in the Feasi~ility qeport, is intended to mimic the historic 
water regime, as evidenced by the 1949-1974 period of record. The 
objective to be achieved through this overflow pattern is preservation 
of the aquatic and terrestrial resource present during the record period. 

Historic overflow depths as a function of time are represented by 
the desired (or aquatic ecosystem) hydrograph (~H). Representative 
curve shapes are more nearly reflected by the "shifted" annual 
average hydrograph (SAAH). Habitat impacts over the project life 
which can be perceived by comparing the SAAH with the DH should be 
recognized as apparent changes in habitat which result from different 
methods of portraying the same hydrologic conditions. The apparent 
difference results from the fact that the SAAH portrays an elevation 
on June 15 (in the Henderson MU) which is 2 feet lower than the 
historical (gauge) elevation at least half the time for this date 
over the record period. 

In addition,! major oversight regarding the management unit evaluations 
should be remedied. Although the environmental enhancement benefits 
attributed to the management units are compelling, the flood control 
benefits are also significant and should not be overlooked. The 
bulk of the sedimentation has been demonstrated to occur in the 
management unit areas at flows of 300,000 to 400,000 cfs. At rates 
below 400,000 cfs., management units would provide for significant 
control of sediments through the water pathways. This means that 
of all the sediments entering these areas now, the 75 percent 
entering at flows of less than 400,000 cfs. would be controllable 
and up to one half of that amount of deposition co~ld be reduced by 
virtue of appropriate management unit inlet and outlet structures, 
while providing adequate flows to satisfy fish and wildlife requirements. 
Additional flood control benefits would be realized through the elimination 

-
RESPONSE 12.12: Studies indicate that a sufficient data base does not 
exist to justify a recommendation that all management units be 
built, There are differing opinions among the fishery biologists who 
have been consulted concerning whether these units would or would not 
create a productive aquatic environment. On the other hand, there is 
a virtually total agreement that certain canal closures and 
circulation improvements would bring immediate benefits to the aquatic 
environment, It is readily apparent to the US Army Corps of Engineers 
that existing information does not make it possible to develop an 
integrated management unit plan for the entire floodway. Thus, pilot 
units are recommended for further study prior to implementing 
additional units, 

RESPONSE 12.13: It has been concluded thst the appropriate hydrograph 
to use in preliminary design of the management units would be the 
shifted average annual hydrograph. This hydrograph more nearly 
reflects the existing water regime during an average year than does 
the so called "desirable" hydrograph (see Appendix G for a discussion 
of these hydrographe). If it were possible to achieve the "desirable" 
hydrograph annually, then this action would result in the creation of 
a water regime that would annually inundate certain lands within the 
management uni ts for a longer period of time than currently occurs. 
This could have adverse consequences for terrestrial wildlife and 
timber resources which have become adjusted to the existing water 
regime. Concern over which hydrograph to use in management un1 t 
design may prove to be irrelevant in the long run, however. Data 
indicate that it will be impossible to maintain existing water regimes 
regardless of what hydrograph is used in the design of individual 
management units. 

RESPONSE 12.14: The claim by the US EPA of flood control benefits for 
management uni ts is based on the concept of the unit reducing the 
flow, and thus the sediment diverted to the overbank area. While for 
some areas and discharges the uni ts would reduce flow to the over bank 
area, there are several effects of the management units which would 
counteract this apparent benefit, These effects would result from the 
facts that: ( 1} The reduction in flow throughout the areas coupled 
with no change or an increase in stages would result in slower 
velocities which would cause a larger percent of the sediment to 
deposit; (2) The changing of some areas from ones affected by 
backwater to ones affected by headwater would result in an increase in 
the amount of sediment conveyed to the areas; (3) All investigations 
of the units assWDed all the confining levees in place; however, only 
portions of the confining levees would be initiatlly constructed while 
the remaining ones would be left to develop naturally, This would 
negate some of the reduction of flow caused by the unit concept, 
particularly in the early project years when sediment deposition is 
expected to be greater than in later years; and ( 4) The management 
unite would be ineffective during flood flows when sediment deposition 
occurs throughout the floodway. For these reasons, the effect of 
management units on flood stages, either positive or negative, would 
be nominal, 
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of htgli teloctty flows frca spectftc canals due to the nature of the 
sed1-tts excluded aml the depostttonal patterns of those entering the 
RU arHs. Further. of the re1111tntng 25 percent ror llhtch unageaent 
unfts ilOUld not provide any dtrect controls (flows tn excess of 400.000 cfs.}. 
llecatiSe they would be overbank flows. the sedtaents would •stly be 

t8lll .a ~-Mblral t.ees. fttlter ·tfltn -4fl the ellannels. 

IV. llla.,_.t Enttty 

TIie true -,ltt-purpose nature of thts project ts evtdenced by uny 
prese11tty tdenttfted studies (e.g •• Avoc:1 Island levee studies) and 
engi11Hrtng 1cthfttes proposed for the future. A conttnutng •ltt­
dfsctpltury planning group would be required to 11sure 1dher1nce to. 
811d effacthe t11pleaent1tton of. 1 11111tt-purpose project. Moreover. the 
twtMlductfOII of 1cthtttes tn the Basin. such as tncreased publtc access 
and aantpulation of wter levels. requires continuing planntng ind 
.,.., ant II an 1ltem1the to 111n1geaent by confrontation. No such 
continuous planning and manageaent structure presently exists at the 
Federal le¥el. Although the State of Louisiana hH expressed interest 
tn thfs role. ft his indicated tt cannot fund the effort required. In 
lddftfon. 1 broader range of legal authorities and disc1p11nes is needed 
tn the anagement group than the State alone can provide. 

Y. Mtiottzatton and I•le111e11tatton 

I11pleaentatton of previously authorized flood control features llhtle 
other features proceed through the authortzatton process 11111 r1110ve an 
incentive lllhtch could otherwise exist for quick action on the unauthorized 
features. Whtle at first blush. this ts desirable for early tmplementatton 
of the flood control features. there are Instances llhere flood control 
and environmental features go hind in hand. As a practical matter. we 
are seriously concerned that the environmental features might be delayed 
tndefinttely. This would result in failure to meet the goals and objectives 
of the project. A11 aspects of the project are closely interrelated. 
Since this represents an opportunity for a new and fresh start on impll!llll!nttng 
an integrated Atchafalaya Basin plan. every effort should be 1111de to 
utntatn the total plan tntact throughout the authorization and funding 
process. 

YI. .f!!!!!!.!!. Tratntng Below ,!!!!:9!!!. City 

lie do not believe there is an adequate rationale given for proposed 
cllannel development ..ork below "°rgan Ctty. As ctted. the purpose 
of this feature ts to limit sedi111e11tatton tn the marsh areas. 
ttowever. there ts also a provtston for leaving gaps in the tratntng 
works and leaving the canals open for purposes of 111rsh nourislllent 
and tr1nsportatton. Our conclusion ts that channel training. whtle 
belleftctal elsewhere on the Atchafalaya River. 1s unnecessary here 
111d-, be ulttutely counterproductive. 

VII • .!!;!! .!!!!! ~ .!!!::!!Eture 

See tlttrOductory discussion. 

-

RESPONSE 12.15: Due consideration was given to the management entity 
concept, aod it was determined that the US Army Corps of Engineers 
would retain sole responaibility for flood control in the Atchafalaya 
Basin aod environmental aod recreation features of the plan would be 
operated aod aaintained by appropriate state agencies under Ucenae 
and lease agree-nts with the Corps. Both the State of Louisiana and 
the US Army Corps of Engineers employ the wide range of personnel 
expertise and disciplines necessary to effectively aanage all aspects 
of the project. 

RESPONSE 12.16: This rep1>rt recmaends that the nonauthorized 
features of the llec01111118nded Plan be implemented as rapidly aa 
possible; however, authorization is at the discretion of the Congress, 

lll!SPONSE 12,17: The rationale for channel training below Morgan City 
is the same as that for channel training above Morgan City. The 
channel training works would act to increase the a1110unt of flow 
confined to the channel, which, in turn, would hasten the aaturation 
of the channel aod reduce the overbanlt sediment deposition. Gaps 
would be left in the channel training works below Horgan City to 
provide for continued marsh nourishment. 

-
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f tC.,, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
\~ ~ ftEGION VI 

.,4< ~~';#' 1201 ELM STREET 

DALLAS. TEXAS 7!5270 

December 2J, 1981 

General Thomas A. Sands 
~ U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 

North Atlantic Division 
90 Church Street 
New York, N.Y. 10007 

near General Sands: 

On October 23, 1981, members of our staffs met at the New Orleans 
District office to discuss EPA's detailed draft review of Appendix G 
(Fish and Wildlife and Related Data), Section 9 (Section 404{b)(l) 
Evaluation), Atchafalaya Rasin Floodway System Feasibility Report. 
The following outline is a su11111ary of the recommendations documented 
in that report: 

1. Existing Levees 

a, During dredging operations limit water exchange between 
borrow area and surrounding wetlands. 

b. Select location of borrow area so as to m1n1m1ze rapid 
drainage of adjacent wetland areas during stage recession. 
This may be accomplished by isolating borrow areas by means 
of location, by means of structural measures (plugs, dams), 
or by means of limiting connection with adjacent borrow pits. 

c. Water bodies not utilized for borrow, but adjacent to levee 
section being raised, should be protected from sediment in­
troduction through runoff. 

?.. Channel Trainin~ 

a. Training levees should be fully contained. 

b. All effluent should go to Main Channnel. 

c. Training levees should follow Main Channel bank along south 
side of Six Mile Lake. 

d. To mitigate for limiting effects of training levee and Wax 
Lake Outlet (WLO) levee on overflow along south side of Six 
Mile lake, inflow and outflow structures should be included 
in training levee for that segment. 

.-~ 

1 'i J 

..,,.,~/ 

RESPONSE 12.18: At the rresent time, berm material for levees is 
excavated in the wet from adjacent borrow pits and causes some 
turbidity in surrounding wetlands. Material for the main portion of 
the levee is excavated in the dry and thus causes essentially no 
turbidity. The only possible way to limit water exchange bet;,een 
borrow areas and surrounding wetlands would be to excavate all 
material in the dry. This would be environmentally undesirable 
because it would triple the present borrow requirements. 

RESPONSE 12.19: Occasionally expansion of existing borrow ?its or 
construction of new ones could accelerate drainage of adjacent 
wetlands. This would be prevented by structural means such as plugs, 
dams, or low levees to replace natural ridge. 

RESPONSE 12 ,20: Since most material for levee raising would be taken 
from adjacent borrow, it would be rare that an adjacent water body 
would not be utilized. In the few cases where such a water body is 
not used, it is often a navigation channel with high a~tlent 
turbidity. Therefore, adverse impacts due to sedic,ent introduction 
would be especially minor, since all excavation is by bucket dredge. 
The only feasible method of reducing runoff would be construction of a 
low dike along the berm. Construction of this dike would engender 
nearly as much turbidity ss berm construction. 

RESPONSE 12. 21: Channel training works above Morgan City would be 
fully contained by levees and all effluent would be returned to the 
main channel. 

RESPONSE 12.22: The channel training works would follow the main 
channel bank from miles 90.0 to 101.0 and from miles 105 .o to 116.0. 
From miles 101.0 to 105,0, these works would be contiguous with the 
low levee to guide the outlet distribution. This levee would not be 
immediately adjacent to the river but would be along the northern 
portion of Cypress Island. The levee would be higher than the channel 
training works because it would be designed to be overtopped once 
every 10 years, on the average. 

RESPONSE 12.23: Low spots would be left in the channel training works 
at approximately miles 105,0 and 113.0 to allow inflow and outflow in 
the Tiger/Morgan Island area. 
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Distributary Realignment - Use Jake's Bayou instead of dredging 
new channels to connect East Access Channel with Main Channel. 

Channel Training Below Morgan City 

11. •tlo dlamel tr.1ining belew~ Cit.y flt'i-1 celllllf'~iff -,,tan 
has been developed for the area. 

b. If analysis shows absolute necessity of channel training be­
low Morgan City and the benefits warrant disposal in wetlands, 
spoil should be fully contained. 

5. Outlet Flow Distribution 

6. 

a. 

b. 

Place levee along channel bank along Wax Lake Outlet instead 
of through center of wetland between WLO and Main Channel. 

Locate borrow pits on inside of levee to provide pennanent 
aquatic habitats. 

Avoca Island Extension - Eliminate this feature and study alternative 
actions. 

I hope this review will assist you in preparing the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Feasibility Report. 

Sincerely yours, 

fQ~gt~ 
Regional Administrator 

-

RESPONSE 12.24: Use of Jakes Bayou/Bloody Bayou/West Fork of Bayou 
Pigeon/Bayou Sorrel to realine the East Access channel would not be 
feasible from an engineering standpoint. The channel is utilized for 
navigation and must be dredged to a depth of minus 7 feet N.G.V.D. and 
a width of 80 feet. The route proposed in comment 7 is narrow and 
shallow and would require extensive dredging. This dredging would be 
costly and the disposal would destroy woodlands. Also, this route is 
exceptionally torturous and would be difficult to navigate. 

RESPONSE 12.25: Channel training below Morgan City would lower the 
flowline and thus reduce the cost of the protection levees. This 
feature is part of a comprehensive plan for the area and would be 
implemented in the most environmentally acceptable manner possible. 

RESPONSE 12.26: Present analysis indicates the necessity of channel 
training. Dredged material would not be contained because recent 
publications indicate that marsh adjacent to the Lower Atchafalaya 
liver and Wax Lake Outlet are deteriorating (Wicker et. al., 1980 and 
Adams and Bauman, 1981). By allowing unconfined disposal, more marsh 
could be created in these areas. 

RESPONSE 12.27: The levee for outlet flow distribution would be built 
along the highest point of Cypress Island and would be contiguous ~1th 
the channel training works. The borrow would be on the south side 
where it would remain as aquatic habitat for slightly longer than if 
it were adjacent to the main channel. 

RESPONSE 12. 28: The Recommended Plan delays implementation of the 
Avoca Island levee extension and/or other structural or non1tructural 
features for reducing backwater flooding until completion of detailed 
studies. 

-
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August 20, 1981 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Department of the Army 

Tampa, Florida 33609 • Phone: 813/228-2815 

0 0. AUG. 8 1 * 0 u 1 7 4 7 

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Reference: LHNPD-C 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

The Gulf Council has reviewed the feasibility report/environ­
mental impact statement (EIS) on the Atchafalaya basin floodway 
system. Our review was conducted on the basis of the project's 
probable impact on fishery resources. As you may recall from 
our previous correspondence, this Council is charged by the 
U.S. Congress under Public Law 94-265 to develop, review, and 
monitor management plans for important fish and shellfish in 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

The plan as proposed would have serious and adverse impacts on 
marine fishery resources, particularly shrimp for which Secretary 
of Commerce Baldridge has implemented a management plan on 
Hay 22, 1981, and which is now federal regulation. The plan notes 
the continuing decline in the quality and quantity of estuarine 
and associated inland habitats, and It encourages adequate habitat 
protection measures to federal agencies including the Corps of 
Engineers (Fed'l. Reg., Vol. 45, No. 218, Nov. 7, 1980, p. 74298). 

The Avoca Island Levee extensions proposed in the EIS would 
significantly reduce habitat area for juvenile shrimp and would 
result in decreased harvests in the bays and offshore in the 
Gulf. This major deficiency in the proposed work is emphasized 
in the EIS Itself (p. EIS-129) which acknowledges the "sketchy" 
data used to calculate impacts from the Avoca Island Levee such 
that actual adverse impacts may be much greater. 

A couo.cil authorized by Public Law 94-265, tbe Fishery Coaservatioa &- Maaagemeo.t Act ol 1976 

I / ,, / 

RESPONSE 13.1: Comments noted. 

RESPONSE 13.2: See Response 3.2. 

-
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Colonel Thclllts A. Sands 
August 20, 1981 
Page Two 

We r8CC111111811d that you consider substituting the ring levee system 
In the place of the Avoca lslan.d Levee exunsJans •. Every..re.spon.s.Jble 
agency which helped develop this feaslbll lty report -- the Envlron-
111ental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National 
Karine Fisheries Service, and Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries -- has advocated the ring levee system. Such a system 
not only has the potential to Increase fish and wildlife production, 
but It also eliminates any adverse environmental impacts, addresses 
all types of flooding, and costs no more (and possibly less) than 
the Avoca Island Levee extensions. 

In conclusion, we support design features for this project which 
would maximize marine life productivity, minimize habitat destruction, 
and Insure efficient expenditure of publ le funds. Thank you for 
the opportunity to review this doc-nt. 

Sincerely, 

P 
J ~ 

I · ) •)..,. I J....__J.,-..., • ( ; ·[i ·11 J; , r _, .,_ , . h· 
Bobby G;· O'Barr I 
thalnnan • 

If; 

860:VJB:Jak 

cc: Gulf Council 
Reg. Adm., EPA, Dallas 
Reg. Adm., FWS, Atlanta 
Harold Allen, Acting Reg. Dir., NMFS 
Staff 

11.ESPOIISE 13.3: eo-ents noted. 

-
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FRANK A, ASHBY, JR. 

SECRETARY 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

.OFFICE -OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
June 26, 1981 

8. JIM PORTER 
ASSBTANTSECRETARY 

L 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Cor.111ilnder and District Engineer 
Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

RE: Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System 
Draft - LMNPD-RE 

clo Dear Col. Sands: ..... 

14.1 

The above referenced matter concerning environmental quality has been 
received and reviewed by the administrative staff within the Office of 
Environmental Affairs, Department of Natural Resources. From the information 
contained in the package sent to our office, the administrative staff issues 
a ·no objection on this particular project. The rules and regulations 
governing this project should continue to be in full compliance 11ith all 
State and Federal regulatory agencies. 

We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the review process. 

WJM:ala 

'\Se~~~ K'\n . (\ 

W!LL::~~L~E~-
Chief Administrative Officer 
Office of Environmental Affairs 

P.O. BOX '4061 , BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804 • PHONE 504/342-1265 

L-,,/ 

.·. "'· 
jJ ) 
,/ 

RESPONSE 14.1: None required. 

-
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August lO, 1'81 

Colonel Ttoas A. Sands / 
Ccnaander and District EnginNr L,--' 
New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

Re : Draft Feasibility Report/Eriviorn­
-.tal hnpact S~t of the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway Systam, 
Louisa- Volullle 1 - Main Report 
and EIS; Volume 3 - Appendixes C 
through H; Minority Reports of the 
USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the U.S. E.P.A. 

We have completed a review of the above captioned reports and you will find 
our com-nts attached to this Introductory letter. Understandably, this 
agency's expertise lies with forestland and Its associated values and we 
have taken great pains to limit our attention and com-ts to these specific 
areas. 

Before going Into the specific com-ts of the various ..-.ports, allow us to 
make a few general observations: 

Natural plant succession Is a very real phenomenon in the project area 
and it has been accelerated by man's activities. Attempts to impede this 
natural process will only succeed In slowing It down. Eventually, the 
bulk of the floodway will consist of late successlonal bottomland hardwood 
forests. This would be the most productive situation from a forest resource 
standpoint if ea-nts and /or Inducements existed which would eliminate 
conversion of these lands to agriculture. 

It is obvious throughout the reports that the preparers made a concerted 
effort to avoid linking the term •clearcutting" with "conversion." How­
ever, there Is significant Inference that clearcuttlng is a nonregenerative 
harvesting -thod. Research and common practice have shown that clear­
cutting Is the!!!!! method of regenerating baldcypress stands. The 

-
P.O. BOX 1111 • ltATCN IIOUCIE, LA. 71111 

SIii IP'LOIIIDA IIOULSVAIID 

(iJ 
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RESPONSE 15.l: Granted, from a forest resource standpoint, late 
successional bottoaland hardwoods are very desirable; however, 
development of forests -s not a prime objective of this project. 
Some of the features of the Recommended Plan, aanase-nt units, 
sediment control and real estate, provide measures designed in sn 
attempt to preserve the existing conditions and to preclude 
significant gains or losses· in any of the forest (habitat) typeR in 
the lower floodway during the project life. 

RESPONSE 15 .2: Because of the past activities in the project area, 
there is a perception that "clearcutting" and "conversion" are 
synonymous; but tile Recommended Plan does not restrict clearcutting 
when applied beneficially to preserve or propagate the resources. 
Specifically, clearcutting for cypress regeneration would be 
sanctioned, along with water level and inundation period regulation, 
for some areas of the cypress~upelo swamps. Beneficial impacts of 
this action are addressed in section 6 of the ~Is. 

-
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
August 20, 1981 
Page 2 

problem is the water level and not the cutting level. If baldcypress 
stands are to remain an integral part of the floodway, clearcutting 
and reduced water levels at critical periods will have to be implemented. 

We want you to be assured that the Louisiana Office of Forestry is 
ready, willing and able to insure that proper forest management Is 
practiced throughout the plan area. In order to perpetuate the 
forested diversity which exists within the floodway many silvicultural 
activities will be ongoing. If we get "hung up" on preservation, 
sometime in the future, the Atchafalaya Basin will be viewed as the 
largest cavity-nesting bird sanctuary in the world. 

We realize that the Corps has had to "lend an ear" to many diverse interests 
in formulating these drafts and we commend them for their thorough job. 

Thank you for Including us in your review process and we are looking forward 
to the final plan and review. 

Sincerely, 

#~-
D. L. McFATTER - STATE FORESTER 

GAR 

Attachment-! 

-

RESPONSE 15.3: The Recommended Plan is not designed to prohibit 
silvicultural activities throughout most of the floodway. It does, 
however, recognize the need for preservation of certain areas where 
natural processes alone can operate. In such areas, cav1ty "'1lesting 
birds would no doubt be abundant. 



LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, OFFICE OF FORESTRY 
COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS, APPENDIXES, AND MINORITY REPORTS, 
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LOUISIANA 

Draft MIIJn R!e!!!! and EIS - Vol~ 1 

15.41 -
Page 88, last sentence, •Forested unknown•. Terminology Is Inconsistent 
with the nu..-ous assumptions and predictions made In previous and 
following paragraphs. 

15.5 
c,_ 

I 

~ 

15.6 

15.71 -

1s.ef -

15.91 -

,s.101 

Page 211, Table 26, Item 7. Only Includes mid-to-late successional 
bottomland hardwood acreage of 332,000 acres at $111/acre value. For 
Base 1980 - submit a figure of $16,961,500 based on $25/acre value 
for 332,000 acres of mid-to-late successlonal bottomland hardwoods; 
$25/acre value for 93,900 acres of early successlonal bottomland hard­
woods; $1,/acre for 1151,000 acres of Cypress-Tupelo swamp. 

The values/acre computed assume an awrage stumpage price of $55/MBF 
Doyle· and annual growth Increments of ,so BF Doyle for bottomland 
hardwoods and 250 BF Doyle for Cypress-Tupelo. 

In addition, hardwood sawtlmber prices owr the last ten years have 
exhibited a compounded rate of Increase of 10.01. If we assume that 
this rate continues at the 101 level by year 2030, prices would approxi­
mate $7,000/MBF Doyle. Professor James E. Hotvedt of the L.s.u. School 
of Forestry Is our source for these economic projections. 

Page EIS-n, Table 11-7. The projected losses of Cypress-Tupelo swamps 
due to land clearing Is doubtful, In our opinion, unless significant 

. drainage programs and federal subsidies encourage and assist farmers 
In converting these s-mps. Too much of this has taken place and Its 
time to encourage and subsidize the retention of these swamplands. 

Page EIS-126, 5.117. We were surprised to learn that the Ivory-billed 
woodpecker has been sighted In the Atchafalaya Basin. Was this a recent 
and authenticated sighting? 

Pages EIS-130, 132, 5. 59. Some mention should be made of the economic 
projections for Increases In hardwood sawtlmber, the United States' pro­
bability of running out of quality hardwood, and a possible world-wide 
surplus of sovbeans. 

Pages EIS-1116, 1117, 5.8,. There would be a significant decrease in 
forestry-related employment If predicted conversion occurs or if excessive 
regulations reduce the amount of available timber which should be harvested. 

Page EIS-155, Table 6-6. The forested acreage loss due to direct con­
struction seems excessive and attempts should be made to minimize this 
Impact, 

-

RESPONSE lS. 4: The "forested unknown" tera -• used to describe 
forest developing on newly created lands, Thia category was included 
at the insistance of the US Environmental Protection Agency. US Army 
Corps of Engineers biologists believe that the predoainant apeciea in 
theae forests would initially be willow and that these areas would 
fall into the early successional bottoaland hardwood forest category. 

RESPONSE 15,5: Previous c01111enta on net returna per acre (Response 
2,8) apply here, Also, it should be noted that the annual net return 
figure■ were coaputed using -rchantable acres, not total acres. 

RESPONSE 15.6: The loas of cypresa-tupelo .-.pa projected in Table 
4-7 would occur primarily due to a drainage of these areas as the 
flowline of the Atchafalaya River drops in the future, Acquisition of 
easeaents proposed in the Recoaaended Plan should preclude these 
losses, 

RESPONSE 15. 7: Reports have been received from apparently reliable 
witnesses who have heard and seen this bird. llo sightings have been 
reported to date by professional ornithologists. 

RESPONSE 15. 8: Comment is a valid concern. Econoaic projections for 
the items stated are inappropriate for this section of the EIS, 
Infomation is presented in Appendix D, 

BESPOIISE lS,9: Forestry,-relsted employment with the Recomaended Plan 
compared to the future without"1Jroject condition should be greater. 

RESPONSE 15,10: Most of this loss would be due to raising of the East 
and West Atchafalaya Basin Protection Levees. Thia action must be 
acc011Plished if the floodway is to be capable of passing the project 
flood. The loss reported is a worst -case estimate and as plans for 
individual levee lifts are refined, efforts would be made to reduce 
losses to forested lands, Certain proposed features were eliminated 
froa the Reco1111ended Plan because of the great impact they would have 
on forest habitat, Sediment traps are an example of such a deleted 
feature. (See Section 4 of EIS.) 

-
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Page EIS-157, Table 6-7. At the bottom of the table, the last three 
items are unclear. Total acreage of these forested types declines 
by 121,000 acres when 1980 is compared to Plan 9. Is this a reduction 
in acres due to change to other land uses or, is this merely to sho>¥ 
the amount of acres which will receive floodwaters on an annual basis? 

Page EIS 165-167, 6. 19. We concur that the management units should 
be studied carefully because of the very probable differences between 
concept1.lal and realistic approaches. If floodwaters within the proposed 
units are not handled properly, significant mortality and reduced tree 
vigor could occur. 

Pages EIS 171-174, 6.28. Statements lead the reader to believe that 
Cypress-tupelo stands can be preserved forever without logging. The 
existing stands today are a result of prior logging and/or natural 
disasters. 

Page EIS 176, 6. 29. A present-day market exists for cypress in the lower 
basin. Tupelo has not received interest from sawmillers and until it does 
cannot be considered productive. If water levels recede and cypress is 
conducive to regeneration it should be favored in mixed stands or tupelo 
will predominate. · 

Page EIS 289-290, 6.319. Net income figures from timber production should 
be adjusted based on our earlier comments of economic forecasts for hard­
wood sawtimber. 

Page EIS 336, 6.454. We question whether this plan will maintain existing 
employment opportunities in the timber industry. 

Page EIS 341, List of Preparers. This list contains no professional for­
esters or persons with expertise and/or experience in technical forest 
management. 

-
RESPONSE 15.11: Table 6-7 has been revised to clarify the items in 
question. 

RESPONSE 15.12: Studies of the pilot units should clarify this issue. 

RESPONSE 15.13: It is not the intent of this section to imply that 
cypress -tupelo stands can be preserved forever without logging. In 
the future, certain stands within the project -affected area will 
become subject to prolonged flooding, which may prohibit regeneration 
of stands that are logged. 

RESPONSE 15.14: This section has been re...,ritten to clarify its 
intent. It is true that tupelo cannot be considered produc.i·,e from a 
timber product ion standpoint. 1t can be considered produ,. ci. ve, 
however, from the standpoint of overall swamp ecosystem function, 

RESPONSE 15.15: Previous comments on net returns (Response 2.8) are 
applicable. 

RESPONSE 15.16: Since the Recommended Plan would preserve most of the 
existing forestland in the project area, it should maintain existing 
employment opportunities in the timber industry, although operations 
may be subject to more stringent regulation. 

RESPONSE 15.17: No professional foresters are shown in the list of 
preparers, as the necessary level of expertise for preparation of a 
feasibility scope study report is possessed by the study team 
members. Also, the study objectives do not indicate that detailed 
technical forest management is of prime importance. However, it 
should be noted that extensive effort was expended in securing, 
throughout the course of the study, the expertise of forestry 
management professionals of governmental agencies a~d private 
consultants who were intimately familiar with the project area. 
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Appendix D, page D-5, D.1.1. Witt'Klut going into a complete financial 
-,Ysls, may we suggest that the Corps consult with forest economists 
from the L.S.U. School of Forestry, U.S. Forest Service economists and 
hllrdll\lOd specialists, and this agency to work out details. We have 
- problems In agnelng with the net return tables for merchantable 
tinlbar In Appendix D. 

Appendix D, page D-13, D.2.5. Net returns from forestry are low, 
especially when the acreage being compared to IIO)'bean production is 
prefaced~ These higher bottomland hardwood sites can return $25 per 
acre on a sustained yield basis. In addition, prime hunting club leases 
In other 1Dutheastem states have recently been bringing $25/acre. We 
would gladly assist in developing a comparable financial return table for 
bottolllland hardwoods to Incorporate In the final EIS. 

Appendix D, page D-22, D.2.17. Your sta~t that presatt-day •-mp 
logging Is limited to two methods is inc:olllplete. A third method, helicopter 
logging, should be added and discussed in relation to the inaccessible acres 
and ,-,-reclDY9nlbfe timber. 

Appendix D - General. Much speculation and many assumptions and 
forecasts, Is prevalent throughout this section. However, very litUe, 
if any, speculation centers around the possibility of technological and 
eng1,-r1ng advances which could result in much greater utilization and 
produc:ti-.ess of the timber resources located in the project area. This 
concerns us. 

Appendix D, Section 5. Again, much speculation is contained througt'Klut 
the pages of this section. Ample space should be reserwd to offer the 
alternatiw that these bottomland hardwood forests will tiec:o.. a valuable 
commodity. 

~ ;:~ 

-

BESPOHSE 15.18: See previous c-nts on net retur~ figures. 

RESPONSE 15.19: See previous comments on net return figures; also $25 
per acre leases for hunting have not been observed in she l,ower 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway. 

RESPONSE 15.20: The recently practiced method of cypress harvest by 
helicopter has been included and discussed relative to accessibility 
and merchantability. 

RESPONSE 15.21: Comment is·noted, 

RESPONSE 15.22: Comment is noted. 

-
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U.S.F.W.S., Page 9, Item e. Is the U.S.F.W.S. predicting that the 
loss of 67,000 acres of forestland will be due to clearing for agriculture? 
If so, this would seem contradictory to an earlier discussion on page 8, 
Item B, which explains the subsidence problems in the backwater area. 

U.S.F.W.S., page 13, 14. In reference to criteria for sustained yield 
forestry being developed by the Office of Forestry, we would like to 
point out that the U.S.F.W.S. had ample input into the guidelines 
developed. To say that the guidelines are not technically acceptable 
is strictly Fish and Wildlife's opinion. We realize that the timber manage­
ment criteria will not totally please every interest involved. However, we 
made every effort to make them as "technically acceptable" and "practical" 
as possible. 

U.S.F.W.S., page 16, Number II. We endorse Governor Treen's proposal 
that the state be given authority over management of the lands within the 
floodway plan. As the state's forestry agency, we feel that we should 
be charged with management of all forested lands acquired under an 
operational plan. 

U.S.F.W.S., page 17, 18, Number a. We disagree in the statement that 
Section 404 regulations will have no effect on land clearing within the 
floodway. · 

U.S.E.P.A., page 6, Number IV. Exception is taken to E.P.A.'s statement 
that the State alone cannot provide a broad range of legal authorities and 
disciplines. 

-

RESPONSE 15.23: (Furnished by the US Fish and Wildlife Service). "In 
its Planning..\id Report -0n the Coastal and Backwater Area Features of 
the Atchafalaya Basin Study, the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
projected the loss of 67,000 acres of bottomland hardwoods and 
cypress/tupelogum swamp from induced clearing which would be 
stimulated by flood protection to be provided by the first reach 
(14,000...feet) of the Avoca Island levee extension. The analysis upon 
which this projection was baaed involved the use of Corps-generated 
hydrological data. At the time that these data were made available to 
the FWS, the Corps made no mention of existing subsidence problems in 
the project area. Accordingly, the same methodology was applied to 
those data that was used in projecting anticipated land clearing for 
the interior of the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway. Subsequently, 
Louisiana State University Center for Wetland Resources researchers 
and an independent hydrologist on contract to the Terrebonne Pariah 
Police Jury indicated that subsidence in this region was occurring at 
a rate of 2 to 3 feet per century. When this was brought to the 
attention of the Corps in an Agency Management Group meeting on 
May 8, 1981, the Corps hydrologist indicated that the hydrological 
data, which had previously been furnished the FWS, did consider the 
effects of regional subsidence. Thia would indicate that the PWS' a 
land clearing projections were correct and that if regional subsidence 
were not occurring, land clearing projections would be even higher. 
More recently, however, the Corps has begun to update existing 
hydrological data. These new data, if substantially different from 
previously furnished data, could impact land clearing projections." 

RESPONSE 15.24: (Furnished by the US Fish and Wildltfe Service). "As 
indicated in a letter dated June 23, 1981, to "Ir. D. L. 'lcFatter of 
the Louisiana Office of Forestry, the PWS is generally pleased, with 
one major exception with the Amended Guidelines for Silvicultural 
Activities in the Atchafalaya Basin. That exception relates to 
protection of cypress stands from non ..-egenerative harvest 
activities. Under the existing Guidelines, when a forested area 
within the Atchafalaya Basin contains less than 60 percent cypress, 
both in numbers of stems and square feet of basal area, it will cease 
to be defined as a cypress stand subject to strict harvest criteria. 
In effect then, the guidelines will permit total removal of the 
existing cypress trees in many areas, totally disregarding Governor 
Treen's real estate proposal which stipulates that there be no non­
regenerative harvest of cypress." - --
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RESPONSE 15.25: {Furnished by the US Fish and Wildlife Service,) 
"We, too, agree that the State should be given primary authority over 
non.flood control~elated management of surface rights acquired within 
the Atchafalays Basin Ploodway, The rws 's intent, in addreaaing the 
issue of Responsibility for Operation and Maintenance, was not to 
circwavent that authority, On the contrary, it was intended to 
reinforce Governor Treen's request for Federal financial asaistance 
for managing the Basin, by noting the Corps' obligation to fund 
operation and maintenance costs related to -nasement for specific 
project purposes, especially water management units. We do not agree, 
however, that the Louisiana Office of Forestry should be given aole 
authority over management of forested lands within the Basin. It 
would seem that the manangement of renewable resources, within the 
framework of a 11Ultipurpose plan, should be a cooperative effort 
performed by a variety of State agencies having expertiae in forest, 
fiah and wildlife, and recreational resources.· 

RESPONSE 15 ,26: (Furnished by the US Plsh and Wildlife Service.) 
·The FWS statement regarding Section 404 regulations did not indicate 
that such regulations would have no effect on land clearing within the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, but rather suggested that the rate of 
anticipated clearing would not be significantly lower even if these 
apparent legal controls continue in the future. In view of the fact 
that lands cleared for agriculture have increased by 30 percent within 
the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway over the laat four years, the FWS 
believes that its observations relative to the inadequacy of Section 
404 Regulations in stopping land clearing are accurate.· 

RESPONSE 15.27: {Furnished by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency.) ·We appreciate the attention that the Office {of Forestry) 
bas given to the issues in our report, Further response, however, is 
not warranted because their coiaent merely takes exception to the 
stat-nt in our report and does not explicitly challenge it or 
provide a factual correction, Moreover, the main point of the 
sentence in question is repeated in the following paragraph {V. 
Authorization and Iapleaentation) in a manner in which the Office has 
not reaponsed to unfavorably. That point is that in order to meet the 
goals and objectives of the project, the llecQllaended Plan imst 
effectively integrate all levels of participating governmental 
entities.· 

-
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CALVIN P BOODEN. PRESIDENT 
FLOYD J DUPI.ANTIS, VICE PRESIDENT 

DISTRICT A 
PEACY E GAIAIEL. SR. 
1•i BAM($ STREET 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70380 

l>STIIICT 8 
FLOYO J DUPl.ANTIS 
1105 MOARISON AVENUE 
H0UMA. LOIJISlANA 70380 

OISTIUCT C 
DONALD P LANDRY 
628 DUVAL STREET 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70390 

DISTRICT D 
AU.ENC BONYlU.AIN 
3200 STEPHAME STREET 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 10380 

DISTRICT E 
ERNEST A. VOISIN 
215 MEI.COY OAIYE 
HOUMA, LOUISIANA 70390 

DISTINCT F 
A08EAT J 9EAGEAON 
ROUTE 3. BOX 183A 
IAYOU-SIDE DRIVE 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70380 

DISTRICT G 
LOUIS P KLINGMAN. JR 
PO BOX U 
MONTEGUT. LOUISIANA 70J77 

DtSTAtCT H 
JACOB A. LECOMPTE 
ROUTE I. BOX «>5 
CHAUVIN. LOUISIANA 703,&4 

Conmanding Officer 

POLICE JURY 
PARISH OF TERREBONNE 

POST OFFICE BOX 2168 

HOUMA, LOUISIANA 70361 

AUG 281181 

Corps of Engineers-New Orlel:VIS District 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orlel:Vls, Louisiana 70160 

RE: Avoca Island Levee Extension 

Dear Sir: 

~ H GAILLET. TREAS 
PM,JL A LABAT, SECT 

DISTRICT I 
Wit.LIE J BONVILLAIN. JR 
BOX 258 ROUTE 6 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70360 

DtSTAICT J 
PETER G BOUAGEOIS, JA 
PO 80)( 1768 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70381 

OtSTAICT K 
l VERNON BOURGEOIS 
eo, HIGHLAND DRIVE 
HOUMA, LOUISIANA 70360 

01S":"AICT L 
WILLIS J HENRY 
PO BOX709f5 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70361 

OtSTAICT M 
CALVIN P BODDEN 
eo5 GAYNELL DRIVE 
HOUMA. LOUISIANA 70360 

DISTRICT N 
CHARLES DUET 
ROUTE 2. BOX 025 
SCHRIEVER LOUISIANA 70395 

DISTRICT 0 
JULIEN D BOUDREAUX Ill 
BOX 167 
DONNER. LOUISIANA 70352 

The Terrebonne Parish Police Jury is vitally concerned with the Avoca Island Levee 
extension proposal. 

sane nr:mths ago the Jury hired Dr. Chester Watson, a consulting hydrologist 1:r1d 
engineer fran the Shreveport area, to review and evaluate the available research on this 
project. Additionally, the Jury utilized Dr. Hans VonBeek, a hydrologist fran the Baton 
Rouge area, for additional advice and review of the plan. 

Several public meetings were held to discuss the merits of the various proposals that 
were being advanced as well as the next steps likely in the overall approval process. 

Based on all of the testinr,ny available as well as the several public meetings held 
on the project, on August 12, 1981, the Jury voted to request the Corps of Engineers to 
suspend further action on the levee extension until nr,re infozmation can be gained. On 
August 19, 1981 the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury reaffirr11ild its positions by passage of 
the enclosed resolution. 

-

~~ 

RESPONSE 16.1: The Reco111111ended Plan should partially satisfy the 
desires expressed in the Police Jury resolution since it recommends 
i111plementation of further extensions of the Avoca Island levee and/or 
other structural or nonstructural measures associated with backwater 
flooding only after completing additional engineering and biological 
studies of the bay-backwater complex. 



CamwxtJng 0"1cer 
Corps of Englneers-Hew Orle.is D1str1ct 
Page -2-

AIJG 281981 

Attached for your 1nfomat1on ls a copy of Mr. Watson's report ind the CZH 
Camlfttee•s positim. 

16.1 I Please aJv1se 1f I ctn be of further ass1st.ice to you 1n evaluating the policy and 
recoatendat1ons of the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury. 

c... 
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Thank you for your assist.ice, 

E·w-
Par1sh Adalnistrator 

GH/wt 

Enclosure 
cc: Presldent Raiald Reagin 

All Congressmen and State Leg1slators 
Mayor Edward Lyons 
Coastal Zone Ha'lagement Ccmnlttee 
unttad State F1shery & W1ldlife Service 
National Har1ne & F1shery Serv1ce 
Lou1s1.ia Wildlife & F1sher1es 
Env1ranmental Protect1ai Agency 
Jd1n Haydel 
Norval Rhodes 
Govenor Dave Treen 
Ka1 Htdboe ,.,_.s VonBeelc 
Chester watson 

- -
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OFFERED BY: Mr. D. Landry 
SECONDED BY: Mr. E. Voisin 

R E S O L U T I O N 

WHEREAS, the Corps of Engineers has developed a 
tentatively selected plan on the AtchafalayaBasin Floodway 
System, Louisiana, and 

WHEREAS, one of the features of this tentatively 
1>elected plan calls for -an initial •xtenai-0n of the Avoca.'. Island 
Levee by 14,000 feet, and 

WHEREAS, the stated purpose of this levee extension is 
an attempt to resolve some of the flooding problems in western 
Terrebonne and adjacent areas, and 

WHEREAS, the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury has attende 
many hearings, participated in numerous meetings and discussions, 
and reviewed and studied data, all concerning the extension of 
Avoca·tsland Levee, and 

WHEREAS, in an effort to better understand the impacts 
of this levee extension on Terrebonne Parish, the Terrebonne 
Parish Police Jury did commission a report by an independent 
hydrologist, and · 

WHEREAS, after this exhaustive search the Terrebonne 
Parish Police Jury believes that many significant questions 
still remain about the effectiveness of the flood relief promise 
by this levee extension, and 

WHEREAS, the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury believes th 
there is the possibility and probability of significant adverse 
impacts upon the Terrebonne Parish marshes, and 

WHEREAS, Terrebonne Parish is presently losing in 
excess of 5000 acres of land per year, having lost some 116,709 
acres of land from 1955 to 1978, and 

WHEREAS, the integrity of this marsh ecosystem is 
necessary for the continuing existance and well being of the 
Parish of Terrebonne, and 

WHEREAS, the Terrebonne Parish Coastal Zone Management 
Citizens Advisory Committee, the City of Houma, the Terrebonne 
Parish School Board, the Terrebonne General Hospital Board, the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, the United State 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the United States Environmental Pro­
tection Agency and other state and federal agencies, governmenta 
entities and groups have expressed their grave concern about 
this project, and 

WHEREAS, it is the firm belief and conviction that a 
better solution to flooding with less severe imoacts on Terrebon~ 
and adjacent areas could be found, and · I 

-
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WHE~, the extension of the levee is entirely within 
Terrebonne Parish. 

NOW, 'l'HEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Terrebonne 
Parish Police Jury officially request and demand that the Avoca 
Island Levee Extension Project be suspend£1 until further study 
provides better documentation and answers to concerns raised by 
the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury and also provides a better 
solution to the problem of flooding than that which is now 
presented, and 

BE IT FURTHER -RESOLVED. that 1)fte i'erre1'onni! Parish 
Police Jury request the following actions to begin immediately 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

-

A. A delineation of the present ability and authority 
of the Corps of Engineers to study and implement 
solution for the following. 

l. Any and all types_of flooding, such as tidal, 
backwater and headwater flooding and flooding 
resulting from subsidence, in western Terrebon 
and adjacent areas. 

2. Marsh deterioration in Terrebonne and adjacent 
areas. 

3. Deterioration of water quality in estuaries 
and open water bodies. 

4. Deterioration of barrier islands. 

B. Advise the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury on steps 
necessary to have complete flood protection of the 
area affected by backwater from the Mississippi 
River and Tributaries Project. 

c. Coordinate with the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury, 
the Governor's Office, and the Louisiana Office of 
Public Works, planning of a ring levee system to 
provide comprehensive flood protection in Terrebonne! 
Parish. 

D. Begin immediately to compile data and to further 
investigate water circulation patterns in the 
Terrebonne marshes and adjacent areas that may 
be affected by the proposed levee extension. It 
is strongly recommended that a physical model of 
the area be prepared to investigate present circula 
tion patterns, and to investigate fresh water 
diversion alternatives. Thorough investigation and 
proper design should allow enhancement of condi tions1, 
not just maintenance of present conditions. 

-
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E. Coordinate ~ith the proper professionals at LSU, 

other Federal agencies, the Governor's Office; the 
Terrebonne Parish Police Jury, and those private 
groups who may assist the interest of Terrebonne 
Parish and the State, to form a group to review 
designs and operational procedures for the fresh 
water diversion structures. Have the approval of 
designs and operational procedures by the review 
group written into the project as part of the 
funding and authorization document. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the needed information, 
ability and authority does not-presently-~xist that the Corps 
of Engineers work with the Terrebonne Parish Police Jury and 
ot.~ers to gather such information, ability and authority to 
solve the above enumerated critical problems affecting the well 
being and existance of the Parish of Terrebonne, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a certified copy of this 
resolution be sent to all interested parties. 

THERE WAS RECORDED: 

YEAS: E. Voisin, J. Lecompte, R. Bergeron, P. Gabriel, 
Sr., L. Vernon Bourgeois, w. Bonvillain, Jr., 
L. Klingman, Jr., A. Bonvillain and D. Landry 

NAYS: w. Henry, C. Duet and J.D. Boudreaux III 

NOT VOTING: c. Bodden 

ABSENT: F. Duplantis and P. Bourgeois, Jr. 

And the President declared· the Resolution adopted on 
this !!!:h:. day of August ,1981. 

* * * • * * * * * 

I, PAUL A. LABAT, Secretary of the Police Jury 
of Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a true and correct copy of the RESOLUTION adopted 
by the Police Jury in REGULAR session on AUGUST 19, 1981 at whichl 
meeting.a quorum was present. 

GIVEN UNDER MY OFFICIAL SIGNATURE & SEAL OF OFFICE 
this~ day of August ,1981. 

<Q(J.&r: 
;i,,--- - - -PXUL A. IJU!A'I' 

SECRETARY 
TERREBONNE PARISH POLICE JURY 

-
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Sewerage & Water Boal'd OF "~A~t!!t!~ 
STUMT H. BREHM, JR. 

Executivt! Director July 22, 1981 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Rew Orleans District 
P.O. Box 60267 
Rew Orleans, LA 70160 

AT1'Eli1TION: Colonel 'l'homas Sands 

Gentlemen: 

·--.()RLEA/JIS_ L4 .• 70155 • 586-4588 

The staff of the Sewerage & Water Board has reviewed the draft 

✓ 

of the main report and Environmental Impact Statement on the Atchafalaya 
Basin noodway System, Louisiana. 

Additionally, we have reviewed the ''minority reports" furnished 
under letter of Jane 22, 1981. 

We have noted on pages 126, 127 and 128 the alternatives for 
operation of the Old River Control Structure. The Board's interest 
lie in this particular area of the report. On January 28 the Corps 
of Engineers was notified by the Sewerage & Water Board, by my letter, 
of our concern for maintaining a proper flow of water in the Mississippi 
River to avoid salt -ter intrusion. 

The alternatives proposed in the Environmental Impact Statement 
relative to the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway do address themselves to 
that issue in that they all provide for the 70/30% distribution of 
minimum flows in the river. 

The purpose of this letter is to reiterate the Board's position 
that a minimum of 150,000 cubic feet per second at the passes of the 
river must be maintained regardless of the percentage distribution 
at Old River Control Structure. 

truly, 

SHB:ck 
cc - All Members of Sewerage & Water Board r 9/(_ 

d of c:f sioners of the Port of New Orleans cAfr Louisiana Con ressional Delegation &re, 
-• al "" JJ:str SIDNEY J. MRl':AfMY • .,_ L. BEVEIILY • l'HIL/1' C. CIACCIO • RUSSELL L. CUOCO• RENE A. CURRY • HEN/fY A. 0/LL • JR. 
J4NICE -11111 FOSTER• JOIIEl'H I. Gl~O• WILLJIIII 4. HOLTON. Jll. •J, T-S LEff/S •- 111:CALL. A.• IIRS. R. KING IIILL/NG•ERNEST N, IIOlltJtL 

•• An E- _,..;,, &,p_, 
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RESPONSE 17.1: The 70/30 distribution in the Old River Control scheme 
does not refer to flow in the Mississippi River, It relates to the 
total flow psssing through the latitude of Old River, Louisiana, and 
includes flows in both the Red and Mississippi Rh·ers. The final 
plans reco-..nd maintaining the authorized 70/30 Mississippi 
River/Atchafalaya River fl<>w division at the latitude of Old River. 
This is essential for ensuring that the Mississippi River does not 
change course to its Atchafalaya River distributary. Day-to-day 
departures from the 70/30 distribution are possible, but the margin 
for such operation is quite limited. It is impossible to predict for 
any given year the subsequent hydrogrsph of latitude flow in order to 
ascertain the sbili ty to redress any volumetric imbalances which may 
be crested by such departures. Thus, it is possible that there may be 
some instances where 150,000 cfs minimum flow could not be provided. 
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ATCHAFALAYA.LAND CORPORATION 

1100 WHITNEY BUILDINO 

Department of the Army 
Corps of Engineers 
New Orleans District 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

In re: LMNPD-C 

Gentlemen: 

NEW O&LIANS. LA. 10UO 

July 23, 1981 

We understand that a "Feasibility Report/Environ­
mental Impact Statement on the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway 
System, Louisiana," on which you are holding hearings during 
July 1981 and receiving couments will not contain any of the 
public views and responses expressed in connection with the 
series of hearings held by the "Agency Management Group" in 
1979. 

We assume this means that the comments which we 
submitted in 1979 probably will not be recorded in any public 
document. 

We feel, however, that the views which we expressed 
in our 1979 comments are equally applicable to the Tentatively 
Selected Plan on which you are currently holding hearings. We 
feel this is particularly true in regard to proposed public 
access, "green-belts," and restrictions on mineral development 
under the Tentatively Selected Plan. 

We therefore enclose to you herewith copies of the 
letters we submitted under date of January 20 and January 23, 
1979 and request that you consider them in connection with 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on which comments are 
permitted until August 24, 1981. 

Very truly yours, 

::=t~~ 
LICB/ca 

Secretary-Treasurer 

(;\ 
tY 

-

RESPONSE 18.l: Your 20 and 23 January 1979 letters are part of the 
public record on the Atchafalaya Study but are not published in any 
public document. Public views expressed in the 1979 public meetings 
are discussed in the EIS. 

RESPONSE 18 .2: Copies of your letters are included in this appendix 
and comments are addressed. 
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ATCHAFALAYA LAND CORPORATION 
IIIIO WHITNEY BUILDING 

Nftf Okl.lANS, LA. 1DllC 

January 23. 1979 

Col. Thomas A. Sands, District Engineer 
Chair■an, Atchafalaya Basin.Agency Manage■ent Group 
c/o U. S. Corps of Engineers 
Post Office Box 60267 
Rew Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Col. Sands: 

This supplements our letter dated and sent to you by 
certified mail on January 20, 1979, protesting the proposed tak­
ing of lands or easements in the Atchafalaya Basin for the purpose 
of establishing a Fish, Wildlife and "Multi-Use Area". 

We attempted to attend the hearing in. Bacon Rouge on 
January 20, as an interested landowner of 7,000 acres, only 1:0 
find ii: sai:urated with college s1:uden1:s, teen-agers and environ­
mental groups, obviously with no interest in flood control and 
many o_f whoa undoubtedly have never been in the Basin and are not: 
in the least: concerned that the "Multi-Use" proposed by your Group 
to take over the Basin indeed constitui:es an outrageous, arbi­
trary and capricious invasion of private property righl:s. 

The attil:ude of the Depari:ment of Interior is no different. 
While il:s represental:ive purport: to sit impartially on the hearing 
panel in order to receive and evaluate public comments, their 
presence is a mockery of procedural due process of law. At the 
=ry moment Interior's "impartial" representatives sat on the 
hearing panel, other representatives of theirs distribut~J ona­
sided literature, elaborately printed and photographed at tax­
payers' expense, such as Interior's 23 page picture and printed 
brochure entitled "ATCHAFALAYA, AMERICA'S GREATEST RIVER SWAMP", 
which reached the conclusion, even before the bearing started, 
that 

-

Conversion to public ownership is the only 
way to guarantee the continued existence of the 
vast Atchafalaya Basin Floodway as a vital part 
of our Nation's irreplaceable wetland heritage". 
(p. 22). 

llESPORSE 18.3: It is regretable thst the composition of the attendees 
at the Baton Rouge hearings did not meet your approval, The purpose 
of public meetings is to provide everyone who wishes to participate in 
the public involvement process an opportunity to express his views or 
to observe the proceedings. 

1!.ESPORSE 18.4: This c0111111ent is valid. The position of the Department 
of the Interior was an independent one and does not reflect the views 
of the US Army Corps of Engineers. The Corps hss never proposed or 
been in agreement with the proposal for total public ownership of the 
land in the Atchsfalaya Basin. The real estate feature of the 
Recommended Plan presented in the final report/EIS for this project 
has been revised to reflect the substitute public access ~lan recently 
agreed to by landowners, environmentalists, and the State of 
Louisiana, and announced by Governor David C, Treen in his press 
conference during November 1981. 

-
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Page #2 -

January 23, 1979 

Add to this demonstrable lacking of impartiality In­
terior's typewritten sheet entitled "PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH THE 
ATCHAFALAYA FISH, WILDLIFE AND MULTI-USE AREA" which was also 
circulated to the pub11c before the Baton Rouge hearing began, 
and it becomes crystal clear that Interior had pre-judged the 
problem in favor of its own desires by belaboring the issue that 
no one is entitled to entertain any views contrary to Interior's 
and that in this primarily flood control problem there is only 
one solution - take the land away from the landowners. Such an 
"impartial" hearing is no hearing at all. It violates every 
basic principle of fair play by pre-judging the outcome ahead: 
of time which, in effect, will be a decision by a "kangaroo 
court". 

The Corps of Engineers has brought about siltation in 
the Basin due to the Corps' own flood control efforts and activities. 
Having brought about siltation, the Corps should in all good con­
science take whatever steps are necessary to co~rect it under 
their flood control powers and not under the so-called "Multi-
Use" plan devised by Interior. This is a flood control project. 
It is not a project for Interior to lead the public to believe 
that it will create an environmental Paradise. Mr. S. P. Schwing's 
letter to the Editor of the Times-Picayune dated January 23, 1979 
seems appropriate. A copy is attached. 

Please include our original protest and this supplement 
in your report and take them into account in any decision making 
process. 

LKB:nmh 

Encl. 

Very truly yours, 

ATCHAFALtA LAND CORPORATION 

_,, . ;·1) 
By: : ll "ll✓ft(,{_, t·~ .A/t.,i,ry\A-/ 

Lawrence K. BenSon 

-

RESPONSE 18. 5: This comment is erroneous. The US Army Corps of 
Engineers does not bring .about siltation. Most of the siltation can 
be attributed to natural alluvial riverine processes and have not been 
the result of Corps activities. In fact, the Recommended Plan 
contains two features for reducing siltation: channel training of the 
river and distributary realinements. Also, the project is not just a 
flood control project. Congressional resolutions quoted in Appendix A 
directed the Corps to develop a comprehensive plan for preservation 
and management of water and land resources of the Atchafalaya Basin. 
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ATCHAFALAYA LAND CORPORATION 
1100 WHITNEY BUILOINO 

NIW 01.LEANS. LA. MIJO 

January 20, 1979 

•-CDl. T.hDmas A. Sanns, D~str~ct .Engineer 
Chairman, Atchafalaya Basin· Agency Management Group 
c/o u. s. Army Corps of Engineers 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Col. Sands: 

This letter of protest is submitted in connection with 
the meetings discussing alt~rnatives for the Atchafalaya Basin 
as developed by the Atchafalaya Basin Agency Management Group, 
consisting of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, as Chair Agency, 
State of Louisiana, U. S. Department of the Interior and U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Atchafalaya Land Corporation owns appro~imately 7,000 
net acres of land located in the Parishes of Assumption, Iberia, 
Iberville, St. Martin and St. Mary, State of Louisiana. A sub­
stantial part of our acreage is in the Atchafalaya Basin. All 
of it ·is below Highway U. S. 190 and most of it is below Highway 
Interstate 10. All, except 80 acres in St. Mary Parish, is above 
Morgan City. 

Various tracts of our land are leased for hunting and 
fishing camps and for hunting and grazing. All leases are granted 
for a nominal rental to any responsible persons. The lessees are 
local individuals who live in the area and as far west as Lafayette 
and as far east as Baton Rouge. Only a nominal amount of our 
acreage is leased to clubs and even those are local people. 

We use the leasing process to protect our lands from 
trespassers and predators, knowing from long experience that the 
occa•ional hunter, fisherman or trapper is not interested in the 
long-term value of property belonging to others. This lack of re­
gard for the property of others will not change under the proposed 
"kulti-Purpose Plan" suggested by your Group. 

In our opinion, the proposed multi-purpose use of the 
Atchafalaya Basin, as developed by the Atchafalaya Basin Agency 
Management Group, is nothing more than a bureaucratic "land grab" 
based upon false information as contained in the recent paper 
entitled "Atchafalaya Basin", published by your Group, and the 
other pamphlet entitled "The Atchafalaya, America's Greatest 
River S~a~p", published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
of the Department of Interior. 

-

RESPONSE 18.6: Again, the multipurpose or comprehensive plan approach 
has been directed by Congress. 
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Col .• Thoaaa A. Sanda 
Page 12 

January 20, 1979 

Our reasons for opposing this unwarranted inva.sion 
of our private property rights are as follows: 

1. Years ago the United States acquired flowage 
aaaeaenta over our properties in the Atchafalaya Basin. From 
time to time, it has al•o acquired fro■ us various easements 
for flood control channels. Additional flood control ease­
...-a~ ~ be needed in the future. If so, we expect to 
cooperate with the U. S. Corps of Engineers. 

We have never questioned the use by the United 
States of any eaaeaent or flowage right over our properties 
in the Basin for flood control purposes. We believe the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers is obligated under its flowage 
rights and eaaeaenta to keep the floodway open and free from· 
any unnecessary accumulation of sediment. Obviously, the 
accumulation of sediment is not a valid excuse for expro­
priating our land in the spillway for multiple use when 
aediaentation can be controlled by the Corps of Engineers 
under its flood control powers. 

2. It is common knowledge that the only substantial 
land clearing in the Basin for agricultural purposes has 
occurred above Highway U. s. 190. A relatively small amount 
of land has been cleared between U. S. 190 and Highway U.S. 
I-10 and none bas occurred below U. S. I-10. It is grossly 
unfair for the literature of your Group to "scramble" the 
information so as to lead one to believe that the land be-
low U. S. I-10 (or a substantial part between U. S. 190 and 
U. S. I-10) is in danger of being cleared for agricultural 
purposes. Therefore, it is highly improper and entirely 
erroneous to premise the proposed taking of land either be­
low U. S. 190 or below U. S. I-10 on the unsupportable 
premise that the lands in the lower Basin are suitable for 
agricultural purposes and are in danger of being cleared by 
the landowners. 

3. Further, the literature published by your Group 
agrues that the "public interest" requires the acquisition 
of the Atchafalaya Basin under your "Multi-Purpose Plan" to 
accommodate the needs of environmentalists, hunters, commercial 
and sport fishermen. 

Evidently the authors of that literature are 
not aware of the fact that the State of Louisiana owns the 
beds of the navigable streams throughout the State, includ­
ing those in the Atchafalaya Basin, and that commercial and 
sport fishermen are entirely free to use these waters for 
bunting and fishing, subject only to the regulations of the 

-

llESPOIISE 18.7: CoaMnt noted. 

llESPOIISE 18.8: See Response 18.$. 

llESPOHSE 18.9: Most of the lands between US Highway 190 and 
Interstate Highway 10 are suitable for agriculture purposes now and as 
the drying trend in the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System continues, 
lands south of I -10 would liecome increasingly suitable for farming. 

RESPONSE 18.10: The approxi-tely 150,000 acres of existing state­
owned land and public waterways are accounted for in the Recommended 
Plan real estate feature. 

-
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Page 113 

January 20, 1979 

Louisiana Wildlife & Fisheries commission. It is, therefore, 
a completely false premise to assert that it is necessary to 
expropriate private lands for the benefit of commercial and 
sport fishermen, or for environmentalists, who already enjoy 
the same public access to the Basin as do commercial and 
sport fishermen. Also bear in mind that environmentalists 
do not have any economic stake in the Basin. 

As for the needs of hunters, we have never had 
any difficulty in accommodating those who apply to hunt on 
our properties in the Basin. Moreover, the authors of your 
literature apparently ignore the fact that as of October, 
1975, there were 36 game management areas scattered through­
out the State, containing 2,924,572 acres of land open for 
public hunting in 1975. A list of these areas as taken 
from the "Louisiana Conservationist, September-October, 1975" 
is attached to this letter. 

Subsequent to the publication just referred to, 
the State has also established at least two additional game 
management areas, to-wit: The Attakapas Wildlife Management 
Area, containing 25,500 acres, located in the Basin, itself, 
in St. Martin and St. Mary Parishes, and the Atchafalaya 
Delta Wildlife Management Area, containing 125,000 acres, 
located in Atchafalaya Bay, south of Morgan City. 

There is, indeed, no dearth of public hunting 
areas in Louisiana. In fact, the Louisiana Wildlife & 
Fisheries Commission, in its publication "A Guide to Hunt­
ing in Louisiana" describes this State as "The Hunter's. 
Paradise". You should obtain a copy of that 67 page pub­
lication and incorporate it in your public hearing record. 

As for trappers, there is no free range for 
trappers anywhere in the State of Louisiana. Throughout the 
State trappers have operated for the last 50 years under 
leasing or permit arrangements with the landowners and State 
Game Preserves. There is no good reason why they should 
receive different treatment in the Basin than elsewhere. 

Indeed, we predict that commercial and sport fisher­
men, hunters and trappers will be much more severly restricted 
in their activities if the "Multi-Purpose Plan" advocated 
by your Group is accomplished than they are under present-day 
conditions. Consequently, we suggest that there is no real 
or actual need in the Basin for the "Multi-Purpose Plan" 
proposed by your Group. 

4. The above cited literature describing the 
"Multi~Purpose Plan" contemplates that the United States 

-

RESPONSE 18.11: The nearly .. 3 million acres within game management 
areas in the state were taken into account in the Recommended Plan and 
the two new management areas in the project"1lffected area are 
specifically discussed in Sections 5 and 6 of the EIS. 

RESPONSE 18,12: Under the Recommended Plan, it is likely that 
trappers would need a permit from the State of Louisiana to trap on 
project acquired lands. 

RESPONSE 18.13: Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 18 .14: The Recommended Plan would cause some inconvenience 
to oil and gas exploration activities as discussed in Section 6 of the 
EIS. However, such regulation should not be too onerous for any 
landowner. 
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Page 14 

January 20, 1979 

will take the land into public ownership but allow the present 
owners to retain the mineral rights. The catch seems to be 
the U. s. Fish & Wildlife Service's statement that "public 
ownership of surface rights would insure that the Floodway's 
mineral resources are extracted in a manner that would mini­
m.i.ze damages to fish, wildlife and recreational resources". 
We feel that this means that while the bureaucrats do not 
wish to pay the enormous amount of money necessary to acquire 
the mineral rights in the Basin, they will confiscate them by 
indirection and prevent their exploitation and production by 
enacting regulations too onerous for any landowner to cope 
with; all in the name of preserving •fish, wildlife and 
recreational resources. 

In short, the proposed acquisition by the Gov~rnment 
as contemplated by the proposed "Mu·lti-Purpose Plan" is, in 
our opinion, an arbitrary, capricious and inexcusable invasion 
of private property rights for no real or useful pubfic pur­
pose or need. It is simply a device to wrest private property 
from private landowners in order to obtain more control over 
more property and to create more and more inflation and ex­
pand the cost of bigger and bigger government. 

From the above you will note that we object to giv­
ing up any fee title or easement for any multiple use suggested 
by your Group although, as above pointed out, we will cooperate 
fully with the United States Corps of Engineers for flood con­
trol purposes. 

Please include our objections and this protest in 
your report and take it into account ~n any decision making 
process. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ATCHAFAL/JA LAND CORPORATION 

By: 1-w~~ 
Lawrence K. Benson 

LKB:css 

-

RESPONSE 18.15: C:0-nt noted. 

-
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by frank davis 

pholograph~· hy lloyd poisscnot 

lndisputedly. the days of finding prime 
hunting spots in wooded areas just of[ high· 
way rights-of-way are gone. It is rare. too. 
when one finds a landowner who is \\o"illing 
to open his acreages to public hunti:,g. And 
what remains of the scattered und.:Yelopc:J 
sections across the state daily are being 
Lransformed c:ither into additional pri,·a1(' 
tracts or extensions of suburban spr~1wl. 

But public homing areas do still exi!<,t~ 
The Louisiorna \\'ildlifc and Fishe:-i('.s 

Commissilm has sc:t asidt: I.092.2J6 acres 
as .. wi\Jlifo m~tna\!1..•mc:m ari:as:· and ~I 1.1.1: 
acres of th~,t ar; perm~111i.:-11tl~ (,,,·n1..'d J-,y 
the state:. A h..">t~1l nf -:'07.~b2 a..:rl'S ;m .. · kas~d 
for \VMA use from comp;tni1..'.~. a~l..'1h·i1..·"'· 
and indi\·iduals. 

AdJitionall\', Kisatchk N"ati,J11.1l f-'0rt.':-.t 
has 150.000 aCrcs undi:r '.!;um: m;111.1'.!l.'llll'nL 

and its rem~1ining 595.301 acrl.'s un,.'kr U.S. 
Forest St:r\"ice jurisdicti .,n are opl..'n to 
hunting during regular ~easons. One stt.-1' 
further. 173.842 acres of [l.!d..:ral rdu~1..· 
lands arc opl.!n for wah::dowl hun1ing. -

So whl.!n addcJ W'.!c:thc:r. thi~ t:_i,t::-. the 
hunter a supcrgrand tZltal uf 2.IJ:-1.573 aac:i. 
open for public hunting ... this yt.·ar'. 

I. 
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Alexander Foresl Wildlife Management Area: 7.875-acres 
in R:1pides Parish. Shortleaf and loblolly pine. Squirrel. 
rabbit. deer. and woodcock-fair. Camping on designated 
areas. One campground maintained by LWLFC just off 
area. Entrance via Hwy. 165. Good interior ro:,ds. 
Bodc:,u Wildlife :\lanagement Area: 32A71 acres in Bos· 
sier and Webster Parishes. Upland pine and bottomland 
hardwoods. J .200-~cre greentrec reser'"oir provides out· 
standing duck hunting. Deer. quail. squirrel. and wood• 
cock-good. Dove-fair. Unmarked hogs. Camping on 
designats!d :ueas only: three areas complete with water 
and outdoor 1oile1S. Goo.1 interior roads. 
Bohemia Wildlife Manaiement Area: 33.000 acres in 
Plaquemines Parish. Saline marshes along the bays: higher 
tree ridges along the :\lississippi River. Rabbit populations 
high. Deer-excellent. Waterfowl-good. but ,·aries from 
pothok 10 pothole. Squirrel-good along the ridges. Rail 
and snipe-g1X'Ci in low marshes along larger bays and 
lakes. Access ,ia Hwy. 39 south of Point-a-la-Hache. 
Camping on designated areas. 
Bonnet Carre Wildlife :\lanagement Area: 3.800 acres in 
St. Charles Parish. Hardwood terrain: center portion rich 
in aquatic and semi-aquatic planlS. Squirrels on both the 
east :ind west boundaries. Quail-lair. Dove. woodcock. 
duck. coot, snipe. and rail-found in var)ing numbers 
during winter months. No deer on the area. Access ,ia 
Hwy. 61. Interior din roads. Camping on designated 
are:1s-one public site on Hwy. 61 in Norco. 
Biloxi Wildlife )lanag~ment Area: 40,000 acres 30 miles 
southeast of New Orleans in St. Bernard Parish. Interior 
marsh: a network of bayous. lagoons. ditches. and ponds: 
some isolated ridges. All game species open to hunting. 
Although populations of rabbit and deer exist. area is 
basically for waterfowl. No daily permilS required. Access 
only by boat-launch at Shell Beach, Yscloskey. and 
Hopedale. Larger boats may cross Lake Bor_gne from 
Chef Menteur and Rigolets. No campgrounds. 
Caney WIidiife M:1nagemenl Area: 31,000 acres of U.S. 
Forest· Service land plus 3,000 acres of privately owned 
lands in Claiborne and Webster Parishes. Shortleaf and 
loblolly with a hardwood mixture. Deer, squirrel. quail, 
and woodcock-good. Turkey and duck-fair. Unmarked 
hogs. Camping only on designated areas: water and elec· 
tricity provided at the cam!)site at Caney Lakes for a fee 
payable to the U.S. Forest Service. Excellent interior 
roadway system. 
Catahoula Wildlife Mana~emcnl Area: 36,117 acres with· 
in Kisatchie National Forest in Winn and Grant Parishes. 
Longleaf, loblolly, and shortleaf pine on high ground; 
hardwoods in low areas. Deer, squirrel. quail. and wood• 
cock-good. Rabbit-fair. Turkey cannot be hunted. 
Unmarki:d hogs. Camping on designated areas only; one 
fenced site maintained by the LWLFC just outside the 
southwest portion. Outdoor toilets at the campsite. En· 
tr·Jnce via Hwys. 167 and 472. Excellent interior roadway 
system. 
Cities Senice Wildlife :\lana~ement Area: 13,090 acres 
5 miles northeast of Monroe. Aat terrain-pine timber 
and hardwood mixture. Deer-excellent. Turkey, squirrel, 
rabbit, quail. dove. and duck-fair. Turkey restocking in 

-

progress. Experimental raccoon season. Access via Hwys. 
594. 134. and 554. Fair interior roads. No camping. 
Concordia Wildlife Management Area: 8.525 acres in 
northern Concordia Parish. The best hardwood bottom· 
lands remaining in the Mississippi River flood plain! Deer 
-excellent. Squirrel and rabbit-good. Waterfowl-fair 
(improves to excellent during high rainfall periods). 
Entrance via Hwy. 84. Good interior roads. No camping. 
Fort Polk Wildlife i\lanagemenl Area: 114.000 acres of 
forest and open lands owned by the U.S. Forest Ser"ice 
and the U.S. Army in central Vernon Parish. Gently rolling 
hills: pine and hardwood strips. Quail-excellent. D~er. 
squirrel, and woodcock-good. Turkey cannot be hunted. 
Rabbit and dove-fair. Unmarked hogs. Daily military 
clearance. available from Provost Marshal's Office. re· 
quired to hunt on this area, except when clearance can 
be obtained at .commission daily permit stations during 
either sex deer seasons. Entrance via Hwy. JO. Interior 
roads excellent. No campgrounds. 

... ,~ ... :·~~~ .( 
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Geori;:i3-fl:lcific \\'ildlife :\1.lnagcmenl Area: 28.000 acres 
5 miks northwest of Bastrop. Gently rolling hills: flat 
mixed-pine h'lrdwoods. Deer, turkey, quail-good. 
Squirrel. rabbit. do,·e. and duck-fair. Access via Hwy. 
592. Interior roads maintained, but high rainfall causes 
flooding. \\"aterproof foOC\Vcar a must. No campgrounds. 
Grassy lake Wildlife '.\bnogcment Area: 11,800 acres in 
A,·oyelks Parish. Predominantely wetlond habitot. Deer, 
squirrel. rabbit ond waterfowl populations present­
a,:.:es<il•ility i< difficult. No permits required. Tract is a 
wilderness area- no all-weather roads arc available. 
Access ,fa boat down the Red River, a IS-mile trip. During 
dry periods. a woods road from Bordelomille off Hwy. 
451 may be used to travel to the interior. No campgrounds. 
fockson-llicn,·illc Wildlife Management Area: 30.900 
acres. 12 mik, south of Ruston. Predominantly pine 
timber: some hardwoods. Deer-cxcelknt. Squirrel and 
woodcock-good. Quail-fair. Unmarked hogs. Thirty 
miles of improved access roads: sc,·eral miles of bush· 
hogged hunter trails. Camping on designated areas-one 
camp~rlnind complete with water and outdoor toil~ts. 
(fackson-Bicn,·illc! has the best hunter success ratio in the 
state for deer!. 
lac3s.,ine Wildlife Refuge: a federal refuge in Cameron 
Parish just northeast of Grand Lake. Provides waterfowl 
huntin!.! each season. For further information contact 
the t:.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, lacassine National 
Wildlife Rduge. Lake Arthur. LA. Marshland-31.125 
acres. 
loggy Ba~·ou Wildlife )lanagement Area: 2.643 acres 
south of Shreveport. Bottombnd hardwood terrain. Ex· 
cellem game producing area. Rabbit-excellent. Squirrel 
and quail -fair. Deer hunting-good. Camping on des· 
ignated areas. Campgrounds also available in Shreveport. 
Lutchcr-)luorc Wildlife Management Area: 54,269 acres 
15 miles southwest of Leesville. Upland areas; slash pine. 
Rolling hills interlaced with creeks. Hardwoods along 
water courses. Poorly drained flats in the southern sectors. 
Excellent quoil hunting. Deer and woodcock-good. 
Squirrd, rabbit. and do\'e-fair. Turkey are not hunted. 
Access via Hwy. 28; entrances marked. Good interior 
roads. C~tmping, on designated areas. 
l\fonch:1c \\'ildlife ;\lauagcment Area.: 5.200 acres in St. 
John Parish between Lakes Pontchartrain and Maurcpas. 
}.farsh1anJ terrain. Duck. snipe. rail. and gallinule-good. 
Rabbit anc.l woodcock-fair. Deer-poor. Entrance by 
boat only off Hwy. 55 at :,.1anchac via Pass Manchac or 
North Pass. lntl!'rior lacks major waterway network. Limit­
ed high ground. No camping permitted at this time. 
Pass•A-Loulrc "'aler[owl i\1.1.n.1gcment Area: 66,000 acres 
at the mouth of the Mississippi River. Waterfowl marsh: 
floating blands of marsh vegetation. Waterfowl hunting 
only. 1'0 permits required. Access by boat via the Mis· 
sissippi Rher. Area is 13 miles downrh·er from Venice. 
which is at the southern end of Hwy. 23. Camping allowed 
along the '.\ lississippi Le,·ee and oil company spoil levees. 
Pearl Rhcr Wildlife )lanagemcnt Arca: 26,986 acres in 
St. Tammany Parish. Ri\'er swampland. Turkey-excel· 
lent. D<er and squirrel-good. Rabbit-lair. Unmarked 
hogs. faperimental raccoon season. Highway access 
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excellent; 1-10 bisects the tract. Interior access largely 
by small outboard boat. Camping on designated areas 
-one campsite on the west side of the area is opened 
for public use (Crawford's Landing). 
Pcason Ridge \Vildli[e i\lanagcmenl Area: 33,488 acres 
in Vernon, Natchitoches, and Sabine Parishes. Pine·\\ith· 
hardwoods. Quail-excellent. Woodcock-good. Deer, 
squirrel. rabbit. do,·e-lair. All hunting by season permit 
and militarv clearance. Entrances via Hwvs. I 17 and 118. 
F~ir .Ioads ~ilhin the jnterior. No campg;ounds. 
Point-Au-Chien Wildlife Management Arco: 28.243 acres 
approximately 15 miles southeast of Houma. Slightly 
brackish marsh: timber stands adjacent to natural bayous 
and oil company le,·ees. Deer, rabbit, squirrel, rail. and 
waterfowl-2ood. Mornin!! huntine onl\· for warer{0\1,·l, 
Rabbit hunting with beagl;s allowed 3rt;r waterfowl sea­
son closes. Access by driving to Point-au-Chien from 
Houma on Hwys. 55 and 65. Boat ramp at the en0 of the 
road at Point-au-Chien. Marine access through Grand 
Bayou and St. lean Charles Canal. No campgrounds. 
Red Dirt \\'ildlife Management Area: 38.555 acres in 
south-central ~atchitoches Parish. ·Pure pine with narrow 
stands of hardwoods along stream bottoms. Deer. squirrel. 
and quail-good. Rabbit and woodcock-fair and limited 
to stream bonoms. Unmarked hogs. Entrances \'ia Hwy. 
1 on the east. and 171 on the west. Interior roads main· 
tained. Camping on designated areas. 
Red River Wildlife Management Area: 17.804 acres in 
southern Concordia Parish. Varied terrain. Deer-ex­
cellent. Squirrel and rabbit-good. Waterfowl hunting­
good. Turkey being stocked. Access from Hwy. 15 onto 
Red Ri\'er levee. No roads within the iriterior. Camping 
on designated areas-35 acres of campgrounds with water 
and four comfort stations are available. 

Russell Sage Wildlife Management Arco: 14,600 acres 10 
miles cast of Monroe. Pure bouomland hordwoods. Deer. 
rabbit. and squirrel-good. Greentree reser\'oir contains 
2,000 acres of good duck habitat. Experimental raccoon 
season. Entrances via 1--20 and Hwy. 80. Interior roads 
maintained. Camping on one designated area just north 
of Hwy. 80 near the western boundary. 

Sabine \\'ilJlifc 1'1anagcment Area: 10.500 acres near 
Zwolle in Sabine Parish. Hilly pine land: sp~1rse han.h\\l~i~h 
in stream bottoms. Quail and \\'oodc,..1ck-~00J.. Dl!'cr anJ 
squirrel-fair. More hunter intl.'.:r('st wo111.._i impn.,n: :m .. ·:1. 
Entrance via Hwv. 171. Interior roads niaintaint·tl. C1mp· 
ing: on des:gnatcd areas. 

Sabine hland \\'ildlire 'Management Arca: S. 1():. acres in 
west-cenlral Calcasieu Parish. Mostlv wi:tlan<l hi1bi1.u: 
some bottomland hardwoods. Rabbi1-~ood. Dar. 
squirrel. duck-fair. Morning hunting onl~· for ducks. 
Entrance via Hwy. 109; interior access ma:·1ly by b ... ,.ll. 
No major roads on the tract. No campgroun.ls. 

Sabine \\'ildlirc Re[uge: a federal rdugc in west•ccntr:1I 
Camt!ron Parish between Sabine and Calcasieu Lakc:s. 
Pro\'ides waterfo\\1 huntin~. For details contact the L·.s. 
Fi>h and Wildlife Servi;e. Sabine Kotional Wildlife 
R,!uge. MRH Box 107, Sulphur. LA. ~larshl:tnd- 142.· 
717 acres. 

-
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Saline Wildlife '.\lana::ement Aru, W.275 acres in lower 
uSalk anJ Catahoula Parishes. Mi•ed bottomland hard­
woods interlaced with numerous bayous and sloughs. 
Dcer-e,cellenr. Squirrel. rabbit. and woodcock-good. 
Unmarked hoi;s. Grecnrree reservoir provides e,cellent 
waterfowl hunting. No turk<)" hunting. Entrance via Hwy. 
28. tm«ior gravel roads mainrained. Camping on desig· 
nated arcas-160-acre campground at the exrreme south· 
ern end of the tract. 
Sah·ador WIidiife )lnnagemenl Area: 27.500 acres in St. 
Chorks Parish. Freshwater marsh type: numerous ponds: 
cypress stands along the northern e,tremity. Deer. rabbit, 
squirrel. rail. and waterfowl-good. Morning hunting 
only for all ;:ame species. Access ,ia (I> Bayou Segneue 
from W esrwego into uke Cataouatche: (2) Seller Canal 
10 &wou \'errct into Lake Cataouatche: and (3> Bavou 
Des Allem:inds 10 the south-west end of the area or on into 
uke Salm.tor and back into rhc area from Bavou Couba 
and Lake Ca1aoua1che. lnrcrior access only by boar. No 
eamp-e'l"OUnds. 
Sod:t Lake Wildlife Man:agement Area: I.JOO acres 15 
milo,s north of Shrc,·eporr. Designed specifically for water· 
1011.-I. llipl>oors and waders essential. The lake is shallow 
and easy to wade. Access ,ia Hwy. I. No roads wirhin the 
area. No c:impgrounds. 
Spring Bayma Wlldllle Management Area: 11,600 acres 
in norrhern ,\,·o,·elles Parish. Bavous and slouuhs-40 
pe,cent of the rr:1et lies underwaier. Rabbit-excellenL 
0..--erand waterfowl-good. Squirrel and woodcock-fair. 
Entrance ,fa Hwy. 452 onto Spring Bayou Road: by boat 
via public launching ramp off Hwy. I norrheasr of Man­
sura. Interior ,ravel by boat only. Camping on designated 
are,is-one impro,·ed campground at Boggy Bayou on the 
north end of Spring Bayou. 

-

Thisdethwaile Wildlife Management Area: 11.000 acres 
in St. Landry Parish. Pure bortomland hardwoods with 
palmerto. Deer and squirrel-excellent. Rabbit and wood· 
cock-good. Warerfowl-fair. Unmarked hogs. Entrance 
via Hwy. 10: clearly marked. Thirty-five miles of interior 
roads. No campgrounds. 
Three Rhers Wildlife Mana~ement Area: 16,731 acres 10 
miles south of Shaw. Predominantly hardwood [oresr: 
low and poorly drained. Deer- excellent. Duck and snipe 
-excellent. Squirrel. rabbit. and woodcock-good. Ac­
cess -ria tlwy. 15 orrthe1:ast and i,y boat Yia the Red River 
on the west. Ten miles of interior roads. Camping desig­
nated on two campgrounds. 
Union Wildlife Management Area: 12.397 acres 3 miles 
west of Marion. ~oiling pine hardwoods: spring­
fed srreams. Deer-e,cellcnt. Squirrel. rabbir. dove. and 
woodcock-fair. Access via Hwys. 549 and 551. Interior 
roads maintained. No campgrounds. 
West Bay Wildlile Management Area: 55,185 ·acres in 
Allen Parish. Planted pine plantations to pure mature 
hardwood srands. Deer and squirrel-good. Rabbit and 
quail-fair. Closed season on turkey. Entrances ,·ia Hwys. 
10, 26, and 112. Within the area ·are 350 miles of main­
tained roads. Camping on designated areas-provided 
with watc:r. 
Wimer \Vildlile Management Area: 26,300 acres in La­
fourche Parish between Leeville and Grand Isle. Domi­
nantly marsh with a network of connecting bayous. 
ditches. and lagoons. Rabbit-excellent. Dove-good. 
Duck. rail. and snipe-fair. Access by boat from a free 
launch on Hwy. 3090 south of Hwy. I, from Hwy. I into 
Bavou ~toreau two miles \\-est of Caminad.:t Bav. or from 
th~ boat launching sire at Leeville on !-Iwy. I. 

0

No camp­
grounds. 
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19.1 

August 3, 1981 

Department of the Army 
N.O. District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Attention: Thomas A. Sanda, Colonel, C.E. 
Commander and District Engineer 

Dear Colonel Sanda: 

I am attaching hereto two copies of the statement 
I made concerning the Tentatively Selected Plan for the 
Atchafalaya Basin, at the Louisiana State University Union 
Theater, LSU Campus, on Tuesday, July 14, 1981. 

The Louisiana Land and Exploration Company, as 
landowners in the area to be affected by the Avoca Island 
Levee, request that this statement goes on record, as our 
position with respect to the proposed levee. Besides the 
levee having a direct affect on our properties, we also 
believe it would be detrimental to our ongoing marsh manage­
ment program for the area. 

We appreciate the opportunity to have appeared at 
your hearing and to submit these remarks concerning the 
draft environmental impact statement. 

WLM:db 

Attachment (2) 

,Yours yery truly, 

WILLIAM L. MANNING 

// 
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RESPONSE 19.1: Comment noted. 
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r1Y NAME IS WILLIAM L HANNING, I AM MANAGER OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
AFFAIRS FOR THE loUISIANA LAND AND ExPLORATION COMPANY, LOCATED 
IN OUR CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS IN ftEw ORLEANS, loUISIANA, MY 
COMMENTS TODAY REPRESENT THE VIEWPOINT OF Ll&E CONCERNING THE 
"TENTATIVELY SELECTED PLAN" FOR THE ATCHAFALAYA BASIN AS PROPOSED 
IN YOUR DRAFT FEASIBILITY REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, 

THE loUISIANA LAND AND ExPLORATION C0MPANY OWNS, IN FEE, 
MORE THAN 600,000 ACRES OF LAND IN TEXAS, loUISIANA AND ALABAMA, 
Jll)ST OF lffUCH IS LOCATED NI.THIN THE COASTAL AREA OF SOUTH 
loUJSIANA, THROUGHOUT OUR HISTORY,' WE HAVE TAKEN A LEAD IN 
PRESERVING THE ECOLOGY OF HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF ACRES OF OUR 
FEE LANDS·: IN THE COURSE OF OUR OPERATIONS, WE HAVE DESIGNED 
AND CONSTRUCTED DEVICES TO RETARD EROSION AND SALT WATER INTRUSION 
AT A COST OF MANY MILLIONS OF DOLLARS IN EFFORTS TO PROTECT AND 
RESTORE THE WETLAND~. THESE EFFORTS COULD NOT, HOJtEVER, 
CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICANTLY TO THE PROllLENS OF WETLANDS LOSSES, 

Wen.ANns LOSSES FOR THE PAST 50 OR MORE YEARS, AND THE 
. . . . . . . 

EVENTUAL DESTRUCTION OF A MAJOR PORTrON OF THE EXISTING MARSHES 
IN SOUTHEASTERN loUISIANA WILL COME ABOUT AS A DIRECT RESULT 
OF THE LEVEEING OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER WHICH HAS PREVENTED 
AND WILL CONTINUE TO PREVENT BANK OVERFLOW OF THE RIVERBORNE 
SEDIMENT; ESPECIALLY DURING SPRING FLOODS, BECAUSE OF THESE 
LEVEES, THE TREMENDOUS SEDIMENT LOAD, WHICH JUST A FEW GENERATIONS 

. . 

AGO NOT ONLY OFFSET NATURAL SUllSIDENCE, BUT BUILT MUCH OF 
SouniEAsTERN LOUISIANA, IS NOW FUNNELED INTO THE DEEP WATERS OF 
THE GULF OF Mex1co. 

J BELIEVE THE loweR ATCHAFALAYA RIVER COULD BE COMPARED TO 
THE NISSJSSIPPI RIVER OF A FEW GENERATIONS AGO, AN ACTIVE DELTA 
BUJLDING STREAM, Is HI.STORY TO REPEAT ITSELF? CAN WE NOT 
PREDICT THE CONSEQUENCES OF ELIMINATING THE FLOW OF SEDIMENTS 

19.31 INTO THE MARSHES EAST OF THE ATCHAFALAYA RIVER? THESE AREAS 
ARE SUllS.IDING NON AND WILL CONTINUE TO DO SO, ELIMINATING THE 
NUTRIENT RICH SEDIMENTS FROM THIS AREA WILL EVENTUALLY LEAD TO 
ITS SUllSIDING BENEATH SEA LEVEL AND CERTAINLY ALLOW FURTHER 
INTRUSION OF SALINE GULF WATERS, 

-

RESPONSE 19.2: Coament noted. 

llESPOIISE 19.3: Coaaent noted. 
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THE REMEDIES PROPOSED IN THE DEIS, FRESHWATER DIVERSION 

STRUCTURES IN THE AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE AS A MEANS OF REDUCING 
MARSH DETERIORATION AND SALT WATER INTRUSION ARE ESSENTIALLY 
WHAT IS BEING PROPOSED ALONG THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER, THESE 
STRUCTURES ARE PROPOSED IN AN ATTEMPT TO ALLEVIATE SOME OF OUR 
SALT WATER INTRUSION AND LAND LOSS PROBL£MS C-AUSED BV L£VE£ING, 
J HAVE SERIOUS DOUBTS THAT SUCH STRUCTURES CAN AND WILL HAVE AN 
APPRECIABLE AFFECT ON THE AREAS. EAST OF THE ATCHAFALAYA i<XCEPT 
IMMEDIATE VICINHY OF THE STRUCTURES, FURTHERMORE, J SUSPECT 
THAT DURING RIVER FLOOD STAGES, THE MOST OPPORTUNE TIME TO DI-

19.4 I VERT SEDIMENT LADEN WATERS, WILL BE THE TIME WHEN BACKWATER 
FLOODING WOULD REQUIRE-THE STRUCTURES BE CLOSED, 

c.... 
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19.5 

As A LANDOWNER WHOSE LANDS WILL BE AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED 
AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE EXTENSION, WE ARE OPPOSED TO ANY LEVEE . . . . 

EXTENSION THAT WOULD ADVERSLY AFFECT OUR PROPERTIES.. WE ARE 
CONVINCED_THAT THE AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE, AS PROPOSED, WILL 
PREVENT THE FLOW OF SEDIMENTS AND NUTRIENTS ONTO THE LANDS 
OWNED BY LL&E AND OTHERS, AND EVENTUALLY CAUSE ADDITIONAL 
SALT WATER INTRUSION AND SUBSEQUENT LAND LOSSES, 

IN ADDITION, WE BELIEVE THAT THE RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES 
THAT ARE NOW SUBJECT TO BOTH HEADWATER AND BACKWATER FLOODING 
NEED MORE POSITIVE PROTECTION THAN THE AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE 
EXTENSION WOULD PROVIDE, THE DEIS STATES THAT THE LEVEE EXTEN-
SION WOULD REDUCE BACKWATER FLOODING, BUT WOULD NOT PROVIDE ANY 
PROTECTION FROM HEADWATER OR TIDAL PROBLEMS,' CERTAINLY, AS THE 
AREA SUBSIDES AND IT IS SUBSIDING, AND WILL CONTINUE TO DO SO, 
HEADWATER FLOODING AND TIDAL PROBLEMS CAN ONLY INCREASE, 

IN THE 

IN CONCLUSION, LET ME REITERATE OUR POSITION, WE FULLY 
SUPPORT PROTECTING THE RESIDENCES AND BUSINESSES LOCATED IN 
FLOOD PRONE AREAS FROM ALL SOURCES OF FLOODING, WE DO NOT BE-

19.6I LIEVE THE AVOCA ISLAND LEVEE WILL AFFORD THIS PROTECTION, THERE­
FORE, WE STRONGLY OPPOSE ITS CONSTRUCTION SINCE IT WILL ADVERSLY 
AFFECT OUR PROPERTIES, 

-

RESPONSE 19. 4: In the Recommended Plan, implementation of the Avoca 
Island levee extension and/or other measures associated with backwater 
flood protection are recommep.ded to be delayed until completion of 
additional detailed engineering and biological studies of the bay• 
marsh,backwater complex. 

RESPONSE 19 .5: The Corps concurs with your statement that headwater 
and tidal problems can only increase in the future. 

RESPONSE 19.6: Comment noted. 
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August 4, 1981 

Department of the Army 
-ilew ·eri-eans 1)f;atrict, Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 60267 
ll1elr Orleans, LA 70160 

Re: Atchafalaya Basin Study 

Gentlaaen: 

Mid-Continent 011 and Gas Association, Louisiana Division, 
baa followed with great interest the development of a multi­
use plan for the Atchafalaya Basin. Mid-Continent is a trade 
association representing individuals and companies who together 
produce, transport, refine, and market approximately 90% of 
Louisiana's oil and gas resources. 

In January of 1979 (20 January 1979, public hearing in Baton 
Rouge) the association presented testimony criticizing the 
presentation of alternatives for the basin for an obvious 
failure to consider the importance of oil and gas activity in 
the Atchafalaya Basin study area and the impact various alter­
natives would have on such activities. The apparent initial 
consideration of oil and gas activity at this stage of the 
study was limited to the following statement in a public 
notice of 15 December 1978: ''Mineral rights would be retained 
by present owners with exploration and extraction opportunity 
being essentially the same as now." (pg. 7). 

As was pointed out in testimony of 20 January 1979, this state­
ment does little to assure that oil and gas exploration, pro­
duction, and transportation activity would continue upon implemen­
tation of the multi-use plan. It was pointed out that access 
to potential oil and gas areas within the basin was of~ 
utmost importance if exploration and extraction opportunity 
was to remain "essentially the same as now." Admittedly, at 
this early stage of development, the various alternatives for 
the basin could not be presented in great detail. At the 
same time, however, it was obvious that little consideration 
as to potential impacts to the industry was given at this stage 
of planning. It was simply assumed that oil and gas activity 
would not be significantly affected by the alternatives presented. 
Unfortunately, it was very difficult to comment on the alternatives 
without consideration of the necessary details of implementation. 

VICE-PRESIDENTS; 

80UTHWE81' LOUl81ANA: l90UTH LOUl81ANA1 
HUGH KIU..Y 

NORTH I.OUISIANA: 

DONALD I, JUSUP 
E. L. LIVELY 
NEUONJ.SAPP 
L U:IWZLCH 

-
w. L. ADAIJIS 
JOHN fl. BRICKEii 
J. H. BJIOWN 
■. a. PLOWUS 
A. C, MIINU, JR. 

D. W. KOHLMAN 
R. L. Mc:GANNON 
G. ■. 8CAIIBOIIOUGH 

ftOIIElltT SHll!U>S 
J. ■. STOREY 
II. W. UPCHURCH, Jft. 
I. L. WILLIAM90N 

DAVID GARDNER 
U:ONARD JORDAN 
J. C. Tl:Ml'LffON 
N. H. WHIU!U, JR. 

RESPONSE 20. 1 : Co1111ent noted. 

-



c... 
I 

I:: .... 

20.11 

20.2 

20.3 

20.4 

-
Corp• of Engilleera 
Page 2 

Several acenarioa could be envisioned which would have created 
aerioua impacts on the oil and gas industry. The moat serious, 
of course, involved the potential impact of fee acquisition. 

In later meetings, however, with various Agency Management 
Entity groups, the potential impact of the ''management unit" 
concept was discuased in great detail. As discussed, the 
creation of management units in the basin without consideration 
of present and future oil and gas activity could preclude such 
activity in those areas contained within the units. 

Obviously, the future of oil and gas activity in the basin 
is entirely dependent on the ability of the industry to gain 
access to those areas judged to be of oil and gas potential. 
Unfortunately, we don't know at this time where those areas 
might be. We do know that the basin has in the past, and is 
presently, a ..,st productive oil and gas area. 

As we were at the outset. of the planning process we continue 
to express our concern with the lack of specificity and detail 
in the plans proposed for the basin as presented most recently 
in the Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement. 
It is obvious that more attention has been directed to the 
value of the oil and gas industry to the Atchafalaya Basin 
geographical area specifically and to the State of Louisiana 
and the United States more generally. As reported, the socio­
economic importance of oil and gas to the Atchafalaya Basin 
Study Area is most significant. It is expected that this 
will continue to be the case for the foreseeable future. 
With additional exploratory efforts, it is hoped that the 
area will produce new-found reserves. 

While the importance of oil and gas resources is cited in 
the Feasibility Report/EIS, the lack of more specific detail 
gives cause for concern. Certain statements in the report are 
particularly troublesome. One example is that found on 
page EIS-294: "The frequency and magnitude of these impacts 
(to the oil and gas industry resulting fron: the implementation 
of environmental features of the basin plan) are presently 
unknown, ~. the potential for significant impacts would 
exist." In several other areas of the report it is suggested 
that oil and gas activity will be merely "inconvenienced." 
On page EIS-295 it is stated that: "Operation of the floodway 
system would cause substantial damages to the petroleum and 
natural gas induatries within the basin. All oil and gas fields 
in the basin would suffer losses with production dropping by 
60-90 percent (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1974a). Besides 
production losses, daaages to physical equipment facilities 
would occur." While it is not stated, we presume the author 
is discussing temporary production shut-ins during high-water 
periods. 

-

t') l 

RESPONSE 20.2: The creation of management units would not preclude 
oil and gas activity within the areas involved. Access would still be 
available. It is probable, however, that management unit construction 
and operation would inconvenience such activity. At present, access 
into many areas of the basin is available by numerous avenues. If 
management units were built, the number of avenues could be reduced. 
Thus, additional time and distance requirements to reach well sites 
could be expected. 

RESPONSE 20.3: Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 20. 4: The statement quoted from page EIS -29 4, refers only to 
management units and not to all environmental features of the plan. 
It is not possible to determine the extent of potential impacts to the 
oil snd gas industry fro,a this feature untU additional studies of 
pilot units are conducted. Such studies are proposed as a part ~f the 
Rec011111ended Plan. The quote from page EIS-295 does refer to temporary 
production ahut-.1.ns during high-ater periods. The text has been 
changed to clarify thia point. 
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In addition to the above, concern -t be expreased nth the 
potential ace••• iapacts caused by t~ creation of "greenbelts." 
Would ace••• problas reault froa auch a deaignation? It is 
suggeated in several areas of the report that canal closures 
would be necea■ary in the iapl-tation of the aanageaent 
unit concept. 'Ibis feature of the plan could cause aignificant 
acceu probleaa. On page EIS-S8 it is stated: "Certain rights 
are conridered necessary for preservation of fiah and wildlife 
habitat ll1ld iaintaining the 'wet and wild' environmental appeal 
of the lmMr floodvay. Such riihts would include control over 
all excavation and landfill operations, and allow for extension 
of the t:lae and duration of floocling by natural or artificial 
--•" We are unsure whether tbis stateaent suggests additional 
regulatory controla on dredge and fill and siailar necessary 
activities in the Atchafalaya Basin area. We are of the 
opinion that controls in addition to the 404 and CZH programs, 
as well as other federal and state regulatory programs, are 
mmecessary. 

A final note concerns the proposal submitted by the State of 
Louisiana regarcling the Atchafalaya Basin. You will note that 
the proposal has incorporated specific provisions addressing 
future access rights within the basin assured the oil and 
gas induatry. While the statement of rights is included 
in the attac:haents of VolUlle 2 of the Feasibility Report/EIS 
(Appendix A, Attachment 1), we are unsure if the language 
has been proposed for inclusion in the final report. We would 
suggest that language silllilar to that proposed by the state 
be included in the final report. 

In conclusion, Mid-Continent OU and Gas Association is most 
concerned with the potential impact the final Atchafalaya Basin 
Plan -Y have on the oil and gas industry. As a result, we 
again ask that -,re consideration be given the Atchafalaya 
Basin as a -,st productive and significant potential area 
for this nation's energy needs. We IIUSt reserve final judge­
-ton the proposal until such t:lae as more specificity and 
detail 1a presented. 

We are most appreciative of this opportunity to again submit 
c-ts OD the plans and planning procesr~or the future of 
the Atchafalaya Basin. - · 

✓ 

RESPONSE 20.S: "Greenbelts" are not a part of the flnal Rec-ruled 
Plan. It is doubtful, however, that access problems would have bsen 
created by retaining such a feature. Canal closures should not cause 
significant accus problns. These closures would not be aade across 
csnala being actively used by the oil and gas inclustry for crew boat, 
barge, or si■ilar access needs. Closures would be made across certain 
pipeline canals where boat acceBB ia llOt needed for oil and gas 
activity or to close old access canals which are no longer being used, 
which have been abandoned, or which may not be effectively plugged due 
to erosion of original closures made in the past. Additional controls 
on dredge and fill and si■ilar activities are deemed appropriate. As 
pointed out in Section 6 of the EIS, soae additional controls could 
becoae necessary in order to·t11Plement the management unit concept. 

RESPONSE 20.6: The statement of rights reuina an attachment of 
Volume 2, Appendix B, of this final report/EIS. 

RESPONSE 20. 7: C.,.,..nt noted. 

-
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CHICAGO OFFICE: 

1101 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Washington. D.C. 20036 
Telephone (202) 857-0800 

7200 Sears Tower, 233 South wacker Drive, Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Telephone (312) 876-1000 Twx 910-221-2463 

21.1 

August 21, 1981 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Commander and District -Engineer 
Department of the Army 
New Orleans District, corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Re: LMNPD-C 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

/ 
// 

I am submitting these comments with respect to the 
Tentatively Selected Plan for the Atchafalaya Basin (the 
Tentative Plan) on behalf of Miss Janet Mertz. Miss Mertz 
is the owner of a tree farm located near Krotz Springs. 

Miss Mertz is very concerned about the impact which 
the Tentative Plan may have upon the operation of her tree 
farm. The tree farm is presently managed by a local 
forestry firm, which applies modern forestry procedures. 
Miss Mertz would oppose any proposal which would interfere 
with the present method of operating the tree farm. 

Although the Feasibility Report and Environmental Im-
pact Statement are voluminous, it is difficult to determine 
the impact which the Tentative Plan would have on Miss Mertz' 
tree farm. I previously requested more specific information 
from Mr. James Roy. I am enclosing copies of that correspon­
dence. If it is possible, I would like to obtain a more speci-
fic response. 

I urge that an effort be made to arrive at a s-olntion 
with the minimum intrusion on the private property rights 
of landowners in the area. Miss Mertz is hopeful that such 
a solution will not interfere with the operation of her 
tree farm. 

/mjo 

Enclosures 

cc: Miss Janet Mertz 

erelyi/~ 

arold L. Knowles 

-

/-} 

RESPONSE 21. 1: The Recommended Plan should have 11 ttle impact upon 
the tree farm in question unless some portion of it were needed for 
project construction purpose. Such does not appear likely at this 
time, The recommended environmental and nondevelopment easement 
features of the plan would, however, preclude any future change in the 
use of the property to a non-forestry use. 
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ffllfc-tcul A-N.W., -.,gton, D.C. 20036 
~l202)8S7-0600 

CNICAGO OFFICE: 

7200 Sans Tower. 233 South Wllcicer Drive, Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Telephone (312► 876-1800 Twx 910-221-2463 

July 20, 1981 

Mr. Jack Roy 
Chief of Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
l!lew Orleans District 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Mr. Roy: 

I appreciate your offer during our recent telephone 
conversation to assist in determining the impact which the 
•Tentatively Selected Plan• for the Atchafalaya Basin would 
have on the tree farm near Krotz Springs owned by Miss Janet 
Mertz. I am primarily interested in the affect, if any, 
implementation of the Tentatively Selected Plan would have 
on current operation of the tree farm. rn addition, although 
Miss Mertz presently has no plans to change the use of the 
property, I would like to know what impact the Plan would 
have on Miss Hertz' options to change the use of the property. 
Since Miss Mertz may desire to submit written comments, 
if that appears appropriate, I would appreciate receiving 
the information from you sufficiently in advance of that 
deadline. 

The tree farm consists of the 640 acres located in 
Section 23, st. Landry Parish. Traveling west on highway 
190 from Baton Rouge after crossing the Atchafalaya at Krotz 
Springs one should turn left on the first road and follow 
the levee for approximately one mile in order to reach the 
oil fields. The parking lots for the office at the oil fields 
is located at one end of the property owned by Miss Mertz. 
I am enclosing a plat map showing a survey of that east 
line property. If you have further questions concerning 
the location of the property, please contact Mr. Walter 
Stokes, a forestry engineer who performs services for Miss 
Mertz. Mr. Stokes is with the firm of Bennett & Peters 
in Baton Rouge ((504)927-3500). 

- -
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Mr. Jack Roy 
July 20, 1981 
Page Two 

Colonel Sands has always been most cooperative when 
I have spoken with him regarding this matter. Your prompt 
assistance will be appreciated. 

/mjr 

Enclosures 

cc: Miss Janet Mertz 
Mr. Walter Stokes 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Gearold L. Knowles 

-
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llr. Curold L. lllolrl• 
Schiff 11ad111 ~ Vu.te 
UOl eo-ticut .,,_., RW 
~. DC 20036 

Dur llr. lllolrlu: 

,.July 1981 

lefweac:e :la ude to your letter of 2Q .July 1981 concerning the probable 
affacta of the proposed tentatively selected plan on property owned by 
Miaa .Janet Mertz in the Atchafalaya Basin. 

Bued on your description of the location of the property, it would likely 
be affected by several of the proposed real estate rights or eaaeaents, 
both for flood control and envirmaental protection purposes. I have high­
lighted on pages 3 and 4 of the incloaed copy of the public meeting announce­
-t the -t probable eaa-t rights which would be purchased; 

The tentatively selected plan includes the Henderson area as a pilot manage­
aent unit. However, present plans do not call for increasing flooding in 
any areaa north of Bayou Courtableau. 

If I can be of further assistance in this matter, please let me know. 

1 Incl 
As stated 

~ 
.JAMES F. ROY"CT' 
Chief, PlamltnVnivision 

- -
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Temeco Oil 
Exploration and Production 
A Tenneco Company 

P.O. Box 206 
Houma, LoUfsiana 70361 
(504) 879-3528 

Thomas A. Sands 
Colonel, CE 
Department of the Army 
New Orleans District 
Corps of Engineers 
P. O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

e 

August 24, 1981 

Ref: Tentative Selected Plan for 
the Atcbsfalaya Basin Floodway 
System as proposed in Draft 
Feasibility Report/Environmental 
Inpact Statement 

Tenneco Oil Company owns approximately 183,000 acres of marshland in 
the Coastal area of South Louisiana. For many years we bsve carried out 
Sound Management Practices for the purpose of reducing erosion and salt 
water intrusion. In addition these practices bsve enhanced the habitat 
for fish, wildlife and waterfowl. In accomplishing this we bsve spent 
several million dollars. 

We have followed the development of the Tentative Selected Plan 
for the Atcbsfalaya Basin Floodway System with particular concern for 
the Avoca Island Levee Extension for reducing backwater flooding in the 
area east of the lower floodway. 

Since the extension of the levee will reduce the flow of fresh 
water and sediments to the marshes asst of the Lower Atcbsfalaya River 
we are very concerned tbst there will be an accelerated rate of deteriora­
tion. It appears that there is very little data available on hydrologic 
changes which could be expected or anticipated. 

The Tentative Selected Plan proposes a fresh water diversion structure 
as a means of reducing marsh deterioration and salt water intrusion. It 
appears tbst the optimum time for diverting fresh water and sediment flows 
will be during river flood stages. This period will probably be the time 
when headwater flooding will require that the structure be closed. In 
addition there is reason to believe that the sediment and nutriment that 
does pass through the diversion structure would settle or fall out before 
reaching the marshes which need them. 

,,...,----.\ 
/~ -'[_.) 

(I/,/ \. __ , 

-

RESPONSE 22 .1: The final Recommended Plan recommends delaying 
implementation of the alternative to address backwater flood! ng in 
order to expand by further studies the data base for predicting 
hydrologic and biologic changes which may occur. 

RESPONSE 22.2: Should the further studies favor implementation of 
extending the Avoca Island levee, water diversion structures would be 
built as part of the project. The structures would allow some 
sediments to enter the marsh area but not as much as if the levee was 
not extended. They should function, however, to allow di.asolved 
nutrients to continue entering the marsh in large quantities. They 
would also function to counteract saltwater intrusion. 
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Colonel Sanda: 

Sf.nc:e T-o baa ezteuaive land holdings in western Terrebonne 
Pariah which will be advenely affected by the Proposed Avoca Island 
Levee bteuion, we are requesting that the Corps auspenc1 action on 
this initial proposal and begin iaediately to compile data which 
1IUUld reflect -ter circulation patterns in the Mrsh area that may 
'be affected. We also suggest that you investigate other methods by 
which fresh •ter diveraion can be accomplished. 

On August 7, 1981 Corps of Engineers officials held a meeting in 
llllum to diacues the Atcbafalaya Management Plan. A Corps official 
stated that the 1- eztension is only an interiln syst• to allow 
more time fer additional studies on flooding east of Morgan City. It 
aa also pointed out that the levee ext-ion 1IOUld reduce backwater 
floocliDg &Dd 1IOUld not provide any protection from headwater or tidal 
probl.eaa. 

We further rec~ that the Corps of Engineers review its efforts 
ad deYelop an alternative compreheuive plan for complete flood pro­
tection a.st of Morgan City which muld have llliD1ma adverse effects 
outheweilands. 

lie tbaDlt you for the opportunity to upreas our view. 

'""""''4 9d..w....... ........ / 
~ 

Tenneco La Terre 

JW/rt 

-

,, 

RESPONSE 22.3: The Rec0111111ended Plan should accOIIIIIIOdate the desires 
expres&ed in this part of the letter. 

-
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PETilOLEUJt PRODUCTS 

PRODUCING EAST 

District Engineer 
u.s. Army, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

August 4, 1981 

TEXACO 
U.S.A. 

N Ol'TEXA.C 

P.O. BOX 60252 
NEW ORI~RA NS, L -\, ~/OlEIO 

TENTATIVELY SELECTED PLAN FOR 
THE ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 

LOUISIANA 

our office received notice of the COrps' public hearings regarding 
the Tentatively Selected Plan for preservation of the Atchafalaya 
Basin. Several Texaco employes attended the hearings in Baton 
Rouge, Lafayette and New Orleans and we would like to express our 
appreciation for the opportunity to submit comments. 

The Atchafalaya Basin is a natural flood control area which serves 
to protect Southeast Louisiana from the disastrous consequences of 
Mississsippi River flooding. Texaco Inc.'s presence in the Basin 
is twofold: (a) as an oil company and (b) as a concerned 
landowner. As an oil company we are dedicated to establishing a 
lasting supply of domestic oil and gas, so vitally needed by our 
country. As a landowner, we are concerned with protecting and 
preserving the environment. In pursuing these dual goals we 
accept certain responsibilities and limitations upon our ownership 
and activities. our comments are divided into two categories 
reflecting these principles. 

I. Tentatively Selected Plan -- General OVerview 

In the Corps' Main Report and Environmental Impact Statement, 
Volume I, the economic value of the oil and gas industry in the 
Atchafalaya Basin is recognized. Texaco Inc. is vitally 
interested in maintaining access to our producing fields and fee 
lands located in the proposed Management Units. These avenues of 
access·are continually threatened by changing water regimes and 
sedimentation. 

-

/,, . ,.. ) 
/r;, /--1 ·, / 
~~ ( ✓ /,, 

RESPONSE 23.t: Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 23.2: The creation of the Henderson management unit should 
not affect access into the Plumb Bob oil and gas field since existing 
access routes would remain open if this unit were built. Some 
restrictions on access could occur in other areas. 
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Attaclled, for your consideration, i■ a -P which detail• present 
-tezway■ UN4 to gain acce•• to our Plumb Bob, Pa1111■e Pointe, 
Lake llongouloi• and Bayou De• Glai■ea Fields as well as our 
Alli9at:er ~ Ga■ Plmrt. · -fllese fteb!s "ar8 exteiillivei.r1m>­
ductive. Acee•• to then areas will be ■ignificantly affected 
by creation of the Buffalo cove and Bender■on Lake Pilot 
llana~t units. creation of the ~ining three manag-nt 
unit■ are al■o expected to create ■erious operational probl._ in 
the Basin. 

Texaco bu bad di8CWl■ions with the United State• Fish and Wild­
life Service, through the Louisiana Mid-continent Oil and Gas 
Anociation, to establish certain guidelines which we believe are 
reaaonable for incl1111ion in any plan of Basin manag-nt. 
Attacbed i■ a copy of these guideline• together with a transmittal 
l.ettar from Mr. cary W. Kerlin, Field Supervisor, u.s. Fish and 
Wildl.ife service. We strongly urge that the Co:cps consider 
adopting the guideline• .. part of the FillAl Plan for the Buin. 

J:t llbould al■o be pointed out that extension of the Avoca Island 
Levee will divide our Bateman Lake and Sweet Bay Lake Fields. 
Ravigation will be hindered east of the levee and we therefore 
requa■t that the plans be 11:>dified to acccmD0date our acce■a 
need■ • 

:u. Real B■tate Mana~nt of Basin Property 

State of Loui■iw'• Plan for Basin Real B■tate Management 

Texaco agrees that the Atcbafalaya Basin is a 11&tural treasure 
that Louisiana and its citizen■ highl.y value. The public should 
be able to enjoy its picturesque namps and creatures, fish in its 
n-rous -terways, and otherwi■e experience the Basin's 11&tural 
offerings. To achieve the goals of preservation, public access 
and continued oil and gas activity, we generally support the State 
of Loui■iana's plan for the Buin'• real estate mana~nt. This 
plan i• comprised of four (4) eas~t• - A-1, A-2, A-6 and A-7. 
We are in accord with A-1, A-6 and A-7 briefly explained below: 

Ba■-nt A-1 
State acqulsition of 1500 acres in fee simple for public use 
under strict state supervision. Mineral rights would be 
retained by the origillAl property owner. · 

IIESPOHSE 23.3: C:0-nt noted. 

llESPOHSE 23. 4: The Bec-nded Plan delays illpleaentation of the 
Avoca Island levee extension until ccapletion of additional detailed 
studies. However, it aeeu doubtful that this levee would divide the 
two oil and gas fields aentioned even if it were to be constructed. 
The levee alineaent 1110uld . lie along the east bank of the Lower 
Atchafalaya River south of the present end of the levee. 

RESPONSE 23.S: C-nt noted. 

- -
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Easement A-6 
Protects cypress-tupelo forests. 

· Easement A-7 
Allows a landowner practical use of his property and mineral 
rights. In return the landowner concedes the government 
shall have the right to flood property and do whatever else 
is necessary to maintain the Basin as a flood control area. 

Easement A-2 
Creates several problems from both an oil and gas and 
private landowner viewpoint -- problems which we feel have 
no solutions. Generally speaking this easement is identical 
to Easement A-7. However, it also provides public access to 
private property along specified navigable waterways. These 
public access areas are known as 'greenbelts' and 'perimeter 
greenbelts'. (The State has not revealed exactly which 
waterways will be involved.) A greenbelt area will 
encompass a 300 foot access on each side of the navigable 
waterway. A perimeter greenbelt area will encompass a 
one-quarter(\) mile access adjacent to the Basin's guide 
levees. Discussion of three basic problem areas associated 
with Easement A-2 is set forth below: 

1) Personal Injury Questions 
Texaco's Basin property is used for numerous activities including 
fishing and hunting camp sites, forestry activities and oil and 
gas operations. Portions of the property are leased to third 
parties, portions are maintained by Texaco, while still other 
portions are leased from third parties to Texaco. One such third 
party is the State of LOuisiana, a major oil and gas lessor not 
only of Texaco but of other energy companies as well. 

Discounting oil and gas operations, Easement A-2 would at a 
minimum cause constant policing of those areas subject to public 
access along the greenbelt strips. Since many groups have already 
adopted the slogan for the Basin as "wet and wild", what standard 
of care would a landowner be required to maintain property that is 
in its raw natural state? This uncertainty as to maintenance 
standards "cracks open" the door for personal injury suits 
involving accidents on our privately held property. Where there 
is public access there most assuredly are personal injury 
situations. 

-

RESPONSE 23.6: The A-2 easement has been eliminated from the final 
Recommended Plan. 
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In the areas where we engage in oil and gas operations we face a 
two-fold problem: 

a) Recently enacted llold hHal.eas legisJ.a.t.ion .prohibits 
indemnification agreements between a contractor and 
an oil company. Should personal injury occur on a site 
where drilling and development activities are being 
conducted, even though said activities are physically 
conducted by a third party on a contract basis, the oil 
ccapany is still subject to suit as the record holder. 
Impl~tation of Easement A-2 would greatly increase 
theae probabilities. 

b) 'l'bere is a section in tort law known as the 'attractive 
nuisance doctrine'. Examples are trucks, cranes, 
machinery and oil field equipment that can fascinate 
children. Allowing the public access to oil and gas 
activity areas imposes an unreasonable burden of 
safety. The result is tragedy we would rather avoid and 
a revolving door of personal injury law suits. 

Z3 61 2) Trespass and Lack of s~rvision 
• 'l'be Real Estate Management Plan for the Basin oes not address 

itself as to how the State proposes to prohibit the public from 
wandering beyond the 300' and one-quarter (Ii) mile greenbelt and 
perimeter greenbelt boundaries. The areas in question are 
wilderness areas where people can easily get lost. The plan does 
not address itself to the additional personnel necessary to aid 
the public. Will this responsibility rest with the landowner, 
or will the State assume these duties? 

Further, the status of Louisiana's trespass laws are at this time 
anclear. A new statewide trespass law will probably not be 
effective until after August, 1982. This uncertainty brings two 
additional questions to light. 

a) Will a landowner be responsible for a person's safety 
and welfare once he is past the greenbelt boundaries? 

and, 

b) What means does a landowner have to protect his property 
from accelerated unsolicited third party use nurtured by 
acoeas to the greenbelt areas? 

- -
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3) Property Maintenance 
The landowner is and will continue to be responsible for the 
upkeep of his property in these access areas. It is unreasonable 
for landowners to incur the added cleanup and supervisory expense 
resulting from public use. The overall plan has never suggested 
where such responsibity will lie. 

Alternative to Easement A-2 

The Louisiana Landowner's Association has suggested that the State 
of Louisiana acquire 80,000 - 90,000 acres of land scattered 
throughout the Basin. These parcels are to be acquired through 
donations and purchases. This acreage would be used for public 
access and would be owned and managed at the State's discretion. 
This alternative would grant to the public the access it desires 
while at the same time relieve landowners of the overburdensome 
responsibilities and limitations placed on their private holdings. 
This is a concept which Texaco could support in principle and 
would reduce real estate management conflicts. 

Multi-Use Concept 

The Atchafalaya Basin is abundantly rich in natural resources, 
both above and below the surface. Much attention has been focused 
on protecting its fish, wildlife and natural charm. Texaco 
believes that these are very important features to consider, 
however, we must go one step further. Let us consider a 
'multi-use plan' which integrates oil and gas development, so 
essential for future, economic, social and recreational needs with 
environmental stability. Petroleum activity can exist harmoni­
ously with our Atchafalaya Basin heritage. Oil and gas develop­
ment in environmentally sensitive areas has proven this point. 
Examples are located right here in Louisiana in the numerous 
wildlife refuges along the coast of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Texaco, as well as all Louisiana citizens, has a vital interest in 
oil and gas development. The bonuses, royalties, severance taxes 
and jobs generated as a result of State owned oil, gas and mineral 
leases within the Basin have helped establish the thriving economy 
which we presently enjoy. We therefore caution against restric­
tive and overburdensome oil and gas regulations. 

-

RESPONSE 23.7: This is basically what the final Reco111111ended Plan 
proposes for public access purposes. 

RESPONSE 23.8: Comment noted. 
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AB a landowner and an energy company, we urge you to consider our 
COlmlents in any final manag-nt plan. The 'multi-use management 
concept' illustrated above best achieves the goals of all con­
cerned. It: 

a) maintains the Basin in its existing state 
b) protects existing habitat in the Basin 
c) preserves the hiatorical overflow pattem in the Basin 
d) aervas to conduct selective forest management procedures 

to avoid clear cutting 
e) keeps cleared lands free from crop farming, and 
f) continues preaent development of oil, gas and other 

mineral■ in harmony with the Basin's environment 

Sbould you have any queations pertaining to our coam.nts, please 
do not hesitate to contact us. Thank you again for your time and 
cooperation. 

Your■ very truly, 

Bye?< /v' ~ _,,/ 

RIIO'D/BLP/LCR 
jcb: 2/2 

w/att~nts 

cc: Mr. Frank A. Ashby, Jr. , Secretary 
Dept. of Natural Resources 
P. O. Box 44396 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

R. B. ABBO'l"l' 
General Manager 

Mr. J-s B. CUrley, ABsiatant 
Office of Mineral Resource• 

Secretary 

P. o. Drawer 2827 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 

- -
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Lafayette, Louisiana 
70502 

Mr. Robert Brooksher 
Executive ·v1ce-President 
Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association 
519 Fidelity Bank Building 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70801 

Dear Mr. Brooksher: 

Sep_tember 4, 1979 

Reference is made to my July 25, 1979, letter to you and to 
the August 31, 1979, meeting among members of our respective 
staffs. In view of the fact that oil and gas activities are 
fully compatible with any multipurpose plan, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service is amenable to inclusion of the attached 
language into any authorization for establishment of the 
Atchafalaya Fish, Wildlife, and Mult·i-Use Area. 

As indicated in my letter of July 25, the presence of existing 
laws, regulations, guidelines, and policies is recognized, and 
the attached language is not intende~ to supercede nor conflict 
with these established safeguards. Further, no implication of 
any lessening of our review and permit efforts should be con­
strued in the proposed language. 

Your representatives indicated the possibility that your Associ­
ation's Environmental Committee could review and, hopefully, 
concur in the attached language by late September 1979. I trust 
that this can be accomplished and would appreciate your contacting 
David Soileau as soon as possible once this goal has been achieved. 

Sincerely yours, 

~Y.·8~ 
Field Supervisor 

Attachment: As Stated 

-
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Atcltafalaya Fish. Wildlife. and Multi-Use Area 

The United States Department of the Interior's Ffsh and Wildlife 
Service. fn proposing the Atchafalaya Fish. Wildlife and Multi­
Use Area. recognizes that oil and gas activities 111Duld be fully 
c:ampatfble with any operational. multipurpose plan established 

- -for--tllat area. It is., therefore. the intent that such act1v1ttes. 
within the area. wil 1 not be subject to any additional restrictive 
regulations affecting oil and gas activities. 

Furthennore. mineral owners. mineral lessees and pipeline ~antes 
shall have the right to use surface and subsurface property of the 
Atchafalaya Fish. Wildlife and Multi-Use Area as •Y be necessary 
for the conducting of operations for the exploration. development. 
production, storage, transportation and marketing of oil. gas and 
other liquid or gaseous minerals. including but not li111ited to. the 
construction. maintenance and operation of wells, pumping units, 
pipelines. storage tanks .• valves, meters and other above or ltelow 
ground facilities relating to such exploration, developaent, pro­
duction, storage. transportation. or marketing. In addition. this 
right Shall particularly include, but shall not be limited to. the 
following actions where normally associated with oil and gas ex­
ploration. development, production, storage, transportation, or 
arlreting: 

(1) access to all parts of the Atchafalaya Fish, Wildlife, and 
Multi-Use Area on a year-round basis; · 

(2) access via all navigable waterways; 

(3) right to dredge, maintain. and use canals as needed for the 
exploration for and production and transportatiori of oil. gas, and 
other liquid or gaseous minerals, 

(4) with respect to the construction. use. and maintenance of pro­
duction facilities. the right to: 

a) dike and fill 

b) place facilities on pilings 

(5) the right to construct, maintain. operate, and use pipelines and 
flowltnes for the transportation of on. gas, water (salt or fresh). 
and other 1iquid or gaseous minerals. The pipelines and flowlines 
will be constructed in accordance with standards prevafling in the 
industry, . 

-2-
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(6) where land access is available to a location, the right to 
construct, use and maintain suitable roads. Water levels in •nage­
ment units shall be regulated, as closely as possible, to simulate 
natural overflow patterns, thus facilitating coordinated planning of 
s~rh road locations and elevations with water managecient plans; 

(7) the right to construct, use, and maintain electric utility and 
telephone lines; · 

(8) the right to drill, use and maintain wells for the disposal of 
produced water; 

(9) the right to excavate, use, and w~intain pits and other 
facilities normally needed in connection with oil and gas explor­
ation and production operations; 

(10) the right to conduct or have conducted geological surveys 
including those that require the use of explosives; 

(11} the right to dispose of drilling muds and other waste in the 
manner and to the extent required by State and Federal law. 

-3-
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@ Wi~ Management Institute 
,., w........._ 10DII v~ ·Ave., N.w •• w~. o.c. :zooos • 202 1347-1774 

~A.POOU -~ 
LLWtilMISON --c;:~ 

C:01-1.~A. Salllla 
U.S.A-,CDl'paof~ 
P.O. Baa 60267 
W. ori-. 1-iata. 70160 

Dareo1-J.Saad•: 

Auguat 18 • 1981 

l'UASE/ffl'I.YTO: 
ManayT.Wollon ~.J ..,,._ .. _____ 118"' 

--1A,-]O(; DnpplowSprillp. T-7ma 
512-15-3473 

/ 

'!lie wtWlifr --•-t Inat:1.tute ba■ reri.aed the Draft F•■lbility a.,ort/ 
~al Impact Stat- OD the Atcbafalaya Ba•ln F1.ooclNy Syat-, Louf.lliua 

,(m/BIS). V. ~ that oar .ut-t at the•• Orleau PUbllc Bear1ng 011 July 22, 
1981 be ~• by reference and offer the follariug additiOll&l -u. 

!he Iaatltute acknowledge■ tha need for alteration of the Atcbafalaya fl.ooclway to 
pnd.N aild:l.tl-1 eapac:l.ty, •-• - do not agree that the "Tentatively Selected Plan" 
u p■■mtad la the Dft/BIS la the bNt plan for loag tam flood protection and other 
~1 -1.tie■ • 'lhe di■cu■uon of .. tborl■ed ud DODauthoriaecl feature, (p. 19, 
ns-18). -,azable featuru (p. EIS-18), pbaaed iapl-tation of •ter -g-nt unit• 
(p. ID-54) • ad uncertainty onr A- Ialancl Levee atmalons (p. EIS-63) ralae 
--u-i,1e cloabt as to what 1• or 1■ not being pnpoaed. It la -1,at difficult to 
- the illpact■ with BUCh a arri.ng target. !he Corp■ should firm up alternatives and 
rm,vlu for :f.Jlplamtation of a C0111plete plan to addreae flood control and envlromnental 
.i-. 

nae~ - the Avoca Ialand LffH atenaiOllB la especially disturbing. 
'fable 6-8 (p. EIS-187) Uata ■tud:I.N to detemf.ne impacts and mitigation -.urea for 
this feature. Altbouah an EIS cloem't h■ve to "dot all the 1'• and croaa all the t'a" 
them la a ~ to provide "full ud fair dliicuaaion of significant envirnmental 
:blpect_.. (40 en 1502.1). 'lhe Corp■ baa amply put forth too little scientific evidence. 
~. la c~ bmeflta for 1- estenaion•, the Corp■ calculate■ protection 
bmef:l.t• foT --.■, wetlands, and agricultural area■ which can be eq,ected to be lost 
to •ba14- aacl saltwater intfllaion :lnduced or aided by the 1- itself and which 
ay b8 laaufflclmt due to h_..ter or atora tide flooding. 

'Iha DPa/l1S fa:l.la to 1Dclude a diacuaeian of related federal actions (lacluding 
Corps Projects ad pam.tting authority) which are related to the Atcbafalaya Floodway 
aall f1oacl1ng la the bacbater area to be affected by the Avoca I•lancl Lavee Eztenalon. 
Bead9et:.- flooding in the becbater area baa b- directly affected by up•treaa drainage 
pnjeeca to llla:l.ah tlle Coq,a 1au hem a party. !he EIS ._1c1 diecuH IIUCb project■ and ,--t act:hlt:I.N • 

DEDICATED TO WILDLIFE SINCE 1ffl 

-

3 
RESPONSE 24.l: The final Rec-nded Plan presents as complete a plan 
to address flood control and enviromaental values as can be formulated 
at thia time. 

RESPONSE 24.2: The DEIS did present a full and fair discussion of the 
impacts of Reach 1 (14,000~eet) of the Avoca Island levee, the only 
reach proposed in any plan. The final Recoaaended Plan delays 
implementation of extension of the Avoca Island le-.ee although the 
available evidence indicates that certain environmental benefits to 
swamps and wetlands would occur 1f the levee was extended. Certain 
losses would alao occur, but is is not possible at this time to 
determine their absolute -gnitude. The levee extension would not 
contribute to an acceleration in the subsidence rate. 

RESPONSE 24.3: There are two -jor Federal actions which could be 
related to flooding in the backwater area since they are designed to 
provide more rapid drainage of headwaters resulting from rainfall. 
These projects are the US Soil Conservation Service Laite Verret 
Watershed project and the US Army Corps of Engineers' Choctaw Bayou 
and Tributariea project. The Laite Verret project la under 
construction now, while the Choctaw Bayou project has been 
completed. The Laite Verret project ia designed to improve drainage of 
agricultural lands along the Mississippi and Lafourche ridges between 
Plaquemine and Thibodaux, Louisiana, while the Choctaw Bayou project 
would do the same for lands along the Mississippi River west of Baton 
Rouge and northwest to False River. Both of these projects would 
cause more rapid movement of rainfall runoff into the central parts of 
the Laite Verret basin. The Soil Conservation Service baa reported 
that this accelerated runoff could raise downstream stages by as much 
as 0.3 foot during a 100--year frequency storm. No data are available 
to estimte similar · impacts from the Choctaw Bayou project, although 
such impacts would be likely to occur. 

-
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Colonel 'l.'homaa A. Sande 
August 18, 1981 
Page 2. 

The diecuHion of mitigation for past project claagea (p. EIS-17) iB hardly 
eufficient for an on-going action. The fact that the Corp• does not wish to pursue 
such a courae is hardly reason to dismiss a viable alternative or action prior to 
circulati«i of an EIS. 

In regard to the •ter menagement units and the proposal for phased implementation, 
the Institute calla your a.ttention to a Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries ConllliBBion 
News Release date August 7, 1973 concerning a fiah kill in Henderson Lake and the 
<;orpa of Engineers opening of the Bayou Courtableau floodgatea to alleviate the low 
oxygen problaa. Such operation along with various studies on water management units by 
Coastal Environments, Inc. are far greater evi.dence of feasibility then exists for the 
Avoca Island Levee eztensions. Also, long term flood capacity would be benefitted by 
the water management unite. The Institute does not consider such units as entirely 
separable features and supports construction of all units concurrently with other project 
featurea. 'l.'he Institute also supports immediate construction of the Courtableau and 
Sherburne Freahwater Diversion Structurea. 

Thank you for the opportunity to cOIIIDent on this document. 

~tr~ 
So~~-~~rXih'epresentative 

-

RESPONSE 24.4: According to US Army Corps of Engineers' policy, 
mitigation for past project damages generally is not accompli'lhed. 
The real estate plan, by providing a comprehensive multipurpose 
easement, would preserve most areas of forest that would be lost 
without this project. 

RESPONSE 24. 5: Sufficient evidence of feasibility does not exist for 
recommending construction of all management units concurrently with 
other project features. Such units would not contribute significan,.ly 
to long -term flood capacity. 
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WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 
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TENTATIVELY SELECTED PIAN 

Fell THE ATCHAFAIAYA MSIN 

'l'UIIL"IC,nm'l'ING 

NEW ORLF.ANS, LOOISIANA - July 22, 1981 

I ma Murray WAlton of Dripping Springs, T-• appearing here in my capacity as 

Southcentral Field Repre■entative of the Wildlife Managment Institute. The Institute'• 

progra, initiated in 1911, i8 devoted to the reatoration and illproved -gement of 

wildlife and other renewable natural resources. 

The progress of plans for the Atchafalaya Baain has been followed for a number of 

years. The Institute notes considerable improvement over the preliminary draft EIS of 

Novaber, 1974 and ■ome significant changes since the 1979 public meetings (at which the 

Institute supported Alternative Plan D) and we compliment the Corps of Engineers and 

other interested parties for such progress. However, there is still need for changes 

in the ''Tentatively Selected Plan" (TSP) if flood protection and natural resources 

co-tion consistant with the Congressional Resolution■ of 1972 (Senate Public Affairs 

eo-ittee Resolution No. 1 and House Resolution 2·of 1972 concerning the Atchafalaya 

Baain and Wildlife Conservation at water Resources Projects of the Secretary of the 

Ara,y (33U.S.C.540) are to be provided in a timely manner, 

Page 19 of the Draft Main Report on the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System Louisiana 

(22 June 1981) raises considerable concern in regard to the schedule for implementing 

various project features as does the TSP proposal for conatructing only two (2) of the 

•ter -gaaent unit ■• Althouslithe urgency of providing adequate· flood control is 

thoroughly recognised, there is a clear nexus between the long term adequacy of the 

project for flood conti;ol purposes and construction of water Mn■g-t units and 

allie4 sediment ~trol feature■• Operation of a:iating structures to abate a fish 

RESPONSE 24.6: Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 24,7: See Responses 24,5 and 12.16, 

- -
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kill in Hencler100 Lake during Augu■t, 1973 amply demonstrated the benefits of water 

•nas-t unit ■• Furthermore, the afor•entioned Coogre1sional Resolutions are a 

•odate to addre11 the flood control, fiah and wildlife conservation, and recreation 

ll■ueT-m--. -ccaprehen11ive1Dmler, i..-e. lf:111ult1111-• pipl:-ntat-ien. !'rompt--ection le 

needed on all theae •tters. 

llbile • quick fu •Y be ln order, in the haste to provide short term flood protec­

tion, long term liabllitie■ lhould not be unneceuarily created, The Avoca Island 

I.nee extension a■ aclvocated in the TSP ll euch a ■ituation. Por approximately the 

- coat, a ring lnee ayst• which provides additional headwater and storm tide flood 

protection to developed areas while virtually avoiding watland louea can be constructed. 

'lhe U.S. l'ilh and Wildlife Service and Enviro~al Protection Agency cosaents of 

June 4, 1981 and June 19, 1981 re1pectively are e■pecially genune oo·thi■ iasue. Also, 

- do -t favor reducing flows at the Old River Control structure■ to reduce stage■ 

during May and June at Acme thereby encouraging encroachment of development into natural 

flood storage areaa and wetlands. Such dev-elopmeot if allowed would compound flood 

control problems. 

The mo1t controversial issue at the 1979 hearings - real estate - has undergone 

considerable permutations. Governor Treen put forth a plan which the Institute has 

endorsed aa a viable compromise. Subsequently, various major landowners in the 

Atchafalaya Basin via the Louisiana Landowner• Association have come forward with an 

alternative proposal, The In1titute is not inaenaitive to the wishes of landowners. 

It ia our under1tanding that the propo■al provides for partial donation and ■ale of 

90,000 acre■ to the State of Loui1iana and federal acquisition of habitat protection 

eaa-ots on the r-ioiog acreage in the 1-er Baain, However, we have not had an 

opportunity to study the propo■al in any detail and therefore reserve final judg•ent 

on what appear• at thi■ time to aho be a reasonable coapromise. llegardleaa of which 

-

RESPONSE 24,8: Neither the immediate implementation of the Avoca 
Island levee extension nor reducing flows into the Atchafalaya River 
at the Old River control structure are a part of the final Recollllll!nded 
Plan, It is not correct, however, that a ring levee system would 
"virtually avoid wetland losses" and would protect all developed areas 
in the backwater area, Several thousand acres of cypress-tupelo or 
bottomland hardwood forests would be destroyed in building a system of 
ring levees and numerous houses would be left unprotected if ring 
levees were built, 

RESPONSE 24.9: The compromise discussed in the statement has been 
included in the real estate features of the final Rec011111ended Plan. 
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real e1tate propoeal . or ccabination therof 1a adopted, it should be :l.llpl-ted concurrently 

wt.th ell other project feature•. 

'!haGk you for the opportunity to appear at thh hearing. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
S-t hcmtral llepre-tative 

- -
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RESPONSE 25.2: The freshwater inlet in the Courtableau area would not 
keep wata,r against farmland levees for any longa,r period than it 
remains there today. 

-
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RESPONSE 25.3: Comment noted, 

RESPONSE 25. 4: Management uni ts would be designed to try to maintain 
the existing water regime as closely as possible. They would not be 
operated to make the Henderson area or any other area of the floodway 
wetter than at present. 
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RESPONSE 25.5: The US Aray Corps of Engineers' estimates of land 
clearing were developed baaed upon what has historically happened in 
areas such as the West Atchafalaya Floodway. As the lower floodway 
becomes drier in. the future, land that today is too wet to fal'III will 
no longer be excessively wet. It is true that land located in the 
Henderson area at an elevation of 15 feet would today be urglnal for 
farming. Such would not be the case in the future. It is agreed that 
food production in bott0111land areas is a valid way to use land; but it 
is also iaportant that forest, wildlife, and fishery resources, which 
are dependent on the preservation of natural areas, be available in 
the future. 
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RESPONSE 25.6: This feature has been eliminated from the final 
Recommended Plan. 

RESPONSE 25.7: The final Recommended Plan contains provisions for 
acquiring practically all public access recreational lands through 
donation or from willing sellers. 
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RESPONSE 26. 1: I111ple111entation of the Recommended Plan should result 
in the preservation of the lower floodway in a natural condition. 

RESPONSE 26 .2: The Recommended Plan calls for uintaining the 
existing 7O/3O--percent flow distribution at Old River. 
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REPONSE 26.3: Some minor bank maintenance may become necessary 
between river miles 53,O and 116,O in order to keep the river in its 
present course, Training works below Morgan City are needed to bring 
about enlargement of the Lower Atchafalaya River to improve its flow 
capacity. 

RESPONSE 26, 4: Sediment traps are feasible, but use of them would 
cause destruction of 3,000 acres of bottomland hardwood forest. 

RESPONSE 26.5: See Response 9.5. 

RESPONSE 26.6: See Responses 9,6 through 9,16, 

RESPONSE 26,7: See Responses 9.17 and 9.18. 

RESPONSE 26.8: Such purchase is not needed for either flood control 
or environmental protection. Both can be accomplished through 
acquisition of easements. 
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RESPONSE 26.15: See Response 9.25. 

RESPONSE 26.16: See Response 9.26. 

RESPONSE 26.17: See Response 9.27. 

RESPONSE 26.18: See Response 9.28. 
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Section 3 - TYPICAL COMMENTS FROM 
SPECIAL INTERESTS 
AND INDIVIDUALS. 

J.3.1. More than 4,200 individuals and people representing 
organizations responded to the draft report either verbally or in 
writing and contributed about 9,500 comments. Remarks encompassed all 
the features of the plan and expressed views ranging from strong 
support to vehement opposition. A broad cross section of special 
interests were represented and included the following: 

• Environmental Organizations 

• Individual Environmentalists 

• Individual Landowners 

• Louisiana Landowners Association 

• Hunters 

• Sport Fishermen 

• Commercial Fishermen 

• Agricultural Interests 

• Oil and Gas Interests 

• Outdoor Recreationist 

• Navigation Interests 

• Public Officials 

• Academic Community 

• Small Business 

• Other. 

The letters exhibited on the following pages have been chosen as 
representative of the comments received. 
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ERNEST N. MORIAL 
MAYOR 

CITY OF NEW ORLEANS 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

July 22, 1981 

Col. Thomas E. Sands 
New Orleans District Engineers 
Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, La. 70160 

Dear Col. Sands: 

As you are well aware, the Atchafalaya Basin is an 
extremely complex and important area to New Orleans and all 
of South Louisiana. As such, the decisions that must still 
be made concerning the Basin's Management Plan and the future 
of the Basin itself should address the basic needs and long­
range goals of the entire area. Of particular importance to 
New Orleans is the assurance of adequate flood protection, 
preservation and enhancement of our seafood industry, and the 
availability of recreational opportunities. 

In order to accomplish these goals, the City endorses 
the following concepts: 

The development of management units, as recommend-
ed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to restore 
historic water flow patterns as nearly as possible. 
This will assure maximum productivity of the Basin in 
support of our seafood industry. 
The approval of Governor Treen's real estate proposal, 
one that insures both public access and protection 
against land clearing. This provision is necessary 
to assure that the availability and capacity of 
the Atchafalaya Basin as a Floodway is not endangered. 
It also serves to enhance recreational opportunities 
in the Basin. 
The continued 70%-30% distribution of the flow of the 
Mississippi River into the lower Mississippi and 
Atchafalaya Rivers. This will insure that the present 
navigability of the River is maintained. 

J-146 

"An Equal Oppo.!Ltu.nLty EmployeJr." 

,_ 



• 

Page 2 

We feel that these concepts are of vital importance to 
the City of New Orleans and we urge you to include them in your 
final management plan. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to express the 
City's interest in this matter. 

Ernest N. Morial 

ENM:PB:vc 
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Dept. of the Army 
Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70113 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

0 

Rt. 5 Box 695 
Winnsboro, LA 71295 
July 27, 1981 

I favor the Louisiana Landowners Association proposal 
for the Atchafalaya Basin. 

The floodway was developed to save the lives and property 
of millions of people during the annual high water periods of the 
Mississippi River systems. The landowners have been very generous 
and would like to see the proper dredging done to keep the flow of water 
in the Basin. 

Let it be known for public record, I am not in favor of federal 
or state acquisition, unless it is approved by the Louisiana Landowners 
Association. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald Trahan 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a sportsman and environmentalist and as such am interested in the 
outcome of the Atchafalaya Basin. 

Please let this letter be a part of the official record that I am in 
favor of the following: 

0 

0 

A full implementation of a multi-purpose plan which will 
address flood control, habitat preservation and timber 
management. 

Governor Treen's Real Estate Plan as a minimum toward Basin 
preservation. 

Please let it also be a part of the record that I oppose: 

0 

0 

0 

Channelization, limiting flows of water into the Basin and 
unnecessary levee construction if implemented without regard 
to the points mentioned in the multi-purpose plan above 

Clear cutting of trees for soybeans. 

The Avoca Island Levee. 

The Atchafalaya Basin is an important and wonderful part of the state 
of Louisiana. Please help the people of the state keep the Basin wet 
and wild. If we lose the Atchafalaya Basin, we'll no longer be able 
to call our state the "Sportsmen's Paradise." 



Colo:1cl Thor.1as A. &lnds, C. E. 
Commander ar.d District Engineer 
New Orlc;.1.r.:-; District Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 6026i 
Ne,...- Orkan~. Louisiana 70160 

Dear Sir: 

This statern";nt is submitted to be inch:ded in the record of 
public hearings held July 14th through the 22r:d on the Te?-.tati--:eh 
Selected Plan for the Atchafalaya Basin. 

I am one of the 64 Stockholders of the St. Lanclr, La::d acl 
Lumber Cor.:pany, which owns approxin:ately 15, 000 acres ;::i 
the Ba sir:. :\1y Company has owned this pi'operty sin:,:: H•O~•. 
and has developed various parts of it to its best uses. Tl:e,,;-:• 
uses ir.cludc: m·er 600 acres of planted cottornvoods. abo:1t 2. 1)00 
acre.:; of farrdng ground and the bala.r.ce i!, n~ixecl hard\':oo,L:; ·.:.:.r.'i 
swamp. Our timber is ur.der professional forestry n,a:~ager..er. t, 
directed at sustained )ields. Hunting and fishing rig:1ts ar~ i:: 
the har::ds of a local club under whose enlightened managE.·lT..i::'r.t 
the wildlife population has flourished. Our lands providE: a 
substantial share of much needed ,vet lands. _-\11 operations 0:1 

our la'!1ds are closely attuned to the existing water le\·els ar:d the 
currently experienced annual floods and backwaters. 

I support all flood protection aspects of your TE=r1t2.ti-.-t'l:: -~el~.::d1.:d Plan, 
but strongly'\qb;ec~to the e5tablishment of a water r.~an2.g1::r.-.\.:-'.". t •,; JJ in 
tpe Lake Henderson Area, and to the establishment of n·J~.lic :1.cce.;;.;; on 
:mo feet either side of streamlines, These provisions \'."0 1.lld :,e :ery 
detrimental to all of our programs. They would substar:tian,.- reduce 
the effective timber acreage and the prim~ wildlife habitat; in addition 
they would render the far,ning uneconomic and the hunting un~afe. 

Verv truh Yours . '"' ,. .. I 
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July 23, 1981 

Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Corrmander & District Engineer 
New Orleans District 
Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana~' 70160 

RE: Atchafalaya Basin 

Dear Col. Sands: 

With all due respect to the Corps Tentatively Selected Plan for 
the Atchafalaya Basin, it is in my interest to ask that the 
Corps please consider leaving the present 70/30 flow of water 
at the Old River Structure as is. Lowering the flow during the 
months of May, June, and July could directly affect the survival 
of the remaining wetlands in my area. Please hear my plea and 
consider at any rate, the esthetic value of the remaining wood­
land and wildlife habitat that is held dear to the people in 
my area. 

Thanking you in.advance for your consideration and cooperation, 
I am, 

Yours Respectfully, 

J-151 



f} Tt J-18-F Ill It YA }ff.MJ:1 r-J G. 
u 5, l,R IV\ V (:O/l, p OF f:.fa~·, ,-;~tN, 
~ J;. vi D R LE M fl':,. I} i '!1, A; <. 
I'- c, · Bo 1- & o JJ... ~ >f NE v.> DP-.'-'£ A µS l...h· '{o I foo 

. j 

§,9cr-Sx: 
J °"'' ~ ~ c;,.....~ ~ M~f~ 

J_.,.,, t>-~ ~ -r~ ·~ f6<- * ()::t:d.~_ 

B~ j::;.. ~ • ct w-4 ,.,.,,,e w-:JIJ · 

r~) 
J-152 ~0#<,~ 



• 

July 23, 1981 

Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Commander & District Engineer 
New Orleans District 
Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

RE: Atchafalaya Basin 

Dear Col. Sands: 

With all due respect to the Corps Tentatively Selected Plan for 
the Atchafalaya Basin, it is in my interest to ask that the 
Corps please consider leaving the present 70/30 flow of water 
at the Old River Structure as is. Lowering the flow during the 
months of May, June, and July could directly affect the survival 
of the remaining wetlands in my area. Please hear my plea and 
consider at any rate, the esthetic value of the remaining wood­
land and wildlife habitat that is held dear to the people in 
my area. 

Thanking you in advance for your consideration and cooperation, 
I am, 

Yours Respectfully, 
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Cornrnaotler and District Engineer 
New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Col Sands, 
I fully support the proposed flood control portion of the plan for the 

Atdlafalaya Buin. 
I oppose the real estate portion of the plan for the Atchafalaya Basin 

because it seeks to take private land by expropriation for recreational 
purposes. I think the land should be acquired only by purchase from 
willing sellers. 

Please accept this as my statement to be included in the public 
record. 

--·· 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Sirs: 

The Atchafalaya Basin today is truly a Sportsman's Paradise. It is 
currently in the Corps of Engineers hands to see to it that a compre­
hensive plan be assembled in order that the Basin remain wet and wild. 
I strongly believe that for the Basin to remain as it is today, a plan 
must be implemented which addresses water management, wildlife and 
fish habitat preservation and timber management. Upon recommending a 
plan for the Basin, the above items are absolute musts! Please help 
us keep the Basin. 

Very truly yours, 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, .Louisiana 70160 . 

· To Whom It May Concern: 

Please help me and·my fellow citizens of the state of Louisiana in our 
effort to keep the Atchafalaya Bas.in wet ai:,.d wild. In order to accom­
plish this, a plan must be implemented whic_h includes all of the 
following: 

,0 

0 

a water management program 
habitat preservation 

timber management 

It is of the utmost importance that the plan implemented include all 
of these areas of emphasis, for without all of them, the Basin will 
surely die. 

/ 
rt~(}Ydti- .JJ. ~~»()-(;J__ 
Ri. s- & ~;q/ 

~0/A,, ,J~, :/a_. 

Truly yours, 
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Commander and District Engineer 

5ll Buchanan Street 
st. Martinville, Louisiana 
July 25, 1981 

New Orleans District, Corps of Engineer 
P. o. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Col. Sands: 

Along with this note I am sending (lJB) signed Statements of persons interested 
in the future of the Atchafalaya Basin. I would appreciate you mald..ng all of 
them of Public record. 

I am a great Grandmother, 77 years of age whose father and mother left, as their 
inheritance to thf'~r children, ,500 plus acres of woodland in the Atchafalaya 
Basin. It is impossible for me to make the different meetings being held on 
this issue to voice rrry opinion, but I was able to contact people seeking their 
feelings on what is about to happem if vre sit by and ignore such an important 
issue. If this take over can happen to us land owners in the Basin, the same 
can happen to others whether they mm land in the Basin or not. These few 
signed statements I am sending in to you is just a drop in the bu8ket to what 
I could have signed up if I had had 500 to 600 more of these unsigned state­
ments available to me. 

Please accept this letter as rrry statement to be included in the Public Record 
that I fully support the proposed flood control portion of the plan for the 
Atchafalaya Basin but I oppose the Real Estate portion of the 1lan for the 
Atchafalaya Basin because it seeks to take over private lclJl.d by expropriation 
for recreational purposes. I think the land should be aequired only by 
purchase from willing sellers. 

Thanking you for letting me express my opinion. I am, 
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Mrs. A. P. 'i'heriot 
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Commander and District Engineer 
New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana ·10160 ·. 

Dear Colonel Sands, 

I fully support the proposed flood control 
portion of the plan for the Atchafalaya Basin. 

I oppose the real estate portion of the plan 
for the Atchafalaya Basin because it seeks to take private 
land by expropriation for recreational ~urposes. I think the 
land should be acquired only by purchase from willing sellers. 

Please accept this as my statement to be in­
cluded in the public record. 

Address 

~ 
Zip 
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Col. Thomas A. Sands 
Commander and District Engineer 
New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Col. Sands, 

Lets be realistic, I oppose the Green Belts, 

I favor the flood control plans, 

I favor the proposals on clear cutting, 

I favor purchase of any land the land owner 
wants to sell. 

Please accept this as my statement to be included in the public 
7 

record. 
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·I frequently fish lower Bayou Courtableau. It is a beauti­
ful stream that is clear arid fishable 365 days a year, and 
is utilized by many sportsmen when other streams are high 
and muddy. 

I am opposed to opening it to muddy Atchafalaya River water 
as an inlet for for the Henderson Management Area. 

' 

I suggest that Indian Bayou, three miles sou'th or· Bayou 
Courtableau be used as the freshwater inlet for Lake 
Henderson. 

I also oppose the proposed Green Belt. 
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Commander and District Engineer 
United States Corp of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

July 13, 1981 

We are in opposition to your proposed plan dated June 16, 
1981, for the Atchafalaya Basin. We do not feel that it is 
necessary to take over the Basin through your multipurpose 
easements in order to provide flood control which the 
Corp of Engineers is responsible for. We believe that our 
tax dollars would be better spent by the Corp accomplishing 
its purpose of flood control and leaving the private land 
owners with their rights in the Basin which they have bought 
and paid for and sweated to keep through the years. The 
implementation of the Corp's plan would effectively destroy 
private hunting leases in the Basin and thereby destroy 
the private hunting clubs. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~ 
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
New Orleans District 
Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

July 21, 1981 

We, the undersigned, wish to express our views on the 
following sections of the Tentatively Selected Plan for the 
Atchafalaya Basin. 

We favor simultaneous funding and implementation of the 
flood control and habitat protection features of the plan. 

We support full funding and implementation of all thirteen 
(13) management units. 

We support Governor Treen's real estate proposal as a 
minimally acceptable compromise. 

We oppose construction of the;Avoca Island Levee below 
Morgan City. · At a time when Louisiana i·s "'losing marshland at 
the rate of forty square miles a year, we cannot understand how 
the Corps can propose a structure which will cause the loss of 
thousands of acres of marsh, swanp and bottomland in Terrebonne 
Parish. We support the concept of ring levees as a more effec­
tive alternative to Avoca Island. 

We support the continued 70%i30% flow distribution between 
the Mississippi and Atchafalaya at the Old River control structure, 
and we strenuously oppose any proposal to allow for a reduction 
in the Atchafalaya flow during the months of May, June, and July. 
If there is any flexibility at all. it should be for an increase 
of flow during dry periods. We'· 11 take crawfish over soybeans 
any day of the week. · 

We support realignment of the major distribution channels 
·and also ask that sediment traps be included in the Final Plan. 
We favor a design for Wax Lake Outlet and the lower Atchafalaya 
Basin which would encourage delta building. 

We support a multi-disciplinary planning group to assure 
adherance to and effective implementation of a multi-purpose 
project. In line with this we support the continuing involvement 
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
July 21, 1981 
Page 2 

and participation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Environment Protection Agency and appropriate state agencies 
in the continued management of the Basin. 

In short, ·we view the Atchafalaya oasin as a vital economic 
resource and a unique natural treasure, and we urge the Corps 
to take all steps necessary to insure its continued existence in 
its present state. 

~:;:zdt 
,,~ ~. 11> /VU_ 

J-164. 



Colonel Thomas A. Sands. 
Commander and District Engineer 
Department of the Army 
New Orleans District Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

Dear Sir: 

-~ 
/ ' 

;~_J) 

I am writing as a concerned citizen regarding the expropriation 
of land in the Atchafalaya Basin, or any other properties, belong to 
a private American citizen of the United State of American and/or 

any company or corporation. 

I want to go on record as being opposed to the so called "Green 
Belt" and the expropriation of any property under the disguise of 

"Saving the Basin". 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New Orleans District 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

Gentlemen: 

July 31_, 1981 

Please accept this statement, and record our opposition to the proposed 
establishment of 300 foot public green belts paralleling navigable water-
ways in the Basin. 

We would not be opposed to public use of the waterway per se (bank to 
bank at the waterline) during navigable periods such as during annual 
flood cycles. 

Address 
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MCCOLLISTER, MCCLEARY, FAZIO, MIXON, HOLLIDAY & HICKS 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

P.O. BOX 2706 
SUITE 1800 • ONE AMERICAN PLACE 

BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70821 
(504) 387-5961 

July 31, 1981 
ROLFE H. McCOLUSTER 
M. AUBREY McCI..EARY, JR 
SIDNEY D. FAZIO 

OFCOONSEL 

MARK F. SELVIDGE 
1415 First National Center 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102 NEIL H. MIXON, JR. 
JAMES S. HOLUDAV, JR 
FREDERICK KROENKE, JR. 
DAVID IRVIN CCXMWON 

OKLAHOMA BAR ONLY 

LUI. IN TAXA 110N 
STEVE E. HICKS 
MICHAEL S. WOLF 
C. STOKES McCONNELL, JR. 
WILLIA/I\ C. SHOCKEY 
STEVEN V. LANDRY 
RICK J. NORMAN 
DOWELLR.FONTENOT 
CHRISTINE /II, VOONGS 
JOHN F.ALES 

LL.M. IN TAXATION 
CHARLES W. SARTAIN 

Department of the Army 
New Orleans District, Corps of 

Engineers 
Post Office Box 60257 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Gentlemen: 

Re: Atchafalaya Basin 

I am writing this letter as a concerned citizen of Louisiana to 
urge you to adopt a multi-purpose plan for the Atchafalya Basin which 
will address the issues of recreational use and environmental protection 
as well as flood control, It is imperative that the entire program be 
considered as a single package in order that money be obtained from the 
U.S. Congress and the State of Louisiana for all the uses for which the 
basin may be used, 

I speak especially as an environmentalist in asking you to consider 
the environmental impact of the Avoca levee extension and the resulting 
diminution of the Cypress-Tupelo stands and marshland in Terrebonne Parish, 
Also, the cost of this project as compared to the profit to be received 
makes it an unnecessary and even foolish undertaking. 

Flood control is not and must not be the only consideration in the 
course planned for the Atchafalaya Basin, You must also consider the 
importance of maintaining the wild nature of the habitat so that'l.e do not 
lose one of our most valuable natural resources, 

Ve~~ 

Charles W, Sartain 

CWS/kec 
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DAVID S. FOSTBll III 

PAULA Co&LIY MA.llX 

Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Dept. of the Army 

DAVIDS. FOSTER Ill 
A Pll.OPBSSJONAL I.AW CollPOllATION 

THB OP1SH0llB l.OGJSncs BUILDING 

SUJTB 101 

900 EAsT UNIVU.SITY AVENUB 

LAFAYETTE, LOUISIANA 

70)0) 

July 30, 1981 

N. o. District, Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

RE: TENATIVELY SELECTED PLAN FOR THE ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 

Dear Colonel Sands: 

MAn.lNG ADDI.ISi: 
POST OFFICB D11.AWBI. 52389 

PHONE: ~18-232-9313 

This office has been retained by Mrs. Jane Aprill to express her view 
in support of the Louisiana Landowners Position of the 'Tentatively 
Selected Plan' for the Atchafalaya Basin. Mrs. Aprill is a private 
landowner in the Basin and is keenly interested in preserving her 
rights, and in protecting her mineral interests associated therewith. 

Mrs. Aprill is willing to cooperate in the conservation, recreation 
and flood protection programs which have been proposed by various 
groups, but is of the opinion that the land necessary for these 
programs must be acquired from people who are willing to sell or lease 
that land. 

Further, Mrs. Aprill has agreed to support a habitat protection 
easement over the entire basin in an effort to prohibit the conversion 
of any land from timber to agriculture unless it could be shown to 
serve the public interest. 

Mrs. Aprill is against the public access plan proposed by Governor 
Treen because it unjustly condemns private land, subjects landowners 
to increased liability and puts the state in control of access to 
greater lands than the owners would be compensated for. 
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Colonel Thomas A. Sands 
Dept. of the Army 
N. o. District, Corps of Engineers 
P. o. Box 60287 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

In conclusion, Mrs. Aprill stongly urges and requests that you 
consider and adopt the Louisiana Landowners' Position regarding the 
'Tentatively Selected Plan' for the Atchafalaya Basin, in particular 
the provisions outlined above. 

Sincerely, 

DAVIDS. FOSTER, III (r;r}feiJi°{Y_ Law Corporation) 

P~EY MA/J?v+ 
Attorney at Law 

PCM/kc 
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