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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW,ORLEANS DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 60267
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70160

REPLY TO . RUG 02 1985

ATTENTION OF:".

Planning IMvision
Epvironmental Apslysis Pranch

fonnrable Biily Toauzin
House of Representatives
Usehington, D.C. 20515

Near Hr. Tauzin}

Peference your letter cf Jume 17, 1985, and our psartial respouse dated
July 12, 1985, concerning the Missisgippi~River CGulf Cutlet (MR-C0) project
and the Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity Burricane Protection project.

As you are aware, the Districr has bheen proceeding on the development
of a mitigation plen to offset the environmental losses associated with the
lake Pontchartrain end Vieinity Hurrieane Protection preject. 4As part of
that plenning procese, we investigated a pumber of mitlgative measures In
various geographic locations., Inlcial Investigations included a8 plan in
the Lake Lery area of Bt., Rermard Pardish, At the request of St. Bernard
Parish in the onclosed letter dated February 13, 1985, two other mansgewent
areas were investigsted to the exclusion of the Luke lLery srea. Ve have
worked closely with 8t. Bernard Parish and 211 other local assurers in our
attempt to develop adeauate mitigation measures acceptable tou all parties,

The three planz which we are now investigating do not include
St. Bernard Parizh. .ihe reason 8t, Bernard Parish is not included v cur
latest array 1s diseussad briefly 1in our "Announcement of Peblic Peeting”

-provided in our July 12, 1985, correspondence, An ideal mitigarion plan

would include mitigation in the area of impact in the same proportiovs as
damages, For example, aince 51 percent of the environmental damages
occcurved in %t. Bernard Pnrish, an idanl plan would witigate irn rhat parish
for 31 percent of the total preject losses and represent 51 percent of the
total mitigation cost. Accomplishing such an ideal plan for 8t. Bernard,
Jafferson, St. Charles, and Orleans Parfshes can be apprecisted as & most
difficult task, Consequently, we are now concentrating our nlanning
efforts on plang which would nitigate 100 percent of the project danages
and do 80 in an economical manner., Ve are required by lew to share the
cost on a 70 percent Federal/30 percent non~Federal basis, The manner In

which the non-Federal share of the 30 percent is allocated to the variocun

local assurers is a matter that those agencies must determine for.
therselves, Several npethods would appear to be reasonable Including your
puggestion thet each assurer should share the costs on the bharis of the



benefits recaived from the witigation plan. Ancther option would be for
the four assurers to share the 3U percent lecal costs on an equal basis
irrespective of the final mitigation plan. There are wndnubtedly other
nethode of allocating the 30 percent share which could be investipated,
Dnce a final mitigation plen is chosen we will look to the local assurers
to apportion the costs as they see fit. FPlease note on the enclosed letter
dated Harch 22, 1965, St. Bernmard Parish advised of their continued
ohijection to lecal financial participation and maintenance, In surmary, we
bave developed the best plans we could in accordance with the planning
guidance and policies which dictate our plan formulstion and held a public
meeting to soliclt input to help us arrive at a final recommendation, With
all of the coemplexities involved, arriving at an equitable mitigation plan
ie guite @& challenge to this District.

The MR-GO project was authorlzed by Congress in 1956, and the ‘channel
feature was constructed betwean 1961 and 1965, priow to the passage of the
Bational énvircrmental Policy Act of 196%. At the time of channel
construction, envirommental impacts and the consequences of those iwmpacts
were not well known. This period preaceded the era of envivounental
awarenesg. Doving coordination with the .5, Fish and #ildlife Service in
1859, neither the Corps nor the U.5. ¥Figh and Wildlife Service congiderad
witigation for fish and wildlife losses as a project feature. The project
itself was suthorized prior to the passage of the Fish and Wildlife
oordination Act of 1958. '

. He acknowledge that the HE~-GU has contributed to erosion in 5t, Bernard
Parish particularly along the bhanke of the channel. dowever, land loss is
also attributed to natural erosion (especially during hurricanes),
subslidence, and the construction of channels for oil and zas explovration.
Since sbandomment of the St. Bernzrd Delta by the Hississippl River, the
natural processes of deteriovation have become dowminate in the area. The
ragnitude of the MR-GO contribution to arosion in the area ia not known
hecause of the many fagtors invelved.

Tha Corps has authority to study the Louisiana cosstal ercslon problems
under the lLouvlsiana Coastal Area study.  That study was authorized by a
rasolution of the Comittees on Public Works of the UdS. Sznate and Ua8.
rouse of Representatives passed in 1967. towever, the erosion problems
specific to the KR~U0 were considered by us to be more appropriately
addressed by a separate resolution.

Authority was granted by a resolution sponsored by Representative Bob
Livingston and adopted by the Committee on Public Works and Transportation
of the U.5. Honse of Representativesz on September 23, 1983, to specifically
~addresa erosion along the MR=-GO.



-
Ve intend to study the ernsion problems under the latter resolution o

determine i any wodifieations to the exiating project are advisable ard to
deternmine the feasihility of bank protectlon meapsures, :

Ag Figeal Yeoar 1926 funds are again limited and ere belny allocated to
other priority studies, funds are not availakle to initiate the ¥R=-00, ft,
Bernard Parish (Pank Frosion) study, The Fiscal ¥ear 1987 budget is
rresently heing formlated, and this study elong with manv other worthy
studien, will be considered.

1f T ean be of any further assistance, please contact me,

fincerely,

Fugene &, Witherspoon
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
tstrier Fasgineer

friclogures

Copies Furnished: w basic
CDR USACE (DAEN-CWZ-F) (DAEN-CUP)
s LMVEX, LMVPD '




