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LAVED=A . 21 Horch 1966 ;
SURJECT: Hurprfcane Pretection - Loke Pontchartraln and Vieinity - g
. Chalmette Area
TO: Chief of Engineers
™ ATTH: EHGCY-V
Q e COL CLENA
/hr ‘
GEN "DAVIS
{
1. In telephone conversatlon 3 Mareh 1966, Colonel ¥ristoforsen o
informed me that Jui”e FPerazn, In diseusalon wlth General Cassidy and 4
hin on 2 Harch, expreased coneern that tha projnct for the Chalmotte : 3
2a includes chargzes to local interasts for bank protection work. ' y
uudbd Parez felt that this was not a cost of hurriczne protection, but L
a navigation cost LQ protect the levaes aﬁﬁiﬂst wave wash. 7~
2. Although the protaction is rexcnrud to ez Vhenk protecition”
and Yforeahore protection” in the authoriving decument (HD/231/89/1),
the work to which Judge Perez refers consists of riprap slope protec-
tien on the hurrieanc protection levee. The riprsp protection will bLe |
placed on ths channelside of @ Hississippl River-Gulf Qutlet retaining .,
{\ %

dike which will hecoma fhe channelward edge of the stability berm of >
the hurricone levea. '

TTET

~

3. The foroshore distance between the Gulf Outlet Channel and the
“ctuzninc Gike is mome 500 feoet, and the intervening areaz i coveyxed
with a thick rrouth of marsh grass. Thercfore, ne foreshore protesticn
opr ﬁhopc paving is roeguired op includcd in the Gutlet projnrg to prevent
silting of the Outlet Channel due to wave dctioa oa the retaining dike,

4, ‘The riprap paving i required to protect the levee borm {rom
wind-zenerated and vessel-generated vaves durﬁrq high tida pericds.
Similar slops protection in provided for all cother channel aﬁf lakeslids
levees in the hurrleane protoction project. The existence of tha

issippi Rivor-Culf Outlet dictates the locaticn of that nart of the
Chalmette hurricene leves pw?allnlinﬂ the Outht aned 2dds to the
exposure of the levec. It is u“u At leaal interasts wvonld
contend that the Cutlet project = 2 pant of the cont
the riprap protectlion. N@wavar, Lhn from the hurviceone

will include the prevention of flood damases snd will allew const
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LHVED-A 21 Harch 1965
SUBJECT: Hurricane Protection - Lake Pontchartrain and Viecinity -
Chalmatte Arca

enhancement in the protectaed srea. No beneflts will accrus to the Gulf
Qutlet Channel because of the levee consiruction other thaon those that
micht stem from industrial develepment which could concelvably telke
place within the Chalmette area after it is afforded a higher degree of
protection by the levoe. .

5. In light of the conditions discussed above, it is my belief
that the levee slope protection alony the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet
Channel is properly chargeable to the Lake Pentchartrain, La., end
Vicinity hurricane protsction project. Hewever, in view of the
divergent views expressed by local interests in direct contacts with
your office, your ruling on this matter is requested.

ELLSWORTH I. DAVIS
~ Hajor General, USA
Division Engineer

Copy furnished:
New Orleans District



ENGOW-0M (21 Mar 65) et Ind-
SUBJECT: FHurricane Protection - Lake Pontchariévalin & Vicinity-Chalmette Ares

DA, Coffngrs, Washington, D. C. 15 April 1966
T0: Division Engineer, Lower Mlsslgalppi Valley

As indicated In the zuthovizing document, riprap fereahoxe protection
against eroslon by wave wash from shipping was included @5 a part of the
levee plan for the Chalmette frea. It 1s ceonsidered that the poxtion of
the riprep costs that is required for such purposes should be charged to
the navigation project gs a Federgl cost for wave protection,

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS: A ,
. . ST [ R o,
Z/‘)~' I oy, ’ '},\',
L :
R SR e AR
C G /1“’:,{‘/ / ,{/ i‘.../‘}
JACKGON CRATIAM b il = b v
Major Gemeral, USA - )jr
Director of Civil Works ' g,
WL E|

Copy furnished:
New Orlesns District



667 24 Ind .
na Proiactlbn - Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity -

¢ Arna

DA, Lover Kiss, Valley Div, CL, Vicks Dh”r, tizas, 39180 25 Anr 66

TO: Distriet Tnginecr, Hew Orieans Distriet, ATTH: L¥NED

1. Reference is made to letter, NIGCY-0H,
the lHonorable Allen J, Dllender, United States Cenate.

0CT, 15 Ayril 1906, to

i

4 .
2. The Chief of Thirinecers hos stated in the referenced letiar anc
has ruled in the procading let Ind that the ﬁO“TEOP o‘ rinran ooots
required te protect srainst erosion hy wave wash fron shippins sheuld

ha chavyed to tho navigation project, You should ﬁrrrare and subnit
for approval by 27 Moy 1906 a breakdown of the iprap Forechore and

protection costs, proportioned betwoon the huriecane-{leod

leven u}Gﬂ
protection project and the navigation project,

T .JLS‘(;ORT": 1 * DW- o
Hajor Cenoral, UGA
Division Duglneer
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LGot/CbP/316

'CFB.Davis

A.J.Davis




MED-PP (IMVD 21 Mar 66) ~ 3a Ind
SUBJECT: Hurricone Protection - Lake Pontchartrain end Vicinity -
Chalmette Ares

DA, New Orlesns District, OE, New Orleans, La. 70160 26 May 66
T0: Division Engineer, Lower Miss. Valley Division, CE, ATTH: IMVED-T
1. Estimates requested in 24 Ind are forwarded herewith.

2. The decision of the Chief of Ingincers in the 1st Ind is noted
end understood. Ve note a number of implications of interest insofar as
the decision is concerned and offer the following observations thereon.

3. The Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet was authorized long before
the Chalmette levee was even planned; hence, it seems strange that the
Outlet should be burdened with any construction which 1s subsequently
planned. The levee could have been plannced at a more remote locatlion
where no wavewash hazerd would be involved; however, the optimum benefits _
and costs are derived from a locetion close to the outlet channel. At this
location, the maximum protected ares is made avalleble and the considersble
bvenefit of utilizing the spoll bank from the outlet channel 15 enjoyed,
despite the possible hazard of wavewash.

b, The principle of having s project sssume the financisl burden
of s subsequently authorized project may result In many of our marginal
projects being forced into a category of less than unity benefit-cost
ratio by virtue of fectors that could not possibly have been evsluonted
when the prolect was presented to the Congress. The gpplication of the
princivle is equivalent to meking the Mississippi River navigation project
bear the cost of levee slope paving in the MRET project, or of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway bearing the cost of the locks which were regquired in
previously authorized weterwsys in order to permit the levees to be extended
to protect adddtionsl land areas.

5. This principle is in no wise comparable to that of taking action
to correct an unforeseen condition which has been brought on by the
functioning of a project. In the subject instamce, no action would be
required until the Chalmette levee 1a constructed, hence the levee proj-
ect should be complete within itself. The application of the cost shifting
principle violates the cardinzl principle of increwental Jjustificetion and
could be ubtilized to bring sn unfavorable benefit-cost ratio to sbove
unity by having o completed project bear a part of the cost; however, such
action would bring w meny aswkvard funding problems, psrticulsarly where
fully completed progects ere involved,

1 Incl o THOMAS J. BOWEN
Teble I (dupe) " Colonel, CE
. S , District Engineer
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moow-on (21 Mar 66) 5th Ind | S
SURJECT: TYurricane Protectiom < laeke Pontchartrain and Vicinity - 0
// Chalmclte Area - ‘ o
/ DA, Coffingrs, Washingtom, D. C. 20315, 6 July 1966 | - .
T0: Divislon Engineer, Lower Missigsippi Valley Division A
; 4 &
The concern of the Divigion and District Englneers that the decision =
nade in this case wmay have serious implications if applied to other projects -
in the future, is appreciated, Uswever, this pavticular deciazlon was Sy
baged on those facts perteining to the specific projlects involved end it .
was not intended that it be considered a precedent with the urinciples 2
thereof applicable to other prejects. If any similax cases develop they
. will be treated independently and without regard to this decision, _ ~ e
¥OR THE GHIGF OF ENCINEERS: v. . %
1 Inel | H, G, WOODBURY, JR.
w/d o ' Brigadier General, USA , i
- T . Acting Divector of Civil Works L
CC: NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT zj
LUVED (LMV 21 Mar 66) 6th Ind- g - 4 Davis/rb/30
DA, Lower Miss. Valley DlV CE, Vlcksburp, Miss. 39180 18 July 66
" | L o2/
TO: District Engineer, New Orleans Dlstrlct, ATTN: LMNED : ement
o ' “ /Q{%fz’
lark
AT

o GB Davis
AcJoD-v ) .



