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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY -
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

September 17, 1976

Honorable Carl Albert
Speaker of the House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr., Speaker:

I am transmitting herewith a favorable report dated 12 April 1976,
from the Chief of Engineers, Depariment of the Army, together with accom-
panying papers and illustrations, on Neches River and Tributaries, Salt
Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, in partial response to two Flood
Control Acts approved 15 May 1936 and 22 June 1936, a River and Harbor
Act approved 2 March 1945, a resolution of the Committee on Flood
Control House of Representatives, adopted 20 March 1945, and a re-
solution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of
Representatives, adopted 24 May 1946.

The views of the Governor of Texas, the Departments of the Interior,
Agriculture, Transportation, Health, Education, and Welfare, and the
Environmental Protection Agency are set forth in the inclosed communica-
tions, together with the replies of the Chief of Engineers to the
Governotr of Texas and the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture,
The environmental statement required by the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 has been submitted to the Council on Environmental Quality.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is mo objec-
tion to the submission of the proposed report to the Congress; however,
it states that no commitment can be made at this time as to when any
estimate of appropriation would be submitted for construction of the
project, if authorized by the Congress, since this would be governed by
the President's budgetary objectives as determined by the then prevail-
ing fiscal situation. A copy of the letter from the Office of Management and
Budget is inclosed as part of the report.

Sincerely,
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Victor V. Ve§s V3
- Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works)



" 'COMMENTS OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASH INGTON, D.C. 20503

_7.8eptember 1976

Honorable Martin R. Hoffman
Secretary of the Army .
Washington, D.C. . 20310

Dear Mr., Secretary:

Assistant Secretary Victor V. Veysey's letter of May 26, 1976,
submitted a report of the Chief of Engineers on Neches River
and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas and
requested advice as to its relationship to the program of

the President, pursuant to Executive Order No. 9384, dated
October 4, 1943.

There would be no objection to the submission of this report
to the Congress. No commitment, however, can be made at this
time as to when any estimate of appropriations would be
submitted for construction of the project, if authorized by
the Congress, since this would be governed by the President's
budgetary objectives as determined by the then-prevailing
fiscal situation.

Sincerely
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COMMENTS OF THE GOVERNOR OF TEXAS

. OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
DOLPH BRISCOE - STATE CAPITOL . —~
GOVERNOR AUSTIN, TEXAs 78711

| o March 15, 1975
'W. C. Gribble, Jr.

Lieutenant General, USA

Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army

Office of the Chief of Engineers
Washington, D.C. 20314 '

Dear General Gribble:

Under the provisions of Section 6.073(b), Texas Water Code, I
directed that the Texas Water Rights Commission evaluate the report,
'""Neches River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, "
and related papers which you transmitted by letter of November 18,

1974, pursuant to Public Laws 78-534, 85-624, and 91-190,

The Texas Water Rights Commission recommends adoption of
the Corps of Engineers conclusions and recommendations urging, how-
ever, that careful reconsideration be given to the data and analysis
submitted by local sponsors regarding the Calcasieu River, Louisiana,
project precedent, the historical cause-effect relationship between
extensive navigation improvements and salt water intrusion in the
Neches River, and a more equitable cost-sharing determination.
Attached is a copy of the Commission Order of February 25, 1975,

Pursuant to the said Commission Order, I concur in your
endorsement of the project scope proposed by the Galveston District
and Southwestern Division Engineers, and the Chairman of the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors And, I urge that before you
finalize your recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and to
the Congress, you consider without delay the special report presented
by the local sponsors, the City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches
Valley Authority. Their report has been appended to, and is part of
the attached Commission's Order.
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Finally, in response to your request for comments on the
project environmental statement, the State reaffirms its comments
submitted in letters of February 21, 1973 and May 15, 1973, to the
Galveston Digtrict Engineer, relative to the Preliminary Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The Revised Draft Environmental
Statement of August 1974 which you forwarded by letter of November 18,
1974, properly incorporates the views of the appropriate State of Texas
agencies. The Statement appears to conform adequately to the pro-~
visions of Section 102(2)(C), Public Law 91-190, I suggest that a copy
of this letter be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

I will appreciate your sending to me a copy of the report trans-
mittal letter from the Secretary of the Army to the Congress, as
indicated in your letter of November 18, 1974.

Goveérnor of Texas

DB:11

Attachment
As stated,
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[EXAS WATER BiSllTS COMBNSSION

AN ORDER of the Texas Water Rights
Commission Making Recommendations
Concerning the Feasibility of the United
States Army, Corps of Engineers
Proposed Project Report, "Neches
River and Tributaries, Sall Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texag. '

On February 5, and 24, 1975, came on to be considered before
the Texas Wat.er Rights Commission pursuant to Section 6. 073, Texas
Water Code, jurisdietion having heen established, the project-fepcrt
of the United States Army Engineer District, Corps of Engineers,
Galvegton, Texag, entitled "Neches River and Tributzries, Salt Water
Barrier at Beauﬁlont, Texas, " dated May 31, 1873; and modifications
thereto, of July 9, 1874 and November 18, 1974, .by the Chief of Engi-
neers and the Chairman, Boeoard of Eﬁgineers for Rivers and Harbors,

respectively.

After evaluat.ing the captioned report and the evidence submitted
at the public hearings, the Commission finds that:

1. The proposed salt water barrier project meets the

feasibility criteria set forth in Section 6. 073{e), Texas Water

Code.

2. There is a vital need for the project and the public

interest would be served favorably thereby.

3. The preponderance of evidence and data supports the

conclusions reached in the basic report of the Galveston District

Engineer that salt water inirusion on the Neches River ig E}ttri—

butabie to the long succession of Federal navigation improvemenls.



4. The Chief of Engineers and the Chairman, Beard of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors,should reconsgider following ’
the precedent cited in the Galveston District Engineer's report

- regarding the Corps of Engineers sé.lt water barrier project in
the Calcasieu Ri;rer at Lake Charles, Louisiana, where the
Corps of Engineers determined, pursuant to Public Law 87-874
{October 23, 1862), that salt water intrusion damage was caursed
by navigation improvements and, therefore, damage mitigation
costs were borne entirely by the Federal Government,

5, The local sponsors, the City of Beaumont and the Lower
lNe(':hes Valley A'u-thorit.y, have submitted extremely strong
evidence in rébuttal to the determinations made by the Chief of
Engineers and the Chairman, Board of Engineers for Rivers

and Harbors, T]éle local spénsors show ithat eveﬁ if it is decided
ag a matter of new policy lby the Federal Government, ’ghat salt
water intrusion on the Neches River at Beaumont is not due
erﬁirely to successive navigation improvements and that miti-
gatiop of the salt water intrusion at Beaumont ié not a wholly
Federal responsibility, a proper analysis of the problem
indicates that the maximum 1oca1. cost responsibility is about

3.9 percent rather than 25 percent of the project cost as pro-
posed by the Chief of Engineers-and the Chairzﬁan, ‘Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors.

6. - ‘The proposed project possesses significant environmental
enhancement features,

7. The detajled analysis of the foregoing major findings

presented by the local sponsors at the public hearing of



February 5, 1975, warrants careful considerat_ion by the Corps
of Engineers prior to finalizing its recommendations to the

Secretary of the Army and to Congress. Therefore, the Com--
mission hereby appends and makes the local sponsors' analysis

report a formal part of this Order.

NOW,‘ THEREFORE, BE IT ORDERED BY THE TEXAS WATER
RIGHTS COMMISSION that the Commission does recommend to the
Governor of the State of Texas that the proposed project of the United
States Army, Corps of Engineers, described in their report, "Neches
Riv_e‘r and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, ’l‘exas,” be
considered feasib.le and that its design and conatruction be pursued

with diligence.

And, the Commission does urge that special reconsideration be
given by the Chief of Engineers and the Chairman, Board olf Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors to their findings, in the light of the precedent
establighed in the Calcasieu River, Louisiana, salt water barrier project,
and in the lighf of the rationale, analysis, and justification submitted by
the local spon.sors regarding the historical cause-effect relationship
‘bietween naviga£i0n improvements and salt water intrusion, and the

equitable sharing of costs between the Federal Government and local

sponsors.

Executed and entered of record, this the 25th day of February,

1975, )
TEXAS WATER RI HTS COMMISSION

@?M Uy«\

e D rt ». Chairman
T
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E\ \‘\Apl\x\ﬁﬁ) H f’ﬂ,(,/‘\

Burke Holman, Commlssmner /

1 Attachment /; d ‘ /"/
Asg stated, pdgote £ ) 2 e g

orsey Bl Hardeman, Commissioner

/ /ZTWV Jf} LA EiLS

Audrey Strhndtman, Secretary o .
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STATE OF TEXAS X

COUNTY OF TRAVIS X

I, Audrey Strandtman, Secrétary of the Texas Water Rights
Commission, do hereby certify that the foregoing and attached 1s a
true and correct copy of an order of said Commission, the originai
of which is filed in the permanent'records of said Commissicn.

Given under my hand and the seal of the Texas Water Rights

commission, this the 27th gay of Pebruary , A.D. 1975 .

Vil alla

Secreéary
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STATEMENT OF THE CITY OF BEAUMONT

AND THE LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY

CONCERNING THE PROPOSED REPORT

OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ENTITLED

"NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, SALT WATER BARRIER

AT _BEAUMONT, TEXAS"

PRESENTED 70 THE

TEXAS WATER RIGHTS COMMISSIGN

FEBRUARY 5, 1975
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INTRODUCTION

Fresh water supply from the Neches River is vital to the munici-
palities, industries, and rice irrigation farming of the Beaumont and
Jefferson County area. Over the years,las Sabine Lake and the channeT
'of the river have been progressive]y modified to accommodate navigation
by sea-going vessels,'the préb]em of salt water intrusion from the Gulf
of Mexico has become more and more severe. A permanent salt water
barrier is urgent]y needed‘to maintain fresh water conditions in the
-reachéé of the river'above Beaumont and ﬁrotect fhe area's fresh water
resource.

The proposed report by the Chief.df Engineers in fe?atiOn to the
Neches salt water barrier conﬁists basically of three parts:

(1) A detailed study which the Ga]vestoﬁ District of the Cbrps

- completed in 1973; This study outlines the history and facts
of the matter and recommends construction of a permanent
barrier. It'conc1udes that reéolution of the prob]em'should
be a Federal responéibi]ity and that the United States should
pay the full construction cost of a barrier at the most economi-
cal site (Site No. 4), with local interests paying any incre-
mental cost attributable to moving the structure to an altern-
ative site (Site No. 1) which is more desirable for environmental

reasons.

(2) A letter of comment to the Chief of Engineers from the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated 9 July, 1974; This.
Tetter concuré generally in the findings of the Galveston

District, except that it proposes a different view regarding

Xiv



local sharing of the project costs. Based on a separate
study, which had been requested by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors and prepared by the Waterways Experiment

Station at Vicksburg (Miscellaneous Paper H-74-9, Neches River

Saltwater Barrier, by Carl J. Huval, final report published

August 1974), the Board recommended that 25% of the construction

~cost of the barrier at the most economical site should also be

aT]ocated to the local interests.

(3) A proposed letter from the Chief of Engineers to the Secretary

SUMMARY

of the Army, concurring with the comments of the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and submitting the report for

transmission to Congress on that basis.

In summary, the views of the City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches

Valley Authority are as follows:

There is a c]ea? need for the permanent salt water barrier.
The barrier is feasible and should be constructed as proposed.

As concluded in the study by the Galveston District, responsi-
bility for the prob]em should be attributed to Federal navigation

improvements.

. The cause-and-effect relationship between the navigation im-

provements and salt water intrusion on the Neches River has

Tong been recognized and has been acknowledged repeatedly in

past documents of the Corps of Engineers and the United States

Congress.
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e. The precedent of a similar project on the Calcasieu River at -
Lake Charles, Louisiana, where the full cost of resclving a
comparable problem was borne by the Federal goyernment, should

also be followed in this instance.

f. Even if it were ultimately concluded, at the Federal Tlevel,
that mitigation of the Sa1t‘intfusion problem at Beaumont is
not a wholly Federal responsibility, proper analysis of the
problem would indicate thé maximum local responsibility to be

on the order of 3.9%, rather than 25% as now proposed.

NEED FOR THE PERMANENT BARRIER

The study by the Galveston District clearly outlines the seriousness
of the salt water intrusion problem. Temporary barriers of steel sheet
piling are now required nearly every year during the season of lowest
river flow, which also coincides with the months of heaviest demand for
fresh water diversions. A flow in the river qf 1,800 cubic feet per
_ second or mbre is estimated to be requ%red to keep salt water away from
the fresh water intakes. During the last seven years of published records,
‘the natural flow of the river, without upstream regulation and without
fresh water diversions, would have been less than that amount approximately
42% of the time, or an average of five months out of the year. Unless
the salt contamination is prevented, adeguate water supply cannot be
provided for the Jefferson County area. A permanent barrier structure,
with provision for regular passage of boating traffic, is the logical

solution to the problem.
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FEASIBILITY

Construction of a salt water barrier on thg Neches River below the
mouth of Pine Island Bayou was recommended by the Lower Neches Valley
Authority in its master plan for the Neches River Basin, which was pub-
1ished in 1960. The investigation by the Galveston District of the -
Corps of Engineers has confirmed the technical feasibility of the project,
which offers a practical solution to a long-standing problem and also
will provide concurrent environmental benefits. Appendix F of the
Galveston Distriét report determines that the pfojeét is economically

feasible, with a favorable 1.86 ratio of annual beheffts to annual costs.

RELATIONSHIP TO NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS

The syllabus on the first page of the detailed report by the Galveston

District states the matter very concisely, in the following words:

"The study finds that the cause of the salinity intrusion
problem is the progressive improvement of the stream for navi-
gation over a period of many years by the Federal Government
between Beaumont and the Guif of Mexico, culminating in the
recent completion of improvement of the Sabine-Neches Waterway
generally to a depth of 40 feet:; that measures to mitigate the
probtem are a Federal responsibility in furtherance of navigation
improvements previously undertaken, subject to the usual
requirements of local cooperation attached to navigation
‘projects; that the basis for this finding was implied in the
Congressional authorization for the most recent navigation -
improvements {House Document No. 553, 87th Congress, 2nd
Session, pages 15 and 32)."

CAUSE AND EFFECT

That the salt encroachment problem is basically related to enlargement
of the river channel for navigation is not a new concept, but is a fact

that has been hecognized for more than sixty years.

xvii
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'Executive Document No. 84, 43rd Congress, ist Session,‘]874, entitled

Examination of Rivers and Harbors, discussed possible construction of

wooden jetties in Sabine Lake at the mouth of the_Nedhes-Riveh and (on
Page 62) referred to the water as fresh: "The water beiﬁg fresh, such
a jetty would remain for years.”

In 1876, the natural bar at Sabine Pass, between Sabine Lake and the
Gulf, was removed by dredging, and in 1883 the first jetty was constructed
at Sabine Pass to keep the bar from reforming. In 1879-1880, a 5-foot
channel was cut through the natural bar at the mouth of the Neches River.
Durihg the 1880's, a S—foot navigation channel was dredged and maintained
from Sabine Pas§ to the mouth of the Neches. This was subsequently
deepened to 6 feet in 1896. |

House Document No. 634, 58th Congress, 2nd Session, published in 1902

and entitled Sabine Lake and Sabine and Neches Rivers, Texas, noted that
salt water intrusion on Taylors Bayou and Hillebrandt Bayou had become
serious in 1901 and 1902 and that local rice growers attributed the problem
to the navigation improvements. The same document also commented (Page 8)
on the fact that some salt water had by then been noticed above Beaumont
~but that

"No serious results, however, have been experienced from
this source on the Neches, owing to the short duration of the
salt-water pericd, but on Taylors and Hildebrandts bayous the
loss to the rice producers from salt water has been heavy."

Commenting on the Taylors Bayou situation, the U.S. Department of Agritu1ture,

in its Bulletin No. 113, 1902, Irrigation of Rice in the United States,

observed as fo]]qws:

xviii



"In view of the statement of the rice growers.along Taylors
Bayou, that prior to the year 1901 they had always had sufficient
water for the irrigation of their crops, it is quite natural to
conciude that the Port Arthur Canal is wholly responsible for the
condition which prevailed this year."

House Document No. 836, 61st Congress, 2nd Session, in 1910, discussed
the proposed dredging of a navigation channel from the mbuth of the Neches
River to Beaumont. It stated (on Page 13) that: [

"The rice growérs claim, and apparently with good reason,

that the deeper channels will cause salt water to reach their

pumping plants much sooner than it otherwise would."

That document also discussed the concept of a lock or guard gates to
keep the salt water frqm coming upstream and concluded (Page 21) that
"a deep channel should not be dredged without providing some means'wheheby
the rice~growing industry_can be protected from the dangers of salt
- water. . " | |

-The first navigaﬁion channel to Beaumont was 25 feet deep and was con-
Structed in 1914-1915. 1In 1914, the City of Beaumont had to move jts fresh
water intake 4 miles upstream, to Lawsons Crossing, and then in 1915 another
4 miles farther ubstream, to Bunns Bluff (river mile 30).

A gﬁard lock was bgi]t in the Sabine-Neches Canal, below the mouth
of the Neches River, in 1916, but it was bypassed as'an obstruction to
~navigation under authority of the River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1925,

From 1924 through 1929, the navigation channel on the Neches River
was deepened to 30‘feet. In 1926, owners of the irrigation system that
is now operated by the Lower Neches Valley AUthority built an intake
canal from Pine Island Bayou to Lakeview, at mile 38 on the Neches River.
In 1927, the City df Beaumont carried its intake upstream to Wiess Bluff,

at mite 41.7.
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Between 1937 and 1943, the Neches River channel to Beaumont was
again deepened to 34 feet. Beginning in 1944, it began to be necessary
in some years for the Lower Neches Valley Author1ty to install temporary
sheet pile barriers across either the Neches River or Pine Island Bayou
or both, to keep the water fresh at the entrance of the Lakeview Canal,
and at the L.N.V.A. pumping plant at Voth.

These barriers were needed about one year out of two, on the average,
until 1947, when the channel was enlarged to a depth of 36 feet Since _
then, temporary barriers have been needed during the dry season almost

every year, The channel depth is now 40 feet, and further enlargement to

45 feet is currently being considered.

PRECEDENT

The Galveston District report (Page 37} notes the similarity of the

Neches River situation to a previous project at Lake Charles, Louisiane:

"In a similar case involving a salt water barrier on the

Calcasieu River, Louisiana, the Congress stated in the River
and Harbor Act approved 23 October 1962 (Public Law 87-874)
that "..... measures for mitigation of damages from navigation
improvements will be a Federal responsibility and enhancement
effects will be shared on the basis of a 50 per centum Federal
and 50 per centum non-Federal.” It ultimately was determined
that no enhancement effects were involved, and the Calcasieu
River salt water barrier was constructed with no apportionment
of costs to local interest.”

The Calcasieu problem was fundamentally the same as that on .the
Neches. Construction of the deep-draft navigation channel had led to
salt water intrusion to the extent that a river flow of some 8,000 cfs
was required to keep the river fresh at Lake Charles. The river was the

source of water for irrigation of an estimated 132,000 acres of rice,
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some 78% of which‘were affected by the salt water encroachment. After
careful review'of the question of relative obligations for Federal and
local participation in the cost of cofrective measures, it was concluded
that the entire construction cost of the salt water barrier was a Federal

responsibility.

RELATIVE SIGNIFICANCE OF DIVERSIONS AND NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS

If, after due deliberation, the Chief of Engineers and the Federal
Congress determine that the conclusions of the Galveston District investi-
gation and the precedent of the Calcasieu Salt Water Barrier should ﬁot
be f0110wed, and that there should be reguired soﬁe degree of local
participation in the initial cost of the Neches barrier project, then
presumably the system of evaluation developed by the Waterways Experiment
Station in the Huval report would be used. Thus, although that study
was nét included among the materials incorporated in the subject report,
it is potentially of considerable importance to the matter.

The.basic reasening of the Huvai study is edsiTy‘descfibed. It is
based on comparisons of natural river fibws vérsus.the actual net flows
remaining after diversions, and a]so_on‘the fact that a flow of at least
1,900 cfs is now required to keep the salt water bushed downstream whereas
a much Tower “pre;project" flow (estimated by Huval to be 400 cfs) was
needed to accomp1ish the same thing before construction of navigation works.
Using published records of historical measurements at stream gaging stations,
Huval derived estimates of the natural flows of the river and of the net
flows remaining after diversions during the period from 1345 through 1973.

He then reasoned essentially as follows:
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The degree to which salt water intrusion has worsened since
pre-project conditions could be estimated by comparing {a) the
average number of months per year that the actual net flows have
been Tess than 1,900 cfs versus (b) the avefage number of
months per year that the natural flows would have'been less than
the pre-project flow (400 cfs in his calculations).

Although navigation improvements were apparently a méjor.cause
' of-the'probiem, part of the difficulty might also Ee attributed
to water Supp]y diversiohs. |

The portion¥of the problem dué to diversions could be estimated
based on tﬁe difference between (a) the average number of
months per year that the actual net flows have been less than
the pre-project flow requirement and (b) the average number

of months per year that the natural flows would have been less
than that amount if there had been no diversions.

The portion attributab]e to navigation improvements might also
be based on the difference between (a) the average number of
months per year that the natural flows would have been less
than 1,900 cfs and (b} the average humber‘of months per year
that such flows'would have been less than the pfe—project flow.
And the portion not assigned to navigation on this basis could
then be assumed to bé due to diversions.

. Since the two approaches descrjbed'in "t and."d“ above overlap
and do not give identical answers, the final evaluation should

be based on averaging the two sets of results.
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Although the basic rationale of the Huval study is not unreasonable,
there were several secondary assumptions employed in his detailed ca}cu-
lations which lead fo'reéuits that over-estimate the effect of water supply
diversions in comparison to the navigation works. Because the Huval report
is the basis of the conclusions and recommendations of the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors in regard to cost allocations, it is believed that
the following points should be considered: .

a. The assumed pre-project condition should be based on the original
state of the river and of Sabine Lake, before any effect of
navigation improvements. The Huval report assumes that conditions
as of the years 1900-1910 represented the situation prior to
the effect of navigation work. However, navigation improvements
affecting the sa}inity of Sabine Lake, and therefore of the
lower reaches of the Neches as well, began substantialiy

" before 1900. It is apparent that earlier actions, such as
‘removal of the natural bar at Sabine Pass -in 1876 and dredging
of a navigation channel around and through Sabine Lake in the
1890's would materia]ly influence the'ease of access allowed

" to water from the Gulf. It is clear that conditions as of

1900-1910 are not appropriate'for pre-project conditions.

The City of Beaumdnt was able to operate its fresh water intake
on the Neches at a location just downstream from the proposed
'salt water barrier site until 1914. Records of the Evadale
gaging station show that, during the years when Beaumont was
still pumping at the original Tocation, river flows of 1ittle
more than 200 cfs prevailed for over a month in the fall of 1904.

xxiii



Records were not kept at tvadale from January 1907 through

March 1921, but records from the Rockland gage, which has been
operating continuously since 1903, show that flows there
averaged only 12 cfs for a month or more in the fall eof 1910,
which is equivalent to an estimated flow at Beaumont of less
than 40 cfs.

In effect, the evidence indicates that salt water intrusion at
Beaumont under true pre-project conditions was probably non-
existent. The Galveston District report states unequivoca]ly'
that "Prior to 1900 there was no salinity problem in the Neches
River." It is apparent that 400 cfs is too high to use for the
.pre-pfojeét condition in the analysis.

Before navigation channels were cut through Sabine Pass, Sabine\
Lake, the bar at the mouth of the Neches, and the bed of the
river itself, it is probable that the river could have fallen

to zero flow for a substantial period without causing salt
water to reach Beaumont. Based on actual observed stream J
f1ows at the Rockland gage in 1910, it appears that the Beaumont
vater works was able to function while the river flow at Beaumont

averaged less than 40 cfs for a month or longer.

In computing both. the natural flows and the actual net flows,

the contribution of the full drainage area of the Neches Basin
‘shou1d be included. The calculations in the Huval study do not
count any runoff from below the Evadale and Kountze gaging stations
and thus omit the fTow‘from nearly i,OOO square miles of cen-

tributing watershed.
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The flows derived to show the extent of salt water intrusion in
a state of nature should reflect conditions as they would be
without the benefit of upstream flow regulation. In recent.
years, a substantial part of the flow passing the Evadale gage
in summer months of low flow has consisted not of natural flows,
but of regulated releases from Steinhagen Reservoir and Sam
Rayburn Reservoir, which have been constructed by the Corps of
_Engineers and in which the Lower Neches Valley Authority has

~ participated as local sponsor. The L.N.V.A. isfcontributing

$15 million to pay for the water supply benefits of those
projects. Particularly in times of.low flow, the Evadale
gaging station does not show a state-of-nature condition but
the result of regu1ation by the upstream projects. In computing
‘the natural flows, the methods should be such as to eliminate
the effects of Sam Rayburn and Steinhagen. The Huval analysis
did not make allowance for this and thus treated the upstream

releases as natural runoff in times of Tow flow.
The records utilized in the analysis to establish actual net

flows after diversions should reflect conditiohs as they are
at the present time, so that the effect attributed to water
supply operations is based on the net result of diversions at
present levels plus supplemental upstream releases obtained
through L.N.V.A. participation at Sam Rayburn and Steinhagen
Reservoirs. The Huval analysis uses records extending back as
far as 1945. Conditions on the river have changed continually
during much of that period. In particular, the actual net

flows in the summer months now that there is major regulating
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storage at Sam Rayburn Reservoir are not comparable to those
in years before the Sam Rayburn project was bui1i. It is not
believed possible to get meaningful answers regarding present-
day actual net flows from records taken prior to the present
Tevels of diversion pumpage and upstream flow regulation.

The fairest and soundest'basis for evaluation would be to use
the records beginning with Water Year 1967 (the first year
after Sam Rayburn Reservoir filled to above the minimum power
pool level) and extending through the latest pubiished records,
Water Year 1973. During that period, the diversion pumpage
went up and down somewhat from year to year but experienced
relatively little over-a17‘change. These recoerds represent 84
monfhs of essentially stable conditions, comparable to the
present situation, and they are a much more suitable basis for

the analysis than are the older records.

The factors listed above can significantly éffect the'resuTts of
the ca1cu1ations.-' As used in the Huval sfudy, tﬁey lead to under-
estimatidn'of the available flow and over—estimation of the impact of
the water supply pumpages. They result in counting releases from upstream
storage as part of the natural flqw_and counting the diversion of such
releases as contributing to salt water intrusion. |

If the baéic_phiTosophy developed in the Huval study is to be used
to apportion costs between the Federal government and the local sponsors,
the L.N.V.A. and the City of Beaumont suggest that the detailed analysis
should be re-evaluated, with attention given to the foregoing points.
‘Attachment "A" presents ca]cu]atibns comparable to those of the Huval
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study, using the same fundamental Iine of reasoning but with the com-
putations handled so as to allow for those considerations. Answers were
derived for assumed pre-project flow requirements of zero and 40 cfs,
as shown in the following table. For purpbses of comparison, the results

for a pre-project Tiow of 400 cfs are also shown.

Pre-Project Pkeéent—Day - Relative Contribution
Flow Required  Flow Required - Diversions Navigation
zero cfs 1,900 cfs 3.9% 96.1%

40 ¢fs 1,900 cfs 3.9% 9.1%

- 400 cfs - 1,900 cfs . 11.7% 90.3%

Also in relation to this point, it must be recognized that the effect
‘ attributab1elto navigation now is almost certainly Tess than it will be _
in the future. In 1961, when the Lower Neches Valley Authbritylpresented
its views on this subject at a public hearing called by the District_
Engineer of the Galveston District, the navigation channe1.was 36 feet
deep, and the flow required to prevent salt water encroachment was 1,500
cfs. Subsequent deepening of the channel to 40 feet has raised the
required flow rate to 1,900 cfs. Further enlargement, which is now
under conéideration, will raise the necessary flow to a still higher
amount. Thus, ana?ysis based on 1,900 cfs as the "after-project"
condition is not a final result, but only a relative guideline, indi-
cafing-the current state of the problem.
CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, it is the position of the City of Beaumont and the
Lower Neches Va11ey Authority that the proposed salt water barrier on
the Nechés River at Beaumont is a much—heeded project and has been for
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many years, but that propér allocation of constructiqn costs should
recognize full Federal responsibility to mitigate damages caused by
Federal navigation works. There is ample precedent for this approach,
and it is believed to be the correct one to follow in this instance.

In the alternative, if the established precedents are to be abandoned
and part of the basic construction cost is to be allocated to loca?

interests, it is requested:that the analysis leading to the appbrtionment

-of coéts be re-evaluated. It is the belief of the City of Beaumont and

the Lower Neches Valley Authority that correct application of the basic

rationale developed by the Waterways Experiment Station would indicate

the local share to be 3.9%, rather than the 25% presently under consideration.
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ATTACHNER:

Analysis of Neches River Flows to Estimate the Relative Significance of Navigation

Improvements and Water Supply Diversions in Rejation to Salt Water Intrusion:

Water Years 1967-1971

{Using the Basic Approach Proposed in Waterways Experlment Station Miscellaneous
Paper H-74-9) :

1.

Derivation of Natural Flows:

a. Runoff above Dam B was derived from gaged flows at the Rockland, Lufk1n and
Chireno gaging stations, multipiied by the ratio of total contr1but1ng
drainage area above Dam B to that above the gaging statjons.

b. Runoff below Dam B was derived from gaged flows at the Kountze and Sour Lake
gaging stations, multiplied by the ratio of total contributing drainage area
below Dam B to that above the gaging stations.

Cerivation of Actual Flows:

a. The actual gross flow available was der1ved from measured flows at the Evadale
gaging station; plus observed flows at the Kountze and Sour Lake gaging 1
stations multiplied by the ratio of the total contributing area below the
Evadale gage to that above the Kountze and Sour Lake gages.

b.  The actual net flows were derived by subtracting the d1vers10ns of the L.N.V.A,
and the City of Beaumont from the actual gross flows.

Flows Required to Keep Salt Water Away:

a. Before any navigation improvements {"pre-project"), records indicate that
a flow of 40 cfs or less could be tolerated in any given month,

b. At the present time, it takes a flow of 1,900 ¢fs to keep the salt water
away.

Difference Between Natural and Actual Flows:

a. The natural flows would have been iess than 40 cfs during no months, and
Tess than 1,900 cfs during 35 months out of the seven years.

b. The actual net flows were less than 40 cfs during no months, and less than
1,900 cfs during 38 months out of the seven years.

Results:

a. Total worsening of salt water intrusion is the difference between zero
months with natural flow, pre-project, versus 38 months with actual net
flows and the present-day flow requirement, or an over-all increase of
38 months.

b. If there had been no navigation improvements, there would have been no
change in the number of months of intrusion probiems, and from this view-
point the effect due to diversions is zerc.

C. If there had been no diversions and no change in flow conditions, the
increased intrusion due to the navigation improvements would have been
35 months out of the total of 38 months, and from this viewpoint the re-

- maining 3 months might be attributed to the diversions.

d. Averaging the results of the two alternative viewpoints (b and c), the

estimated contributions of diversions and navigation works are:

Attributable to qiversions: O;g /2y 100 = 3.9%

Attributable teo navigation: [3?%352/2‘ % 100 = 96.1%

e. Results for a pre-preject flow requirement of zerc are the same as for a
pre-project flow requirement of 40 cfs.
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6. Summary of Flows

On the following page is a tabulation of the derived naturai flows,
actual gross flows (i.e., before diversions) and actual net flows for
the Neches River just below the mouth of Pine Island Bayou for the
period since Sam Rayburn Reservoir became effective. Although the
actual net Tlows are generally less than the natural Tlows, there are
many times, especially during the dry summer months, when the releases .
from upstream storage add more water to the river than the diversions
take away. On the average, there is more flow left in the river now,
during the months of June through October, even after the diversion
pumpage, than there would have been with no diversions if the upstream
reservoirs had not been constructed. Thus, the cooperative participation
of the L.N.V.A., in joining with the Corps of Engineers to help provide
the regulating storage, has served to substantially compensate for the
water supply diversions during many months of the most critical low flow
conditions. These data emphasize the importance of giving correct
troatment to the effects of upstream regulation releases when appiying

the basic method suggested by the Waterways Experiment Station.

XAX



XXX

SUMMARY OF NATURAL AND ACTUAL FLOWS
OF THE NECHES RIVER BELCW THE MOUTH OF PINE ISLAND BAYOU
WATER YEARS 1967-1973

-cfs-
Oct MNov  Dec - Jan . Feb  Mar  Apr  May  Jun  Jul  Aug  Sep

W.Y. 1967 ‘

Natural Flow 1,163 1,046 1,459 2,060 2,337 1,98 4,543 2,810 2,951 748 254 253
Actual Gross Flow 2,347 1,800 2,041 2,447 2,018 2,151 4,312 2,736 2,852 1,269 1,146 . 977
Actual Net Flow ° . 2,087 1,647 1,795 2,207 1,756 1,692 3,354 1,824 1,232 224 247 308
W.Y. 1968 - _ .

Natural Flow 4 235 ' 80 6,891 3,873 6,688 23,103 15,818 14,958 9,155 1,563 3,332
Actual Gross Flow = 587 506 826 3,813 3,023 4,454 14,430 14,637 15,958 10,736 4,438 2,258
Actual Net Flow 186 227 616 3,593 2,796 4,160 13,668 13,539 14,915 9,329 3,280 1,698
K.Y. 1969 : o \ -
Natural Flow .~ 1,681 2,699 13,240 6,651 13,377 28,516 26,047 32,458 4,561 1,010 372 403
Actual Gross Flow - 3,373. 4,366 9,803 8,238 12,118 18,190 23,197 30,818 14,863 2,963 2,562 1,802
Actual Net Flow 2,963 4,059 9,570 . 8,008 11,896 17,900 22,408 29,856 13,346 1,672 1,528 1,072
W.Y. 1970 . - 4

National Flow 340 1,352 3,368 4,435 4,081 9,139 6,768 6,253 1,757 476 306 522
Actual Gross Fiow 1,343 1,085 2,257 3,380 2,978 5,544 6,426 6,816 2,752 1,485 945 1,271
Actual Net Flow ©869 - 722 1,999 3,111 2,689 5,148 5,630 - 5,806 1,551 188 100 727
W.Y. 1971 _ ' -

Natural Flow 2,761 2,723 1,337 1,522 1,457 2,000 1,162 2,669 466 295 789 424
Actual Gross Flow 2,800 2,559 1,409 - 1,515 1,469 1,972 1,826 1,901 1,568 1,387 840 597
Actual Net Flow 2,466 2,252 1,000 1,213 1,126 1,251 727 787 158 119 309 91

Y. 1972 ' ' o : _

Natural Fiow . 834 780 9,199 7,962 6,098 5,390 3,240 - 8,372 914 1,139 448 487
Actual Gross Flow 918 . 720 8,948 6,775 5,268 5,191 4,113 9,080 3,232 - 2,605 2,133 1,910
Actual Net Flow 482 372 8,581 6,479 4,947 4,488 3,076 7,958 1,951 1,668 1,518 1,310
W.Y. 1973 ' o ‘ '
Natural Flow 945 5,987 7,673 15,602 14,624 17,326 29,764 17,241 25,974 7,790 4,295 9,139
Actual Gross Flow 1,660 4,023 6,174 11,501 17,204 17,220 30,339 22,928 22,679 15,221 6,166 10,741
Actual Net Flow 1,306 3,630 5,898 11,240 16,935 16,902 29,817 21,781 21,333 13,594 5,190 10,316

Notes: Natural flow is amount that would be experienced without upstream regu1at1on or diversions. Actual gross flow
is historical flow, including effect of upstream regulation but before diversions. Actual net flow is actual gross -
flow minus water supply diversions.




LETTER TO THE GOVERNOR OF TEXAS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314

RUPLY TO
ATTLNTION GF)

DAEN-CWP-C D : 17 July 1975

llonorable Dolph Briscoe ' " ‘ r
Governor of Texas
Austin, Téxas 78711

- 4

P

Dear Governor Briscoe:

This is in reply to your letter of 15 March 1975 concerning my proposcd
_repert on the Neches River and Tributaries, Saltwater Barrier at Deaumont,
Texas. ‘ : '

T am pleased that you concur in my conclusion and recommendation that a
saltwater barrier on the Neches River is needed and should be constructed.
I note that you urge consideration be given to the data and analysis pre-
parcd by local sponsors regarding the historical cause~-cffect relationship
botwean extensive navigation improvements and salt water intrusion in the
Neches River in support of a different apportionment of project costs. 1
also note that you consider the revised draft environmental Impact statcment
to properly incorporate the views of the appropriate state agencilies. You
way be assured that a copy of your letter will be included in the final
environmental impact statement.

Tn the statcment prepared by the ¢ity of Beaumont and the Lower Neches
Valley Authority (LNVA), there is agreement in principle with the study
made for the DBoard of Engincers by the Waterway Experiment Station {WES).
However, four main points of disagreecment are addressed., These ara: _
assumed pre=-project conditions, contrikuting drainage area, effccts of Sam
Rayburn and Steinhagen Rescrvoirs, and the period of record.

“le glatement has been considered by the Resident Member of the Doard of
ingincers, the Dircctor of the Waterways Experiment Station and my stafl.

Tlhe following pavagraphe include our findings. ' '

Pre-project conditions = The ¢ity contends that action such as removal of

thc watural bar at Sabine Pass in 1867 and dredging of a'‘mavigation channol
around and through Sabine Lake in the 1890's materially influcnced the casc
of access of saltwater from the Gulf into the river. Therefore, they belicve
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that the conditions as of 1900-1910 are not appropriate for pre-project
conditions as assumed in the WES study.

The WES study and the Division Engineer's report point out that there did
not appear to be a salinity problem in the Necheg River prior to 1900,
because water demands were moderate, and because thers was a natural bar

at the mouth of the river. The picture began to change with the introduc-
tion of rice cultivation in Jefferson County and construction of the
deep-draft channel, Of importance, too, #s the fact that the navigation
channel is not continuously interconnected to Sabine Lake due to a landfill
between the channel and the lake. Dredging the natural bar between the
mouth of the Neches River and Sabine Lake in 1896 to & feet deep and 100
feet wide may have contributed to the problem, However, even as late as
1908, when the Sabine~Neches Channel (9 ft by 100 ft) between Port Arthur
and the mouths of the Neches and Sabine Rivers was completed, the LNVA
indicated that the canal did not cause any appreciable amount of saltwatex
intrusion in the Neches River. According to the LNVA, the turning point was
when the Sabine-Neches Canal and the Neches River to Beaumont were dredged
to a depth of 25 feet in 1914, Both the withdrawals and channelization
appear to have had some effect prior te 1900; however, the evidence indicates
that the significant turning point was around 1914. Therefore, I believe
that using the 1900-191C period as a pre-project condition is appropriate.

Drainage area = The city considered that nearly 1,000 square miles of con-
tributing watershed below the Evadale gaging station on the Neches River
and Kountze gaging station on Village Creek should have been included in

the WES study. The drainage area above these gages is approximately 107%

of the total. We recognize that the accuracy of the estimates in the WES
report could be 10% high or lLow. The influence of using a smaller drainage
area is in my opinion offset by the ommission ¢f the thhdrawals by the city
and the Dastex paper company.

Effects of Sam Rayburn and Steinhagen Reservoirs and the Period of Record -
The city contends that the period 1967 to 1974 should be utilized in the
analysis to establish actual net flows after diversion to reflect conditions
as they are at the present time. ’

Using only 7 years out of the 29 years of record is questionable since the
gsalinity problem is prevalent with or without the reservolrs. T consider
that the longest available period of record should be used to determine the
actual cause of saltwater intrusion and the relative lnfluences of pumping
and channel deepening.
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In view of the foregoing, I believe that the conclusions reached in
the WES study are bachally sound, ZTherefore, T consider that the
divisicn of project costs recommended by the Board of Engineers is aypro-

priate.
A copy of your letter and this reply will be included with the zeport when

it is scnt to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,

a

ﬁ#/:}/éy 7 &
'd/ RIBB 3// T

Lleutenant Ggnepal, USA
Chief of Enginéers
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COMMENTS OF THE GOVERNOR OF TEXAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE CAPITOL.
P ovemon AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

Getober 20, 1975

Lieutenant General W. C. Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear General Gribble:

Thank vou for your letter of July 17, 1975, concerning the proposed
report on the Neches River salt water barrier at Beaumont. I am pleased
that we concur regarding the faverable envirommental impact of the project
as proposed and the need for the barrier. Your letter alse addresses poinis
raised in a statement by the City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches Vall
Authority at the public hearing held at my request by the Tewas Water Rights
Commission on February 5, 1975. Your interpretation of their comments
appears to be different from my own, and I believe that those points
merit further discussion.

The issue here is fair allocation of costs to correct a critical salt
water intrusion problem at Beaumont. There is general agreement that the
problem has been caused primarily by federal navigation works, which have
enlarged the natural channel and increased the amount of river flow needed
to keep salt water away from local fresh water intakes. It has been pointed
out that correction of almost identical difficuities elsewhere has formey!
been recognized as a fully federal responsibility. The local interests con-
tend, and I agree, that the federal govermment should recognize a similar
obligation to correct the unfavorable side-effects of navigation works at
Beaumont.

You have had a study of the Neches River situation prepaved by the
Waterways Experiment Station. It finds that salt water intrusion would be
less serious if there were no withdrawals of river water for berneficizl use,
and concludes that 25% of the difficulty should be attributed to fresh water
diversions rather than to navigation. Based on the study, you have proposed
to recommend to Congress that local intereste be required to pay 25% of the
cost of the salt water barrier.

Although your letter expresses the view that Beaumont and the L.N.V.A.
agree in principle with the Waterways Experiment Station, T do not under-
stand that to be their position. Instead, their statement clearly urges
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that the established precedent of full federal responsibility for a problem
of this nature should again be acknowledged in this instance. They then

go on to say that, if the precedent should be set aside, and if the basic
reasoning of the Waterways Experiment Station should be adopted instead,
there are aspects of that study which should be re-worked so as to properly
reflect the physical facts of the case. They point out several fundamental
corrections which should be made in the analysis before it could be con-—
sidered a wvalid basis for allocation of costs. Specifically, I refer to
the following:

a. The study should use a valid estimate of the rate of river
flow originally needed to keep salt water away from Beaumont
under natural conditions. Actual records show this minimum
"pre-project”" flow to have been 40 cubic feet per second or
less. The Waterways HExperiment Station assumed a pre-project
flow requirement of 400 c¢fs, or ten times as much as the
records indicate. Your letter does not speak directly to this
point, but instead discusses whether salt water intrusion had
moved up the river as far as Beaumont prior to 1910. The
guestion is obviously not the date at which Beaumont became
unable to pump fresh water from the river, but rather the
proper value of the minimum river flow necessary to protect
Beaumont before effects of navigation dredging were introduced.

b. The study should consider the entire drainage area.  1In its
present form, it omits all runoff contributed by approximately
1,000 square miles of watershed immediately upstream from
Beaumont. Your letter tends to minimize this on the grounds
that it represents only ten percent of the Neches River Basin.
However, in any study of this type, where results are deter-
mined by the difference between available flows and diversions,
an error of ten percent in the data can lead to errors of sev-
eral hundred percent in the answers. You also suggest that
omission of part of the runoff is balanced by not counting
diversions on the part of Beaumont and the Eastex Paper Mill,
Beaumont diversions were included in analysis supplied with
the statement of local interests. Eastex gets part of its
supply from wells and returns more water to the river than it
diverts. '

¢. The study should not count releases from upstream reservoir
storage as part of the state-of-nature runoff. The Waterways
Experiment Station analysis is essentially a comparison of
natural flows versus the actual flows after the effects of man
on the river. In its present form it tredts all recorded flows
of the Neches River as if they were natural runoff, disregarding
the fact that much of the flow in cfitical dry months hag been
released from conservation storage in Sam Rayburn and Steinhagen
" Reservoirs. This storage, for which the Lower Neches Valley
Authority as local sponsor in contributing $15 million to the
federal government, generally offsets the effects of diversions
with respect to salt water Intrusion at Beaumont. As it now
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stands, the analysis operates to penalize the local
interests for these major conservation efforts, rather
than to give proper credit for their beneficial effects,
For valid estimates of natural flow, the records should
be adjusted to deduct the ustream releases. Your letter
does not discuss this point.

d. On the other hand, the study should reflect the full benefit of
upstream releases as part of the actual flow that is now
available. The local interests have suggested that the
river records after 1967 {(where Sam Rayburn Reservoir first
filled) do reflect this correctly, but that earlier records
do not. Your letter does not respond directly to the basic
point, which is that a fair appraisal of the actual flows
must allow for benefits of L.N.V.A. participation in Sam
Rayburn and Steinhagen. You do state that the study should
be based on the longest available period of record. Clearly
a longer period of misleading records is not ito be preferred
over a not—-so-long span of valid data.

In my opinion, the statement of the Lower Neches Valley Authority and the
City of Beaumont gives a balanced presentation of views which are significant
not only to their local area but also to Texas and the United States as a
whole. The basic approach to curing this kind of problem should be consistent
and what is applicable in one state should be applicable in another. If, as
a matter of national policy, it is decided to adopt a new approach, the
underlying reasoning for any alternative method should be sound and free
from obvious shortcomings.

As a part of the local interests' statement, there is included 3 detailed
evaluation using the basic rationale of the Waterways Experiment Station but
with consideration given to the factors discussed above. The indicated
percentage responsibility attributable to diversions is found to be not
25% but 3.9%Z. This represents a very substantial change in the result, due
to correction of the items to which they call attention. '

I believe that this is a significant difference, which deserves your
thoughtful review. As we have said to you in connection with salt water
pollution control works in the Brazos River Basin, we believe substantial
changes in cost allocation policies related to water quality should be
undertaken only after in-depth discussion with the states. We would again
welcome the opportunity for such discussions with you.

GowErnor of Texas

DB/kdw
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LETTER TO THE GOVERNOR OF TEXAS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
QEFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314

REPLY T . : i
ATTENTMIN Off

DAEN-CWE~C

27 SN wmTR

Fonorablie Volph Briscoe
Governor of Texas
suatin, Texas 78711

Deny Governor Briscoe:

This is in veply to your letter of 20 October 1975 commenting further on
the cost sharing arrangement recommended in my proposed report on Neches
Biver and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas. |

Although the study basically is concerned with the problem of salt water
intrusion in the lower Neches River, we must consider all factors that
could possibly impact on this problem. Any action by man to alter the
shape of ov enlarge the matural river outlet can provide one avgnue
e dncreasing the intrusion of salt water further and further upstream.
Yy ¢he other hand, the impoundment of portions of the total basin stream-
w 1o upstream veservoirs can also contribute to the problem, 'even in
the absence of any alteration of the matural outlet. 1In the Neches River
hasin rthere are several reserveirs which include storage for municipal
angd industrial water supply and agricultural purposes. The existing Sam
Rggburn Reservoir (Corps of Engineers) includes a pocl for temporary
storage of flood flows and a permanent pool for municipal and industrial
water supply, hydroelectric power and other beneficial uses. The B. A.
Stainhagen Lake (Corps of Engineers) was built as a reregulating facility
for the vreleases from Sam Rayburn Reservoir. In the upper basin non=-
Federal interests have constructed several reservoirs with permanent
ztorage, including one where water is diverted from the basin. All of
these projects will have some influence on the problem in the lower
Keches River basin. "

The Board of Engineers recognized that factors in addition to continued
eniargement of the Neches River outlet were responsgible for the progres-
sive upstream intrusion of the salt water wedge during periods of low
strean flows. The special study undertaken by the Waterways Experiment
tion for the Board of Engineers was made to gain further insight into
Hvﬂbﬁ&ﬂm This apecial study considered that the salt water intrusion
pm was dus to improvements for water supply, as well as for naviga-
i, and that a reasonable assigument of cause was on the order of

3
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75 percent to navigation and 25 percent to water supply. This study
recognized that the available historic data on streamflow was
somewhat sparse,

After further review of the matter I am still convinced that this
7525 agsignment of cause as the means for establishing the share of
the project cost is reasonable. This recognizes the numerous water
supply storage and stream diversion projects for municipal, industyial
and agricultural use throughcut the Neches River basin, including the
lower basin and adjacent areas In the viecinity of Beaumont,

There are other precedents for sharing costs on projects for tha
prevention of salinity intrusion, in addition te that on the Calcasieu
River in Louislana, 1In the report on a study involving the lower
Trinity River in Texas {Walligville Reservoir) the sharing of project
costs was based on a determination that the salt water intrusion was
caused about equally by navigzition fmprovements and natural causes and
thus 30 percent of the costs assigned to salinity intrusion were Fadersl
and 50 percent non-Federal. The Wallisville project wirh the 350-30

cost sharing arrangement was authorized by Congress in the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1362,

Your views expressed in this letter and your 15 March 1975 letter,
together with all supplemental information inclosed therewith, will be
submitted to the Congress, together with my report, for their consideraiion.

Sincerely vyours,

% .

Lieutenant Gepeyal, USA
Chief of Engipéers
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To:

PEP ER- 457
TH/1 March 18, 1975

Dear General Gribble:

Thank you for your letter of November 18, 1974, requesting
our views and comments on the revised draft environmental
statement and interim review of reports, for the Saltwater
Barrier on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. Comments on
both documents are presented below.

General Comments

We have some doubts about the benefits to be derived from
this proposed project in view of the economically attractive
and effective temporary saltwater barriers now being used.
The reports should provide a sound analysis of technical,
engineering and economic features that clearly demonstrate
that the proposed project is superior to the existing one.

The review reports and the draft environmental statement do
not evaluate the possibility that continuing subsidence
along the Gulf Coast may nullify project benefits within a
vrelatively brief period. Continuing development in this
area necessitates greater groundwater withdrawals, that
will accelerate land subsidence and tend to reduce the
l-foot differential at the proposed structure, thereby
reducing or negating the usefulness of the proposed project.
Additional information pertaining to the adequacy of the
1-foot differential is desired.

The revised draft environmental statement adequately
addresses the concerns of outdoor recreation and fish and
wildlife resources.

Interim Review Reports

We concur with the Corps of Engineers statements of mineral
commodities produced in Jefferson County, Texas, as set forth
in the Main Report (page 4) and in Appendix 1 (page B-1).

We also agree that the proposed project should not signifi-
cantly affect mineral resource development (environmental

7
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statement, page 16). However, the section titled "Natural
Resources" (Appendix 1, page B-6) should contain maps and
explaln in more detail the cited mineral resources in the
project area.

The report indicates that saltwater intrusion has plagued
this portion of the Neches River since the nineteenth cen-
tury, before the installation of any navigation improvements.
The problem of saltwater intrusion appears to be the result
of inadequate flows in the Neches River which, in turn, is
directly attributable to upstream impoundment of water for
conservation and recreation and to excessive withdrawals of
water for irrigation and municipal use. Aggravation of the
problem by continuing development should be discussed.

The proposed action will not adversely affect any proposed

or existing unit of the National Park System, including the
nearby Big Thicket National Preserve. No site eligible for
registration as a National Historic, Natural or Envirormental
Education Landmark will be affected.

Revised Draft Environmental Statement

Results of the archeclogical survey mentioned on page 15,
paragraph 1 of the environmental statement should be included
in the final statement. If the survey locates sites that
will be disturbed by the project, the final statement should
also include actions that will be taken to mitigate the
impact on non-renewable archeological resources.

If operational procedures proposed by the Corps of Engineers,
on pages 12 and 13 of the environmental statement are strictly
adhered to freshwater return flows to the Sabine Lake Estuary
should not be significantly reduced below historically
recorded values. In addition, approximately 17 miles of the
Neches River and Pine Island Bayou will be improved in

water quality as a result of the project

We hope these comments will be of assistance to you in pre-
paring your final documents.

Sincerely yours

" Secretary of the Interior

W.C. Gribble, Jr.
Lieutenant General, USA

Department of Army
Washington, D.C. 2031k
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LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHIMGTON, D.C. 20314

REFLY TO
ATTENTION OF: .

DAEN-CWP-C 28 May 1975

Honorable Kent Frizzell
Acting Secretary of the Interior
Washington, D. C. 20240

Dear Mr. Secretary:

This is in reply to your Department's comments on the proposed report and
draft environmental impact statement concerning Neches River and Tributaries,
Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

The letter expresses doubts about the benefits to be derived from the pro-
posed project in view of the economically attractive temporary barriers

now being used, and states that the report should demonstrate that the
proposed project is superior to the existing one. As stated in the formu-
lation section of our report, the essential elements of an acceptable plan

are that it should permanently control sgalinity intrusion in the river:
provide for free and reasonably unobstructed use of the river by existing

and prospective recreational and commercial navigation; be compatible with

any future plan for extension of a barpge channel above Beaumont; and preserve
or enhance the natural environment of the river and its flood plain. Although
the temporary barriers are effective and economical, they obstruct existing
navigation when in place and are incompatible with proposals to extend
navigation, Therefore, the temporary barriers are unacceptable as a perwmanent
solution. '

In response to the Department's comment on the possibility that continuing
subsidence along the Culf Coast way nullify project benefits, Section B of
Appendix 1 of the Galveston District HEngineer's report indicates that most
of the land surface of Jefferson County subsided less than 0.25 foot between
1918 and 1954. Recently the National Geodetic Survey furnished information
on the 1973 releveling. Between 1959 and 1973 seven bench marks in the
Beaumont area subsided an average of about 0.5 foot. At this rate of
subsidence, about 100 years will elapse before the 3.5-fcot freeboard at the
barrier reduces to zero. Installation of the proposed salt water barrier
will insure the reliability of the existing surface water supplies, and
retard the developunent of additional ground water withdrawals. We have no
evidence to indicate that other dewands will produce either a significant
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future increase in withdrawals of ground water in Jefferson and Orange
Counties, or a significant increase in the rate of subsidence.

With respect to the request for additional information pertaining to the
one-foot head differential between the upstream and downstream pool
elevations, we believe that a one-foot differertial is adequate to minimize
upstream penetration of salt water through the navigation gate when it is
opened for navigation.

The possibility that continuing development will aggravate the problem of
salt water intrusion by depleting freshwater flows in the Neches River has
also been considered. Future increases in the demand for surface water for
municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses in the lower portion of the
Neches River basin are expected to increase the number of months that a

salt water barrier will be necessary for the protection of the surface

water supplies. The project has been designed to accommodate this expected
increase.

The comments on the draft environmental statement have been considered in
the final statement together with our responses thereto.

A copy of the Departmeﬁt's letter and this reply will accompany my report
to Congress.

Sincerely yours,

Chief of Engiwleers
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250

March 7, 1975

Lt. General William C, Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers

0ffice of the Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army

Dear General Gribble:

This is in response to your letter of November 18, 1974, transmitting for
our review and comments your proposed report, together with pertinent
papers, and the draft environmental statement for Neches River and Tribu-
taries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

The Main Report on page 38 states ''"The costs of a salt water barrier and
navigation gate at site 4 are attributable to mitigation of damages that
result from dredging of the Federal navigation project,"” Thus, the
$11,853,000 cost would appear to be additional costs for the navigation
project and should be justified by navigation benefits rather than benefits
from prevention of salinity damages to the rice crop. The use of benefits
from prevention of salinity damages to the rice crop appears to be further
questionable since the report states on page 32 that potential damages at
present are effectively prevented by existing fixed salt water barriers
and, therefore, must be assessed on a hypothetical basis rather than
established fact. If the proposed project is truly mitigation, you may
wish to consider supplementing the existing federal navigation project.

The Draft Environmental Statement meets the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Sincerely,

e

Robert W. Long

Assistant Secretary for Conservation,
Rescarch and Education
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LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314

REPLY 7O
ATTENTION CF:

DAEN-CWP-C : 28 May 1975

—— ———

Honorable Earl L. Butz
Secretary of Agriculture
Washington, D. C. 20250

Dear Mr. Secretary:

This is in reply to your Department's comments on the proposed report and
draft environmental impact statement concerning Neches River and Tribu-
taries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas. The coumments on the
mitigation aspects of the project and the crediting of benefits for pre-
venting salinity damage to crops have been carefully considered.

We recognize the fact that the construction of the ship channel to Beaumont
and its subsequent progressive enlargement have been a contributing factor
in the upstream penetration of salt water. We recognize also the close
relationship that exists between the recently completed deepening of the ship
channel to 40 feet and the proposed salt water barrier. The salt water
barrier would have been a logical element to include in the recommended plan
for deepening the Sabine-Neches Waterway. However, this would have resulted
in delaying the needed deepening and, since we had separate Congressional
study authorization for the Neches River and Tributaries, we decided to
study the salinity problem separately. In either case, however, incremental
justification of the salt water barrier would be required.

The benefits from the proposed salt water barrier do not stem from improve-
ments to navigation or from prevention of damages to navigation. The
principal benefits of the proposal are from wmitigation of damages to the
rice crop which we believe would be caused from salt water intrusion in

the absence of the temporary barriers. Although the temporary barriers

are efféctive and economical, they obstruct navigation when in place, and
dre, therefore, undesirable as a permanent solution.

, A'cqpy‘éf the Department's letter and this reply will accompany my report
" to Congress.

Sincerely yours.



COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD  u.s coasT SUARD (G-WS/73)

400 SEVENTH STREET SW.
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Prone, (202) 426°2262

20 Feb 1975

* Lieutenant General W. C. Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear General Gribble:

This is in response to your letter of 18 November 1974 addressed to
Secretary Claude S. Brinegar concerning a proposed report on Neches
River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier, Beaumont, Jefferson County,
Texas.

The concerned operating administrations and staff of the Department of
Transpoxrtation have reviewed the material submitted. We have no comments

to offer nor do we have any objection to this project.

The opportunity to review this proposed report is appreciated.

Sincerely,
NORSI@IR Y
W.E CA L
Captain T

Depz.; by

P\j:‘n ettt i"

U§nu-.~Lust. HE
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
REGIONAL OFFICE

1114 COMMERCE STREET
DALLAG, TEXAS 75202 OFFICE OF
THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR

Our Reference: EI# 1274-453 _ 13 December 1974

Lt. Gen. W. C. Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear Gen. Gribble: RE: Revised: Neches River & Tributaries,
Salt Water Barrier, Beaumont, Texas

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed the Environmental Impact

Statement for the abofe project proposal in accordance with Section

102(2) (C) of P. L. 91-190, and the Council on Environmental Quality
Guidelines of April 23, 1971.

Environmental health program responsibilities and standards of the
Department of Health, Zducation, and Welfare include those vested with
the United States Public Health Service and the Facilities Engineering
and Construction Agency. The U. S. Public Health Service has those
programs of the Federal Food and Drug Administration, which include

the National Institute of Occupalional Safety and Health and the Bureau
of Community Environmental Management 1housi$g, injury contrcl, recre-—
ational health and insect and rodent control}.

Accordingly, our review of the Draft Environmental Statement for the
project discerns no adverse health effects that might be of signifi-
cance where our program responsibilities and standards pertain,
provided that appropriate guides are followed in concert with State,
County, and local environmental health laws and regulations.

We therefore have no objection to the authorization of this project
insofar as our interests and responsibilities are concerned.

Very truly yours,

William F. Crawfofd
Environmental Impdct Coordinator

cc: Phyllis Hayes, OEA/Wash
Warren Muir, Council on Environmental Quality
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- - DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE

Reaction Review and Comments on Environmental Impact Statement for Project
Proposal: , . ‘

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Reviewed With Objectiions

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Reviewed With Wo Objections

Date: ©12-13-74 o . EI# 1274-453
Agency/Bureau:  DHEW/PHS
‘Pro‘ect Proposal:  Neches River and Tributaries, Texas

‘Saltwater Barrier on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas

L

Comments: Review of draft of this plan revealed no areas of concern in
regard to compliance with Section 102(2)(c} of Public Law 91-190.
This revised impact statement is still in compliance with these
criteria and no changes are recommended.

-
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COMMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

AED 574,
o (Y

o —

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

\ R
REGION VI

241 s : 1600 PATTERSON
DALLAS, TEXAS 75201

January 27, 1975

FﬂOHMNs
O AGENGY

2

Colonel Marvin W. Rees

Executive Director of Civil Works
Department of the Army

Office of the Chief of Engineers
Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear Colonel Rees:

We have reviewed the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for "Neches River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont,
Texas." The proposal calls for the construction of a permanent salt
water barrier across the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. The proposed
barrier will consist of a gated dam in the river, a gated navigation
by-pass channel, an-auxiliary dam in a small tributary bayou, an access
and service bridge, and other related works.

: The statement covers most of the possible environmental impacts of
the proposed project; however, we offer the following comments for your
consideration in preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement:

1. The statement indicates that the Lower Neches River Authority
"periodically" constructs temporary salt water barriers to: protect the
fresh water supply. The frequency with which these barriers have been
constructed in the past should be described. For example, are the
temporary barriers needed every year? This information would further
aid in better understanding the need for the project.

2. An earth fil1l and concrete auxiliary dam are proposed to be
constructed across the canal which drains the southern end of Baird's
Bayou. However, no discussion as to the need for such a structure is
given in the statement. This aspect of the project, including the
associated environmental impacts, should be discussed in the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

3. The statement indicates that should the local interests not make
the required cash contributions for a project at river mile 23.0, the

project is proposed to be built at river mile 26.3. Further discussion
should be included as to possible impacts associated with a barrier at
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this location. For exampTe, will an earth fill auxiliary structure still
be required for Baird's Bayou, and if so, what will its function be?
Also, if navigation lock and canal is needed for alternate sites, these
areas should be clearly illustrated on an appropriate map.

We would also suggest that consideration be given to the preparation
of a revised or supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
proaect should the barrier be placed at an alternate location. For example,
at river mile 26.3, spoil from the construction of a navigation lock and
channel will have to be disposed of in alternate sites. A revised statement
would help to ensure that an adequate assessment has been made of the pos-
sible environmental impacts associated with construction of the proaect at
the alternate site in question.

4, The statement contains no data as to the existing quality of water
in the Neches River. This information is necessary in order that an adequate
assessment of the possible impacts to water quality can be made. The water
quality data should include levels of dissolved oxygen, biochemical oxygen
demand, chemical oxygen demand, existing nutrient concentrations, salinities,
and concentrations of toxic pollutants (heavy metalis, pesticides). If data
is available, an effort should be made to compare the water quality both
-above and below the temporary barriers. These comparisons could help in
substantiating statements as to the seasonally dependent decrease in the
quality of water in the lower reaches of the proposed project area.

5. Another alternative to-the navigation lock and canal which should
be discussed is the incorporation of a navigation lock into the salt water
barrier. The salt water intrusion problem would be mitigated and stili
allow barge traffic to continue on the river. It appears that buiiding the
proposed by-pass channel, which could be expanded to accommodate larger
barges, could actually induce an increase in barge traffic with accompanying
pollutants.

6. Possible adverse secondary impacts which could be induced by the
project should also be discussed in the statement. For example, increased
barge traffic and a more reliable water supply could induce an increase in
industrialization in the area accompanied by increased noise, air, solid
waste, and water pollution. Increased demands and dependence on the water
supply provided by the Neches River may require that the salt water barrier
be closed for a longer time period during the year. This could represent
a potential impact to downstream estuarine areas bringing about a decline
in productivity. Such an impact would be of a Tong-term nature and may
represent an essentially irretrievable commitment of resources. Such
possible Tong-term impacts need to be discussed in the statement.



These comments classify your Draft Environmental Impact Statement as
L0-2. Specifically, we have no objection to the proposed project. How-
ever, additional information on the existing water quality of the Neches
River and the possible lTong-term secondary impacts which the project may
have on downstream estuarine areas is needed in the final statement. The
classification and the date of our comments will be published in the
Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility to inform the public
of oKr views on proposed Federal actions, under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act.

Definitions of the categories are provided on the attachment. Our
procedure is to categorize our comments on both the environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and on the adequacy of the impact statement
at the draft stage, whenever possible.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and would be happy to discuss our comments with you. Please send
us two copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement at the same time
it is sent to the Council on Environmental Quality.

Sincerely yours,

egional Administrator

Enclosure
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

EPA has reservations concerning the envirormental effects of certain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the
originating Federal agency to re-assess these aspects.

10 - Lack of Objections
ER - Environmental Reservations
EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsat:.sfactory because of its.
potentially harmful effect on the enviromment. Furthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safequards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(;mclud:mg the possibility of no action at all).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1 - Adequate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the envirornmental impact
of the proposed project or action as well as alternatlves reasonably

- available to the project or action.

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

EPA believes the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the environmental impact of the proposed
progect or action. However, from the information submitted, the Agency
is able to make a prelmnaxy determination of the impact on the
environment, EPA has requested that the originator provide the
information that was not included in the draft statement.

Category 3 ~ Inadequate

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess
the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the
statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The
Agency has requested nore information and analysis concerning the
potential environmental hazards and has asked that substantial revision
be made to the impact statement. If a draft statement is assigned a
Category 3, no rating will be made of the project or action, since a
basis does not generally exist on vhich to make such a determination.
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NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, SALT WATER BARRIER AT
BEAUMONT, TEXAS

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
' OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

DAEN-CWP-A . 12 April 1976

SUBJECT: Neches River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont,
Texas

THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

1. I submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, accompanied by the reports
of the District and Division Engineers, concerning the feasibility of

a project for salinity control at Beaumont, Texas, in partial response
to two Flood Control Acts adopted 15 May 1936 and 22 June 1936, a River
and Harbor Act adopted 2 March 1945, a resolution of the Committee on
Flood Control of the United States House of Representatives, adopted

20 March 1945, and a resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
of the House of Representatives, adopted 24 May 1946,

2. The City of Beaumont, Texas and the Lower Neches Valley Authority
draw most of their fresh water supply from the Neches River. This
source of supply is threatened by salt water intrusion up the Neches
River, during periods of low river flow and high water withdrawals.

The problem is attributed, in part, to the construction and progressive
improvement of the Sabine-Neches Waterway to the Gulf of Mexico over a
period of years by the Federal Government. At present, the Lower Neches
Valley Authority constructs temporary salt water barriers in the Neches
River and in Pine Island Bayou to prevent contamination of the fresh
water source. Although effective, these temporary barriers interfere
with navigational use of the river and are considered by the reporting
officers to be an unacceptable long term solution to the problem of
salinity intrusion.

3. The District and Division Engineers recommend construction of im—
provements for salinity control at Beaumont, Texas, consisting of a
gated dam with seven, 40 x 24.5 foot tainter gates, at river mile 23
in the Neches River, a two sector navigation gate and bypass channel
which will provide a clear opening of 56 feet and a depth of 16 feet,
an access road, a levee and an auxiliary dam across an adjacent bayou.
The proposed structure will prevent salt water intrusion as well as
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provide for free and uvnobstructed use of the existing navigable portion
of the Neches Riwver. The reporting officers estimate the total con-
struction cost of the proposed project to be $11,853,000, of which
$11,174,000 would be Federal cost and $679,000 would be non-Federal,

at 1972 price levels. The average annual charges are estimated to be
$974,100, including $194,800 for Federal maintenance, operation, and
major replacement, and the average annual benefits are estimated at -
$1,812,500. The benefit—cost ratio, based on an interest rate of

5-1/2 percent, is 1.9,

4. 'The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs generally in
the findings of the reporting officers that the proposed improvements
are needed and economically justified., However, the Board concludes,
based on subsequent studies, that the progressive enlargement of Sabine-
Neches Waterway to Beaumont, Texas, has caused about 75 percent of the
salinity intrusion and the remainder of the salinity intrusion problem
is caused by dirrigation and municipal and industrial water supply with-
drawals., Therefore, the Federal share of the construction costs of the
recommended plan should be limited to 75 percent of the construction
costs of the least costly barrier at site 4, river mile 26, The Board
also finds that operation and maintenance of the recommended improvements
should be performed by non-Federal interests with 75 percent of the
incurred cost reimbursed by the United States. Thus, the cost to the
United States and to non-Federal interests for the plan recommended by
the Board is presently estimated to be $8,405,000 and $3,448,000 (1972
price level), respectively, for construction and $146,100 and $51,000,
respectively, for annual operation and maintenamce.

5. Subsequent to approval of the report by the Board of Engineers the
Governor of Texas, although concurring in the project scope in my pro-
poged report, urged that reconsideration be given to the historical
cause-effect relaticnship between navigation improvements and salt

water intrusion and the equitable sharing of costs between the Federal
Covernment and local sponsors. Accordingly, the supplemental informatiom
furnished by the Governor has been reviewed with the assistance of the
staff of both the Waterways Experiment Station and the Board of Engineers.
This review disclosed that the supplemental information was essentially
the same as data available to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors and upon which the Board reached its decision on sharing of
costs., In addition, I note that impoundments of portions of the total
basin stream flow in upstream reservoirs, Including transbasin diversion
therefrom, will have some influence on the problem., Therefore, I find

no basis for modifying my recommendations concerning the division of
project costs between the Federal Government and local interests,



6. I have given further consideration to the basis for selection of

the location of the salt water barrier. I note there is a choice between
two sites which provide the primary purpose; prevention of salinilty
intrusion at the existing fresh water intakes., The proposed barrier

if comstructed at the upstream site, river mile 26.3, has the lowest
first cost and provides the greatest excess of benefits to costs. How~
ever, the barrier if constructed at the downstream site, river mile 23.0,
wlll restore a dependable fresh water environment in an additional 3.3
miles of river and in about 7,100 acres of swamp adjacent to the city

of Beaumont. This area adjacent to the river and the city could restore
itself to a semblance of its original natural beauty and provide amn
improved habitat for all wildlife dependent on freshwater environment.
The downstream site would assure freshwater year~around recreation at a
proposed city park adjacent to the river. A sgalt water barrier at the
upstream site could not prevent periodic salt water intrusion in that
reach, In view of these and other intangible environmental factors, I
believe the plan selected by the reporting officers and approved by the
Board of Engineers meets the environmental objectives under Principles
and Standards. Therefore, 1 recommend construction of the environmental
quality plan which is the salt water barrier at river mile 23, As part
of the review we have considered further the responsibility for the addi~
tional costs for construction at the environmental quality site rather
than at the most economical site, I believe that the responsibility

for restoration and preservation of freshwater in the additional 3.3
miles of river and 7,100 acres of adjacent swampland should not be con-
sidered as local. The actions by the Federal Government and non-Federal
entities over a period of many years in meeting water resources needs

for navigation in the lower basin and municipal, industrial and agri-
cultural water supply needs throughout the basin have each contributed
to the problem. Therefore, I believe that the costs for the environ-
mental plan should be shared on the same basis as recommended by the
Board for the most economical plan. Reformulation of the plan in accord-
ance with the Water Resources Council's Principles and Standards would
not change other findings in my report. The Addendum required by the
Council's Procedure Number 1 is attached.

7. 1 note, however, that subsequent to the Board's consideration an
interest rate of 6-1/8 percent was prescribed for water resources plan—
ning. I further note that the October 1974 estimated first cost of
construction is $13,939,000. Applying the 6~1/8 percent interest rate
the annual charges are estimated to be $1,242,400, including $223,000
for operations, maintenance and major replacements, and the average
annual benefits are estimated to be $2,749,000, The benefit-cost ratio
is 2,2, Since the selected site is recommended as the Federal project
non-Federal interests would be required to contribute 25 percent of the



first cost of the project, with credit for the value of lands, easements
and rights-of-way, and alterations and relocations, This would reduce
the non-Federal cost by about §570,000 and increase the Federal cost by
the same amount. On this basis the -Federal cost is estimated to be
$10,454,000 and the non~Federal cost $3,485,000,

8. After due consideration of the reports of the District and Division
Engineers, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and the fore-
going discussion, I recommend construction of a salt water barrier at
river mile 23 in the Neches River at an estimated cost to the United
States of $10,454,000 for construction. However, with regard to the
requirements of local cooperation, item b of the Board's recommendation
ig amended to read "Contribute 25 percent of the first cost of the
barrier located at the environmental quality site the sum of the non-
Federal contributions curvently being estimated at $3,485,000, including
the value of lands, easements, and rightse~of-way and alterations and
relocations, to be paid either in a lump sum prior to commencement of
construction, or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent
work items, in accordance with construction schedules as required by
the Chief of Engineers, the final apportionment of costs to be made
after actual costs have been determined." All other requirements of
local cooperation recommended by the Board remain the same.

1 Incl W, GRIBBLE,/f
Addendum Lleutenant Cest



INTERIM REVIEW OF REPORTS
ON ,
NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
COVERING
SALT WATER BARRIER
AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

ADDENDUM CALLED FOR BY :
~ WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL PROCEDURE NO. l
PUBLISHED IN FEDERAL REGISTER ON 24 JULY 197k

1. Introduction. The purpose of this addendum is to provide supple-
mental information in compliance with the Principles and Standards for
Planning Water and Related Land Resources.. It establishes the basis
for plan selection and recommendation in the Interim Review of Reports
cn Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas.  This addendum has been prepared in accordance with
?rocedure No. 1 of the United States Water Resources Council, published
in the Federal Register, Volume 39, No. 143, 24 July 197h.. )

2. Planning Objectives. Annually the fresh water supplies of the

City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches Valley Authority drawn from the
Neches River are, fhreatened by salt water intruding up the river during
periods of low river flow and high water withdrawals. At present, to
avoid damages, the Lower Neches Valley Authority constructs temporary
salt water barriers in the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou. Although
effective and econonmical, these temporary berriers interfere with navi-
gational use of the waters and are not an acceptable long-term solutiocn
‘to the problem of salinity intrusion. The purposes of this sbtudy are

to develop a plan that will permanently control salinity intrusion in
the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas; provide for free and reasonably
unobstructed use of the river by existing and prospective recreational
and commercial nav1gatlon, be ‘compatible with any future plan for
extension of a barge channel above Beaumont; preserve the natural environ-
ment of the river and its flocd plain; and to determine the nature and
extent of Federal interest in the plan.

3. Summary of Study Area Concerns.

a, Description of study area. The study area is located in southeast
Texas adjacent to the lower reaches of the Neches River and Taylors Bayou.
This area, comprised of most of Jefferson County, includes a heavily
industrialized section slong the Neches River and Sabine ILake, an irri-
gated agricultural section, and the business and industrial sections of
the cities of Beaumont and Port Arthur. The existing Federal navigation
project for the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Texas, provides a depth of 40 feet
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in the Neches River from the mouth to the turning basin at Beaumont; a
depth of 34 feet in the turning basin and turning basin extension; and
g depth of 30 feet from the turning basin extension to the Bethlehem
‘Shipyard.

b. Study area concerns. The study area concerns pertinent to this
report are protection of the surface water supplies of the Lower Neches
Valley Authority (LNVA) and the City of Beaumont, removal of obstructions
to existing recreational and commercial navigation, protection and enhance-
ment of environmental features, and compatibility with plans for long-term
development.

(1)} Protection of surface water supplies. The LNVA and the City
supply surface water from the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou to
irrigate about 48,000 acres of rice annually and to six communities,
including the cities of Beaumont and Port Arthur, to several small
water districts, and to 16 refineries and chemical plants. Concern
for permanent protection of the surface water supplies was expressed by
two state agencles, the Texas Water Development Board, and the Lower
Neches Valley Authority, and by the City of Beaumont.

(2) Removal of obstructions to navigation. Approximately 500
recreational craft of various kinds and several towboats and barges
presently navigate the Neches River above the upstream end of the Federal
project, dre restricted to reaches of the Neches River and Pine Island
Bayou below the temporary salt water barriers during the approximate six-
month period each year when the barriers are in place. The Beaumont Boat
Club, the Neches Boat Club, the Beaumont Country Club, the First Neches
Ski Club, and Mr. J.L.C. McFaddin, a prominent landowner, voiced concern
about recreational navigation.

(3) Protection and enhancement of envirommental features. FEnviron-
mental concerns are improvement of water conditions over as long a reach
of' the Neches River and Pine Island as possible, and preservation and
improvement of conditicns in the Big Thicket National Preserve. The Big
-Thicket National Preserve, authorized by Public Law 93-429, approved
11 October 197k, will consist of twelve units totalling 84,550 acres,
situated in the area along and north of Pine Island Bayou and along and
west of the Neches River., Invironmental concern was voiced by the
following agencies, groups, and individuals: '

Federal agencies: U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish
and Wilalife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the Natlcnal
Park Serv1ce. .

State agencies: Lower Neches Valley Authority, Texas Water Rights
Commission, Texas Water Quality Board, and the Texas State Historical
Survey Committee, ‘

County agencies: Envirommental Conirol Department, Jefferson County.



Cities: City of Beaumont

Groups: Beaumont Boat Club, Beaumont Chamber of Commerce, Beaumont
Council of Garden Clubs, Clean Air & Water, Inc.,Shepherds Cleaners -
Launderers, Sierra Club, and the Texas Committee on Natural Resources.

Individuals: Mr, F. M, Adams, Dr. E, A. Eads, Dr, R. C. Harrel,.
Mr. J. L. C, McFaddin, and Miss Geraldine E. Watson,

(4) Compatibility with plans for long-term development. Any plan
for control of salinity intrusion should be compatible with any future
plan for extension of a barge channel above Beaumont. Concern for this
was expressed by the Texas Water Development Board; Lower Neches Valley
Authority; Upper Neches River Municipal Water Authority; Beaumont Navi-
gation District of Jefferson County; Beaumont Chamber of Commerce;
Cherokee County Development Council; Eastex, Inc,; Intracoastal Canal
Association of Louisiana and Texas; Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce;
and the Rusk Chamber of Commerce.

4. Description of the National Economic Development Plan. The NED plan

is the least costly plan which will prevent salt water intrusion, preserve
the public right of nmavigation, and preserve the natural enviromment. The
NED plan consists of a salt water barrier with seven 40 - by 24,5-foot
tainter gates and appurtenant structures at mile 26.3 on the Neches River,
including a navigation gate 56 feet deep and 76 feet wide on bottom, an
access road, and an earth levee 700 feet long. Approximately 34 acres of
right-of-way and 23 acres of leveed disposal area would be required for the
NED plan.

5. Description of the Envirommental Quality Plan (Recommended Plan), The EQ
plan is the recommended plan, The recommended (EQ) plan consists of a salt water
barrier with seven 40- by 24,.5-foot tainter gates and appurtenant styxuctures
at mile 23.0 on the Neches River, one~half mile upstream from the Interstate
Highway 10 bridge at Beaumont, including a navigation gate east of the barrier
consisting of two sector gates providing a clear opening 56 feet wide and 16
feet deep over the sill; a navigation by-pass channel 2,500 feet long, 16 feet
deep and 76 feet wide on bottom; an access road on the west side of the river;
an earth levee 2,500 feet long extending southwestward from the east end of
the navigation gate along the east side of the navigation by-pass channel to
high ground morth of Interstate Highway 10; and an auxiliary dam with three

10~ by 8-foot slide gates and two 10-by 2-foot flap gates across a canal which
drains the southern end of Bairds Bayou, at a location immediately south of
old U.S, Highway 90. The recommended (EQ) plan was developed through
coordination with local agencies, public preferences expressed at the second
public meeting and by professional analytical judgement to protect the
enviromment over as much of the impacted area of the Neches River and Pine
Island Bayou as possible., The recommended (EQ) plan will improve environmental
conditions in 3.3 more miles of the Neches Riwer and in 7,100 more acres of
adjacent swampland than would the NED plan, The recommended (EQ) plan has an
estimated first cost of $13,939,000 (October 1974 prices), and estimated annual
charges of $1,242,400 (6-1/8 percent interest, 50-year period of analysis). The
Chief of Engineers submitted the Revised Draft Enviromnmental Statement to
other Federal agencies and the Governor of Texas for review on 18 November 1974,
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6. Impact Assessment., Impact assessments for the recommended (EQ) plan

and the NED plan are shown in Table 1. The assessments were extracted

from information included in the report and the environmental statement,

This information was prepared by Engineers and biologists of the Corps of
Engineers based on their personal reconnaissance of the affected area,
professional judgement, published data, and consultation with a local biologist
and representatives of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the U. S, Fish
and Wildlife Service, the Lower Neches Valley Authority, and the City of Beaumont
Significant field level review comments on the report and the envirommental
statement also are reflected in the assessments., The NED and EQ plans

were developed following the second public meeting on 9 Dzcember 1970,

The EQ plan was presented as the recommended plan at the third public

meeting on 24 March 1972, and was slightly revised as a result of comments
received at the public meeting. Approximately 3 acres of land in Jefferson
County and 54 acres of land in Orange County will be required as right-of-

way for the proposed project, including 16 acres of severed land in Orange
County. Additionally, approximately 14 acres of leveed disposal area,
tentatively in Jefferson County, will be required for disposal of excavated
material in excess of that needed for construction of the levee and service
area, Approximately 41 acres of the right-of-way will be entirely cleared

of existing trees and vegetation, and selective cutting and clearing will

be performed on approximately 16 -acres of severed land. The recommended (EQ)
plan will assure the reliability of municipal, industrial and agricultural
fresh water supplies which are vital to the economic well being of the area's
inhabitants, It.will restore a dependable fresh water enviromment in all

of the river and swamp areas above Interstate Highway 10, except for 600 acres.
of swamp drained by Brakes Bayou., Approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches River
and Pine Island Bayou between the permanent barrier location and the existing
temporary barrier locations will be improved for fresh water fishing, as will
the canals and bayous leading into the swamp. Until downstream sources of
municipal and industrial water pollution are cleaned up or eliminated, the
recommended (EQ) plan will enhance the environment by barring the upstream
movement of polluted water. The effluent outfall from the Eastex, Inc., paper
mill at Evadale, Texas, presently discharpges into the Neches River at mile
25.3., The recommended (EQ) plan will not be constructed until the relocation
of the outfall to a new location downstream from Interstate Highway 10, which
is planned by that company independently of construction of a salt water
barrier, has been completed,

7. Evaluation. Both the NED plan and the recommended (EQ) plan perma-
nently control salinity intrusion, facilitate existing recreational and
commercial navigation, and are compatible with long-term development.

The recommended (EQ) plan will improve environmental conditions in an
additional 3,3 miles of the Neches River and in 7,100 more acres of

adjacent swampland than would the NED plan. Table 2 summarizes the benefits
and costs for the recommended (EQ) plan and the NED plan. :

8. Summary of Unresolved Problems. There are no unresolved problems,

9, Mitigation Meagures. There is no need for any mitigation measures.

10, Determination of Need for Reformulation., There is no need for reformulation.




TABLE 1

SUMMARY COMPARTSON OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS
NEGHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARLES, SALT WATER BARRIER AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

Significant Impacts, Plan Evaluation, and Implementation Responsibility

15 September 1975

FACTORS

: RECOMFIDED
: {Mm)Plan

ALTERNATIVE PLANS

I. Plan Data ,
A. Structural Measures

B. Noan~-Structural Measures

II. National Economic Development
A. Benefits
(1) Prevention of agricultural
damage

(2) Fish and Wildiife
(2) Increase fresh water sport
fishing

(b) Increase freshwater

commercial fish catch
(3) Environmental enhancement

B. Project first cost

Gated barrier and appurtenances
at mile 23.0 on Neches River.

None

52,749,000 _
Protects the surface walter
supplies of the Lower Neches
Valley Authority and the City
of Beaumont from contamination
by salt water., 1/

5,400 man-days

40O pounds per year

TImprove 15.7 miles of Neches
River and Pine Island Bayou and
adjacent swamp areas for recrea-
tional uses, such as swimming,
boating, hunting and freshwater
fishing.

$13,939,000

1/ Increase yield to 48,000 acres of irrigated rice crop.

NED Plan
Gated parrier and appurtenances
at mile 26.3 on Neches River.
None

$2,682,000
Same

6,100 man-days

Same

Improve i3.l4 miles of HNeches River
and Pine Island Bayou and adjacent
swamp areas for recreational uses,
such as swimming, beating,hunting

and freshwater fishing.

$13,178,000
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TABLE 1 {CONT'D}

FACTCORS

RECOMMENDED
(F) Plan

ALTERNATIVE  PLANS

NED Plan

C. Loss of tax revenues

D. Loss of fresh water during

operation of the navigation gate

III. Eavironmental Quality é/

A,

D.

Improve reach of Neches River and
Pine Island Bayou and the canals

and bayous leading into the adjacent

swamd areas, for recreational uses
such as swimming, boating, hunting
and fresh water fishing.2/

Effect on existing recreational
and commercial navigation

Effect on fresh water sport
fishing

Backwater effects

Effect on proposed City Park to
Jocated in the area west of the
Neches River and east of the
Lawson Canal

54 acres of right-of-way and
severed land.

106,000 acre-feet per year.

16,7 miles.

7,100 addition acres of
swampland protected from
pollution,

Eliminate the restrictien
during the approximate 6-month
period each year when the
temporary barriers are in place
on the Neches River and Pine
Island Bayou.

Increase 5,400 man-days

Reduce backwater effects in
Big Thicket National Preserve.

Enhence the recreational value
of the park.

3L acres of right-of-way and 23
acres of disposal ares.

Same

13.5 miles.

Same

Increase 6,100 man-days
Same

No effect.

b

;/ In addition to the effects itemized, the B) account should reflect the short-term venefit of barring the
upstream movement of water polluted by municipal and industrial wastes from the Beaumont area, during the
period prior to the time these discharges are either cleaned up or eliminated.

2/ The project will restore the river and adjoining marshes and swam

the barrier.

ps to a clear fresh water condition above
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TABLE 1 (CONT'D)

: ALTERNATIVE PLANS
! RECOMMENDED :

FACTORS () Plan _ s NED Plan

7. Effect on known archeoclogical or Ko adverse effect. Same
historical resources

¢, Effect on estuarine animals Impede upstream movement of "~ Same

H. Effect on wildlife habitat

1. Effect on trees and vegetation

IV. Social Well-Being

A. Improve reach of Neches River and
Pine Island Bayou and the canals and
bayous leading into the adjacent
swamp areas, for recreational uses
such as swimming, boating, hunting
and fresh water fishing. The project
will enhance esthetic appeal for human
enjoyment,

estuarine animals; however in

view of the distance of the proj-
ect above the estuary (Sabine Lake)
and the many miles of polluted water
below the proposed barrier, the
practical effect is considered
negligible.

Loss of 57 acres of right~of-way' Logs of 34 acres of right-of-way
and severed land as wildlife habi~- and 23 acres of disposal area

‘tat; however, small animals and as wildlife habitat.

birds are expected to return to the
16 acres of severed land after com-
pletion of construction.

Loss of all existing trees and vege- Loss of all existing trees and
tation from 41 acres of right-of-way,vegetation from 3L acres of
and loss of less desirable trees and right-of-way and 23 acres of
some of the underbrush from 16 acres disposal area.

of severed land.

Same as for B3 account. o : Same as for M Account
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TARBLE 1 (CONT'D)

ALTERNATIVE PLANS

: RECOMMENDED .
FACTORS 3 (EQ)Plan. NED Plan
B. Effect on existing recreational and Same as for IQ account. Same as for B3 account.
commercial navigation.
C. Effect on fresh water sport fishing Same as for Hy account. Same as for EQ account.
D. Backwater effects Same as for EQ account. Same as for B acccount.
E. Effect on propesed City Park to be Seme as for HQ account. Sanme as for B account.
located in the area west of the Neches
River and east of Lawson Canal
., Displacement of individuals No direct displacement of ‘ Same,

individuals.

G. Effect on nolse levels No material increase. Same.
H. Effect on esfhetic values No significant adverse effect. Same .
I. Social effects Ko adverse social effects. Same.
J. Less of fax revenues - Bame as for NED account. Same as for WED account.
K., Bffect on wildlife hsbitat Bame as for EQ account Same as for EY account.
L. Effect bn trees and vegetation _ Same as for IR sccount. Same as for EQ account.
V. Regional Development Sazme as for NED account. Same as for NED account.
VI. Plan Acceptance Plan is acceptable, strongly sup~ Two written objections to the
© ported and decumented to that NED plan were received from

effect in the report, Appendix 2. local groups in Beaumont.
VII. B/C Ratio 2.2 , 2.3

VIII. Implementation Responsibility. The Lower Neches Valley Authority has agreed to provide the necessary
items of ilocal cooperaticn for the project.
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TABLE 2
UPDATED BENEFIT/COST COMPARISON
NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, SALT WATER BARRIER AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

15 September 1975

~El

Recomrended (EQ) Plan : NED Plan
As - Usipg current Using current
formulated _ values values
Interest rate 5-1/2% 6—1/8% 6-1/8%
Period of analysis: 50 years 50 years 50 years

Plan benefits

Prevention of agricultural damage

$ 1,762,000

$ 2,676,000

$ 2,676,000

Fish and wildlife 6,000 6,000 6,000

Environmental enhancement 4l , 500 67,000 -

Total avg. annual benefits 1,812,500 2,749,000 2,682,000
Plan costs

Total first cost 11,853,000 13,939,000 13,178,000

" Total investment cost 13,156,800 15,646,500 14,792,300

Total annual charges 974,100 1,242,400 3,175,400
B/C ratio 1.9 2,2 2.3






REPORT OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS
KINGMAN BUILDING
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

DAEN-BR 9 July 1974

SURJECT: Neches River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas

Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D.C.

1. Authority. --This interim report ig in partial response to the following
acts and resolutions which are quoted in full in Section A, Appendix 1,
of the report of the District Engineer:

Flood Control Act approved 15 May 1936;
Flood Control Act approved 22 June 1836;

[

River and Harbor Act approved 2 March 1945;

Resolution of the Committee on Flood Control of
the United States House of Representatives adopted
20 March 1945; and

Resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
of the House of Representatives adopted 24 May 1946.

2. Description. --The main area under study lies essentially in Jefferson
Couniy, Texas, and includes a heavily industrialized section along

the Neches River and Sabine L.ake, an irrigated agricultural section

in the northwest portion of the county, and the business and industrial
sections of the cities of Beaumont and Port Arthur. The Neches River
drains an area of about 10,000 square miles., It empties into Sabine
Lake, 4 miles west of the mouth of the Sabine River, and flows to

the Gulf of Mexico through the Lake and Sabine Pass. Major tributaries
in the lower portion of the basin are Village Creek and Pine Island
Bayou, which enter the Necheg River near river miles 40 and 30,
respectively. The average annual flow of the river is 5, 600, 000 acre-
feet per year. Tidal effects extend to river mile 42 near Wiess Bluff,

and most of the flood plain in the tidal reach is swampland with elevations
of 5 feet or less.
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3. Economic development. --The population of Jefferson County in 1970
was 245,000, of which 115,920 and 57, 370 were located in Beaumont
and Port Arthur, respectively. The major business activities are
petroleum production and processing, petrochemical manufacturing,
shipbuilding, and port activities associated with the Sabine-Neches
Waterway and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Minerals produced in
Jefferson County include petroleum, natural gas, sulphur, salt, sand,
gravel, and clay. Agricultural productlon is centered on rice and

beef cattle,

4. Existing improvements. --Existing Federal projects in the Neches
River basin include Sam Rayburn Dam and Reservoir, Town Bluff Dam-
B. A. Steinhagen Lake, and the deep-draft Sabine-Neches Waterway.
Sam Rayburn Reservoir, with its dam at mile 25. 2 on the Angelina
River, has a total storage capacity of 3, 998,000 acre-feet for flood
control, hydroelectric power, water conservation, and sediment storage.
B. A, Steinhagen Lake, located downstream, has a storage capacity

of 69, 700 acre-feet and is used primarily for regulation of power
discharges from Sam Rayburn Dam. The Sabine-Neches Waterway

has a depth of 40 feet and a bottom width of at least 400 feet from

the Gulf of Mexico to the turning basin at Beaumont, a depth of 34

feet and varying widths in the turning basin and its extension, and

a depth of 30 feet and bottom width of 200 feet from the turning basin

to the Bethlehem Shipyard. The total length of the dredged channel

in the Neches River is 19.7 miles.

5. Problems and needs. ~--The Lower Neches Valley Authority (LNVA)
provides surface water from Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River

to approximately 48, 000 acres of rice land, several small water districts,
15 refineries and chemical plants, and five communities, including the
city of Port Arthur. The city of Beaumont provides surface water from
the Neches River and ground water from Hardin County for municipal

use in the city and to one major petroleum refinery. Recent combined
surface water usage by Beaumont and the ILNVA has been about 495, 000
acre-feet per year,

6. During periods of low flow and high water use, saltwater from the
Gulf of Mexico moves up the Neches River and threatens the surface
water supplies of the city of Beaumont and the LNVA. To prevent this
contamination, the LNVA constructs temporary saltwater barriers

in Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River almost every year. These
temporary barriers, although effective in blocking upstream penetration
of saltwater, may remain in place from 4 to 6 months and obstruct

free navigation of the river by about 500 pleasure craft and several
commercial towboats and barges.
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7. Improvements degired. --Local interests desire consgtruction of a
permanent saltwater barrier on the Neches River in the vicinity of

the Interstate Highway 10 bridge at Beaumont. The structure would
control salinity intrusion, provide free and reasonably unobstructed

use of the river by existing and prospective recreational and commercial
navigation, and provide environmental enhancement through improved
conditions for freshwater boating and fishing.

8. Improvements considered. --The District Engineer found that the
primary cause of salinity intrusion was the construction and subsequent
progressive enlargement of the Federal navigation channel to Beaumont,
He considered various alternative solutions, including continuation of
the present praciice of installing temporary saltwater barriers each
year, flushing the saltwater wedge downstream with freshwater, extension
of the freshwater intake canals to points above the limit of tidewater,
increased use of ground water as a substitute for surface water from
the river, and construction of a permanent barrier in the river channel.
He found that continuation of the present practice of installing temporary
barriers, although effective and economical, is not an acceptable long-
term solution to the problem because of the long-range adverse effects
on the flora and fauna in the Big Thicket area, the interference with
navigation use of the river, and the susceptibility of the temporary
barriers to breaching during floods., He also found that flushing would
be an uneconomic use of a valuable resource, that extension of the
intake canals would have economic and environmental disadvantages as
compared to other alternatives, and that the volume of flushing water
used will be needed to augment ground water supplies to satisfy future
municipal, industrial, and agricultural water demands. Therefore,
construction of a permanent barrier in the river channel was found

to be the most desirable.

9. Several alternative permanent barrier designs and locations

were studied, including fixed weir, flap-gated, inflatable fabric, and -
tainter-gated dams. Because of the sedimentation and backwater effects
associated with the fixed weir dam, and uncertainties associated with
the performance of the flap-gated and inflatable fabric dams, the District
Engineer recommends the tainter-gate design. He finds that, since

the estimated first costs of the flap-gated and inflatable dams are

less than the selected design dam, further consideration should be given
to these designs during detailed preconstruction planning. Of seven
possible sites on the Neches River considered, he found that the most
economical location would be at site 4, river mile 26.

10. Improvements proposed. --Although the most economical location for
a permanent saltwater barrier would be at site 4, local interests
prefer that a functionally equivalent, but more costly structure be
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located at site 1, river mile 23, because it would bar further upstream
movement of municipal and industrial pollution, and would provide
environmental enhancement for a corregpondingly greater length of
river. The District Engineer indicates that the environmental enhance-
ment benefits stem primarily from barring pollution from the lower

3 miles of the project area. Since these pollutants bear no direct
relationship to the Federal navigation improvements, and since the
problem may be mitigated under State and Federal pollution control
programs in the foreseeable future, the District Engineer considers
that the additional cost of a structure at site 1, related solely to solution
of a nonproject-related pollution problem, should be entirely a local
expense., Local interests accept this finding and have indicated a
willingness to pay the difference in costs between sites 1 and 4 in
order to obtain these additional benefits., Therefore, the District
Engineer recommends construction of a permanent saltwater barrier
with tainter-gates and appurtenant siructures at site 1, river mile

23, on the Neches River. Also included in the plan is a navigation

gate and bypass channel, an access road, a levee, and an auxiliary
dam across an adjacent bayou.

11, Economic evaluation. --The District Engineer concludes that
measures to mitigate the saltwater intrusion problem are a Federal
responsibility. Using September 1972 prices and a 5-1/2 percent interest
rate, he estimates the first cost of the project at $11, 853, 000, of

which $11, 174, 000 would be Federal, and $679, 000 would be non-Federal.
He estimates the annual charges at $974, 100, of which $927, 200, including
$194, 800 for annual operation, maintenance, and replacement, would

be Federal, and $46, 900, including $2, 300 for annual operation, main-
tenance, and replacement, would be non-Federal. The benefit-cost

ratio is 1.9 based on a 50-year period of analysis.

12, Other considerations. --The District Engineer has considered the
impact of construction of the project on ecological, esthetic, fish and
wildlife, recreational, and other human and natural environmental
resources in the area, and concludes that where the proposed proj-

ect has an adverse effect, this effect is either ameliorated or substantially
outweighed by other considerations of national policy. He also considered
the effects of the proposed project on the objectives of regional development
and social well-being, and concludes that the proposed project will
contribute to enhancing the regional economy and improving social
well-being.

13. Recommendations of reporting officers. --Subject to certain condi-
tions of local cooperation, including a cash contribution toward the cost
of a project at river mile 23, site 1, presently estimated at $667,000, the

18



Disirict Engineer recommends construction of a permanent saltwater
barrier at Beaumont, Texas, generally in accordance with plans
described in his report. The Division Engineer concurs,

14. Public notice. --The Division Engineer issued a public notice stating
the recommendations of the reporting officers and affording interested
parties an opportunity to present additional information to the Board.
Careful consideration has been given to the communications received.

Views and Recommendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors.

15, Views.--The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in
general in the findings of the reporting officers that the proposed improve-
ments are needed and economically justified, The Board notes that salt-
water intrusions are atiributable to three major causes; naturally insuf-
ficent flows in the river, upstream withdrawals for irrigation and water
supply, and progressive enlargement of the Sabin-Neches Waterway to
the city of Beaumont. While the natural flows and the withdrawals alone,
or in combination, cause such intrusions, the Board agreesg that the
navigation project is the major cause of the problem, and that there is a
Federal responsibility associated with it. In a subsequent study made
for the Board, it was estimated that the adverse effects caused by the
works of man are assignable to the navigation project and to upstream
withdrawals in the relative proportions of about 75~ and 25-percent,
respectively. Therefore, the Board believes that the Federal share -

of the construction costs of the recommended barrier at site 1, of

river mile 23, should be limited to 75 percent of the construction

costs of the least costly barrier at site 4, river mile 26. It also finds
that operation and maintenance of the recommended improvements

should be a non-Federal responsibility, 75 percent of the incurred

cost of which should be reimbursed by the United States.

16. The Board has careifully considered the environmental effects of
the proposed project, including those discussed in the Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Statement dated May 1973 and concludes that
although there will be some adverse effects on the environment, the
posgitive effects of the project will outweigh the adverse impacts,

The Board finds that the plan recommended by the reporting officers
will restore a dependable freshwater environment in almost all of the
river and swamp areas above Interstate Highway 10, thereby creating
approximately 17 miles of additional fresh, unpolluted water for fishing,
reducing the present adverse salinity effect on the forest resources
of the area, and, in general, rendering the waterway clean, useful,
and atiractive for man's overall enjoyment and recreation.
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17. In addition to national economic efficiency and environmental
quality, the Board also considered the effects of the proposed project
on the objectives of social well-being and regional economic develop-
ment as required by the Principles and Standards for Planning and
Related Land Regources recently established by the Water Resources
Council., The Board believes that the reduction in saltwater intrusion
resulting from the proposed works will contribute significantly to the
regional economy and the improvement of social well-being.

18, The Board notes that there are technical alternatives to the perma-
nent, gated structure recommended by the reporting officers, such

as pneumatic barriers and fabric dams, which have definite cost advan-
tages but are of uncertain reliability because of lack of experience data.
The Board believes that these alternatives may have merit and should

be thoroughly investigated during postauthorization planning investigations,

19. Recommendations. --Accordingly, the Board recommends construction
of improvements for salinity control at Beaumont, Texas, consisting of

a gated dam at river mile 23 in the Neches River, a navigation gate and
bypass channel, an auxiliary dam, and appurtenances; all generally in
accordance with the plans of the District Engineer and with such modi-
fications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may

be advisable at a presently estimated cost to the United States of

$8,405, 000 for construction and $146, 100 annually for operation and
maintenance: FProvided that, prior to commencement of construction,
non-Federal interests will agree to: S

a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements,.
and rights~-of-way necessary for construction and subsequent mainte-
nance of the project and for aids to navigation upon the request of the
Chief of Engineers, including suitable areas determined by the Chief
of Engineers to be required in the general public interest for initial
and subsequent disposal of excavated materials, and including necessary
retaining dikes, bulkheads, and embankments therefor, or the costs
of such retaining works;

b. Contribute 25 percent of the first cost of the least costly
alternative at site 4, plus 100 percent of the difference in cost required
as a result of moving to the locally preferred site .1, the sum of
the contributions currently being estimated at $3, 448, 000, to be paid
either in a lump sum prior to commencement of construction, or in
installments prior to commencement of pertinent work items, in
accordance with construction schedules as required by the Chief of
Engineers, the final apportionment of costs to be made after actual
costs have heen determined; .
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C. Accomplish, without cost to the United States, all alterations
and relocations of structures, pipelines, powerlines, cables, utility
facilities, sewers, and highway facilities made necessary by the con-
struction of the project; .

d. Maintain and operate all the works after completion in accor-
dance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army and
bear 25 percent of the mcurred cost;

e. Arrange, without cost to the United States, for construction
and maintenance of a suitable connecting road from the project to the
city street system;

f. Hold and save the United States free from damages that may
result from construction, maintenance, and operation of the project; and

g. Obtain, without cost to the United States, all water rights
needed for operation of the project in the interest of navigation and pre-
vention of salinity intrusion, and resolve any conflicts in water rights
necessary for effective operation of the project.

FOR THE BOARD:
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REPORT OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER

Syllabus

The purposes of this study are to develop a plan that will
permanently control salinity intrusion in the Neches River at Beaumont,
Texas; provide for free and reasonably unobstructed use of the river
by existing and prospective recreational and commercial navigation; be
compatible with any future plan for extension of a barge channel above
Beaumont; and preserve the natural environment of the river and its
flood plain; and to determine the nature and extent of Federal interest
in the plan.

Annually the fresh water supplies of the City of Beaumont and the
Lower Neches Valley Authority drawn from the Neches River are threatened
by salt water intruding up the river during periods of low river flow
and high water withdrawals. At present, to avoid damages, the Lower
Neches Valley Authority constructs temporary salt water barriers in the
Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou. Although effective and economi-
cal, these temporary barriers interfere with navigational use of the
waters and are not an acceptable long term solution to the problem of
salinity intrusion.

The study finds that the cause of the salinity intrusion problem
is the progressive improvement of the stream for navigation over a
period of many years by the Federal Government between Beaumont and the
Gulf of Mexico, culminating in the recent completion of improvement of
the Sabine-Neches Waterway generally to a depth of 40 feet; that measures
to mitigate the problem are a Federal responsibility in furtherance of
navigation improvements previously undertaken, subject to the usual re-
quirements of local cooperation attached to navigation prejects; that
the basis for this finding wes implied in the Congressional authorization
for the most recent navigation improvements (House Document No. 553, 87th
Congress, 2nd Session, pages 15 and 32).

The study discloses that a gated barrier, including provisions for
the passage of navigation, would be technically and envirommentally
feasible and economically justified. I{ finds that the most economical
plan would provide such a structure at mile 26.3 on the Neches River
(site 4) at an estimated first cost, exclusive of preauthorization studies,
of $11,206,000 including Federal and non-Federal first costs of
$11,174,000 and $32,000, respectively, estimated annual maintenance,
operation and major replacement costs to the United States of $194,800,
and estimated anmual non-Federal costs of $300 for spoil areas, levees
and spillways.
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The study also finds, however, that substantial environmental
enhancement would acerue from a functionally equivalent but more costly
structure located farther downstream at mile 23.0 (site 1), said enhance-
ment resulting from the incidental effect of the structure in barring
the upstream movement of water degraded by municipal and industrial
pollutants, and that the local interests are desirous of reslizing this
sdditional benefit and are willing to pay the difference in cost to
obtain it. The difference in estimated first costs of the two plans
is $647,000, including an increase of $14,000 in the non-Federal cost
of usual items of local cooperation, and a cash contribution of $633,000.
The plan preferred by local interests is selected based on their willing-
ness to pay for their preference. The selected plan provides for a gated
main barrier, navigation gate, bypass channel, auxiliary dam and appurte-
nances at site 1, mile 23.0 on the Neches River. The estimated first
cost of the proposed improvements, exclusive of presuthorization studies
is $11,853,000. The total annusl cost of operation, maintenance and
major replacement is estimated to be $197,100, including $196,800 Federal
and $300 non-Federal.

This represents an increase of $2,000 in the average annual
operation, maintenance, and major replacement to be accomplished by the
Federal Govermment, an increase attributable to design features associ--
ated with selection of the site preferred by local interests., It is
proposed that the local interests, in addition to their contribution
to first cost, contribute also a lump sum amount, presently estimated
at $34,000, representing the capitalized equivalent of the increased
annual Federal cost for operation, maintenance, and major replacement.
Thus the total advance contribution of funds required of local interests
is presently estimated at $667 000,

It is recommended that, subject to the usual conditions of non-
Federal cooperation for navigation projects and cash contributions
toward the first cost of construction and the increased annual costs of
operation, maintenance, and major replacement, the proposed plan of
improvement for a salt water barrier at site 1 in the Neches River at
Beaumont, Texas, be adopted, at a presently estimated first cost to the
United States of $11,174,000 and an estimated net annual maintenance,
operation, and major replacement cost to the United States of $194,800.
Non-Federal first costs are estimated at $679,000, including a cash
contribution presently estimated to be $633,000, and non-Federal annual
costs for disposal areas, levees and spillways are estimated at $300,
plus an advance contribution of $34,000 to increased Federal operation,
maintenance, and major replacement. -

It is recommended further that, if at the time of construction the
required non-Federal cash contribution should for any reason be not
forthcoming, the plan of improvement shall revert to that most economical
to the United States. ‘
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GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
3t MAY 1973

INTERIM REVIEW OF REPORTS
ON |
NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
COVERING

SALT WATER BARRIER AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

THE STUDY AND REPORT

Almost every year the surface water supplies of the municipalities,
industries and rice farmers in Jefferson County, Texas, are threatened
by salt water intruding upstream in the Neches River and Pine Island
Bayou, & principal tributary. Locsal interests presently control the
upstream penetration of the salt water by constructing temporary
barriers, which, although effective and economical, are objectionable
as & long-term solution because they interfere with existing recreationsal
and commercial navigation. The objective of this study is to find an
acceptable permanent sclution to the problem of salinity intrusion, and
one that will preserve or enhance the environment.

Purpose and Awuthority

This interim report is submitted in partial response to the
following Congressional authorizations:

@® Act to provide for preliminary examination of the Sabline
and Neches Rivers, approved 15 Mey 1936.

® Section 6 of the Flood Control Act, approved 22 June 1936.
® Section 6 of the River and Harbor Act, approved 2 March 18945,

® House Committee on Flood Control Resolution, sdopted
20 March 19u5. - :

® House Committee on Rivers and Harbors Resolution, adopted

24 May 1946.

R 5-31-73
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On 10 March 1972 the Chief of Englnesre approved the submission of
an interim report on the proposed Meches River ssit water barrier.

Scope of the Siudy.

Detailed field and office stmdies have been mede to explore
the possible alternatives and find a permanent solution which is
technically and economically fessible and which will

@ prevent salinity intrusion
® not unreasonably obstruct navigation
& preserve the environment
® e compatible with léng—term development.

A primary objective of the study is to determine the extent
of Feder&l 1nterest in the problem and responsibility for 1ts
mit1gat1on.

Study Participants and Coordination

Agencies which either have actively participated in the study
or have beén extensively consulted during its progress include the
Lower Neches Valley Authority, the City of Beaumont, the U. S. Fish
and Wildllfe Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. : -

Public meetings were held in Beaumont on lh November 1961,
9 December 1970, and 24 March 1972 to obtein informetion as to needs
and public desires and to inform the publie of the progress of the-
study end of its findings.

The Report

This main report is designed to give the general reader an
informative summary of the problems and needs, the studies and
findings, and the recommended action.

Two appendixes support the main report. Appendix 1 is a
technical report with the same general outline as the main report,

R 5=-31~-73
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but containing additional detalled information for the technical
reviewer. The similar format will facllitate the finding of more
detailed information on topics in the main report which are of par-
ticular interest. Appendix 2 contains copies of pertinent
correspondence.

Prior Studies and Reports

A complete list of prior Corps of Engineers reports on the
Neches River was included as exhibit 1 in the report on the Sabine-
Neches Waterway, Texas, published as Senate Document No. 80, 83rd
Congress ., Second Session. The follewing reports are pertinent wholly
or in part to the current investigations:

® A report on the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Texas, published
as House Document No. 553, 87th Congress, Second Session.

® A report on the Neches River, Texas, published as Senate
Document No. 98,76th Congress, First Session.

The following reports by other agencies have been consulted in the
study:

@ The Texas Water Pian, The Texas Water Devélopment Board,
November 1968. :

® Texas Basins Project, unpublished feasibility report by
Bureau of Reclamation, U. S. Department of the Interior, January 196k.

® The Report of the U. S. Study Commission-Texas, U. 5. Study
Commission on the Neches, Trinity, Brazos, Colecrado, Guadalupe, San
Antonio, Nueces, and San Jacinto River Basins and Intervening Areas,
March 1962.

RESOURCES AND ECONOMY OF STUDY AREA

A general understanding of the resources and developmental trends
of the study area is helpful in identifying its problems and needs and
evaluating the availeable solutions.
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The Study Area

The area of concern in this study is that which depends on
surfece water from the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou as. supplied
by the City of Beaumont and the lower Neches Valley Authority. This
area comprises most of Jefferson County, including the cities of
Beaumont, Port Arthur, and four other communities; several small water
districts; sixteen major oil refineries and petrochemical plants; and
an irrigated agricultural area between the Neches River and Taylors Bayou.

The major business activities in Jefferson County are production
and processing of petroleum, manufacture of petrochemicals, and ship-
bullding and port activity. Minerals produced include petroleum, natural
gas, sulphur, natural gas liquids, salt, sand and gravel, and clay. Rice
and beef are the main sources of agricultural income in the county.

The following illustration shows the study area:
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The Neches River rises in Van Zandt County and empties into
the head of Sabine Lake aboubt © milss northeast of Port Arthur, and
4 miles west of the mouth of the Sabine River. From there the rivers
flow to the Gulf of Mexico via Sabine Pass. The river, which drains
an area of about 10,000 square miles, has an average flow of 5,600,000
‘acre-Tfeet per year. Principal existing and anthorized reservoirs in
the Neches River basin are shown on plate 2. The major tributaries in
the portion of the basin below B. A. Steinhagen Lake are Village Creek,
which drains an area of 1,113 sguare miles and enters the Neches River
near mile 40 and Pine Island Bayou. The bayou, which is the northern
boundary of Jefferson County, has a drainage area of 657 square miles
and enters the Neches River near mile 30. Tidal effects extend {rom
the mouth to river mile 42 near Wiess Bluff.

Agriculture

There are about 190.000 acres of cropland in Jefferson County,
of which 69,250 acres were harvested in 1971, including 60,250 acr-=s
of rice, 5,400 acres of hay, 2,900 acres of soybeans, and 700 acres
of grain sorghums. Rice growers commonly plant rice on approximately
one-third of their land each year. Most of the remainder is used as
pasture for beef cattle. Rice is the most important crop, and beef
cattle are the second largest source of farm income.

The Lower Neches Valley Authority supplies irrigation water for
an average of 48,000 acres of rice per year in Jefferson, Liberty and
Chambers Counties. An additional 10,000 to 20,000 acres planted in
rice 1n Jefferson County are irrigated with water from Taylors Bayou
and its tributaries, which largely is return flow from fields irrigated
with water from the Neches River. Approximately 141,600 tons of rough
rice were produced in Jefferson County in 1971. About 25 percent of the
rice crop is exported through the Port of Beaumont.

Existing Developmen:

The City of Beaumont occupies 13 miles of the west bank of the
Neches River between river miles 19 and 30, The flood plain in this
rezch of the river is largely low swamp land having ground elevations
of 5 feet or less. The character of the land 1s illustrated in the
photograph which follows.

Existing developments in the flood plain include the Bethiehem
Shipyard on the west bank (miles 21-22}, the Beaumont Boat Club on the

west bank, the G & W Marine, Inc. on the east bank (just above Inter-
state Highway 10, mile 22.5), the City of Beawmont's sanitary landfill

R 5-31-73
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Typical swamp area west of Neches River and north of Interstate Highway 10

Photograph cou;lriesy City of Beaumont
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on the west bank (extending upstresm from mile 22.6 between Lawson
Canal and the Neches River), the Bastex, Inc. effluent outfall on
the east bank (mils 25.3), vhe Neches Boat Club on the west bank
(mile 25.9), the City of Beaumont's siphon under the river at Lawson
Crossing (mile 26), and s public boat launching area and the Bemumont
Country Club on the west bank (mile 26.5). The locations of these
existing developments are shown in the following serial photograph
and on plates 1 and 3.

Populétion

The 1970 population of Jefferson County was 244,773, slightly
less than in 1960. The two largest cities in the county, Beaumont
and Port Arthur, had 1970 populations of 115,919 and 57,371,
respectively. Beaumont, Port Arthur and Orange sre the largest
‘cities in a standard metropolitan statistical ares which includes
Jefferson and Orange Counties and which had a 1970 pepulation of
315,943. The projected population, value of farm products sold and
value added by manufacture for Jefferson County are shown in the
following illustrations.

PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

The problems and needs considered in this study concern the
protection of existing surface water supplies, the preservation of
natural navigability, and the preservation and enhancement of the
natural environmental resources.

Demand for Surface W ater

The Lower Neches Valley Authority (LNVA) provides surface water
from Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River to approximately 48,000
acres of rice land, several small water distriets, 15 refineries and
chemical plants, and five communities, including the city of Port
Arthur. Under three permits from the Texas Water Rights Commissicn,
the INVA is entitled to use approximately 876,000 acre-feet of surface
water per year from Pine Island Bayou and the Neches and Angelina,
Rivers at a rate not to exceed 2,075 cubic feet per second. The esti-
mated actual water used by LNVA in 1971 was 156.2 billion gallons
(479,144 acre-feet). The LNVA's installed pumping cepacity is 1,916
cubic feet per second, and the experienced daily peak has approached
this capacity. '

The City of Beaumont provides surface water from the Neches
River and ground water from Hardin County for municipal use in the city
and to one major petroleun refinery. The city's peak punmping day was
23 December 1903, when approximately 27.6 million gallons (42.7 cubic
feet per second) of surface water was used. Under permits from the
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Texas Water Rights Commission, the city is entitled to 56,467 acre-
feet per year of Neches River water at 78 cubic feet per second. The
estimated actual water used by the city in 1970 was 16,500 acre-feet.

The Texas Water Development Board estimates that by the year
2020 municipsal and industrial demand for Neches River water in the
lower Neches River basin and -adjacent cosstal ares will be 1,1L40,000
acre~feet per year, and that the irrigation demand in the same ares
will be 425,000 acre-feet per year for irrigation of approximately
109,000 acres, & total annual demand of 1,565,000 acre-feet.

Demand for Ground Water

Ground water is being used at present by municipalities and
induetries in Jefferaon County. The City of Beaumont in 1970 pumped
6,700 acre-feet of underground water from Hardin County and other
municipalities and industries in Jefferson County used about 5,100
acre~feet from wells in Jefferson County and 4,500 acre-feet from
wells in Orange County. At present a total of about 16,400 acre-feet
of ground water is used in Jefferson County, which is expected to
double by 1980,

Awadab:iziy of Sarface Water

The average flow of the Neches River is approximately 5, 600 000
acre~feet per year. The following graph summarizes the records of the
Y. 5. Geological Burvey gage on the Neches River at Evadale, Texas, for
water years 1922 through 1970.

The existing reservoir system should be adequate to guarantee a
supply of surface water to the lower portion of the Neches River basin
until about 1990. Although formulation of the overall basin plan is
incomplete as of the time of this report, it is possible that the
authorized but unconstructed Rockland Reservoir on the Neches River may
be recommended for construction to satisfy the excess demand after 1990.

Availability of Ground W ater

The Texas Water Development Board estimates that approximately
350,000 acre-feet of ground water is available annually on a safe
yield basis in the lower Neches River basin below the north borders
of Tyler and Jasper Counties from the Gulf Coast Aquifer, and estimates
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that in the year 2020 use will be about 265,000 acre-feet per year.
The yield in Jefferson County is small and the ground water in the
upper reaches of the lower basin would not be accessible to users
in Jefferson County. The total available ground water to meet the
demand in Jefferson County is not kuaown, but would be appreciably
less than 350,000 acre feet annually.

| Quality of Surface W ater

The quality of water ia the reach of the Neches River between
B. A. Steinhagen Lake and Wiess Bluff is generally excellent, with
dissolved solids concentrations less than 150 milligrams per liter
sbout 50 percent of the time.

The tidal reaches of Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River
below Wiess Bluff are frequently contaminated by salt water and
municipal and industrial wastes. Effluent from the Eastex, Inc.
paper mill at Evadale is discharged into the Neches River at mile
25.3, immediately downstream from the mouth of Lake Bayou. This
effluent, black in color, was reported in 1969 to have a flow rate
of 55 cubic feet per second and & 5-day blochemical oxyegen demand
of 73 milligrams per liter. The Neches River below Beaumont is
heavily polluted by municipal and industrial wastes.

During periods of low flow and high water withdrawals, salt
water from the Gulf of Mexico intrudes up the Neches River in suf-
ficient concentrations to contaminate the fresh water supplies of
the City of Beaumont and the LNVA. The City of Beaumont normally
withdraws water from the Neches River at a gravity intake at Bunns
Bluff, mile 30.6, but when walt water intrudes up to Bunns Bluff the
city utilizes an alternate pumping plant on the Weches River at Wiess
Bluff, mile 41.7. The LNVA withdraws water from Pine Island Bayou at
Voth, 6 miles above its mouth, and from the Neches River at Lakeview,
mile 38. Photographs of two of the LNVA pumping plants are shown on
the following page. The initials "B.I." stand for the Beaumont Irri-
gating Company, the former owner.

Prior to 1900 there was no salinity problem in the Neches River.
Water demands were moderate, and there was a natural bar at the mouth
of the river. With the introduction of rice cultivation in Jefferson
County about 1895, and the construction of the deep-draft channel to
Port Arthur by the Port Arthur Canal & Dock Co. in 1897-1898, the
situation began to change. By 1901 rice growers along Taylors Bayou
were experiencing a problem with salt water contamination of their
irrigation water supply. When the deep-draft channel was extended to
Beaumont in 1914-1916, salt water intrusion became a major problem
on the Neches River at Beaumont. In 1915 the City of Beaumont
extended its water intake canal from Lawson Crossing to Bunns Bluff
(mouth of Pine Island Bayou) at mile 30.6 on the Neches River. Salt
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B. L. second lift pumping plant

Photographs courtesy Lower Neches Valley Authority
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water was prevented from reaching the City of Beaumont's water intake
on the Neches River at Bunns Bluff and the pumping plants on Pine
Island Bayou by temporary sand dams constructed by local interests
below the mouth of Pine Island Bayou in 1917, 1918 and 1925.

In 1926 the predecessor owner of the irrigation system now

owned by the Lower Neches Valley Authority extended its water intake
canal from Voth on Pine Island Bayou to Lakeview at mile 38 on the
Neches River. In 1927 the City of Beaumont further extended its
water intake cansl from Bunns Bluff to Wiess Bluff at mile 41.7 on
the Neches River. Both actions were an upstream retreat from salt
water contamination. The progressive enlargement of the deep-draft
chennel from the Gulf of Mexico to Beaumont since 1916 has intensified
the salt water intrusion prcoblem. To prevent contamination of its
water supply the LNVA adopted a practice of installing temporary sheet
pile barriers on the Neches River below Lakeview and on Pine Island
Bayou below Voth and has kept these barriers in place for 4 to 6
months almost every year. During the period 1952 through 1971 a
barrier was placed across the Neches River all years except 1961,
1968 and 1969, and across Pine Island Bayou all years except 1953 and
1968, When the temporary barriers are in place they completely block
navigation by recreational and commercial vessels. The locations of
the water intakes and the temporary salt water barriers are shown in
the following illustration.

Navigation

The existing Federal navigation project for the Sabine-Neches
Waterway, Texas, provides for a depth of 40 feet and bottom width of
at least LOO feet from the Gulf of Mexico to the turning basin at
Beaumont, Texsas; a depth of 34 feet and varying widths in the turning
basin and turning basin extension; and a depth of 30 feet and a
bottom wldth of 200 feet from the turning basin extension to the
Bethlehem shipyard.

Approximately 500 recreational craft and several barges navigate
the Neches River in its natural state upstream of the improved channel.
One firm in Beaumont presently dredges sand from the Neches River and
transports the sand to Beaumont in 30- by 200-foot barges with loaded
drafts of 5-1/2 feet. Approximately 90 round trips were made annually
in 1970 and 197i. The dredging, which is authorized by a Federal permit
under the regulsatory authority of the Corps of Engineers, involves the
river from 500 feet above Interstate Highway 10 to 1-1/2 miles sbove the
mouth of Village Creek. Records of the movements of recreational craft
in the locality are not maintained. However, it is apparent from obser-
vation that they amount to thousands of trips annually. The temporary
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salt water barriers, when in place, block all vessel movements past
their sites.

The recreaticnal craft are primarily based or launched on the
Neches River at the Beaumont Boat Club (mile 22.5), Neches Boat Club
{(mile 25.9) and the public boat launching area and Beaumont Country
Club (mile 26.5), shown in the following photograph. Random small
craft may, however, enter the river at various points. It is to be
expected that s continuing growth of recreatiocnal boating will occur
in the area, following the national trend, and that a progressively
increasing demand for an unobstructed waterway will result.

Environmental Factors

The most notable environmental feature in the lower Neches River
basin is the Big Thicket area, which contains rare and unusual flora and
fauna and the Alabama and Coushatta Indian Reservation. Several bills
have been introduced in the Congress to authorize a Big Thicket National
Park of approximately 100,000 acres, which would be situated in the area
along and north of Pine Island Bayou and along and west of the Neches
River.

For about 6 to 8 months each year, when the net flow in the river
is adequate to control pollution by salt water and municipal and in-
dustrial effluents, the portion of the Neches River and its adjacent
flood plain within the project area furnishes a favorable environment
for numerous fish, mollusca, waterfowl, aquatic mammals, aguatic reptiles,
and amphibians. Under natural conditions prior to the construction of the
ship channel to Beaumont and industrial development in the area, the river
provided a good year-around frecshwater enviromment. Under present con-
ditions, brackish and otherwise generally poor water conditions which
occour usuwally from June through September upset the natural ecological
balance, causing kills of fish, iavertebrates, and algal forms. The
bayous and swamps adjacent to the river are spawning and nursery areas
for fish and shellfish and other organisms that form an important part
of the food web of many fish and wildlife species. The swamp and land
vegetation is especially important as a source of food and cover. The
natural values of these areas are also adversely affected by poor water
quality in the stream. Typical conditions in the cypress swamps are
shown in the following photographs.

Improvements Desired

In a public hearing in Beaumont on 14 November 1961, the Texas
Board of Water Engineers (now the Texas Water Development Board) re-
quested that the Corps of Engineers consider & salt water barrier and
reservoir on the Neches River near Colliers Ferry, providing 17,000
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Public boat launching area and Beaumont Country Club

Photograph courtesy City of Beaumont
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North bank of Tenmile Bayou, abvut 2,000 feet upstream from mouth

uth bank of Tenmile Bayou, about 2,000 feet upstream from mouth
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acre-feet of conservation storsge and having gates , with sills at stream-
bed elevaiion, of sufficlent size to pass large fiows to facilitate the
periodic flushing of accumulated sediment. The proposed project

would have served the purposes of both navigation and recreation.

The Lower Neches Valley Authority submitted & brief stating that

Dam B Reservoir, {now B. A. Steinhsgen Leke), McGee Bend Reservoir

(now Sam Rayburn Reservoir) and the suthorized Rockland Reservoir

would be adequate to supply the estimated water reguirements below

Dam B to the year 2000, and that provision of conservaticn storage

at the salt water barrier was not justified. The Authority alterna-
tively requested consideration of a salt water barrier 2,300 feet
below the mouth of Pine Islsnd Bayou which would have hed & maximum
normal pool elevation of 5 feet above mean sea level. Related requests
were presented for bost launching ramps at points of access, provision
for pasgage through one of the gate openings of barges L0 feet wide
with a loaded draft of 12 feet, and provisions for a future navigation
lock adjacent to the barrier. S

A prominent landowner requested consideration of two salit water
barriers, one on Pine Island Bayou and one on the Neches River at or
above Four QOaks Ranch, instead of a single barrier below the mouth of
Pine Island Bayou, citing as reasons the extensive recreational
boating and existing barge traffic. Requests also were made for cons
struction of a barge channel in the Neches River from Beaumont to
Evadale and on to other upstream points. Upstream navigation needs
are being evaluated in the overall Neches River basin study, but are
relevant to this interim report on & salt water barrier only insofar
as concerns compatibility of the proposed barrier with future navi-
gation needs., :

At the second public meeting in Beaumont on 9 December 1970
several requests were made that the proposed salt water barrier be
sited in the vicinity of the Interstate Highway 10 bridge, mile 22.5,
in order to restore clean, fresh water conditions to as much of the
river as possible. ’

FORMULATING A PLAN

The essential elements of an acceptable plan are that it should
permanently control salinity intrusion in the river; provide for free
and reasonsbly uncbstructed use of the river by existing and prospective
recreaticnal and commercial navigation; be compatible with any future
plan for extension of a barge channel abdve Besumont; and preserve or
enhance the naturel enviromment of the river and its flood plain.
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Altermatives Considered

The alternate solutions which have been considered are con-
tinuation of the present practice of installing temporary salt water
barriers each year; flushing the salt water wedge downstream with
fresh water; extension of the fresh water intske cansls to points
above the limit of tide water; increased use of ground water as a
substitute for surface water from the river; and construction of a
permanent barrier in the river channel. Several alternate locations
and alternate methods of constructing a permanent salt water barrier
have been studied.

® Temporary salt water barriers.- The most economical
solution to the problem of salinity intrusion in terms of monetary
costs is continuation of the present practice of installing temporary
salt water barriers across Pine Islend Bayou and the Neches River
each year. The average annual cost of this practice is approximately
$80,000. However, there are three reasons for discontinuing the
practice of using temporary barriers. The first is to eliminate
pericdic and prolonged interference wlith public use and enjoyment of
the naturally navigable waterway. The second is elimination of water
level increases caused in Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River by
the backwater effects of the fixed barriers. The third reason is to
relieve local interests from an annual cost for mitigating a problem
which is considered to be a Federal responsibility related to navi-
gation improvements previously installed. Secondarily, & permanent
barrier approprlately located will significantly enhance environmental
conditions. The determination of the Federal interest in the prevention
of salinity intrusion is discussed in the section of this report on
Division of Plan Responsibilities. It will be necessary that the Lower
Neches Valley Authority continue to install the temporary salt water
barriers until such time as permanent improvements for the prevention
of salinity intrusion have been constructed.

@ Flushing.- An alternative of flushing the salt water below
Bunns Bluff with water released from an upstream reservoir, such as
Sam Reyburn Reservoir, has been suggested. With the existing L4O- by
4OO~foot channel to Beaumont, it is estimated that a net flow of approxi-
mately 1,900 cubic feet per second would be required to depress the nose
of the salt water wedge below the fresh water intake at Bunns Bluff.
This net flow would be in addition to water withdrawn from the river for
municipal, industrial and agricultural uses. This flow would be re-
quired for an average of 111 days per year.

The amount of water required annually would be about 418,000
acre-feet. For evaluation, the proposal has been related to use of
water from the proposed Rockland Reservoir. This would be preferable
to altering the functioning of the existing Sam Rayburn Reservoir to
the detriment of ifs extensive recreational developments. Approximately
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4O percent of the yield of the proposed Rockland Resarvolr would be
required at an estimeted annuali cost of 34,133,200, or several times

cthe estimated annusl cost of suy other plan considered. Flushing

could improve water guality in the Weches River below Beaumont and
might enhance the habitat for flsh and shellfish in Ssbine Lake during
periods of reduced nabural flows. Any bensfits would be indeterminate
and cannot be evaiuvated at Lthis time. In addition to the economic dis-
advantage, the projected stats.wide increase in demand for water for
municipal, industrial and agricultural uses precludes consideration of
such a walter use ags & realistic long-range alternative.

@ Extension of inteke canals.~- Extension of the LNVA and City
of Beaumont water cansls to intakes above the influence of tide water
and any possible salt water intrusion would be technically feasible.

The first cost and annual charges of such & plap are estimated at
$15,132,000 and $1,046,000, respectively. In addition to its greater
cost, this plan not only offers none of the environmental advantages

of the selected plan but would cause extensive disruption of the natural
environment in the clearing and excavabtion of large rights-of-way and
the relocation or elteration of rcads and utilities conflicting with
the canals.

@ Use of ground wabter.- If wunicipal, industrial and agri-
cultural water demands could be satisfied entirely from ground water,
there would be no need for a barrier. The present total water demand
is about 500,000 acre-feet per year, of which about 190,000 acre~feet
per year is required for municipal and industrial uses. The egtimated
safe yleld cof the aguifers in the lowver Weches River basin generally
velow the northern boundaries of Tyler and Jasper Counties, is 250,000
acre-feet per year, which could supply the present municipal and in-
dustrial water demend, but, even 1f it could all be made available to
Jefferson County, it is inadeguate for the agricultural needs. Ground
water therefore ig not an adeguate substitute for surface water, and
the full use of availeble supplies would not preclude the need for a
salt water barrier.

® Selection of location for permanent barrier.- Seven sites
have been considered as locations for a salt water barrier on the
Heches River, six of which are shown on plate 1. The seventh site
would be at or below the Interstste Highway 10 bridge. It would not
be possible to construct & salt water barrier and navigation gate there
without alteration of the bridge, which eliminates the site as uneco-
nomical., A barrier at site 4 at river mile 26.3 would be the most
economical, while a barrier at site 1 at river mile 23 1s preferred by
local interests, The accompenying photograrhs iljustrate existing
conditions at the two siies,

It is estimated that the cost of a salt wabter barrier at site 1
would exceed that of sn eguivalent barrier at site U by $647,000. Most
of the additional cost relates Yo & nesd for an auxiliary dam to block
salinity intrusion vis sn existing adiscent drainage cannl. A& barrier
at either site would function equally well in satisfying the Federal
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West bank of river at site 1
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responsibility for mitigation of salt water intrusion. However,

their secondary effects, primarily in terms of environmental benefits,
would differ materially. Each, in addition to barring upstream move-
ment of salt water, would act as a pollution barrier, precluding the
upstream movement of waters polluted with municipal and industrial
wastes and thus establishing clean fresh water conditions above the
barrier. The tenure of this as an evironmental gain will, of course,
depend on the length of time that polluted water conditions will con-
tinue to prevail in the face of current and future regulatory and other
corrective actions devoted to their mitigation. In the meantime, a
barrier at site 1 would apply the environmental improvement to 3.3
more miles of river and 7,100 more acres of swampland than would a
barrier at site L.

The feasibility of adopting site 1 in preference to site 4 as the
location of the proposed Federal project is contingent upon two con-
ditions. PFirst, a major industrial effluent canal (owned by Eastex,
Inc.) now discharging into the river above site 1 must be relocated
downstream of the site at non-project expense. The responsible industry
proposes to do this. Second, the excess cost relating solely to the
mitigation of a non-project related pollution problem or, otherwise
stated, the cost of a localized environmental gain involving a pollution
condition of local origin should be entirely a local expense, if the
measures are to be undertaken. Iocal interests accept this premise and
have formally indicated a willingness to pay for the environmental gain.

Therefore, with no difference in Federal cost, selection of site 1
for the proposed project is based on obvious enviromnmental advantages, the
preference of local interests, and thelr willingness to pay for their
preference. ' '

® Alternate barrier designs.- Four design concepts have been
considered for the barrier: a dam with flap-gated outlets; an inflatable
dam commonly known as & Fabridam; a tainter-gated dam; and a fixed, weir-
type dam. A fixed or weir-type dam would be less costly than the other
three types but the severe sedimentation problems and increased backwater
effects that are inherent in such a structure remove it from further
consideration. .

Preliminary designs and cost estimates for the first three indicate
the following construction costs:

a. A flap-gated dam with eight 40-by 30-foot

steel flap gates « = = = = = « =~ = = = = = = = - $1,853,000
b. A Febridam consisting of three 146-by 15.2-foot = '
inflatable bags = = = = = = = = = « = - = - - - 2,988,000
¢. A dam consisting of seven 4O-by 24.5-foot
tainter gates « == = = - = @« » - o = - - n -~ - 5,077,000
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The Tirst iz er uptried design of uncerielin reliability and
" meintensvce charactsristies. The sscond, aithough in apparently
gueccessiul use in vardous doestions fuor similer purposes, presents
unusuald malantenance and replscersnt problems in regard to which
erperience date are Limited. The talnter gste design is one of
relisbility and reasonable maintenapcs. In view of the apparent
cost advanteges of other designs, however, more detailed study of
availahle alternatives will be warranted in the pre-construction
planning stage if the project should be authorized.

® Navigation feamtures.~ In Judging what navigation features
should be incorporated in the proposed project, 1t has been necessary
to consider both existing use of the stream in its natural condition
and future navigational use should the waterway ever be improved.
Although the proposed project s justified solely by the requirement
for mitigation of salinity intrusicn and thus bears & responsibility
to provide only for such navigation as may be incidental to limited
use of the waterway in its natural stete, it appears prudent to invest
in compatibility with possibvle fyture needs. ‘

Principal shallow-draft waterweys in the reglion, primerily the
Gull Intracosstal Waterway, generally provide a channel depth of 12
feet. Gated structures feature sill depths of 16 feet, the additional
depth providing for futurs channel deepening. & width of 56 feet is a
minimun standerd for barge traffic. Thus, for consistency with current
standards, this plan of improvement contemplates & clear gate opening
56 feet wide, 15 feet of depth over the gate sill, and approach channels
100 feet wide st a devth of 12 feet. The central portion of the channel
will be deepened over a width of sbout 76 feet to 16 feet corresponding
to the gate sill depth to wininize sheoaling at the gate.

The dimensions selected are more than sdequate for the maximum
gize vessels now using the waterway, berges 30U feel wide and 200 feet
long, with losded drafts of ﬁ% feet, and are suitable for fubure
expansion into a lock of stmndard dimensions.

THE SELECTED PLAN

This section of the renart swmarizes the engineering features and
envirommental effects of the selected plan of inprovement. The economics
of the plan are suwserized in & later section.

Plas Descripsion

The selected plan consisis of a dam and navigation gate and various
related features. The dam will be & gated structure with seven 40~ by
24, 5-foot tainter gates. The gates will have & top elevation in the
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closed position of 4.5 feet, a boitlom elevation in the raised pocsition
“of 16 feet, and & sill depth of 20 faet, The top elevation of 4.5 feet
will provide s moderate degree of prouechtion from overtopping of the
system by abnormal tides. A pool slevation of one foot will normally

be maintained behind the dam when salipity intrusion control is needed.

A navigation stracture with two seclor gates, providing a clear opening
56 feet wide and a2 depth of 16 feet over the sill, will be located in a
16- by 76-foot by-pass channel east of the dem. The navigation gate will
be designed for adsptability ifo a navigation lock if such a feature
should ever be warranted by increased navigation and authorized by
Congress. An access road, constructed on an earth fill, will extend

from a propesed city park read on the west side of the river to the

dam and gate. A service bridge will be provided acrass the dam for
access to the gate. An earthen leves will be constructed from the

east end of the navigation gate southwestwerd along the east gide of

the by-pass channel to high ground north of Interstate Highway 10.

An suxiliary dem with two 10~ by 2~foot flapgates and three 10- by

8-foot slidegates will be constructed across the canal which drains the
southern end of Bairds Bayou, at a location south of old U. 5. Highway 90.

No recreational facilities are included in the plan. However, a
factor considered in site selection is the enhancement of potential
recreational usefulness of the ares west of the river if and as local
authorities develop plans for its use,

The details of the plan of improvement are shown on plates 3,
4, and 5.

Plan Accomplishuents

The barrier will under normal conditions protect the surface
water supplies of the municipalities, industries and farms served by
the water delivery systems of the Lower Hechez Valley Authority and
the City of Beaumont Trom contamination by salt water moving up the
Necheg River during periods of low {low and high water withdrawals.
The barrier will serve as a hurricane-flood barrier only incidentally
to its elevation of 4.5 feet. Tides in excess of that level will
overtop the dam and contaminate the water behind it, requiring, after
subsidence of the tide, that the gates hz opened and the salt water
flushed downstream.

Effect of Plaw on the Ewvironment

The proposad project will benafit man's environment by perma-
nently assuring the reliabdility of municipal, industrial and agri-~
cultural fresh water supplies which are vital to the economic well
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being of the area's inhabitants. It will restore a dependable fresh
water environment in all of the river and’ swemp areas &bove Interstate
Highway 10, except for 600 acres of swamp drained by Brakes Bayou on
the west side 0f the Lawson Canal, S _

, mhus lt will eliminate the intruslon of poiluted water from
downstréam, rendering the- waterway useful and att ractive for enjoyment
by man.  Approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches River and Pine Island
Bayou ‘petween the’ permanent’ barrler loc&tion and the existing temporary
barrier locatidns will be improved for fresh water fishing, as will the
canals and- bayOus leading into the swamp.  During the “pericd of the year
when flows: in the piver are sufficlent to overcome salinity and downstream
pollution and to’ ‘obviate the need for operation of the barrier, the tainter
gates and the navigation gate will be left open and natural river conditions
will prevail. The polluted water below the permanent barrier will be
confined to a shorter reach of the river than is presently the case with
the temporary barriers, but this should have only & negligible effect on
dissolved oxygen, temperature and salinlty in the river below the barrier.

The INVA, with a grant from the Texas Water Quality Board, nad a
study performed during the period 1969-1971 on the Lower Neches River Area
Comprehensive Sewage Plan 1970-1990. Based on this study the INVA is
planning one or more regional sewage treatment plants for the area. The
study has encouraged similar planning by concerned industries and munici-
palities in Jefferson County, which should eventually result in 1mprovement
of the guality of effluent discherged into the Neches River and Taylors
Bayou. This planning has been coordinated with the Texas Water Quallty
Board and the U, S. Environmental Protection Agency

- Excavated material from the navigation by—pass channel in excess
of that needed for construction of the levee and the service area will be
placed on shore in 14 acres of leveed disposal areas. Although the exact
location of these disposal areas has not yet been determined, it is pro-
posed that the surplus excavated material be deposited on the west side
of the river, between the Lawson Canal and the river, on land presently
used by the City of Beaumont for a sanitary landfill and proposed for
eventual use as a city park. Approximately 57 acres of land will be
acquired, in addition to the disposal areas, for construction of the
' project. . Approximately Ll acres will be entirely cleared of existing
trees and vegetation, and selective cutting and, clearihg will be per-
formed on approximately 16 acres of severed,land The 57 acres of land
will be lost as wildlife habitat.  The following photographs show typical
scenes in the severéd-land area;7 ' SRR ;'f;

During perlods when the gates are closed the one-foot normal
pool elevatlon behind the dam will® slightly raise aater surface elevations
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Typu‘al scenes in severed land area at site 1
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.along the river for several miles upstream and in fthe sloughs and bayous
which lead away from the river. No significant environmental effects are
expected to result from such semsconsl inereases in water levels., No
adverse effect on the proposed Big Thicket National Parlk, which is to be
located along and north of Pine Island Bayou and along and west of the
Neches Rlver, is foreseen.

At the present time during the average 1lll-day period each year
when the temporary salt water barrier is in place in the Neches River
below Lakeview, water released from B. A, Steinhagen Lake does not reach
the estuary unless the temporary barrier is overtopped or breached by a
sudden rise on the river. It is estimated that when the permanent salt
water barrier is in place, the gates in the barrier will be closed for an
average period of 11l days each year to bar upstream movement of salt
water. When the gates in the barrier are closed, about 100 acre-feet of
fresh water will be released to the estuary each time the navigation gate
is opened for vessel passage. It is estimated that about 10,000 acre-
feet of water will be released each year through the navigation gate,
which will incidentally improve water conditions in the estuary sllightly
during periods when there would be no flow from the Neches River under
present conditions.

Neither National Historie Landmarks, sites included on the
National Register of Historie Places, nor any known sites of local or
state significance will be affected by the project. A map indicating
known archeological sites in the area has heen secured from the Texas
Historical SBurvey Committee. BExamination of the map indicates that none
of these sites will be disturbed by construction or operation of the project
elther at site 1 or site 4. The Texas Historical Survey Committee further
advises, however, that the probability of finding additional archeological
sites in the project area is high. Therefore, an archeoclogical survey of
the construction area will be undertaken during preconstruction planning.
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Design

A one-foot head or differentlal in water levels ghove and below the
dam will be adequate to minimize leskage of salt water through the closed
gates of the dam and the closed navigation gate, znd will be adequate
also to minimize salt water intrusion through the navigation gate when it
is opened for passage of recreational and commercisl vessels.,

Operation and Maintenance

The project will be maintained and operated by the Corps of Engineers.
During periods when the barrier is needed to prevent salinity or pollution
intrusion, the gates in the barrier dam and auxiliary dam will be closed
and the navigation gate will be placed in operation. These periods are
expected to correspond to those when the temporary salt water barriers
have been needed in the past. Such pericds have averaged 111 days during
June to October, but the temporary barriers occasionally have been placed
as early as March and left in place until as late as December. In 1956~
57 they were in place until February 1957. The proposed project will
provide a flexibility to adjust to varying conditions which is not avail-
able in the present fixed barriers, and will be operated to take advantage
of conditions permitting the navigation gate to remain open.

In the event of abnormally high tides accompanying & hurricane or
other severe weather disturbance, all gates will be closed. 8Salt water
will overtop the dam if the tide level exceeds 4.5 feet. After sub-
sidence of the tide, the gates will be opened and the salt water behind
the dam will be flushed downstream by the natural river flow, often

intensified by run-off from heavy rainfall which usuwally accompanies
hurricanes,

When flows are adequate to prevent salt water or pollution in-
trusion, the navigation gate and the tainter gates in the barrier dam
and slidegates in the suxiliary dam will be left open. During floods
the gates will be open and the flapgates in the auxiliary dam will be
self~operating.

Under normal operatling conditions the tainter gates and slidegates
will be operated as necessary to maintain the one-foot water level behind
the dam.

An operating procedure for the navigation gate will be adopted
consistent with the reasonsble needs of navigation and economy of
operation. With the navigation use expected in the early years of the
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project, limiting of gate operation to daylight hours will probably
be satisfactory.

it is estimated that the navigation gate will be open an average
of 15 minutes each time the gate is opened for barge tows, cabin
cruisers, etc., and that approximately 10C acre-feet of fresh water will
be passed in each opening. The total yearly water loss is estimated at
10,000 acre-feet. As navigation increases, it may be necessary, under
drought conditions, to limit the number of openings and to delay vessel
passages acccrdlngly.

ALTERNATE PLAN

In the event the local interests do not make the required cash
contribution for a project at site 1, it is proposed that the project
be built at site 4, which would not require a cash contribution. This
site at river mile 26.3 about 3.3 miles upstream from site 1, is cbout
halfway between Lawson Crossing and the Beaumont Country Club. The
‘design of the barrier and navigation gate and by-pass channel would be
the same as of these features at site 1, with the same channel and gate
dimensions and the same elevations of sills and tops of gates and
abutments. An access road would be provided on the west bank of the
river and a service bridge would exftend across the barrier to a short
access road to the navigation gate on the east side of the river. A
levee would connect the east side of the navigation gate to an existing
levee along the City of Beaumont's water supply canal.

When in operation a minimum pool elevation of 1 foot above mean
sea level would be maintained. Operation and maintenance procedures
would be essentislly the same as described for a project at site 1
except that there would be no auxiliary features at site 4. A barrier
at site L4 would have generally similar effects on the environment as
the project at site 1, though to a lesser extent in the river bottom
swamp and length ¢of river channel that would be restored to fresh water
conditions. '

ECONOMICS OF SELECTED PLAN

This section of ﬁhe report summarizes the economic analysis of
the recommended plan of improvement snd the methodology of evaluation
of costs and benefits.

Aletbddblqu

The economic justificatibn for the proposed improvements based
on national efficiency is demonstrated by comparing the estimated
annual charges for interest, amortization, maintenance, operation and
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major replacement with the estimated average annual equivalent benefits
which could be realized over & 50-year period of analysis. The selected
period is 1980 to 2030. Costs and benefits incurred or accruing at a
future date are converted to present worth using an interest rate of
5-1/2 percent.

Costs

The estimated first costs and annual charges of the plan of improve=~
ment, based on September 1972 prices, are summarized in the following
table. All estimates include appropriate allowances for contingencies,
engineering and design and supervision and administration, based on
costs experienced on similar projects. The investment cost includes
interest on the average investment during the estimated L-year con-
struction period. The annual charges include interest and amortization,
meintenance, operation and major replacement. For ready comparison the
estimates for both the selected plan, plan 1, and the most economical
plan, plan &, are shown. '

Benefits

Benefits will be derived from the project primarily through pre-
vention of damages related to salt water contamination of fresh water
supplies. The potential damages must be assessed on a hypothetical
basis, inasmuch as at present they are effectively prevented by the
existing fixed salt water barriers. The rationale for acceptance of
benefits in terms of damages prevented hinges on the unacceptability of
the present method of prevention, as demonstrated earlier in this report.

Assuming the absence of a salt water barrier, a potential for major
damage lies in the two major uses of surface water supplies, industrial
and agricultural. A shortage of fresh water would mean curtailment of
production in the vast petro-chemical industry involved at an extremely
high cost. The loss to rice agriculture would be in the form of reduced
crop ylelds and quality because of curtailed irrigation or the use for
irrigation of water containing injurious quantities of salt.

In terms of relative value and water requirements, industry is a
high value, low water consumption use, whereas agriculture represents
2 low wvalue, high water consumption use. In the case of competition
between these uses for a limited supply of fresh water, it is to be
assumed that the low value use would be sacrificed to the high value
need. This assumption, taken together with the fact that industrial
needs could, if necessary, be substantially satisfied by development
of alternate ground water supply, as previously discussed herein,
eliminates the prevention of industrial damage as a creditable benefit.
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ESTIMATED PROJFCT COSTS

Item ' : Plan 1 Plan &
(1)
FIRST COST
Lends and damages, acquistion $ 450 $ 450
Dams
Main river barrier o - 5,077,000 5,121,000
Auxiliary dam 592,000 -
Navigation gate : 3,977,000 3,977,000
Access road : 74,400 139,200
Channel .. 87,000 105,000
Levee 147,000 61,600
Buildings, grounds & utilities 244,000 2ul GO0
Permanent operating equipment 65,000 65,000
Engineering and design 821,000 777,000
Supervision and administration ' 718,150 679,750
Aids to navigation 4,000 4,000
Rights-of-way, casements, levees & .
spillways o : : : 46,000 2,000
Total o : 11,853,000 11,2(3%,000
INVESTMENT (2) 13,156,800 12,438,600
ANNUAL CHARGES : o
Interest (3) . 723,600 684,100
Amortization (3) 53,400 50,400

Maintenance, operation and major

replacement 197,100
Total 974,100

— 55500

{1) September 1972 prices
{2) Includes interest during U-year construction period.

(3) Based on a 50-yesr project life and an interest rate of 5.5 percent.
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Conversely the rice sgriculture would inevitebly suffer damage
in the absence of a salt water barrier and the estimated amount of
damages prevented is creditable to the proposed project. The esti-
mated average snmusl amount of these benefits is $1,762,000. The
nethodology for developing this value is presented later herein.

Direct benefit will accrue from the project's effect of
establishing a clean, fresh water condition upstream of the dam.
Based on an appraisal of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service of
increases in fresh water sport and commercial fishing, the annual
fish and wildlife benefits are estimated at $6,300 for site 4 and
$5,600 for site 1. TFor purposes of this report the figures are
rounded to $6,000. : _

Benefits will also accrue incidentally from the project in the
form of environmental enhancement. The barrier will, in addition to
barring the upstream movement of salt water, also bar water pollution
originating downstream, thus restoring the river above the dam and
most of the adjoining marshes and swamps to a clean, fresh water con-
dition, enhancing their esthetic appeal for humean enjoyment and
recreation. The selected site offers greater benefit in this respent
than others because it is farther downstream and provides the benefit
to & correspondingly greater length of the river. Local interests
have indicated a willingness to pay for this increased benefit in the
amount of the difference in cost of the project at the selected site
(site 1) and the most economical site (site 4). The enhancement
relates primarily to industrial and municipal pollution which is of
uncertain duration inasmuch as it should end probably will be miti-
gated under State and Federal pollution control programs in the
foreseeable future. In any case, the industrial and municipal pol-
lution has no relationship to the downstream Federal navigetion
improvements which are judged to be the cause of salt water intrusion,
and there is no Federal obligation for mitigation or control of these
pollutants in connection with a salt water barrier project. It is
therefore reasonable that any cost incurred be entirely non-Federal.
No rational method is known for quantifying or attaching monetary
value to the anticipated environmental benefits. However, the local
interests' willingness to pay, despite the uncertain tenure of the
benefits, is judged to be a reasonable measure of the value of the
benefits to them, and the amount of the benefits is therefore
established in the amount of additional costs to be accepted by local
interests, $647,000, reduced to an average annual equivalent of
$42,500 and $2,000 annual costs of operation, maintenance, and major
replacement, for & total of $4k,500. o

No benefits are attributed to recreation since the project
plan includes no recreational facilities. Obviously the environ-
mental enhancement previously described will improve recreation
opportunities and encourage general recreational use of the waters.
However, it is considered that the value of these benefits is in-
cluded in the enhancement benefits already accepted.
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® Derivation of agricultural benefits.- As indicated
previously, the agricultural crop which will benefit from the
project in terms of damages prevented is rice. The acreage of
rice irrigated with Neches River water supplied by the LIWVA has
averaged 48,000 acres over a 28-year period through 1971, ranging
from approximately 37,000 to approximately 60,000 acres., The
irrigated areas in 1971 totalled almost 48,000 scres. Information
as to the yield of this acreage specifically is not available.
However, records are available for some 58,000 to 68,000 acres of
rice in Jefferson County, much of which is the acreage under con-
sideration here. The rest is irrigated from other scurces. The
records indicate a trend toward an average yield of 26 barrels per
acre. The price currently averages about $9.00 per barrel. It is
considered that these values are representative of the acreage
under consideration and are valid for use in economic evaluation
of this project.

A precedent study of salinity damage to rice crops under
comparable climatic and other growing conditions is avallable in
a study by the New Orleans District, Corps of Engineers, which
led to authorization and construction of a salt water barrier in
the Calcasieu River, Louisiana. This study, which was published
as House Document No. 582, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, and the
economics appendix of which is appended to this report as
exhibit F-1, indicates that saline irrigation water would reduce
yield by about 13 percent and quality by about 3 percent and that
the reduced quality would be reflected in a correspondingly reduced
price. The conclusions of the Calcasieu River study are accepted
for purposes of this report and applied to the yields and values
previcusly cited in determining hypothetical damages prevented.
Thus the annual values adopted are:

Acreage : L8,000 acres

With salinity control: :
Yield , .26 bbls/acre
Unit value * $ 9.00/vbl
Total value

48,000 x 26 x $3.00 = $11,232,000

Without salinity control:

Yield (reduced 1.3%) 22.6 bbls/acre
Unit velue (reduced 3%) $ 8.73/bbl
. Total velue

8,000 x 22.6 x $8.73 = %g;hTOQOOO
Annual damage , 762,000
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Comparison of Bencfits and Cous

The combined sgriouwlitural and fish and wildiife benefits
to be reslized from the project will amount to $1,768.000 annnally.
These benefite will accrue from a project at elther of the two
sites under consideration, site &, the least costly, and site 1,
preferred by local interesis. The latter, however, as previcusly
discussed, will produce additional benefits in the form of environ-
mental enhancement for which the local interests are willing to pay
the additional ecost. Based on the prineiple of willingness to pay,
this report accepts the incrementsl costs as the messure of the
benefits; that is, the beneflts equal the costis,.

SUMMARY OF AVERAGE ANNUAL BENEFITS AND CHARGES

Plan 1 Plan b

Average annual benefits:

Prevention of agricultural damage $ 1,762,000 $ l 762,000

Fish and wildlife 6,000 6,000

Environmental enhancement Lk, 500

Total aversge annual benefits $ 1,812,500 §1,768,000
Annual charges . 974,100 929,600
Ratio of benefits to charges ' 1.86 1.90

DIVISION OF PLAN RESPONSIBILITIES

This section of the report discusses the determination of
the nature and extent of Federal interest.ln the proposed sali water
barrier and navigation gate, the apporiiomment of costs between
Federal and non-Federal interests, and the determination of Federal
and non-~Federal responsibilities.

Determination of Federai Interest

it is considered thet the construction of the ship channel to
Beaumont and its subseguent progressive enlargement have been the
primary causes of upstrean penestration of salt water. The relation
between the enlargement of the ship chamnnel and the upstreasm pene-
tration of salt water was recognized in 1962 in the most resent report
on the Sabine-Neches Waterway, and in several earlier reports. The
1962 report, which led to Congressionsl suthorization of the recently
completed h0mfoot project and which was printed as House Document No. 557,
8Tth Congress, 2nd Session stated on page 15: "3. Investigations and
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studies for comprehensive river hasin survey reports on the Neches

and Sabine Rivers for navigation, flood control, water supply, and
other related purpéses are in progress. These reports will con-

sider salt water barrier structures and navigation improvements for
the Neches River above Beaumont, and for the Sabine River above Echo."
and on page 32: "Increasing the dimensions of the Neches River channel
would increase the p0341bllity of movement of the salt water wedge up-
stream during periods of low flow in the river. Such movement of the
salt water wedge might endanger municipal and industrial water supply
intakes located on the Neches River and its tributary, Pine lsland
Bayou. The need for construction of a salt water barrier in the
Neches River is being investigated under a comprehensive survey of

the Neches River basin now in progress.” This report is in furtherance
of that expressed 1ntent10n.

Historically, the prevention of salinity intrusion in this
project area has been left to the devices of local interests. They
constructed a salt water barrier and navigation lock on Taylors
Bayou about 1914, and constructed a replacement structure about 1935.
They paid for a salt water guard lock constructed in 1916 in the
Sabine-Neches Canal, downstream from the mouth of the Neches River,
and maintained it unt;l its abandonment. In 1929 they'obtalned from
Congress special asuthority to construet temporary salt water barriers
across the Neches River.

In recent years, however, Federal responsibility for mitigation
of salinity intrusion related to Federal navigation improvements has
become generally recognized. A variety of cost sharing principles
have been applied depending on the individual circumstances of the
various projects.

In & similar case involving & salt water barrier in the
Calcasieu River, Louisiana, the Congress stated in the River and
Harbor Act approved 23 October 1962 (Public Law 87-874) that ".....
measures for mitigation of damages from navigatlon improvements will
be a Federal responsibility and enhancement effects will be shared
on the basis of a 50 per centum Federsl and 50 per centum non-Federal."
It ultimately was determined that no enlisncement effects were involved,
and the Calcasieu River salt water barrier was constructed with no.
apportionment of costs to local interests. '

The historical acceptance by local interests of responsibilities
for prevention of salinity intrusion represents a "no choice" situation
involving a compelling need for deep-water navigation for economic
develcpment of the area and a compelling need for fresh water to
satisfy municipal, industrial and agricultural uses. Continued deferral
of Federal responsibility for mitigatlion measures in connection with
Federal navigation improvements will merely prolong an ineguitable
situation. A salt water barrier might well have been included in the
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most recent navigation project rather than being recognized in the
authorizing document as & subject for later study. In any case,

this report recognizes the Federal interest as an overdue responsl-
bility in extension of its responsibility for nevigation improvements
and proposes that the mitigetion measures be provided entirely at
Federal expense, except for items of local cooperation which are
typically required in navigstion projects - lands, rights-of-way,
relocations, spoil disposal areas, spoil retention works, and an
agreement to hold and save the United States harmless from damages
incidental to construction of the project. '

. A further exception is any additional cost represented by the
local interests' preference as to site related to the obtainment of
environmental benefits. :

The Federsl responsibility for mitigstion measures would be
satisfied by provisicns for construction and operation of a salt
water barrier on the Neches River, limitéd to the cost of the mini-
mum acceptable project that would effectively prevent salt water
intrusion without adverse envirommental or other effects, preserve
the natural navigability of the river, and provide reasonable
adaptability to possible future upstream navigation improvements.
A salt water barrier and navigation gate at site 4 has been de-
termined to be the minimun sccepteble project. As previously
discussed, the local interests, with the objective of enhancement
of the enviromment, have offered to contribute the incremental
ecost of an environmentally more desirable project at site 1.

Cost Apportionment

The costs of a salt water barrier and navigation gate at
site 4 are attributable to mitigation of demages that result from
dredging of the Federal navigation project. The cost sharing policy
for navigation is assignment of all costs except lands and damages and
relocations to the United States. The additional benefits of a project
at site 1 represent environmental enhancement, the additional cost of
which will be allocated to that purpose. If for any reason the local
contribution to environmental enhancement should not be forthcoming, it is
proposed that the project revert to site 4 and be constructed entirely at
Federal expense, except for lands and damages and relocations.’

Federal Responsibilities ;

The Fedefai share of the total first cost of the proposed improve-
ments is presently estimated at $11,17%,000 which is the estimated con-
struction cost of a barrier at site 4. In addition, the Federal
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COST APPORTIONMENT

PLAN 1

Fstimated first cosis

Annual maintenance, operation and
major replacement costs

Navigation Environmental

Navigation Environmental

€L-12-9 W
cL-1E-6 ¥

(Mitigation) enhancement Total (1) (Mitigation) enhancement Total
Salt water barrier _
and navigation gate $ 11,206,000  § 647,000 $ 11,853,000 $ 195,100 $ 2,000 $ 197,100
Federsl 11,174,000 0 ll,lTh,OOO ' 194,800 0 194,800

Non-Federal 32,000 6h7,000(2) 679,000 00 2,000(3} 2,300

(1) All lands, easements and relocations included in
(2) The difference in cost of projects at sites 1 an

non-Federal amounts.
d 4 includes $633,000 in construction costs to

be contributed in cash prior to start of construction and $14,000 in lands, easements and

relocations.
(3) To be contributed in cash prior to start of cons

truction in amount equal to the

capitalized value of $2,000 annually for 50 years and 5% percent interest. The camputéd amount

is rounded to $34,000.



Government would assume the annual maintenance, operation, and
major replacement costs, other then those aszociated with environ-
mental enhancement, disposal areas, leveas, amd spillwsys. The
Federal shsere of the apnual reintensnce, opzration and major
replacement costs would he limited to thore applicable to site k4,
presently estimated at $194,80C. :

Non-Federal Rcsﬁ@nsi&s‘lﬁi@s

The non-Federal share of the total first cost of the recom-
mended improvements is presently estimated at $679,000. This is
comprised of the ceost of all lands, casements and relecations,
estimated at $4H,000, and the additional cost of environmental
enhancement afforded by site 1 over site &4 estimated at $633,000.
In addition, non-Federal interests would assume the annual costs
associated with disposal areas, levees and spillways, estimated at
$300. and contribute in cash the capitdlized eguivalent of the excess
operation, maintenance and major replacement costs attributsble to
site 1, a sum presently estimated at $34,000. If, for any reason,

a proposed city park road upon which the project will depend for
access to the city street system should not materialize as expected,
loeal interesis will be required to arrange for constructiion and
maintenance of a suitable connecting road at no cost to the
Government. Other reguirements of local cooperation are set forth
in the recommendations.

Construction of the salt water barrier and navigation gate
would not be undertaken until the relocation of the Eastex, Inc.
effluent cutfall to a new location downstresm from Interstate High-
way 10, which is planned by that company independently of construction
of a salt water barrier, has been completed. This condition would not
apply if for any reason the plan of improvement should revert to site &,
upstream of the outfall.

The costs of a project at site 1, apportioned to local interests,
include a cash contrivution of the differences in first cost and annual
maintenance, operation snd advance replacement costs,; which, as shown
above, are presently estimated at $667.000. The Final amount will be
determined after construction is completed and the actual costs become
known. However. rather than depend on estimates of cost of a hypo~ .
thetical project at site 4 and an estimate of the annual maintenance,
operation and advance replacement costs at both sites at that time, it
is considered preferable to fix in advance a percentage of the actual
first cost based on estimates presented in this report. This percentage
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applied tc the actual cost upon completion should be an equitable
determination of the local cash contribution. The percentage
determined from the presently estimated costs ls computed at

5.97 percent,as follows:

Bstimated cash contribution = 667,000 _ 5.97%
Estimated Federal first cost 31,174,000

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATICON

The steps necessary for the plan of improvement for the Neches
River, as proposed herein, to meterialize are generally summarized
as follows:

® Review of the District Engineer's report by the Division
Engineer, Southwestern Division, the Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Herbors, and the Chief of Engineers.

® Solicitation by the Chief of Engineers of formal review
and comment by the Governor of Texas and interested Federal agenuies.

® Following the state and interagency review and after
receipt of comments of the Office of Mansgement and Budget regarding
the relationship of the project to the program of the President the
final report of the Chief of Engineers will be forwarded by the
Secretary of the Army to the Congress.

® If all reviews find the project to be favorable, it will
need Congressiocnal authorization and will be submitted to the appro-
priate Congressional committee for consideration. Congressional
procedure includes review and hearings by the Public Works Committees
and authorization by inclusion in a public works act. Presidential
approval of this act concludes the authorizing actions.

# If the project is authorized, the Chief of Enginecers will
include funds in his budget requests for detailed preconstruction
planning and later for construction.

@ When Congress appropriates the necessary initisl funds,
formal assurances of local coopersation will be requested from local
interests by the District Engineer and preconstruction planning will
begin.

@ The esrly stages of preconstruction planning will include
a complete review of project needs, engineering, economic, and
environmental considerations, public attitudes, and all other factors
originally considered in the pre-authorization planning process. The
process will include public meetings ss necessary to assure that the
public interest then prevailing is recognized and served. The project
. plan will be subject to such revisions as may be indicated by thorough
reevaluation of all relevant considerations.
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® Once the preoject plzn of improvement has heen either
reaffirmed or revised, final preccnstruction planning vill be underw
taken. Plans, specificatinrs, and detailed estimstes will be completed
preparatory to advertising Yor Yids and sward of & construction contract.

® Once the construction funds sre apuropristed, loecal interests
will be called upon to satisf{y the requirements of local cooperation,
including execution of a contract indiceting their willingness and legsal
and financial capabllity to do so. After all necessary lands have been
furnished, relocations completed, if any, and any necessary cash con-
tribution furnished, & construction contract will be awarded and the
project will be carried to completion. ,

VIEWS OF NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS

The development of the plans for a salt water barrier was
coordinated with the local and state sgencies and interested parties during
the progress of the study and after formulation of a plan, a public mceting
wes held on 24 March 1972 to present to all interested parties the proposed
plan of improvement. Notice of the meeting was furnished the Unites States
Senators and Congressmen from the area, Federal and state agencies, city and
county authorities, and interested organizations, individuals and property
owners. An environmental assessment and list of questions ralsed at a prior
public meeting on 9 December 1970 together with.answers thereto were included
with the public notice. A total of Bl pérsons attended the public meeting.

All views and comments received during the planning studies were
given full consideration and if feasible weére incorporated in the plan of
improvement. A draft report on the plan was prepared and submitted on
28 December 1972 to all interested Federal, state, and local agencies and
private interests. The views and comments that were received are included
in appendix 2 and are summarized with responses thereto in the following
paragraphs.,

® Agencies of the State of Texas.- The Director, Division of
Planning Coordination, Office of the Jovernor of Texas, in a lstter dated
21 February 1973, summarized and inclosed copies of oomments on the interim
report by the Texas Water Quality Board, the Bureau of Economis Geology of
The University of Texas at Austin, the Texas Water Rights Cormission, the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and the Texss Water Development Board.
These comments are summarized as follows:

a&. The Director, Central Operations, Texss Water Quality Board,
by letter dated 5 February 1973, stated that "the staff of the Texas Water
Quality Board feels that the Corps' report should include an evaluation
of downstream water quality problems that might result from construction
of the salt water barrier. An assessment of the effects of confining
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wastewater discharges in lower reachas of the river during low flow

periods (usually sbout U months each year) should be made to particularly
reflect dizsolved oxygen, temperature and ssiinity chenges. In addition,
the relocation of the Fastex, Inc., effluent cutfall line, downstream

from the barrier, will require an emendment to thelr existing waste ﬂontxol
order by formal Board action.”

The effect of construction of the barrier is discussed in the
section on Effect of Plan on the Environment. At the present time,
during the approximate 6-month period when the temporary salt water
barriers are in place on the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou, there
is no flow of fresh water past the barriers unless they are overtopped
or breached by & sudden rigse in the river or bayou. If a permanent
barrier is constructed, there would be a small flow of fresh water through
the navigation gate when it is opened for passage of commercial and ploasure
craft, even during the period when the gates in the salt water barrier are
closed. The polluted water below the permanent barrler will be conflned
to a shorter reach of the river than is presently the case with the temporary
barriers, but this should have only & negligible effect on dissolved oxygen,
temperature and salinity below the barrier. The relocation of the Hastex, Inc.
effluent outfall line is & non=-projection asction and need to obtain an
amendment to the exlisting waste control order is a responsibility cf the
owner.

b. The Direcitor, Bureau of Economic Geoclogy. The University of
Texas at Austin, by letter dated 18 January 1973, stated "In recent
surface mapping we have completed in this are&a, we have defined a photo-
graphic linear extending along the north end of the proposed salt water
barrier, approximetely paralleling the proposed city road. Many of these
kinds of linears are coincident with active faults in the Houston arez,
and although we have no indication that this particular linear represents
an active surfece fault, some field observation might be worthwhile. We
can provide the Corps with a map showing the lecation of the linear if
they desire.”

A map of the photographic linear has been cbtalned from the Bureau
of Economic Geology. When funds are made available for detailed precomstruc-
tion planning, surface and subsurface investigations will be made to determine
whether a fault exists and, if so, whether modification of the project will be
necaessary.

¢. The Executive Director, Texas Water Rights Commission, by letter
dated 7 February 1973, made the following comments:

‘ 1. "Our staff finds that the salt water barrier project, described
in referenced Interim Review of Reports, is conceptually sound.”
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2. "The local sponsor should submit an application for peruit
elther to reaffirm that exizting permits sre not affected, or to forma~
lize justifiable changes in the existing permits, if applicable.” The
requirements of local cooperabtlion have baen modified to include an item
providing that the local sponsor wiil obtain all necessary water permits
Trom the Texas Water Rights Commission.

3. "In this regard, the staff believes that the referenced
documents would be enhanced if further informative details were given
concerning water quality management planning being done by Fedaral or
non~Federal sgencles in the Lower Neches River and Estusry downstream
from the site of the proposed project.” Additional information regarding
planning for pollution control has been included in the section on Effect
of Plan on the Environment.

d. The Executive Director Parks and Wlldlife Department, by
letter dated 23 January 1973, stated "Our Department has reviewed this
report and agrees with the enclosed findings. We would hope to press the
Corps of Engineers for a barrier at 8ite 1 rather than the other loeations."
This comment with respect to aslternate project site 4 is similar to those
of Clear Alr & Water, Inc., and the Neches Boat Club, which are discussed
below.

e. The Executive Director, Texas Water Development Board, by
letter dated 5 February 1373, stated that "In the opinion of Water Develop-
ment Board staff, benefits to be derived from the proposed action will far
outwelgh any adverse effects" and "we strongly recommend construction of
this Corps of Engineers facility, as proposed, and believe that the draft
environmental impact statement sufficiently complies with the provisions
of NEPA." .

® Council of Governments.- The South Esst Texas Regional Planning
Commission is the Counecll of Govermments for Jefferson and Orange Counties.
The Executive Director by letter dated 23 February 1973 stated that the
report had been reviewed by the Planmning Commission's Project Review
Cormittee on 13 February 1973 and by the Planning Commission's Executive
Committee on 21 February 1973. He stated the Executive Committee's opinion
that the proposed project would have a favorable environmental impsact, and
that the present temporary salt water berriers would be more properly
called semi-permanent, since they often sre left in place for six to uine
months. The Executive Committes held an open meeting on 21 Februsry 1973
to-discuss the proposed project. A total of 64 persons attended the meeting
including 20 members, 24 staff members, and 20 guests. A representative of
the Galveston District Engineer attended the meeting.
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® Local agencies and groups.- The following comments were received
from the Lower Neches Valley Authority, City of Bemumont, Clean Alr &
Weter, Inc., and the Neches Boat Club:

a. The President, lLower Neches Valley Authority, by letter dated
9 April 1973, stated "The Authority has examined this Review of Reports
and approves the findings, conclusions and recommendations contained
therein for the construction of the Salt Water Barrier at Site 1L."

b. The Mayor, City of Beaumont, by letter dated 29 January 1973,
stated thet the city had made a tentetive agreement with the Lower Neches
Valley Authority to cooperate in the project, and that "The City of
Beaumont endorses this project and feels that the project will greatly
enhance the fresh water environment upstream from the project.”

¢. The President, Clean Alr & Water, Inc., Beaumont, by letter
dated 24 February 1973, stated that his association opposed the alternate
project site 4, and tentatively approved project site 1. He questiuned
the requirement for & local cash contribution toward a project at pre-
ferred site 1 insteasd of at the most economical location, site 4. The
Commodore, Neches River Boat Club also, in letter dated 26 February 1973,
endorsed the project at site 1 but opposed construction at site 4. The
report recommends construction of a project at site 1, that preferred by
local interests, subject to a cash contribution by local interests of the
difference in cost between that site and the most economical site, site U.
It also recommends, however, that if, for any reason, the local cash con-
tribution should net be fortheoming, the project should revert to the
most economical site, site 4. The local interests have reaffirmed thelr
intention to contribute the excess cost for the project at site 1.

REVIEW BY OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

The views and comments of other Federal agencies on the draft
report are summerirzed as follows:

a. U. 8. BEnvironmental Protection Agency: The Chief, Federal
Assistance Branch, Region VI, in letter dated 13 February 1973 commented
a8 follows:

1. "In the discussion of the existing enviromment, reference is
made to the City of Beaumont's sanitary landfill on the west bank of the
river upstream from mile 22.6. We suggest that s discussion of the leachate
from this £ill be included in the report and the statement..... The Tity
of Beaumont should be consulted and their plens for the sanitary landfill
and any provisions for abating possible pollution by leachates should be
included in the report.” The City of Beaumont has several test wells in
the sanitary landfill and continuously monitors conditions by taking water
samples from the test wells and from the river adjacent to the landfill.
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8o far there has been no water guality problem. If a problem should
develop in the future, as the sanitary lendfill is extended northward,
the city proposes to increse the width of the earth harrier between the
landfill and the river sufficiently to prevent leachling into the river.

2. "Reference is made in several sections of the report and
the statement to 'local interest.' The 'local interest' should be identl-
fied in the first part of the report and statement and possibly be
substituted for 'locel interest' throughout the report.” The words "local
interests” are commonly used in Corps of Engineers reports to refer both
to concerned local citlzens and groups and to the locel agency which
assumes responsibility for the non-Federal share of the project. In this
instance the local financial sponsor is the Lower Neches Valley Authorlity.

3. "We do not understand why the salt water wedge iz 'a Federal
responsibility related to navigation improvements previously installed.‘'"
The reasons for recommending that the Federal Government accept responsi-
bility for prevention of salinity intrusion are discussed in the section
of the report on Determination of Federal Interest. Additlonal background
information is contsined in seection C, appendix 1.

4. "It is not clear from the discussion on the alternative for
flushing the selt water from the channel how the 1900 cfs that would be
required to keep the salt water wedge below the fresh water intake at
Brinns Bluff was computed."” Section C, appendix 1, paragraphs 28 - 31,
contalns the computations indicating that a net river flow of 1,900 cubic
feet per second is sufficient to prevent salt water from céontaminating
the fresh water supply at the intake at Bunns Bluff. ‘

5. "We suggest that a combination of surface water and ground
water to supply municipal, industrial and asgricultural demsnds be considered
as an alternative to the salt water barrier."” Consideration of this proposed
alternative shows that while the available ground water supply in the lower
Neches River bhasin of 350,000 acre-feet per yeer is adequate to meet the
present municipal and industrial water demands, it is much less than would
be required for future municipal and industrial uses. If surface water were
to be reserved for irrigation use, it would still be necessary to construct
a salt water barrier to protect the water supply from contamination by salt
wvater during periods of low net flow in the river. The irrigaticn water demand
is much larger snd more concentrated than the municlpal and industrial
vater demands, as shown in table C-2, appendix 1, and the peak raie of
withdrawal of surface water for irrigation use alone would be almost as gresat
ag the present peak rate of withdrawel for munieipal, industrial and
irrigation uses.

6. "The statement that the proposed barrier will have little
effect on fresh water flows to the éstuary should be discussed in detail.”
The proposed method of operation of the project willl not change the permitted
withdrawals of water from the river system above the barrier, nor will
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maintenance of a l-foot head of water above the barrier reguire use of
water from river flow except for initial raising of the water surface.
Operation of the navigation gate will require use of an estimated 10,000
acre-feet of water annually. The relesse of this water during low flow
periode will be beneficial from the standpoint of diluting pollution but
the effect will be incidental to gate operations and will not be material.

b. National Marine Fisheries Service, Nationsl Oceanic
and Aimospheric Administration, Department of Commerce: The Regional
Director, St. Petersburg, Florida, in letter dated 4 April 1973 stated:

1. "Genérally, our views on the proposed project are reflected
in the revised report submitied by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and
Wildlife on July 24, 1972, to which our letter of concurrence was

attached.” A copy of this letter is included in appendix 2 of the
reoort.

2. "Our views concerning the presentation of alternative
declgns to the project are presented in the comments concerning your
draft Environmental Impeact Statement for this project which was forwarded
to you from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Commerce on
February 15, 1973." These views and responses thereto are presented in
the coordinated environmental statement to which they apply.

3. "According to information furnished us, the barrier would
be located far enough upstream to preclude any significant loss of
 normally estuarine habitat while some increase in potential commercial
fresh water fish harvests could be expected. The project could, however,
. have an indirect adverse effect on the productivity of the Sabine estuary

svstem 1f it enables a much greatar reduction of fresh water inflows to the
ectuary."”

4. "Section 42 of Appendix 1 (page C28) should apparently read
'for about 6 to 8 months ...etc' instead of '60 to 8 ...' Also, unless it
comes from mining or industry, 'salt water' openetration in the upper reaches
ol an estusrine system, though sporadic in occurrence, is not considered
'pollution.'" The typographical error has been corrected.

c. National Park-Service, Department of the Interior: The
Assistant Director, Cooperative Activities, Southwest Region, in letter
dated 5 February 1973 stated that '"the reports meke no mention of archeo-
Joziecal and historical resources or the effect of this project on such
materials. As planning progresses on this project, particularly at the
'Environmental Impact Statement' stage, full consideration must be given
to archeclogical and historical values. We will be available to assist in
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setting up these research studies.” As suggested an archeclogical survey
will be made in the project area during preconstruction planning. The
Assistant Director further notes that "mention is made of the Big Thicket
nroposal. At present, several proposals have been made inecluding one
segment in or near Beaumont City limits. It doesn't appear that your
proposal for a Salt Water Barrier would affect any of the Big Thicket
proposals sdversely.'

d. Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, Department of the Interior:
The Regional Director, South Central Regional Office, in letter dated
26 April 1973, stated that "The plan recognizes the potential recreation
benefits of a fresh water lake and provides for the use of spoil material
for development of future recreation sites. We recommend the project be
implemented as described in the reporst.”

e. National Weather Service, National QOceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Department of Commerce: The Regional Hydrologist, Southern
Region, in letter dated 14 February 1973 stated that "It appears that a
thorough treatment of the problem and various alternatives has been pro-
vided with due consideration of the environmental and ecological factors,"
and that "From the standpoint of the National Weather Service Hydrologic
Field Program and the attendant responsibility of providing a river fore-
cast and flood warning service, there is no indication that the proposed
project would have any adverse effect.”

. Soil Conservation Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture:
The State Conservationist of Texas, in letter dated 9.February 1973, stated
that "The proposed salt water barrier will have no adverse effects on pro-
posed projects of the Soil Conservation Service. In fact, they may comple-
ment each other.” He further points out three applications for Federal
assistance on three watersheds above the proposed barrier.

g. Bureau of Mines, Department of the Interior: The Chief,
Intermountain Field Operation Center in letter dated 1k February 1973
stated that "Cur primasry interest in the project is possible involvement
of mineral resources and mineral-production facilities, and our office
review indicates that the proposed improvements would have no adverse
effect thereon.”

h. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, Fish and Wild-
life Service, Department of the Interior: The Acting Regicnal Director in
letter dated 20 March 1973, stated that other than a typographical error
he had no further comment on the report.

i. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture: The Area Environ-
mental Coordinator in letter dated 4 April 1973, stated that their comment
on the environmental impact statement, that it adequately describes the
situation and predicts probable changes, covers the review of reports.
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EFFECTS ASSESSMENT

In compliance with Section 122 of the River and Harbor and
Flood Control Act of 1970, consideration has been given to the possible
adverse social,economic, and environmental effects that the project will
develop. The assessment of these effects is summarized in the following
paragraphs.

@ Socisl effects.- The physical features of the selected plan
will be located in the river bottoms immediately adjacent to 2 generally
undeveloped ares. Within & mile of site 1 are several large industrial.
plants including & ship building and repair plant, the city water supply
pumping plant and filtration plant, a portion of Interstate Highway 10,
and seversl marinas for smell pleasure boats.  On high ground above the
river bottom but subject to flooding by major floods and a little less
than a mile from the project is the closest habitation, a development
of low income housing. Site 4, about 2 miles airline upstream fiom
site 1,is farther from these developments but is within a mile of the
Beaumont Country Club and a nearby launching area for trailered boats.
The small head of water maintsined above the barrier will remein within
the banks of the river and the bayous and sloughs throughout the river
bottoms. The proposed structures and impoundment will not reguire
direct displacement of any inhabitants. The labor force in the city of
Beaumont is sufficiently large to provide the labor required for con-
struction and operation of the project and no influx of workers requiring
housing will be entailed by the project.

Construction and operation of the project will not generate noise
in sufficient intensity to be objectionable to the nearest reaidents.
The reach of the Neches River above the proposed sites is used presently
by pleasure craft and at times for motor boat reces. The noises of the
racing boats are intense, but it is considered that the distance to the
nesrest inhabitants would be sufficient to avoid adverse reaction. It
is to be expected that this type of traffic will increase materially in
the future slong with possible increases in commercial barge traffic.
Attendant increases in noise levels, however, should not create excessive
sdverse effects.

The concrete gate structures in the river and navigation by-pass
canal, the levees and canal as man-made a2lterations to the natural
scene may appear esthetically undesirable to some; however, plantings
of trees, shrubs, and grasses and treatment of concrete surfaces will
appreciably improve the appearance of the project structures. It is
believed that any adverse effect on esthetic values will be minor.

The effect of the project on community cohesion will be nominal.
There was no divisive reaction at any of the public meetings on the
project. Since the project will be a continuance of an existing pro-
cedure for protecting the fresh water supplies for muniecipal, industrial,
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and agricultural use, ite construction and operation, in the interest
of improved reliebility of such supply, should tend to stabllize both
the fearming and industrisl ssctors of the compunity. The protection
of the public right of navigation in the river and the esthetic im-
provement of a long reach of river will add to ithe recreational
enjoyment of the segment of the populace interested in boating and
other water-oriented recreation. These factors shounld contribute to
desirgble community growth. Insofar as can be foreseen there do not
appear to be any adverse social effects associated with construction
and operation of the project. :

@ Economic effects.~ The effects of the project on local
government finance will be generally favorable. Some property re-
quired for project purposes will be taken from the tax rolls, but
the improvement in the river waters will encourage development in
marine facilities that will compensate for any immediate loss in tex
revenue. The project wili cause no widespread changes in taxable
properties.  The major effect will be to relleve a local political
subdivision, the Lower Neches Valley Authority, of the annmusl cost
of providing facilities for prevention of salinity intrusion resulting
from channel dredging by the Federal Government. The cost of lands
and rights-of-way to this agency would be less than its benefits.

The City of Beaumont will incur some costs in raising and improvimg =
road to be used for access to the project but will gain in assurance
of its municipal water supply and in improved envirommental quality
of the stream which represents a major scenic feature of the city and
its environs. There will be no apparent adverse effects on public
facilities and services. The proposed project will be of negligible
impact on the econemy of the Beaumont-Port Arthur industrial complex
and the agricultural economy in Jefferson County, except %o the extent
that it affords insurance to the continuity of the municipal, industrial,
and agricultural water supplies that are being adequately provided by
existing facilities. To this limited extent the project will promote
desirable regional growth. The construction work on this project will
employ approximately 200 construction workers over a period of four
years. The workers will largely come from the labor market in the
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which in July 1972 is reported by the Texss Employment Commission as
122,900 non~farm employment with sn unemployment rate of 5.3 percent.

. The project will be beneficial to business, industry, and agri-
culture in the Jefferson County area through its assurance of &
dependable fresh water supply. There will be no change in the irri-
gation facilities and availebility of water for agricultural uses and
no displacement of farms to accommodate the project works and functions.
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e Invirommentel effects.- The impact of the proposed project
on the local environment has been considered in detail in the studies
made in preparation of this report. The assessment of the effects of
the project on the environment was discussed at several public meetings
held in Beaumont. It has been found that the project will be generally
beneficial by proiecting the surface water supplies of the municipalities,
industries and farm lands served by the water delivery systems of the
Lower Neches Valley Authority and the City of Beaumont from contamination
by salt water and pollubtion moving upstream during periods of low river
flow and high fresh water withdrawels. Furthermore, nearly all of the
swamp areag upstream from the project site will be restored to fresh-
water conditions and 16.7 miles or 13.4 miles, depending on the site
of actusl construction, of the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou
channels will be improved for recreational swimming, boating, hunting,
and freshwater fishing.

The apparent adverse effects on the local ecology will result
from the use of land for project purposes. About 57 acres will be
lost as wildlife habitat. The barrier, when closed, will impeds up-
stream migration of estuarine animels; however, in view of the dirtance
and meny miles of polluted water below the barrier, the practical effect
is considered negligiblie.

The project operation will not contribute to air pollution since
machinery will be electrically operated. Construction, however, will
involve internal combustion engines that will contribute some pollution
materials to the air, as will the exhaust from the engines of the water
eraft utilizing the improved river channel. These emissions should be
subject to control under state laws to meet state air pollution standards.
No adverse effect from the standpoint of water pollution is envisaged
from the proposed project; rather, it is considered that the effect on
water pollution will be beneficial in the reach of the Neches River and
Pine Island Bayou between the project site and the temporary barriers
that are constructed by the Lower Neches Valley Authority. In this reach
the project will prevent salt water intrusion throughout the life of the
project and will prevent the intrusion of municipal and industrial wastes
discharged into the Neches River below Beaumont until such wastes are
purified at their sources or are no longer discharged into the river.

Under existing conditions the natural ecosystem has been severely
disturbed by the intrusion of pollutents from the lower river. During
periods of low river flow and high withdrawal of fresh water, the water
in the river channel below the temperary barriers becomes deoxygenated,
.and most of the organisms are killed. The proposed project will rectify
this condition and restore the fresh water habitat that is conducive to
the growth and preservation of the natural resources of the portion of
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the river and marshes sbove the barrier site. There will be some loss
of wildlife bercause of the use of lond for project purposes and destruce
tion of wildlife habitat. Furthermore, the river helow the proposed
barrier will continue to become polluted in times of low fiow but this
will be neither aggravated ncr diminished by the proposed project.

There will be nc adverse effect on man-made resources in the area,
The recreationsal gualities of a reach of the river will be materially
improved, and the fresh water supply for irrigation to produce crops
will be insured. The navigation improvements will nct be affected,
and navigation in the open river sbove the barrier will be improved
by removal of the impediment to vessel traffic represented by the
temporary barriers when in place.

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

I have reviewed and evaluated, in light of the overall public
interests, the documents concerning the proposed sction, as well as
the stated views of other interested agencies and the concerned publie,
relative to the various practicable alternatives in developing a plan
that will permanently control salinity intrusion in the Neches River;
provide for free and reasonably unobstructed use of the river by exist-
ing and prospective recreational and commercial navigation; be compatible
with any future plen for extension of a barge channel above Beaumont; and
preserve or enhance the natural envircnment of the river and its flood
plain.

The following alternatives were considered:

® Temporary salt water barriers.- The "no action" alternative
would mean continuation of the present practice of installing temporary
salt water barriers in Pine Islsnd Bayou and the Neches River each year.
This is the most economical alternative, but I have found it unacceptable
as a permsnent solution %o the prcoblem of salinity intrusion, because the
temporary barriers interfere with public use and enjoyment of the naturally
navigable waterway; becasuse the temporary berriers cause higher backwater
effects upstream on Pine Island Bayocu and the Neches River than permanent
gated structures would cause; and because local interests should be re-
lieved from an annual cost for mitigating a problem which I consider to
‘be ‘a Federal responsibility related to navigation improvements previously
instelled.

® Flushing.- Flushing the salt water below Bunns Bluff with
fresh water would require about 418,000 acre-feet of water per year.
I have rejected this alternative because it would represent uneconomical
use of a valuable natural resource which should be conserved for more
beneficial uses.
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® Extension of intaks o
of extending Yie waisr inteke
trusion, becauss it would be nore oo
detrimental enviraimennal effects
involved.

I have rejescted the aliernative
epre bhe limit of salt water in-
thar & barriar and would entail

@ Use of ground water.~ T have [found that grouwnd water supplies
are not adeguste to supply the existing municipal, industrisl and agri-
cultural water demends. and that use of ground water in lieuw of surface
water is not an adeguate alternative.

® Site selection.~ Of seven possible sites con the Neches
River consicdered for a permanent, gated barrier, I find that a site st
mile 26.3, site 4, would be the most economical in terms of first cost
of constructicu. I find also, however, that locating the barrier at a
site farther dewnstream at mile 23.0, site 1, will offer, at additional
cost, substantial envirommentsal advantages which ere attractive to local
interests and Tor which they are willing to pay the additional cost.
The barrier incidentally to its primary function will har the upstream
movement of waters polluted by municipal and indusirial wastes and will
restore a dependable fresh water enviromment in the upstream waters and
sdjacent gswamps and marshes. The downstream site, which local interests
prefer and which I have selacted based on thelr preference and willing-
ness %o pay the excess cost, will restore fresh water conditions fc 3.3
miles more of river and to 7.100 ascres more of swampland than would the
most econcmical project at site k.

& Barrier design.- For purposeg of this report, I have
selected a barrier design incorporating seven tainter gates and provid-
ing a navigation opening gated with two seciors and suitable for adaptation
to a lock for barge navigation in the event future navigation improvements
should be authorized. I recognize that more detalled consideration of
design concepts mey later develop more economical designs, particularly
with respect it¢ alternatives 4o the Lainter gates, and I recommend that
such consideration be given in preconstruction planning.

% Envirommental and other effects.~ The proposed project will
require sn estimeied 57 acres of right-of-wey and 14 acres of leveed
spoil disposal areas. About 41 ascres of the right-of-way will be
entlrely cleared of existing trees and vegetatlon, and selective cutting
and’ clearing will be performed on 15 acres of seversd land. The 57 acres
of land will be lost ms wildliife habitat; however, enovgh ground cover
will be retained fto encourage small animals and hirds to return to the
severed land area alter completion of construction. 1 do not foresee
any other significant adverse envirommental eolfects.

Conversely, the project will provide substantial environmental
beneflits by resicring a dependable fresh water condition of high water
quality upstream of the barrier, providing for a permanent and relisble
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source of fresh water supply essential to the economic well being of
the inhebitants of the area; improving the esthetic quality of the
stream and its environs for the enjoyment of men; restoring the navi-
gability of the natural stresm for recreational and commercial use;
and restoring the habitat for fish and wildlife to & consistently
beneficial and productive condition. I find that the environmental.
benefits to be realized from the project outweigh any adverse environ-
mentsl effects.

The possible conseguences of the alternatives have been studied
according to environmental, social well being, and economic effects,
including regional and national development and engineering feasibility.
Other factors bearing on my review include compatibility with plans for
water resources development in the Neches River basin apnd the remainder
of the state.

In evaluation, the following points were considered pertinent:
® Environmental considerations
® Social well being considerations
@ Engineering considerations
@ Economic considerations
® Other public interest considerations.

I find that the proposed action, as developed in the Conclusions
and Recommendations, is based on thorough analysis and evaluation of
various practicable alternative courses of action for achieving the
stated objectives; that wherever adverse effects are found to be involved
they cannot be avoided by following reasonable alternative courses of
action which would achieve the specified purpeses; that where the pro-
posad action has an adverse effect, this effect is either ameliorated or
substantially outweighed by other considerations of national policy; that
the recommended action is consonant with national poliecy, statutes, and
administrative directives; and that on balance the totel public interest
would be served best by the implementation of the recommendeation.

CONCLUSIONS

It is concluded that a gated salt water barrier at site 1, mile 23.0
on the Neches River, with navigation gate, by-pass channel, auxiliary dam,
and appurtenances, represents the best solution to the problem of salinity
intrusion in the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas.
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It is further concluded that Federal interest in and responsi-
bility for sclution tc the problem rests in the need to mitigate damages
caused by the construction and subseguent progressive enlargement of the
Federal navigaticn channel in the Heches River and the Sabine-Weches
Waterwsy and that this Federsl interest is limited to the Federal cost
of the least costly, acceptable alternative solution, which would be a
gated barrier at site U4, mile 26.3 on the Neches River.

RECOMMENDATIONS

® It is recommended that a Federal project be authorized at
mile 23.0 on the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas, to provide a salt
‘water barrier, including navigation features, gated dam in the river,
auxiliary dam, and appurtenances, substantially as outlined in this
report, at a total estimated first cost to the United States of
$11, l?h 000 and an estimated annusl cost of $194,800 for malntenance,
operatlon and major replacement.

® The foregoing recommendation shall be subject to the pre-
vision that prior to construction, in accordance with section 221,
Public Law 91-611, the local interests enter into a written agreement
with the United States to:

a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands,
easements, and rights-cf-way required for construction and subsequent
meintenance of the project and of 2ids to navigation upon request of
the Chief of Engineers, including suitable areas determined by the Chief
of Engineers to be required in the general public interest for initial
and subsequent disposal of excavated materials and necessary retaining
dikes, bulkheads and embankments therefor or the costs of such retaining
works ;

b. Provide fair and equitable relocation payments and
assistance to displaced persons, including relocation assistance advisory
services, assurance of available decent, safe, sanitary and reasonably
accessible replacement dwellings, and reimbursement for necessary expenses,
all in accordance with and guided to the greatest extent practicable by the
provisions of Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acguistion Policies Act of 1970.

¢, Contribute prior to start of construction & cash
contribution toward the project cost equal to 5.97 percent of the Federal
first cost, which represents the difference in Federal cost between a
project at site 4 and a project at site 1. The contribution is presently
estimated at $667,000, the sum of amounts of $633,000 and $34,000,
representing, respectively, the estimated difference in first cost of
construction and the capitalized difference in annusl costs of operation,
meintenance, and major replacement. '
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d. Accomplish, without cogt to the Tmited States, all
relocations and alteraticns of structures, pipelines, powerlines, cables,
utility facilities, sewers, and highway facilities when and as reguired
for construction of the project;

e. Arrange, without cost to the United States, for con-
struction end maintenance of a suitable connecting road from the project
to the city street system, if, for any reason, a presently proposed city
park road on which the project depends should not materialize as expected.

f. Hold and save the United States free from dsmages that
may result from construction and maintenance of the project, and from
operation of the project to prevent salt water intrusion and to provide
for the passage of navigation; and

g+ In accordance with applicable Federal, state, and local
laws and authorities, establish regulations or otherwise promote the
adoption of measures to prohibit the discharge of pollutants inte the
waters of the Neches River upstream of the proposed improvement.

h. Obtain, without cost to the United States, all water righths
needed for operation of the project in the interests of navigation and
prevention of salinity intrusion and resolve any conflicts in water
rights necessary for effective operation of the project.

® It is further recommended that: .

If, at any time after authorization and.prior to
initiation of construction of the project, local interests should for
any reason declare their inability to provide the necessary cash con-
tribution, the authori:ation will permit construction of the project at
site 4, in which case special conditions ¢ and g will not apply.

Gt Wt

NOLAN C. RHODES
Colenel, CE
Distriet Engineer
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SWDPL-F
SUBJECT: Irrterm Rewiew of Reports on Neches River and Trlbutarles,
Texas, Covering Szlt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas

DA, Southwestern Division, Corps of Engineers, 111k Commerce Street
Dallas, Texas 75202 26 June 1973

TG: . Chief of Engineers

I concur in the eonclusions and recommendations of the District Engineer.

D 4 i AL o

FRANK A. LABOON
Colonel, CE
Acting Division Englneen
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LOWER; NECHES AU
ey §\\\;\\\ ¥ Sl e S St S & "*k-\“ \ ?
MUNICIPAL, INDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL WATER
7850 NORTH ELEVENTH STREET -- P. O, BOX 3007
BEAUMOGNT. TRXAS

77704
December 17, 1971

Colonel Nolan €. Rhodes
District Engineer

Galveston District

U.S, Army, Corps of Engineers
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

Reference is made to your letters, file SWGED-B, pertaining to a salt
water barrier dam on the Neches River, dated:

a. 10 June 1971
b. 1 September 1971
¢. 3 November 1971

The Lower Neches Valley Authority Board of Directors has considered the
various plans/sites, outlined in the above referenced correspondence, in
conjunction with appropriate public and private interests directly concerned
with project implementation. These considerations have resulted in the
conclusion that the public interest best will be served by a salt water
barrier dam being constructed on the Neches River, in accordance with Plan-
and Site No. 1, located at river mile 23, just north of Interstate Highway
10,

It is understood that the current revised estimate of cost, for Plan No. 1,
contained in reference ¢ above indicates a proposed local share of $496,000
for construction costs, and $46,000 for lands, ete., for a total of $542,000.
It is further understood that these estimated costs are based upon approxi-
mately 1/2 mile of the access road having been constructed by the City of
Beaumont.

It is requested that this letter serve as assurance of local sponsorship
for the Salt Water Barrier Dam Project on the Neches River as outlined
above. The Lower Neches Valley Authority (LNVA) agrees that upon authori-
zation of the project to provide, at the appropriate time, the cash contri-
bution currently estimated at $496,000 for construction costs, and arrange
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for such lands, (estimated cost $46,000), rights-of-way, and relocations
as may be required of the local sponsor. INVA further agrees to hold and
save the United States free from damages due to the construction works in
accordance with pertinent requirements as apply to local cooperation.

To insureca water supply of proper quality for municipal, industrial,

and agricultural uses, and in view of the general public benefits to be
provided by this project, it 1s requested that this project be considered
urgent and expedited for authorization and construction.

Sincerely yours,

W. F. Weed
President

CC: Mr.Charles,Hill, City Manager
* City of Beaumont :
Beaumont, Texas

Mr. R.M. Buckley

Eastex, Inc.
Silsbee, Texas
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

| UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR RB

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
POST OFFICE BOX 1306

ALBUQUERGUE, NEW MEXICO 87103

May 8, 1972

District Engineer _
Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army
Post Office Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Pear Sir:

Enclosed aré ten copies of the Bureau.of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
life report, dated April 26, 1972, on the six alternative plans
for a saltwater barrier dam on the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas.

Mr. D. T. Graham's letter of February 24, 1972, advised that a
saltwater barrier at site 1, mile 23.0 on the Neches River, would
be feasible and would be recommended if it meets with public
approval. Mr. Graham suggested that the Bureau's report be revised
to relate to site No. 1 only.

In view of this new development, we will prepare a revised report
giving consideration to fish and wildlife aspects of a saitwater
“barrier at site 1. We have considered it advisable, however, to
complete and distribute the enclosed report as part of the record
of planning on this project.

Sincerely yours,

Cz%*éééééaea;a;¥;:k?{32§
Deputy Regional Director
Enclosures 10

cc: : '
Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div. of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Texas
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

UNITED STATES " RB
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
POST OFFICE BOX 1306
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEX|CO 87103

April 26, 1972

Bistrict Engineer

~ Corps: of Engineers, U. S. Army
Post Office Box 1223
Galveston, Texas 77550

bear Sir:

This letter constitutes the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
report on the fish and wildlife resources to be affected by each
of six alternative plans under study for the proposed Saltwater

" Barrier Dam on the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. The project is
an’ element of the authorized basinwide survey for the Neches River
and Tributaries, Texas. The purpose of the project is to protect
freshwater supplies in Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River from .
contamination by salt water moving upstream during periods of low
flow, :

Thls report, which is intended.to accompany your interim report

on the project, has been prepared under the authority of and in
accordance with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S5.C. 661 et seq.). The
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department cooperated in the fish and
wildlife investigations and has concurred with the views expressed
herein as indicated by the enclosed copy of a letter dated March 7,
1972, signed by Executive Director, James U. Cross,

The Neches River Basin lies between the Sabine River Basin to the
east and the Trinity River Basin to the west. The lowermost 21.5
miles of the Neches River above its mouth at Sabine lLake have been
straightened and deepened to form a portion of the Sabine-Neches
Waterway. The watershed above the mouth of the river encompasses
about 10,000 square miles.

The project area lies principally in the Gulf Coast Prairie eco~
leglcal region although the upper two sites lie within the East
Texas Timber Country region. The river In this area meanders
through a low-lying forested floodplain which varies from 1 to &
miles in width., The swamp-type forest is dominated by water-
loving hardwoods,
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Within the project area, the river varies in width between 300 and
400 feet and has an average depth of about 20 feet. Stream flows

are variable and the water is usually a muddy brown except during

low-flow periods when it turns almost black due to the backwash of
downstream industrial pollutants.

At the Evadale Gaging S$tation (river mile 55), a 50-year period of
record reveals that the average flow of the river-at that point
. has been about 6,100 second-feet (4,419,000 acre-feet per year)
with a minimum flow of 63 second-feet in 1966 and a maximum flow
of 92,100 second-feet in 194k,

Flat Creek, Palestine, Jacksonville, Tyler, Mud Creek, Striker
Creek, Kurth, Sam Rayburn, and B. A. Steinhagen Reservoirs comprise
the existing upstream impoundments. Major upstream water diver-
sions below the lowermost reservoir, B. A, Steinhagen, include
those operated by the Lower Neches Valley Authority, the city of
Beaumont, and Eastex, |ncorporated. Temporary saltwater barriers
of steel sheet piling are located at about river mile 3.8 on Pine
Island Bayou and at river mile 37.0 on the Neches River.

The human population within 50 miles of the project area, in the
State of Texas, which includes the Beaumont and Port Arthur metro-
politan areas, in 1970 was about 450,000, By 2020 the population
-is expected to be about 820,000 within the same radius,

The six project sites being considered as alternates are located
at river-mile sites 23.0, 24,5, 25.5, 26,2, 28.5, and 29.5 on the
Neches River, One site of the six will be selected for eventual
development, Location of the six sites is depicted on Plate |.

The basic design of the barrier structure for any plan would con-
sist of a dam in the natural river channel and a navigation lock
located adjacent to the dam in a parallel navigation channel.

The barrier, to be constructed of concrete and steel, would have

7 tainter-type gates, each measuring 40 feet wide and 23 feet high,
spanning the width of the channel. The siit of the dam would be

at elevation -20.0 feet mean sea level (MSL). With the gates

fully lowered onto the sill, the upper 1ip of the gate would be at
+3.0 feet MSL.

The navigation lock would involve a land-cut channel adjacent to
the barrier, Both lock and channel would be desianed to accommo-
date existing and proposed recreational and commercial traffic.
The approach channel would measure 125 feet in width at its bottom
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depth of -14 feet mean low tide (MLT). Two pairs of sector-gate
locks with open door widths of 56 feet and a lock sill depth of -16
feet ‘MLT would be required. The Intermediate chamber, 400 feet in
length, would be of earthen construction with riprapped sides,

The barrier dam and navigation lock would be operational only dur-
ing periods of low stream flow when saltwater would intrude to the
barrier site. Such periods normally occur during the summer and
fall and may vary in duration from 4 to & months of any given year.
During such times, the tainter gates would be lowered into position
and the locks would be closed and operational, The lowered gates
and closed locks would stop upstream saltwater intrusion while

lock operation would permit continuance of boat traffic.

During the period of operation, a one-foot head would be main~
tained upstream of the barrier, This head would be controlled by
regqulating the releases from upstream reservoirs, Any excess head
would be further regulated by the partial ralsing of one or more
tainter gates, All flood flows originating below the upstream
reservoirs, and occurring during the normal period of barrier oper-
ation, would be released at the barrier dam at such a . rate that a
constant pool elevation of +1 foot MSL would be maintained above
the dam. :

Once in operation, it is anticipated that maintenance of a one-foot
head would be controlted effectively by upstream reservoir releases
and that essentially no natural stream flow would be released at
the barrier site to the downstream channel. Thus, the downstream
flow would be dependent upon return flows originating below the
damsite, upon runoff from the associated downstream area, and upon
freshwater discharges from operation of the locks.

During the remainder of the year when the river flow would be suffi-
cient to hold the saltwater wedge below the barrier site, the gates
would be fully raised and the lock gates opened to allow normal

fiow of the river and-unrestricted river boat traffic.

The project period of analysis is 50 years, 1980 to 2030.°
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FISH
Without the Project

The areas of influence for fish would vary from 11.8 to 17.8 miles
of streams and 100 to 350 acres of oxbows and sioughs, dependent
upon the barrier site selected. 5tream reaches included extend
from the temporary saltwater barriers on the Neches River and on
Pine Island Bayou downstream to the proposed project barriers on
the Neches River, For site No. 1, about 17.8 miles of streams and
350 acres of oxbows and sloughs would be involved. For sites Nos.
2 through 6, 16.3 miles and 240 acres, 15.3 miles and 200 acres,
14.6 miles and 100 acres, 12.3 miles and 100 acres, and 11.8 miles
and 100 acres of streams and oxbows and sloughs, respectively,
would be involved. The project would have no effect on the fish-
ery resources downstream from the proposed saltwater barriers.

Historically, the project streams, oxbows, and sloughs provided a
good quality freshwater fishery. The tidal reach of these waters
also provided a good quality saltwater fishery. In recent years,
however, industrial discharges have progressively lowered the
quality of fish habitat in the lower 25 miles of the Neches River.
Furthermore, diversions of fresh water from the Tower reaches -of
the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou for municipal, industrial,
and irrigation purposes have helped Tower the water quality in
this same reach to the extent that aguatic life has virtually dis-
appeared,

Above the lower 25-mile reach of the Neches River, the guantity
and quality of fresh water is adequate for 6 to 8 months of the
year. In low-flow periods, however, temporary saltwater barriers
are installed in the Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou. Dur-
ing such times, all stream flows origlnating above the barriers
are diverted into canals for distribution to various water users,
The only freshwater inflows to the Tower reach of the Neches River
come from runoff and from poor quality return flows originating
downstream from the barriers, As a result, salt water backs up-
stream to the barriers carrying heavy concentrations of industrial
pollution which degrade the quality of the fish habitat.

Common fish species in the project streams and other waters incilude
blue catfish, smallmouth buffalo, freshwater drum, river carpsucker,
gizzard shad, spotted gar, longnose gar, sand seatrout, croaker,
menhaden, striped mullet, bay anchovy, and various minnows, Im-
portant crustaceans and mollusks occurring in these waters include
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brown shrimp, white shrimp, grass shrimp, biue crabs, and brackish
water clams.

At present, freshwater sport fishing above river mile 25 is of
moderate intensity. Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters
is slight, Below river mile 25, freshwater and saltwater sport

and commercial fishing are insignificant. In the future, increased
water demands and consequent decrease in stream flow are expected
to increase the period of temporary barrier use to 6 to 8 months a
year. Freshwater flows downstream from the temporary barrier sites
would be reduced accordingly., Under these conditions sport and
commercial fishing would continue to decline.

During the period of analysis, freshwater sport fishing would range
from 4,600 to 3,000 man-days annually depending upon the barrier
site involved and the associated area of influence. Freshwater
commercial fishing in these waters would amount to 800 pounds annu-
ally with any of the plans,

With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier at any .one of. the proposed six
sites would result in year~round improvement in freshwater fish
habitat between the barrier site and the upstream sites of the
temporary saltwater barriers by preventing upstream encroachment
-of heavily polluted salt water. The amount of improved freshwater
fish habitat would depend on the location of the barrier plan
selected. However, fish habitat in those waters above sites Nos,
3 to 6 would be of better quality than that in the environs above
sites Nos. 1 or 2 because of weod pulp mill discharge into the
Neches River above these latter sites. During low-flow periods,
which normally coincide with high water temperatures, oxidation of
fibrous materials in the discharge may lTower the oxygen content in
these waters, thereby reducing the quality of habitat,

Freshwater sport fishing would range from 6,200 to 10,000 man-days
annually in the areas of influence depending upon the site selected.
Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters would amount to about
1,200 pounds of fish annually for any one of the six saltwater
barrier locations.

An annual summary of freshwater sport and commercial fishing in

project waters, without and with the project, is presented in
Table 1.
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Table 1., Annual Summary of Man-days of Freshwater
- Sport Fishing and Pounds of Commercial Fishing

e Without With Gain or
Sites Project Project Loss
Sport Fishing (Man=Days)
1 k,600 6,200 1,600
2 Iy , 400 6,200 1,800
3 4,200 10,000 5,800
4 35900 10,000 6,100
5 3,300 7,500 L, 200
6 3,000 7,500 4,500
~ Commercial Fishing (Pounds)
1 -6 800 1,200 400

Wildlife
Without the Project

The area of influence for wildlife would consist of streams, other
water areas, and Tow-lying fioodplains characterized by tupelo gum-
cypress swamps, between the sites of the temporary saltwater barri-
ars and the proposed saltwater barriers, The project would have no
effect on wildlife habitat downstream from the proposed saltwater
hbarriers, :

Much of the timber in the area is in various stages of second

growth and logging is not now being practiced. Human activities
center around a few summer cabins, two boat clubs, and a country
club. There is one public boat-launching ramp at about river mile
26.5, between barrier sites Nos. 4 and 5. A portion of the proposed
Beaumont Unit of the Big Thicket Area lies in the project's area of
influence, This tract lies to the north of Pine [|sland Bayou and

to the west of the Neches River and is bordered on the west and
north by the Lower Neches Valley Authority water diversion canal.

Important wildlife in the project area includes the white-tailed
deer, fox and gray squirrels, swamp rabbit, red and gray foxes,
raccoon, and waterfowl. Principal species of waterfowl are the
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wood duck and matlard. Other wildlife in the area includes bob-
white, mourning dove, cottontail, opossum, skunk, beaver, river
otter, nutria, mink, bobcat, coyote, and various scng and wading
birds. Rare or endangered species listed in the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife Publication No. 34, '"Rare and Endangered
Fish and Wildlife in the United States'', are the American alli-
gator, southern bald eagle, ivory-billed woodpecker, northern red-
cockaded woodpecker, and red wolf. The presence of the ivory-
billed woodpecker is considered questionable by many.

The amount of hunting is moderate to slight due to poor accessibil-~
ity, The species hunted are primarily squirrels, rabbits, deer,
raccoon, fox, and waterfowl. Trapping in the area is slight, Wildlife-
oriented recreation, including bird watching, wildlife photography,

and wildlife~directed educational activities, is a major pastime.

During the period of analysis, big-game hunting would amount to

200 man-days annually, while upland-game hunting would be about 500
man-days annually. Hunting for waterfowl would amount to 300 man-
days annually, and hunting for other remaining forms of wildlife
would be about 300 man-days also. Wildlife-oriented recreation
would amount to 1,000 man-days annually. :

With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier would result in year-round
freshwater conditions in the wooded swamp upstream from the site,.
Brackish water and pollution from the lower reach of the Neches
River would be prevented from encroaching into these environs,

The one-foot head impounded by a saltwater barrier would, for the
most part, be contained in the stream channels, oxbows, and sloughs,
Only for short periods of less than 24 hours would water levels
exceed the design pool level. Such occurrences would be so infre-
quent as to have insignificant effects on wildlife habitat.

Hunting of big game, upland game, other wildlife, and waterfowl and
the trapping of fur animals would not change significantly over
without~the-project conditions, The amount of wildlife-oriented
recreation in the Big Thicket Area would be reduced by the construc-
tion of a barrier at either site No. 5 or 6. Longer periods of time
required to travel to the Big Thicket Area by boat through the lock
would deter visits to this area, For the project area as a whole
wildlife-oriented recreation would be reduced to about 500 man-days
annuaily, :
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Table 2 presents a summary of hunting and wildlife-oriented recre-
ation without and with the project.

Table 2. Annual Summary of Man-days of Hunting and
Other Wildlife-oriented Recreation

ltem Without With . ) Gain or

Project _ Project. Loss

Big-game hunting 200 200

Upland-game hunting : 500 . 500

Waterfow!l hunting 300 300

Other wildlife hunting 300 . - 300 :

Wildliferoriented recreation 1,000 500 =500

DISCUSSION

A saltwater barrier dam as proposed would enhance the sport and
commercial freshwater fishing in the area of project influence by
improving water quality, On the other hand, wildlife habitat would
not be materially affected so that project-induced changes in hunt-
ing or trapping are not anticipated, The one area of possible loss
is in wildlife-oriented recreation associated with the Beaumont Unit
of the Big Thicket, and this loss would occur only with a barrier

at upstream sites Nos. 5 or 6.

Much of the boat traffic to the Beaumont Unit of the Big Thicket
Area for wildlife-oriented recreation originates from:the boat-
launching ramp located at river mile 26,5 on the Neches River in

the city of Beaumont. Constructing a saltwater barrier and lock

at either site No. 5 or 6 would impede boat travel and lengthen
travel time to and from the Big Thicket Area. The consequent short-
ening of trip time remaining for on-the-ground recreation in the

Big Thicket would reduce the interest in this type of activity.

To prevent this reduction, a boat-launching ramp should be con=
structed immediately upstream from the saltwater barrier should
either site No., 5 or 6 be selected. This facility would provide
means for rapid upstream boat transpertation and would fully miti-
gate project-induced losses in use of the Big Thicket Area,
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It is recommended that:

1. A boat-launching ramp be constructed on project land immedi-
ately upstream from the barrier should either site No, 5 or
6 be developed, '

CONCLUSIONS

.Construction of a saltwater barrier would create a permanent fresh-
water fishery above the damsite. An annual increase in freshwater
sport fishing ranging from 1,600 to 6,100 man-days and from $1,600
to $6,100 in value, according to the plan selected, would accrue
from the project. Freshwater commercial fishing would increase by
Lo0 pounds annually valued at $200 for any of the six barrier plans,

With respect to wildlife, the project would cause no significant
change in the amount of hunting or trapping. Wildlife-oriented
recreation would be reduced by 500 man-days annually should either
site No. 5 or 6 be selected. Construction of a boat-launching ramp,
as advocated in Recommendation No. 1, would fully mitigate these
project~caused losses. ’

This report is based on data received prior to June 25, 1371, Any
modification in the project planning should be brought to the atten-
tion of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife so that the
effects of the project  may be reappraised if necessary,

" 'Sincerely yours,
Acting Regional Director -
Enclosure
Copies (10)
Distribution:

(5) Executive Director, Texas Parks and Wild, Dept., Austin, Tex,
(2) Regional Director, Nat'l Mar, Fish, Serv,, St, Petersburg, Fla,
(2) Laboratory Director, Biol. Lab., NMFS, Galveston, Tex,

(2} Regional Director, Bureau of Outdoor Recr., Denver, Colo.

{2} Regional Administrator, EPA - Reg. VI, Dallas, Tex.

(1) Field Representative, USD!, SW Reg., Albuguerque, N. Mex.

(2) Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div. of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Tex.
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| EXAS.

PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT

COMMISSIONERS

JACK R. STONE
CHAIRMAN, WELLS

HARRY JERSIG

SAN ANTONIO
PEARCE JOHNSON JAMES U. CROSS
AUSTIN EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

JOHN H. REAGAN BUILDING
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

Mr, William M, White

Department of the Interiox

Fish and Wildlife Service

Bursau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlifs
P. 0. Box 1306 _
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Dear Mr, White:

Merch 7, 1972

COMMISSIONERS

BOB BURLESON
TEMPLE

JOE K. FULTON
LUBROCK

MAX L. THOMAS
DALLAS

We have reviewed and concur with the field draft report concerning the Corps
of Engineers proposed Saltwater Barrier Dam on the Neches River at Beaumont,

Texas, as. presented,

We appreciate having had the.opportunity to comment on this draft report,

Sincerely,

Ultern

§ U, CROSS
xecutive Director
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

POST OFFICE BOX 1306

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEX!CO 87103
July 24, 1972

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army
Post Office Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

This letter constitutes the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
revised report on the fish and wildlife resources to be affected
by the proposed Saltwater Barrier on the Neches River at Beaumont,
Texas. It relates to the proposed barrier at Site No. 1 (river
mile 23.0) and supersedes the Bureau report of April 26, 1972,
which pertained to the six alternative sites previously studied.
The project, an element of the authorized basinwide survey for
the Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, is designed to protect
freshwater supplies in Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River
from contamination by salt water moving upstream durlng perlods
of low flow.

This report, which is intended to accompany your interim report

on the project, has been prepared under the authority of and in
accordance with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act (48 Stat. 40!, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). The
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department cooperated in the fish and
wildlife investigations and has concurred with the views expressed
herein as indicated by the enclosed copy of a letter dated June 29,
1972, signed by Executive Director, James U. Cross. The National
Marine Fisheries Service also has expressed concurrence in this
report by the enclosed copy of a letter dated July 7, 1972, signed
by Acting Regional Director, Harold B. Allen.

The Neches River Basin lies between the Sabine River Basin to the
east and the Trinity River Basin to the west. The lowermost 21.5
miles of the Neches River above its mouth at Sabine Lake have been
straightened and deepened to form a portion of the Sabine-Neches
Waterway. The watershed above the mouth of the river encompasses
about 10,000 square miles

The prOJect lies in the Gulf Coast Prairie ecological region. The
river In this area meanders through a low-lying forested floodplaln
which varies from 1 to 4 miles in width. The swamp-type forest is
dominated by water-loving hardwoods.
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Within the project area, the river varies in width between 300 and
LOO feet and has an average depth of about 20 feet. Streamfiows:

are variable and the water is usually a muddy brown except during

low-flow periods when it turns almost black due to the backwash

of downstream industrial pollutants.

At the Evadale Gaging Station (river mile 55), a 50-year period
of record reveals that the average flow. of the river at that point
has been about 6,100 second-feet (4,419,000 acre-feet per year)"
with a minimum flow of 63 second-feet in 1956 and a maximum flow.
of 92,100 second-feet in 194k,

Flat Creek, Palestine, Jacksonville, Tyler, Mud Creek, Striker
Creek, Kurth, Sam Rayburn, and B. S. Steinhagen Reservoirs com-
prise the existing upstream impoundments. Major upstream water
diversions below B. A. Steinhagen, the lowermost reservoir, include
those operated by the Lower Neches Valley Authority, the city of
Beaumont, and Eastex.lncorporated. Temporary saltwater barriers

of steel sheet piling are located at about river mile 3.8 on Pine
1sland Bayou and at river mile 37.0 on the Neches River.

The human population within 50 miles of the project area, in the
State of Texas, which includes the Beaumont and Port Arthur metro-
politan areas, in 1970 was about 450,000. By 2020 the population
is expected to be about 820,000 within the same radius.

The proposed plan of -development would consist of a dam ih the
natural. river channel at river mile 23.0 and a navigation gate
located adjacent to the dam in a parallel navigation channel.

The dam, to be constructed of concrete and steel, would have .7
tainter-type gates, each measuring 40 feet wide and 24.5 feet high,
spanning the width of the channel. The sill of the dam would be
at elevation -20.0 feet mean sea level {MSL). With the gates

© fully lowered onto the snit the upper lip of the gates would be

- at +4.5 feet MSL. :

The navigation gate would lie in a land-cut channel adjacent to
the dam. The gate would consist of two sector gates providing a
clear opening of 56 feet with a depth of -16 feet mean low tide
(MLT) over the sill. The approach channel to the gate would afford
a 100-foot width at the 12-foot depth and would measure 76 feet in
width at its bottom depth of =16 feet MLT.

‘An auxiliary dam with two 10- by 2-foot flapaates and three 10-
by 8-foot slidegates would be constructed across the canal which
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drains the southern end of Bairds Bayou at a location south of old
Highway No. 90.

The barrier and navigational gates would be operational during
periods of low streamflow when saltwater and industrial pollution
would encroach to these structures. -Such periods normally occur
during the summer and fall and may vary in duration from 4 to 6
months of any given year. During such times, the tainter gates
would be closed and the navigational gate would be operational.
During the period of operation, a one-foot head would be maintained
upstream of the barrier. This head would be controlled by regu-
lating the releases from upstream reservoirs. Any excess head
would be further regulated by the partial raising of one or more
tainter gates. During floods the barrier gates, the navigation -
gate, and the slide gates in the auxiliary dam would be opened and
the flapgates in the auxiliary dam would be operational. Flood-
flow elevations would slightly exceed plus one-foot MSL several
times each year,

Once in operation, it is anticipated that maintenance of a one-foot
head would be controlled effectively by upstream reservoir releases
and that essentially no natural streamflow would be released at the
barrier site to the downstream channel. Thus, the downstream flow
would be dependent upon return flows originating below the damsite,
upon runoff from the associated downstream area, and upon freshwater
discharges from operation of the navigation gate.

During the remainder of the year when the river flow would be suffi-
cient to hold the saltwater wedge below the barrier site, the barrier
gates would be fully raised and the navigation gate opened to

allow normal flow of the river and unrestricted river boat traffic.

The project period of analysis is 50 years, 1980 to 2030.

FISH
Without the Project
The area of influence for fish would include about 17.8 miles of
streams and 350 acres of oxbows and sloughs. Stream reaches in-

cluded extend from the temporary saltwater barriers on the Neches
River and on Pine Island Bayou downstream to the proposed barrier.
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Historically, the project streams, oxbows, and sloughs provided

a good quality freshwater fishery. The tidal reach of these waters
also provided a good quality saltwater fishery. In recent years,
however, industrial discharges have progressively lowered the
quality of fish habitat in the lower 25 miles of the Neches River.
Furthermore, diversions of fresh water from the lower reaches of

the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou for municipal, industrial,

and irrigation purposes have helped lower the water quality in this
same reach to the extent that aquatic, life has virtually disappeared.

Above the lower 25-mile reach of the Neches River, the quantity
and quality of fresh water are adequate for 6 to 8 months of the
year. In low-flow periods, however, temporary saltwater barriers
are installed in the Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou. Dur-
ing such times, all streamflows originating above the barriers
are diverted into canals for distribution to various water users.
The only freshwater inflows to the lower reach of the Neches River
come from runoff and from poor quality return flows originating
downstream from the barriers. As a result, salt water backs up-
stream to the barriers carrying heavy concentrations of industrial
pollution which degrade the quality of the fish habitat.

Common fish species In the project streams and other waters in-
clude blue catfish, smallmouth buffalo, freshwater drum, river
carpsucker, gizzard shad, spotted gar, longnose gar, sand seatrout, .
croaker, menhaden, striped mullet, bay anchovy, and various minnows.
Important crustaceans and mollusks occurring in these waters in-
clude brown shrimp, white shrimp, grass shrimp, blue crabs, and
brackish-water clams,

At present, freshwater sport fishing above river mile 25 is of
moderate intensity. Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters
is slight. Below river mile 25, freshwater and saltwater sport

and commercial fishing are insignificant. In the future, increased
water demands and consequent decrease in streamflow are expected

to increase the period of temporary barrier use to 6 to 8 months

a year. Freshwater flows downstream from the temporary barrier
sites would be reduced accordingly. Under these conditions sport
and commercial fishing would continue to decline.

During the period of analysisj/freshwater sport fishing would amount
to 4,600 man-days annually in prOJect streams, oxbows, and sloughs.
Freshwater conmercial fishing in these waters would amount to 800
pounds annually,
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With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier would result in year-round
improvement in freshwater fish habitat between the proposed barrier
and the upstream sites of the temporary saltwater barriers by pre-
venting upstream encroachment of heavily polluted salt water.:
Further improvement in water.quality within this reach could be
obtained by relocating a wood-pulp mill effluent ocutfall downstream
from the proposed barrier before the barrier is constructed.

Freshwater sport fishing would amount to I0,000'man—days annually
in the area of influence. Freshwater commercial fishing in thes
waters would amount to about 1,200 pounds annually.

Wildlife
Without the Projecf'

The .area of influence for wildlife would consist of streams, other
water areas, and low-lying floodplains characterized by tupelo
gum-cypress swamps, between the sites of the temporary saltwater
barriers and the proposed saltwater barrier. The project would
have no effect. on wildlife habitat downstream from the proposed
saltwater barrier.

Much of the timber in the area is in various stages of second
growth and logging is not now being practiced. Human activities
center around a few summer cabins, two boat clubs, and a country
club., There is one public boat-lTaunching ramp .at about river mile
26.5. A portion of the proposed . Beaumont Unit of the Big Thicket
Area lies to the north of Pine Island Bayou and to the west of the
Neches River and is bordered on the west and north by the Lower
Neches Valley Authority water diversion canal.

important wildlife in.the project area includes the white-tailed
deer, fox and gray squirrels, swamp rabbit, red and gray foxes,
raccoon, and waterfowl. Principal species of waterfowl are the
wood duck and mallard. Other-wildlife in the area includes bob-
white, mourning dove, cottontail, opossum, skunk, beaver, river
otter, nutria, mink, bobcat, coyote, and various song and wading
birds. Rare or endangered species listed in the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife Publication No. 34, '""Rare and Endangered

Fish and Wildlife in the United States'', are the American alligator,
southern bald eagle, ivory-billed woodpecker, northern red-cockaded
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woodpecker, and red wolf. The presence of the ivory-billed wood-
pecker is considered questionable by many.

The amount of hunting is moderate to slight due toc poor accessi-
bility. The species hunted are primarily squirrels, rabbits, deer,
raccoon, fox, and waterfowl. Trapping in the area is slight.
Wildlife-oriented recreation, including bird watching, wildlife
photography, and wildlife-directed educational activities, is a
major pastime.

During the period of analysis, big-game hunting would amount to
200 man-days annually, while upland~game hunting would be . about
500 man~-days annually. Hunting for waterfowl would amount to 300
man-days annually, and hunting for other remaining forms of wild=
1ife would be about 300 man-days also. Wildlife-oriented recrea-
tion would amount to 1,000 man-days annually.

With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier would result in year-round
freshwater conditions in the wooded swamp upstream from the site.
Brackish water and poliution from the lower reach of the Neches
River would be prevented from encroaching into these environs.

The one-foot head impounded by a saltwater barrler would, for the
most part, be contained in the stream channels, oxbows, and sloughs.
Only for short periods of less than 24 hours would water levels
exceed the design pool level. Such occurrences would be so infre-
quent as to have insignificant effects on wildlife habitat.

Hunting of big game, upland game, other wildlife, and waterfowl,
and the trapping of fur animals would not change significantly over
without-the-project conditions.

DISCUSSION

A saltwater-barrier dam as proposed would enhance freshwater sport
and commercial fishing in the area of project influence by improv-
ing water quality. On the other hand, wildlife habitat would not
be materially affected so that project-induced changes in hunting
or trapping are not anticipated,

105



CONCLUSIONS

Construction of a saltwater barrier would create a permanent fresh-
water fishery above the damsite. An annual increase in freshwater
sport fishing in the amount of 5,400 man-days and valued at $5,400
would accrue from the project. The freshwater commercial fishing
harvest would increase by 400 pounds annually, valued at $200.

With respect to wildlife, the project would cause no significant
change in the amount of hunting or trapping.

The following material is included for use in the preparation of
an environmental statement on the Saltwater Barrier Dam Project
as required by Section 102(2) (C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, approved January 1, 1970 (83 Stat. 852). Ef-
fects on fish and wildlife habitat and resultant changes in human
use with project construction and operation are discussed.

(i) The environmental impact of the proposed action. The project

would convert a sizable portion of Pine Island Bayou and the Neches
River and their associated low-lying floodplains, oxbows, and ,
sloughs into a year-round freshwater environment. |t would prevent

poliution~laden, brackish water in the Neches River from contami-
nating the streams, oxbows, and sloughs upstream from the barrier
during periods of low flow in the Neches River.

About 40 acres would be completely cleared of trees and vegetation
in the construction of the barrier and gate. Selective clearing
would be performed on an additional 16 acres of land severed by
construction of the navigation channel.

{ii) Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided
should the proposal be implemented. Small acreages of marshland
and bottomland habitat would be destroyed by the construction of
the dam, diversion channel, navigation gate, and access road.
These losses would have no significant effect on the amount of
hunting or trapping.

(ii1) Alternatives to the proposed action. An alternative to the
proposed action would be to construct a barrier at other locations
upstream from the proposed site. However, pollution-laden waters
would encroach to any barrier site selected.
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(fv) The relationship between local short-term uses of man's
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity. The project would prevent fish and wildlife losses
caused by a deteriorating environment and restore some of the for-
mer productivity of the area. An increase in hunting is not antici-
pated but sport fishing is expected to increase by 5,400 man-days
annually. Freshwater commercial fishing also would be improved.

(v} Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources
which would be involved in the proposed action should it be
implemented. Small acreages of wildlife habitat would be lost
forever; however, other wildlife habitat would be protected from

further degradation by preventing pollution infiltration to these
areas.

This report is based on data received prior to March 24, 1972,
Any modification in the project planning should be brought to the
attention of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife so that
the effects of the project may be reappraised.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Regional Director

Enclosures 2
Copies (10)
Distribution:

Executive Director, Texas Parks and Wild, Dept., Austin, Tex.
Regional Director, Nat'l Mar. Fish. Serv., St. Petersburg, Fla.
Laboratory Director, Biol. Lab., NMFS, Galveston, Tex.

Regional Director, Bureau of Outdoor Recr., Denver, Colo.

Regional Administrator, EPA - Reg. VI, Dallas, Tex.

Field Representative, USDI, SW Reg., Albuguerque, N. Mex.

Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div. of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Tex.
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Lister

Eaply to
Altanl

Subjert:

1.5, LJLPI\RT; YIENT OF COviivierte

RMational Oceanie and Atmosphieric J\dmlmburatmn
National Marine Fisheries Serv1ce

144 First Avenue South
st. Petersburg, Florida 33701

July 7, 1972

ISE -

Saltwater Barrier Dam on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas
Draft of BSFW Report

Rnglonal Directlor
Burcau of Sporb Fisherles & Wildlife
albuquerque, New Mexico ‘

Reference is made to

_your . , letter

dated June 16, 1972 _» ‘transmitiing a copy of

subject draft report, and requesting our revieﬁ‘andfcomﬁents.

We have reviewed this report and concur with your findings and

recommendalbions.
Ha ro‘ld -B‘?’Allen 5
Acting

Regional Pirector
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CPARKS AND VW DLIFE DEPARVMENT

COMMISGIONERS

JACK N, STONE
CHAIRN AN, WELLE

| COMMISSIONELS
PEARCE JOHNGO;
ALY
wie L THOTAS

B0 CURLESON
VICE-CHALIMAN, DALLAS

TERIPLE
dAGHY JERSIG JAMES U. CROSS JOE K, FULYGH
SAN ANTONIQ EXECUTIVE DIREGTOR LUBloCK

JOHN H. BEAGAN BUILDING
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

- : June 29, 1972

Mr, W, 0, Nelson, Jr,

Regional Director

T. S. Department of Interior

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
Post Office Box 1306

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Dear Mr, Nelson:
We have examined and concur with the review draft report concerning the
Corps of Engineers plans for a proposed Saltwater Barrier Dam on the Neches

River at Bedumont, Texas, and find it to be well presented,

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review this draft report,
Sincerely,

J” A WW

AMES U. CROSS
"kecutive Director cc: Mr, John Degani
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MUNIC!F’AL INDUSTRIAL AND AGR!CULTURAL WATER
7850 NORTH ELEVENTH STREET -. P, O. BOX 3007

BEAUMGRT. TEXAS

November 28, 1972

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes
District Engineer
Department of the Army

Galveston District, Re: Salt Water Barrier in
Corps of Engineers Neches River at Beaumont,
Post Office Box 1229 Texas

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter of
November 13, 1972 re: requirements of local cooperation
(a), (b), (), (d), (e), (£f) and (g) and the other
provisions thereof.

This letter is to reaffirm Lower Neches Valley
Authority's intent to fulfill the proposed requirement
of local cooperation as set forth in your above referred
to letter.

Yours truly,

(A
W. F. Weed, President
Lower Neches Vidley Authority
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ExecuTtive DEPARTMENT

DIVISION OF PLANNING COQRDINATION
DOLPH BRISCOE BOX 12428, CAFITOL STATION
.GOVllNon AUBTIN, TEXAS 78711
PHONE B12 475.2427

February 21, 1973

Lt. Col. Martin W. Teagque, C.E.
Acting District Engineer
Department of the Army
Galveston District,

Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel. Teaque:

The 0ffice of the Governor, Division of Planning Coordination (the State Planning
and Development Clearinghouse), and interested or affected Texas State agencies
have reviewed the Interim Review of Reports and the draft environmental impact
statement on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas.

The following comments are offered:

1. The Texas Water Quality Board recommends that the Corps' report include
an evaluation of downstream water quality problems that might result from con-
struction of the salt water barrier. An assessment of the effects of confining
wastewater discharges in lower reaches of the river during Tow flow periods
should be made to particularly reflect dissolved oxygen, temperature and salinity
changes. In addition, the relocation of the Eastex, Inc., effluent outfall line
downstream from the barrier will require an amendment to their existing waste
control order by formal Board action.

2. The Bureau of Economic Geology has completed recent surface mapping in
the area, and has defined a photographic linear extending along the north end of
the proposed salt barrier, approximately paralleling the proposed city road.
Many of these kinds of linears are coincident with active faults in the Houston
area, and although there is no indication that this particular linear represents
an active surface fault, some field observation might be worthwhile.

3. The Texas Water Rights Commission recommends that recognition be given
to the fact that the proposed project has water rights impacts of sufficient
importance to require formal examination by the Commission. The local sponsor
should submit an application for permit either to reaffirm that existing permits
are not affected or to formalize justifiable changes in the existing permits,
if applicable. The Commission further commented that:
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1. While the proposed project i{s, in fact, an action by the Federal
government to remedy adverse effects of exercising the Federal
right of navigational seryitude in the Lower Neches River, the
proposed remedial project imposes on the local, non-Federal sponsor
the full responsibility to acquire in accordance with State laws
and regulations, and 1f necessary to establish and justify, any and
all water rights needed for the desired utilization of the fresh
water storage space created by the salt water barrier dam on the
Neches River. ' '

2. The submission of the permit appiication from the Tocal sponsor will
enable the Texas Water Rights Commission to make proper statutory
and legal reviews of proposed beneficial use of the fresh water
impoundment which would be created by the proposed barrier facility.
It may be necessary for the Commission to examine carefully the use
of impounded fresh water for proposed multiple beneficial purposes
versus the single limited purpose of using the impounded fresh water
mainly to delay or regulate stream flow in aid of navigation, and
to 1limit the extent of tidal contaminated salt water intrusion in
the Neches River and Estuary during unforeseen periods of low Stream
flow and high fresh water withdrawals.

3. Special recognition should be given to the Interim Review of Reports
and in the Environmental Statement to the provisions of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1961, regarding the inclusion
of water quality sotrage in Federal reservoirs. The referenced
barrier dam brings to the fore certain aspects of the problems con-
cerning fresh water inflows to bays and estuaries; water releases
for quality control; and, release to control salt water intrusion.
Specifically, assurance should be given that storage and water
releases shall not be regarded as a substitute for adequate municipal
and industrial wastewater treatment or other methods of controiling
waste at the source. There is a difference between fresh water
releases to control salinity in bays .and estuaries, and fresh water
releases merely to reduce municipal and industrial waste concen-
trations. In this regard, the referenced documents would be enhanced
if further informative details were given concerning water quality
management planning being done by Federal or non-Federal agencies
in the Lower Neches River and Estuary downstream from the site of
the proposed project.

4. The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the Water Development Board
both recommend the barrier at Site 1 rather than the other Tocations.
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We appreciate the opportunity to reyiew the Interim Review of Reports and the draft
environmental impact statement on the Neches River Project. Copies of the comments
of the State agencies are enclosed. .

Sincerely,

Ed Grisha

Director
EG:jab

Enclosures

cc:  Mr. Hugh C. Yantis, Jr., TWQB
Dr. W. L. Fisher, BEG
Mr. Louis L. McDaniels, TWRC
Mr. Clayton Garrison, TP&WD
Mr. Harry P. Burleigh, TWDB
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< mpgrruons TEXAS WATER QUALITY BOARD cLaYToN T GARRISON

JIM ¢, LANGDON
J. E. PEAVY, MD

HUGH C. YANTIS, JR,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTC

LESTER CLARK
VICE-CHAIRMAN

I, bOUG TOOLE
HARRY P, BURLEIGH

PH. 4752651
A.C. 512
314 WEST 11TH STREET 78701
P.0, BOX 13246 CAPITOL ETATION 78711
AUSTIN, TEXAS
]

February 5, 1973

RE: Interim Review of Reports on

Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, Covering Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas -
Environmental Statement

Mr. Ed Grisham, Director

Division of Planning Coordination
Office of the Governor

P. 0. Box 12428, Cap. Sta.
Austin, Texas 78711

Attention: Mr. Tony Breard

Dear Mr. Grisham:

In response to your request for our comments on the above-referenced
Environmental Statement, the staff of the Texas Water Quality Board
concurs with the cited upstream benefits. However, we feel that the
probable adverse downstream water quality effects have not been
presented by the Corps of Engineers, Accordingly, we would
recommend that a discussion of the downstream water quality effects
be included as a part of the Environmental Statement.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us.

Very truly yours,

Roﬁéé%’d/7;§%§f§§i;%13., Director . /
RECEIVED

Central Operations
FEB 7 1973

JML : ww

" Div. of Pla... Coord.
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A TEXAS WATER QUALITY BOARD CLAYTON . GARRISON

LESTER CLARK JIMC, LANGDON
VICE-CHAIRMAN -d, E, PEAVY, MD

. UG TOOLE HUGH C. YANTIS, JR,
£ DO EXECUTIVE DIRECTG
HARRY P, BURLEIGH

PH. 475-2651
AC. 512

314 WEST 11TH STREET 78701
P.0. BOX 13246 CAPITOL STATION 78711
AUSTIN, TEXAS

February 5, 1973

RE: Draft Review of the Corps of
Engineers Interim Report for
Neches River Covering Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas

Mr. Ed Grisham, Director

Division of Planning Coardination

office of the Governor R EC E ,V E n
P. O. Box 12428, Cap. Sta. : T

Austin, Texas 78711 “EB 71973

Div. of Plai, Coord,

Attention: Mr. Tony Breard
Dear Mr. Grisham:

In response to your request of the review of the above-referenced
project, the staff of the Texas Water Quality Board feels that the
Corps' report should include an evaluation of downstream water
quality problems that might result from construction of the salt
water barrier. An assessment of the effects of confining waste-
water discharges in lower reaches of the river during low flow
periods {usually about 4 months each year) should be made to
particularly reflect dissoclved oxygen, temperature and salinity
changes. In addition, the relocation of the Eastex, Inc., effluent
outfall line, downstream from the barrier, will require an amendment
to their existing waste control order by formal Board action.

The benefits from this proposed project are undoubtedly justified
and necessary. However, the previously cited comments on down-
stream quality problems should be evaluated ag a part of the report.

If there are any questions in regard to this review, or if we can
be of further assistance, please contact us,

Very truly yours,

__brz«f/::( LS, /:7%;%’/

Fleming .E., Director
Central Operations

" JML:ww
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78712

University Station, Box X |
Phone 512-471-1534 January 18, 1973

Mr. Ed Grisham, Director
Governor's Office

Division of Planning Coordination
Box 12428, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Ed:

I write in response to your memoranda of 4 January requesting
review of "Reports on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering
Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.'' Our staff has completed
review and has no substantial negative response. In recent surface
mapping we have completed in this area, we have defined a photographic
linear extending along the north end of the proposed salt barrier, ap-
proximately paralleling the proposed city road. Many of these kinds
of linears are coincident with active faults in the Houston area, and

. although we have no indication that this particular linear represents
an active surface fault, some field observation might be worthwhile.
We can provide the Corps with a map showing the location of the linear
if they desire. ' ' ‘

Best regards.

Sincerely,

'W.L. Fisher
Directo_r
WLF:sc
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TEXAS WATER RIGH TS C U\l\llelL)i\

SAM HOUSTON 5T ATE OTFICE BUILDING

COMMISSIONERS LOUIS L MCDANIELS
OTHA F. DENT. CHAIRMAN - EXEQUTIVE DIRECTOW
4752451 o 475.24%2
JOE D. CARTER ‘ » . . . AUDREY STRAMDTMAN
478.2453 ' . cECHETARY
DORSEY B. HARDEMAN 475.4514

475.4325

February 7, 1973

Mr. Ed Grisham, Director

Governor 's Division of Planning
Coordination

Sam Houston State Office Bldg.

Austin, TeXas 78711

Re: US Corps of Enginsers
Documents: "Interim
Review of Reports on
Neches River and Tribu-
taries, Texas, Coverning
Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas." (20
December 1972) and Pre-
liminary Draft Environ-
mental Statement (20
December 1972).

Dear'Ed:

In response to your reguest by Memorandum of January 4,
1973, a copy of our staff Memorandum of Review on the refer-
enced documents is attached for your information and use.

Our staff finds that the salt water barrier project,
described in the referenced Interim Review of Reports, is
conceptually sound, and that the Draft Environmental Statement
appears to be in compliance with the policies and guidelines
contained in Sections 101 and 102(2) (C} of the Naticnal
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. However, the staff review
suggests that proper recognition be given in the Interim
Review of Reports to the fact that the proposed project has
water rights impacts of sufficient importance to require
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formal examination by the Texas Water Rights Commission. The
local sponsor should submit an application for permit either
to reaffirm that existing permits are not affected, or to
formalize justifiable changes in the existing permits, if
applicable. Specifically, the staff finds that:

1. While the proposed project is, in fact, an action
by the Federal government to remedy adverse ef-
fects of exercising the Federal right of navi-
gational servitude in the Lower Neches River, the
proposed remedial project imposes on the local,
non~Federal sponsor the full responsibility to
acguire in accordance with State laws and regu-
lations, and if necessary to establish and justify,
any and all water rights needed for the desired
utilization of the fresh water storage space
created by the salt water barrier dam on the
‘Neches River.

2. The submission of the permit application from
the local sponsor will enable the Texas Water
Rights Commission to make proper statutory and
legal reviews of proposed beneficial use of the
fresh water impoundment which would be created
by the proposed barrier facility. It may be
necessary for the Commission to examine carefully
the use of impounded fresh water for proposed
multiple beneficial purposes versus the single
limited purpose of using the impounded fresh
water mainly to delay or regulate stream flow
in aid of navigation, and to limit the extent of
tidal contaminated salt water intrusion in the
Neches River and Estuary during unforeseen
periods of low stream flow and high fresh
water withdrawals.
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3. Special recognition should be given-in the Interim
Review of Reports and in the Environmental State-
ment to the provisions of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act Amendment of 1961, regarding =
the inclusion of water guality storage in Federal
reservoirs. The referenced barrier dam brings to
the fore certain aspects of the problems concerning
fresh water inflows to bays and estuaries; water
releases for guality control; and, release to
control salt water intrusion. Specifically,
assurance should be given that storage and water
releases shall not be regarded as a substitute
for adequate municipal and industrial wastewater
treatment or other methods of controlling waste
at the source. There is a difference between
fresh water releases to control salinity in bays
and estuaries, and fresh water releases merely to
reduce municipal and industrial waste concen-
trations. In this regard, the staff believes
that the referenced documents would be enhanced
if further informative details were given con-
cerning water quality management planning being
done by Federal or non-Federal agencies in the
Lower Neches River and Estuary downstream from
the site of the proposed project.

Finally, attention is invited to the special proviso
contained in subparagraph 1.2 of the attached Memorandum.
The staff review comments should not be misconstrued as the
final or formal position of the Texas Water Rights Commission
on the final project report and details. Nor should the
comments be presupposed to constitute any constraints on the
Commission regarding water rights actions that may be pre-
sented to the Commission for resolution.
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This staff review is presented with the view toward
enhancing and expediting the development and construction
of the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

Attachment
As stated.
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" To:

The Executive Director - Pebruary 6, 1973
Texas Water Rights cOmm1551on .

‘MEMORANDUM OF REVIEW
- : oF . :
US ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, GALVESTON, CORPS OF ENGINEERS,
. GALVESTON, TEXAS, DOCUMENTS: "INTERIM REVIEW OF
REPORTS ON NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS,
COVERING SALT WATER BARRIER AT BisAUMONT,
TEXAS." (20 DECEMBER 1972) AND PRE-
LIMINARY DRAFT ENVIROMMENTAL
STATEMENT (20 DECEMBER 1972) .

Dr. Alfred J. D'Arezzo, Environmental Sciences Analyst,
Texas Water Rights Commission. '

" INTRODUCTION

l.1l Correspondence.

By Memoranda of January 4, 1973, the Director,
Governor's Division of Planning Coordination,
transmitted the subject documents, for review
and comments by February 5, 1973, to the
Executive Director, Texas Water Riwyhts Com-
mission. (The Memoranda was received on
January 15, 1973.) :

1.2 Scope and Limitations of the RevieWw.

The comments in this review should not be mis-
construed as a substitute for the cventual

" - review by the Commission staff of the com-
prehensive project report and plans, after
they are developed by the US Army €orps of
Engineers, The staff comments in this
review should not be presupposed a# con=
straining in any way the future position of
the Commissioners of the Texas Water Rights
Commission insofar as the details of the final
project plans or of the water rights impacts
thereof, are concerned.
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1.3 Essential Background Data.

a.

C.

Purposesg: The purposes of the subject Corps
of Engineers study and review are to develop
a plan that will permanently control salinity
intrusion in the Neches River at Beaumont,
Tekas; provide for free and reasonably un-

- obstructed use of the river by existing and

prospective recreational and commercial
navigation; be compatible with any future

plan for extension of a barge channel akove
Beaumont; and preserve the natural environment
of the river and its flood plain; and to
determine the nature and extent of Federal
interest in the plan.

Problem: Annually the fresh water supplies
of the City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches
Valley Authority drawn f£rom the Neches River
are threatened by salt water intruding up the

“river during periods of low river flow and

high water withdrawals. At present, to avoid
damages, the Lower Neches Valley Authority

T constructs temporary salt water barriers

in the Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou.
Although effective and economical, these
temporary barriers interfere with navigational
use of the waters and are not an acceptable
long term solution to the problem of salinity
intrusion.

Present Water Rights Situation:

(1) Lower Neches Valley Authority:

- -"The Iower Neches Valley Authority

'~ provides surface water from Pine Island
Bayou and the Neches River to irrigate
approximately 48,000 acres of rice; to
the cities of Port Arthur, Port Acres,
Port Neches, Nederland and Groves; to

‘-several small water districts:; to five

oil refineries; and to ten petro-chemical
plants. The LNVA installed pumping .
capacity is 860,000 gallons per minute
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(1,216 cubic feet per second or 1,238
million gallons per day), and the experi-
enced daily peak rate of pumping has ap-
‘proached the installed capacity. It is
estimated that the average daily demand
during.a peak week would be approximately
90 percent of the installed capacity, or
about 1,700 cubic feet per second. Under
permits from the Texas Water Rights Com-

-mission, the LNVA is entitled to 22,000
acre—-feet per year of Pine Island Bayocu

- water for municipal use at 30 cubic feet

" per second; 33,516 acre~feet per year of
Pine Island Bayou and Neches River water
for municipal use at 45 cubic feet per
second; and 820,000 acre-feet per year

-0f Angélina River and Neches River water
for municipal, industrial and agricultural
use at 2,000 cubic feet per second. The
latter permit covers water from B. A.

--Steinhagen Lake and Sam Rayburn Reservoir.
The estimated actual water use by the INVA
in 1971 was 156.2 billion gallons or
479,144 acre-feet."l/(Emphasis supplied.)

{2) City of Beaumont:

"The City of Beaumont obtains surface
water from the Neches River and ground
-water from Hardin County. The city's
peak pumping of record was on 23 December
1963, when approximately 27.6 million
gallons per day (42.7 cubic feet per
second) of surface water was used. Under
permits from the Texas Water Rights Com-
- ‘mission, the city is entitled to 56,467
- ~-—acre-feet per year of Neches River water
for municipal use at 78 cubic feet per
second, The estimated actual water use
by the city in 1970 was approximately
16,500 acre-feet.")/(Emphasis supplied.)

*Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, Coverning Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont Texas,“
Appendixes, Appendix 1, page C-1.
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d. Findings by District Engineer:

(1) The study finds that the cause of the
salinity intrusion problem is the pro-
gressive improvement of the stream for
navigation over a period of many years
by the Federal Government between
Beaumont and the Gulf of Mexico, culmi-
nating in the recent completion of
improvement of the Sabine-Neches Water-
way generally to a depth of 40 feet; that
measures to mitigate the problem are a
Federal responsibility in furtherance of
navigation improvements previously under-
taken, subject to the usual requirements
of local cooperation attached to navi-
gation projects; that the basis for this
finding was implied in the Congressional
authorization for the most recent navi-
gation improvements (House Document No.
553, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, pades
15 and 32). ‘

(2) The study discloses that a gated barrier,
including provisions for the passage of
navigation, would be technically and
environmentally feasible and economically
justified. It f£inds that the most eco-
nomical plan would provide such a

~structure at mile 26.3 on  the Neches
‘River (site 4) at an estimated first cost,
exclusive of preauthorization studies, of
$11, 206,000 including Federal and non-
Federal first costs of $11,174,000 and
$32,000, respectively, estimated annual
maintenance, operation and major replace-
ment costs to the United States of
$194,800, and estimated annual non~Federal
costs of $300 for spoil areas, levees and
- spillways.
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(3)

(4)

The study also finds, however, that sub-
stantial environmental enhancement would
accrue from a functionally equivalent
but more costly structure located farther
downstream at mile 23.0 {site 1), and
enhancement resulting from the incidental
effect of the structure in barring the

upstream movement of water degraded by

municipal and industrial pollutants, and
that the local interests are desirous of
realizing this additional benefit and

are willing to pay the difference in cost
to obtain it. The difference in estimated
first costs of the two plans is $647,000,
including an increase of $14,000 in the
non~Federal cost of usual items of local
cooperation, and a cash contribution of

- $633,000. The plan preferred by loczal

interests is selected based on their
willingness to pay for their preference,.
The selected plan provides for a gated
main barrier, navigation gate, bypass
channel, auxiliary dam and appurtenances

~at site 1, mile 23.0 on the Neches River.

The estimated first cost of the proposed
improvements, exclusive of preauthorization
studies is $11,853,000. The total annual
cost of operation, maintenance and major
replacement is estimated to be $197, 100,

"including $196, 800 Federal and $300

non-Federal.

The Galveston District Engineer recommends
that, subject to the usual conditions of
non-Federal cooperation for navigation
projects and cash contributions toward
the first cost of construction and the
increased annual costs of operation,
maintenance, and major replacement, the
proposed plan of improvement for a salt
water barrier at site 1 in the Neches
River at Beaumont, Texas, be adopted, at
a presently estimated first cost to the-
United States of $11,174,000 and an
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2.

estimated net annual maintenance, operation,
and major replacement cost to the United
States of $194,800. Non~Federal first costs
are estimated at $679,000, including a cash
contribution presently estimated to be
$633,000, and non~Federal annual costs for

—disposal areas, levees and spillways are
estimated at $300, plus an advance contri-
bution of $34,000 to increased Federal
operation, maintenance, and major replacement.

..The District Engineer recommends further that,
if at the time of construction the required
non-Federal cash contribution should for any
reason be not forthcoming, the plan of
improvement shall revert to that most
economical to the uUnited States.

COMMENTS

9.1 "

Need to Recognize the Requirement for Obtaining

Necessary Water Rights Permit.

The staff believes that both the interim report

"and the environmental impact statement should

include an adequate discussion of the water rights
impacts of the proposed project. The proposed
fresh water impoundment, the proposed operation

of the navigation gate and dam facility, and the

subsequent uses of the water constitute significant
changes in the present water rights permits of the
Iower Neches Valley Authority (ILNVA) and the City
of Beaumont. The staff believes that the changes
resulting from the proposed project have suf-
ficient impacts to necessitate the submission of

-a-formal application for permit by the local

sponsor, LNVA, to the Texas Water Rights Commission.

The Corps of Engineers' report emphasizes that
the proposed barrier project, intended to limit
the tidal intrusion of polluted salt water in the

“Neches River and Estuary, would fulfill a
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w, . . Federal responsibility for mitigation
of salinity intrusion related to Federal
navigation improvements . . . ."l1/(Emphasis
supplied.)

A

The rationale of the Federal interest and obligation
in the proposed remedial project is expressed as
follows in the report:

*"The historical acceptance by local interests
 of responsibilities for prevention of salinity
intrusion represents a "no choice" situation
involving a compelling need for deep-water
navigation for economic development of the
area and a compelling need for fresh water
to satisfy municipal, industrial, and agri-

cultural uses. Continued deferral of Federal
responsibility for mitigation measures in
connection with Federal navigation improve-
ments will merely prolong an inequitable
situation. A salt water barrier might well
have been included in the most recent navi-
gation project rather than being recognized
in the authorizing document as subject for
later study. In any case, this report '
recognizes the Federal interest as an over-
due responsibility in extension of its

- responsibility for navigation improvements
and proposed that the mitigation measures
-be provided entirely at Federal expense,
except for items of local cooperation
which are tvpically reguired in navigation
proijects.-land, rights-of-way, relocations,

1l/ "Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas."
Main Report, page 36.
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spoil disposal areas, spoil retention works,
and an agreement to hold and save the United
States harmless from damages incidental to
construction of the project.

"A further exception is an additional cost
represented by the local interests' preference
as to site related to the obtainment of
environmental benefits." 1/ (Emphasis supplied.)

The fact that the proposed project is emphatically
presented in the report as an action by the Federal
government to fulfill reasonable and expected
requirements generated by navigational projects,
does not relieve local interests from the task of
fulfilling permit obligations. Specifically, the
staff believes that the local interests should take
the responsibility of acquiring, in accordance with
State laws and regulations, all water rights needed
for the intended utilization of the fresh water
storage space created by the salt water barrier.
The authorized sponsor should utilize the water

- storage space in a manner consistent with Federal
and State laws,

Application for new or revised water rights permits
should be submitted to the Texas Water Rights Com-
mission in order that unigue water rights issues
involving State water, arising from the proposed
project, can be given appropriate statutory and
legal review. ' For example, it is conceivable that

a. It may be necessary to distinguish carefully
: between impoundment of fresh water for con-
sumptive use and for nonconsumptive use,

This issue may arise because the proposed
dam presents the opportunity of impounding
water for multiple uses including use of the

1/ Id., pages 36-37.
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water merely to delay or regulate the flow
of fresh water to repel tidal salt water
inflows during low flow conditions.

Special scrutiny of the project finally
adopted may be necessary to ensure that the
project location and operational procedures
are best adapted to the comprehensive plan
for the Neches River Basin, and that the
proposed water uses represent the most
beneficial public uses, considering the
related, contemporaneous conditions of:

~irrigation, drainage, forestry, swamp

land reclamation, clarification of streams,
regulation of flow, control of floods,
prevention of soil erosion and waste,
storage, and conservation of water for
domestic, municipal, industrial, and
agricultural uses.

With increasingly-higher effluent discharge
standards and the expected, increased use
of water-use recycling (especially during
low flow periods), special care will be
necessary to ascertain the appropriate
release of the fresh water for bays and
estuaries, to ensure protection of these
areas from severe ecological stress. The
staff believes that it will become in-
creasingly more important for the State
to uphold the principle that it makes
little difference how, in the first
instance, the water in a stream becomes
running water, for if it were raised from
wells, or brought out of reservoirs, the

moment the individual thus producing it

should allow it to flow in a natural
stream, and mingling with its waters =«
the water becomes State water and subject
to permitted use.
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2.2 Use of Water for Quality Control.

Since the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendment (FWPCAA) of 1961, provides a source
of authority for the inclusion of water quality
storage in Federal reservoirs, it is believed
that the applicable provision should be cited

in the subject report or in environmental
statement, and some affirmation given that fresh
water releases from Federal impoundments are not
used as pollution diluent or as a substitute for
proper wastewater treatment in the Lower Neches
River and Estuary. The applicable provision of
the FWPCAA of 1961, reads as follows:

"In the survey or planning of any reservoir
by the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of
'Reclamation, or other Federal agency,
consideration shall be given to inclusion
of storage for regulation of streamflow
for the purpose of water gquality control,
except that any such storage and water
releases shall not be provided as a
substitute for adeguate treatment or
other methods of controlling waste at

the source." 1/ (Emphasis supplied.)

Thus, a more emphatic differentiation would be
‘'made between the prevention of tidal salt water
intrusion, and the prevention of municipal and
industrial effluent intrusion. This distinction
is already recognized in the subject report,

as follows:

- ' "J+ is considered that the effect on water
pollution will be keneficial in the reach
of the Neches River and Pine Island Bavou
between the project site and the temporary

4

1/ Act of July 20, 1961, PL 87-88, Sec. 2(b){(l), 75
Stat. 204.
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barriers that are constructed by the Lower
Neches Valley Authority. 1In this reach,
the project will prevent salt water intru-
sion of municipal and industrizl wastes
discharged into the Neches River bhelow

- Beaumont until such wastes are purified at
their sources or are no longer discharged
into the river." 1/ (Emphasis supplied.)

Elsewhere in the report, the following general
forecast is made:

"It has been found that the project will be
generally beneficial by protecting the

surface water supplies of the municipalities,
industries and farm lands served by the water
delivery systems of the Lower Neches Valley
Aunthority and the City of Beaumont from
~contamination by salt water and pollution
moving upstream during periods of low

river flow and high fresh water withdrawals."2/
(Emphasis supplied.) : : |

The water guality conditions below the project remain
a problem and no solution is offered. 1In this re-
gard, the report states:

“, . .the river below the propeosed barrier
will continue to bhecome polluted in times
of low f£low but this shall be neither

aggravated nor diminished by the proposed

project."” 3/

It would enhance the project report if some mention
were made of plans being developed by the LNVA,

or others for the water gquality management in the
important estuarine reach of the Neches River
-downstream of the proposed project.

“Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and
Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas,"” Main Report, page 48.

Id., page 48,

Id., page 49.
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8. CONCLUSIONS

3.1

3.2

"AJD:11

The project is conceptualiy sound.

The Draft Environmental Statement appears to be
in compliance with the guidelines and policies
contained in Sections 101, and 102(2) (C), of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

The interim report would be enhanced by inclusion
of a discussion on certain vital water rights
impacts. Specifically, there is a need to
recognize the reguirement for the local sponsor
to obtain necessary water rights permits from !/
the Texas Water Rights Commission; a need for
discussion of the use of water for guality
control; and, a need to discuss regional water
guality management as an integral part of the
corrective actions to problems resulting from
dedication of the estuarine reaches of the
ILower Neches River to navigational servitude.

. Alfred J. D'Arezzo
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PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEF’ARTMENT

I1SSIONERS C OMMISSIONERS

R. STONE~ PEARCE JOHNSON
AIRMAN, WELLS AUSTIN

L. THOMAS 808 BURLESON
JE-CHAIRMAN, DALLAS TEMPLE

Y JERSIG CLAYTON T. GARRISON JOE K. FULTON

N ANTONIO EXECHUTIVE DIRECTOR LUBBOCK

JOHN H. REAGAN BUILDING
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

January 23, 1973

Mr. Ed Grisham

Director, Executive Department
Division of Planning Coordination
Box 12428, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr, Grisham:

Reference is made to your memorandum of 4 January and the attached
Preliminary Praft Envirommental Statement for the Neches River

" Saltwater Barrier,

Our Department has reviewed this report and agrees with the enclosed
findings. We would hope to.press the Corps of Englneers for a barrier
at Site 1 rather than the other locations.

We appreciate having had the opportunity of commenting on this report.

Sincerely,
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JOHN H. McCOY, CHAIRMAN
MARYIN SHURBET, VICE CHATRMAN
#OBERT B, GILMORE

w E TINSLEY

MILTON T. POTTS

TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD

HARRY F. BURLEIGH
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

-
MEMBERE
HEw BOSTON
PETERSBURG

AREA CODE 512
475.2201

DALLAS

. 301 WEST ZND STREET
AUSTIM P.O. BOX 13087

CAPITOL STATICN

VINGETON AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711
LIVl

CARL ILLIG

HOUSTON

February 5, 1973

RECEIVED
Mr. Ed Grisham, Director <

Division of Planning Coordination FEB € 9%
Office of the Governor -
Post Office Box 12428

Capitol Station o Div., of Elan. CQ@

iN REPLY REFER TQ

TWDBP-0

Austin, Texas 78711
Dear Mr. Grisham:

Your memorandum of January 4, 1973 requested our review of the Corps of Engineers
"Interim Review of Reports of Neches River and Tributaries Covering Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas” and the accompanying "Preliminary Draft Environmental
Statement" pertaining to the salt water barrier. We are pleased to offer the
following comments on these reports,

The systems for diversion of water from the Neches River for municipal and
industrial supplies constitute two of the oldest continuous water systems in
Texas, having been initiated at present points of diversion prior to 1913. Tide-
water from the Gulf of Mexico, under tow-flow conditions of the Neches River,
reaches river mile 42, near Wiess BIuff. The City of Beaumont normally withdraws
water from the Neches River at a gravity canal intake at Bunn's Bluff (mile 30),
and has a pump station located at Wiess BIuff (mile 41.7). The Lower Neches
Valley Authority (LNVA) withdraws water from the Neches River through a canal at
Lakeview (miTe 32). The canal leads to a siphon and pump station on Pine Island
Bayou (mile 3.2). The LNVA also withdraws water from Pine Island Bayou at a pump
station Tocated at Voth (mile 6). Thus, the entire municipal, industrial and
agricultural water supply for a Targe industrial complex, for the cities of
Beaumont, Port Arthur and other urban areas with a total population of approximately
175,000 persons, and irrigation water for thousands of acres of rice, are all
derived from a segment of the Neches River now subject to tidewater effects.

Over the years it has been necessary to protect the fresh-water diversions from

salt-water intrusion by means of temporary dams and cut-off walls which separate
fresh water and salt water. Large volumes of treated industrial waste and
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municipal drainage enter the Meches River in its lower reaches. The presence of
such wastes, together with the brackish water, frequently result in a septic mix
that ebbs and flows with the tides during periods of low flow in the Neches River.
This condition creates a constant threat to fresh-water supplies and has also
adversely affected aquatic 1ife in the river segment.

The proposed project will provide a permanent barrier dam at mile 23.0, which is
a short distance above the Interstate Highway 10 crossing on the Neches River
within the City of Beaument, and is approximately 16.7 miles downstream from the
temporary salt water barriers which have been in use heretofore. This 16.7 miles
of the Neches River will be thus restored to fresh-water status. The dam wiil be
provided with flood gates which will normally provide a fresh-water pool, and at
the same time protect against salt-water intrusion from normal tides. This is
not a hurricane protection project, and tides induced by tropical storms will top
the dam. Such unusual conditions will require subsequent flushing through the
flood gates. _

In addition to the salt water barrier dam, equipped with flood gates, the proposed
project will include a by-pass navigation channel at the east bank of the river
which will be controlled by a navigation gate as an integral part of the dam. By
this means it will be possibie for small commercial and pleasure craft to continue
use of the navigable portion of the Neches River.

Specific comments on the five principal areas of environmental impact follow:

1.  The environmental impact of the proposed action,

In the opinion of Water Development Board staff, benefits to be derived from the
proposed action will far outweigh any adverse effects. As has been indicated

above, the lower Neches River supplies substantial quantities of municipal,
industrial and irrigation water. The proposed project will protect the existing
diversion points against all but the most unusual hurricane conditions, when

salt water and industrial wastes will threaten the fresh-water supply. Additionally,
16.7 miles of the river channel will be permanently open for fresh-water recreation
and navigation by small craft will be possible on a continuous basis.

Construction of the salt water barrier and navigation channel will, inevitably,
require use and alteration of some land features. Approximately 600 acres of land
will be drained by Brakes Bayou on the west side of the Lawson Canal. As a trade-
off, however, approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou
between the new salt water barrier and the presently-used temporary barrier locations
will be improved for swimming, boating, hunting, and fresh-water fishing.

Some of the material excavated from the navigation channel will be placed in leveed
spoil areas (14 acres} adjacent to the project. Approximately 41 acres of land
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will be completely cleared of trees and vegetation, and 16 acres of Tand severed
by the project will be selectively cleared. These 57 acres of land will be
temporarily lost as wildlife habitat, but can be expected to return to such use
as vegetation restores itself.

Since the proposed permanent barrier is a substitute for temporary barriers now
in use, it will not substantially alter the current regimen of fresh-water inflows
into the estuary and Sabine Lake. At the same time, the barrier will block salt

water from the fresh-water fisheries grounds; thus enhancing fresh-water fisheries
production. '

The Corps of Engineers recommends an archeological survey of the proposed work
area and subsequent salvage, if necessary, prior to initiation of construction.

Estimates provided by the U. S. Fish and Wildiife Service show that sport fishing
in the area as a result of the project will be increased by between 4,200 and
6,100 man-days per year, and that the commercial fish catch will improve by about
1,200 pounds per year.

2. Adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the project
be impTemented.

Approximately 57 acres of project land will be temporarily tost or altered as
wildlife habitat. Upstream migration of marine 1ife will be impeded during
conditions of low flow of the river. {However, the poor quality water existing
between the estuary and the salt water barrier could also be considered as a
deterrent to such migration, so that the practical effect of the barrier may be
negligible.)

3. Alternmatives to the proposed action.

Several alternatives to the construction of a permanent salt water barrier were
considered. Among these alternatives were: no action; continuation with temporary
barriers; moving the points of diversion farther upstiream; shifting to groundwater;
desalinization; and alternate locations and alternate methods of constructing a
salt water barrier. Most of the alternatives to the concept of a salt water
barrier were rejected either because of construction or operational costs. Ground-
water supplies in the region are inadequate. Six of the sites selected for possible
construction of the salt water barrier were found to be less economically favorable
or less efficient than the one selected, which is designated as Site 1. This site
is the second most costly, but affords environmental enhancement to a Targer area
of the river basin than any of the other sites.
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4. Relationship between local short-term uses of man's environment .and
the maintenance and enhancement of local Tong-term productivity.

Long-term and short-term benefits to man's environment include improvements in
the reliability of a water supply for municipal, industrial and agricultural
uses, thereby promoting the economic well-being of the population of the area.
Many miles of the stream will he restored to a fresh-water, pollution-free
condition which enhances environmental, aesthetic, and recreational values.
Navigation of the river on a year-round basis, and fresh-water fishing, are
added benefits. o

5.  Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources involved in
the proposed action. .

Loss of existing trees and vegetation on 41 acres of project area, plus part of
the trees and vegetation on an additional 16 acres, will be irreversible. Loss
of, or alteration of, wildlife habitat on the same 57 acres could probably also
be considered as irretrievable. Capital, labor, and materials associated with
construction of this facility would be irretrievable.

Many years of planning have gone into this project. The economy of the area--
potentially great--has remained unstable because of the uncertainty of its water
supply. For 6 or 8 months each year, during low-flow periods, there is uncertainty
of a dependable supply of water. This has been particularly true for irrigation
water, as the rice crops cannot tolerate highly saline water over extended periods
of time. The proposed salt water barrier and navigation facility is within the
financial capabilities of the area. We strongly recommend corstruction of this
Corps of Engineers facility, as proposed, and believe that the draft environmental
impact statement sufficiently complies with the provisions of NEPA,

The opportunity to furnish these comments is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Harry P. Burleigh
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ExecuTtive DEPARTMENT

DIVISION OF PLANNING COORDINATION
DOLPH BRISCOE BOX 12428, CAPITOL STATION

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711
PHONE 512 475-2427

GOVERNOR

May 15, 1973

Nolan C. Rhodes
Colonel, C.E., U.S.A.
District Engineer
Galveston District
Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 1229 _
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

On February 21, we submitted a Tetter with comments from Texas State agencies
on the draft environmental impact statement for Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

On April 6, you requested our assistance in securing comments of the Texas
State Historical Survey Committee (TSHSC) concerning any information they
might have regarding historical and archeological resources in the proposed
project area. We asked the TSHSC to review the draft environmental state-
ment and enclose their response to that request. The Committee spent a sub-
stantial amount of time in conducting a thorough review of this draft
environmental statement and consequently their comments should be considered
in their entirety. Please place this material with our original letter and
enclosures.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
Sincerely,

Walter G. Tibbitts III
Acting Director

WGT:jab
Enclosure

cc: Mr. Truett Latimer, TSHSC
138



Texas State Historical Survey Commitee
Box 12276, Capltot Statlion, Austin, Texas 78711
Trust? Latimer .

Executive Director

[.ﬁay 7,1973 | ' | | R E CE!VED\

MAY 8 I8

rﬁr. Walter Tibbitts _ - Div. of Pl Coo
cting Director iv. of Plan.
Division of Planning Coordination _ _ n _UOI'CE.
Governor's Office
. Box 12428, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

.Re: Preliminary Draft Environmental Statement and Interim Review of Reports
on Neches. River and Tributaries, Texas, ‘covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas '

Dear Mr. Tibbitts:

In response to your request of April 10 for review and comment on the Salt
Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, the above-referenced documents have been
examined and are found to be deficit in dealing with cultural (archeological,
historical, and architectural) resources. Both Orange and Jefferson Counties
contain archeological sites of high significance, and one Orange County site,
on Baird's Bayou, lies near the project area. For all purposes, the cultural
resources of the project area are unknown; the statement in the draft impact
statement (p 11) concerning the State and local s1gn1f1cance of the cultural
resources is obviously incorrect.

- For the above reasons, we recommend that the following procedures be conducted
in the area of the project prior to further consideration or construction:

1. As the resource is unknown, am intensive archeological survey of
the total project area must be conducted to locate, record, identify
and appraise the significance of the resource to be affected. This
examination should provide, and result in, definition of research
probiems, cost, and strategy for further study leading to the miti-
gation of adverse effects on the resource.

2. Scientific recovery of information contained in cultural rescurces
can mitigate the adverse affect of an action on the rescurce. An
acceptable mitigation program should recover a reliable sample of
all significant cultural and related ecological resources whch will
be affected through the use of a systematically prepared and explicitly
stated research design under the direction of a competent professional
archeologist. Measures other than recovery of the resource may be
considered and may include protection of the resource through management
measures, stabilization or no project action: all must be assessed
from the perspective of preserving resources for future generations.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report and draft environmental
impact statement. If we can be of further assistance, please advise.

Sincerely,

Truett Latimer
Executive Director

By

R

Alton K. Briggs
Survey Archeologist

 AKBibjw
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TTT11 | . W d H
L ‘
\ Pebruary 23, 19273
T .
PJ ] T
4 T
“i
PRESIDENT Martin W. Teague
Don Cash .
Councilman Lieutenant Colonel, CE
City of Beaumont Acting District Engineer
Department of the Army
15t VICE PRESIDENT Galveston District
P,Vf,’:;cfr’Ha'e Corps of Engineers
City of Orange ) P.»0, Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550
2nd VICE PRESIDENT
Carl "Cropo” LeBlanc Dear Colonel Teague:
Councilman
City of Nederland

The U.S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers'

3rd VICE PRESIDENT Interim Review of Reports on the Neches River and

Egy;n;_r;d_coutd Tributaries, Texas (covering the Saltwater Barrier at
Isstoner

Orange County Beaumont) has been reviewed by the South East Texas

Regional Planning Commission's Project Review Com-

4th VICE PRESIDENT mittee on February 13, 1973, and the South East Texas

Heston Wood Regional Planning Commission's Executive Committee
p

Ci?ﬁfsridge City : on February 21, 1973,

SECRETARY-TREASURER The comments of the South East Texas Regional Planning

Leroy Mahaney . Commission's Executive Committee are as follows:

Councilman

City of Groves ’
"It is the opinion of the SETRPC Extecutive

Committee that the proposed project will

LEGAL
George(\:.\?ill::f?ﬂ have a favorable environmental impact.
City Attorney However, several points of detail should

City of Port Arthur be noted:

The 'temporary' steel Sheet-pile barriers,"

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR currently being used, are really not temporary,
gDS‘(’J"EK?PV. as they often are left in place for six (6) to
. Florida, Beaumont

Lamar University Campus ~ nine (9) months, Thus, the term semi-permanent

Telephone: (713) 833-2648 barriers would be mor e proper. The semi-

P. 0. Box 10074 permanent barriers now in use do not allow

* Lamar University Station
Beaumont, Texas 77710
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free navigational use of the river. These
semi-permanent barriers, at their present
location, do not prevent saltwater intrusion
into approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches
River and Pine Island Bayou, which, in their
natural state, were fresh water,

One consideration will be that the proposed
permanent barrier at mile 23 will necessitate
the loss of approximately 57 acres of potential
wildlife habitat. It should be pointed out that
a large part of this 57 acres is now being re~
claimed by the City of Beaumont as a sanitary
landfill.

It appears that the proposed saltwater barrier
will:

~{1) Return approximately 16.7 miles of the
Neches River and Pine Island Bayou to their
natural fresh water state;

(2) Afford ready access to the new recreation
areas which will be formed through a series
of navigation locks, an access road, and a
service bridge; and

(3) Protect the surface water supplies of a
large number of the municipalities and in-
dustries in Jefferson County from contamina-
tion by saltwater and pollution during periods
of low river flow and high fresh water with-
drawals."

If I may answer any questlions concerning this matter, please
- do not hesitate to call on me.

Cordially,

-g:::{{e%ye’ ‘

Executive Director

DK:dm
cc: Mr., Bob Curry, Jefferson County Environmental Control
Department '

Mr. W. F. Weed, President, Lower Neches Valley
Authority, Beaumont
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MUNICIPAL.,
7880 NORTH ELEVENTH STREET -- P. O. BOX 3007

77704
April 9, 1973

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes
District Engineer

Galveston District _
U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers
P.0.Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

RE: Corps of Engineers Rgport on
Salt Water Barrier, Neches River,
Texas.

Dear Sir:

Lower Neches Valley Authority acknowledges receipt of your
Department's Interim Review of Reports Neches River and Tributaries
Texas, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, Volumes 1 and 2, and
your covering letter dated December 28, 1972.

The Authority has examined this Review of Reports and approves
the findings, conclusions and recommendations contained therein for
the construction of the Salt Water Barrier at Site 1.

If there is any further assistance you may need in connection
with this Project, please call on us.

Yours very truly,

LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY

By {,/\.) . q . Lf\.)_)‘,_x_,,.;)\
President
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City f ‘Beaunont

P. O. BOX 3827 77704 ,

- Mayor
January 29, 1973 KEN RITTER
Councilmen:
DON 5. CASH
GEORGE A. DISHMAN, JR.
CALVIN WILLIAMS
J. LEROY EVANS

City Manager
CHARLES V., HILL

Nolan C. Rhodes

Colonel, CE

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U, S. Army
P. O. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Re: Salt Water Barrier, Neches River at Beaumont, Texas
Dear Sir:

The City of Beaumont has tentatively agreed with the
Lower Neches Valley Authority, sponsoring agent, that they
will cooperate in this project.

Any other location of this project than that at mile
23.0 on the Neches River substantially decreases the bene-
fits to the City of Beaumont, It is estimated that the site
selected for the project would project benefits equal to the
anticipated participation by the City of Beaumont. :

The City of Beaumont does have a plan for the develop-
ment of the property west of the river. The plan includes
park areas, water front facilities, as well as developing two
oxbow lakes into wildlife refuges. It is anticipated that
several boat ramps will be installed throughout the area.
This area is the last river front that is available to be de-
veloped for public use within our city.

We believe that with the installation of this project
at mile 23.0 the thousands of acres adjacent to the river will
restore itself into a semblance of its original natural beauty.
With this restoration, all forms of wildlife will return, and
within the near future a tremendous impact on the conservation
of our natural resources will be realized.

It is also felt that this project will substantially re-
duce the threat of salt water encroachment into the City of
Beaumont's fresh water supply. '
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The City of Beaumont endorses this project and feels
that the project will greatly enhance the fresh water environ-

ment upstream from the project.

Very truly yours,

Mavor, €City of Beaumont

WJIB;d
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“ON GUARD -- AGAINST AIR AND WATER POLLUTION"

CLEAN AIR & WATER, JNC.

P, 0. BOX 10889
BeauMoNT, TEXAS 77704

February 2h, 1973

Re: Preliminary draft, Envirommental
Statement - Neches River

Col., Martin W, Teague,

Kceting District Bnglneer, :
Galveston Distirict, U. S. Corps of Engineers, .
P. 0. Box 1229,

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

This will acknewledge with appreciatidn receipt of your letter of December
29, 1972, inclosing preliminary draft, envirommental impact statement, on
proposed “salt water® barrier in the Nechea River.

To begin with, we wish to make it clear that this asscclation has never beem
in favor of barriers of any type being constructed in our rivers., We have
reluctantly given some favorable consideration to the proposed barrier rew
quested by the Lower Neches Valley fAuthority.

With reference to temporary steel sheet-piling barriers which INVA has ine
gtelled in the past, we have hardly considered them temporary, due to the
great length of time they are left in place. Wé have been very mmch opposed
to this type barrier, since 1t completely blocks navigation during the time
the sheet piling are imn place, This is another reascn we have given cone

sideration to the installaticn of a permanent barrier with suitable navigation
locks,

This report in several instances refers to the fact that "local interests®
mst provide a cash contribution if the barrier is to be constructed at Mile

23.0 of the Neches River., On Page i of the preliminary draft the report
Teads:

*In the event the local interests do not make the required cash
contribution for the project at Mils 23.0, it is proposed thet the
project be built at Mile 26.3, which would not require a cash
contribution,”

I:t the U, 8, Corps of Engineers can ask for Congresslonal approval of funds
for the location of this barrier at Mile 26.3, it would seem reasenable that
they coiild slse ask for the funds for construction at Mile 23, 0, even though
slightly higher, without ¢alling on "local interests® for a cash contribution
to the U, S, Corpe of Engineers project.

It is further noted that throughout the impsact statement reference is con-

timally made to locating the barrier and locks at ether pointa than Mile
23,0 of the Neches River, in each instance pointing out the economy of
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“ON GUARD .. AGAINST AIR AND WATER POLLUTION”

CLEAN AIR & WATER, INC.
P. O. BOX 106¢
BEAUMONT, TEXAS 77704

#2 -~ Gol. Martin W, Teague, U. S. Corps of Engineers - 2/21/73,

locating the project at any point other than Mile 23,0 of the Neches River,

OQur association has considered thls report very carefully and we tentatively
approve the location of the barrier and navigation locks at Mile 23.0 of

the Neches River at Beaumont, We would be unalterably opposed to the
location of the barrier at any point on the Neches River above Mile 23.0.
We would consider its locat:.on farther down stream.

We very much a:ppreeiate the opportunity of reviewing the preliminary impact
rapori.

Respectfully yours,
CLEAN ATR AND WATER, INC.

IR o Googgffnasbos

c¢. Hon. John Towsr, U. S, Senatonm,

Washington, D, Ce ‘

Hon. Jack B. Brooks, U. S. Representative,
Washington, D. C.

Lower Neches Valley Authority,
Beaumont, Texas

Hon, Lleyd Bentsen, U. S, Senator,
Washington, D. C,

147



NECHES BOAT CLUB | T—s

O BOX 727 BEAUMONT, TEXAS

Februery 26, 1973

Us S¢ Corps of Engineers
P, 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texaa 77550

Gentlemens

The Board of Directors and Membership of the Neches Bost
Club have given consideration to the present environmsntal
statement about the Salt Water Barrier across the Neches River.
We are alearmed over the possibility of relocation to site foup
which would destroy the area occupied by the Neches Boat Glub,
and would result in extreme pollution of our beach ares and -
picniec grounds and would forever destroy any possibility of a
municipal park on the west bank of the Neches River,

Our group strongly favors site number one, which wes
previously proposed and strongly recommended by slmost every-
body who attended the hearing.

If site number one is not to be used, we fesl that there
should not be a salt water barrier,.

We respectfully direct attention to the Fact that Teh
Mile Bayou and Lake Bayou, prior to the influx of pollution by
the paper mill and local industries, constituted prime rectionsal

areas for the locsl population. Site numbey four would destroy
these.,

Site number one would reserve them as recreational areas.
We strongly favor site uumber one.
' . Yours very truly,

et L

ames R. Craft
: ommodore, Neches Boat glub
( P. 0. Box 727
Beaumont, Texas 77704

MEMBERS OF: " L.S.B.R.A. A.P.B.A, " N.O,A,
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United States Department of the Interlor
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

AUSTIN DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
IN REPLY P.O. BOX 1946
REFER TO: AUSTIN, TEXAS 78767

January 11, 1973

Colonel Nolan C, Rhodes
District Engineer

Corps of Engineers
Galveston District

Post Office Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

We have considered your report entitled Interim
Review of Reports on Neche_s ‘River and Tributaries, Texas,
Covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas requested
by letter dated 28 December 1972. We have no comment to
make on the report.

Sincerely

/léarma.n G. Flaigg j[:’f'/
" Area Planning Officer W/
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

REGIONAL OFFICE -REGION 5
HERRING PLAZA BOX H-4377

IN REPLY . AMARILLO, TEXAS 79101
REFER TO: 730
123,14 JAN 2 4 1973

Col. Nolan C. Rhodes

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 1229 :

Galveston, Texas 77550 Your Ref. SWGED-B

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

Please refer to your letter of December 28, 1972, enclosing for

field-level review a copy of your report entitled Interim Review

of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt

Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas. The report has been reviewed by
" this office and our Austin Development Office. We have no comments

to make on the report.

Sincerely,

% Ae Bradley E;

Regional Director
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Umted States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Southwest Regicn
P.0. Box 728
IN REPLY REFER TO: Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

L7423
FEB 1973

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes, CE

Digtrict Engineer, Galveston Dlstrict
Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 1229

Galveston, Texas - 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:’
We have reviewed your Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and

Tributaries, Texas, covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas
in two volumes.:

We would like to note that the reports make no mention of archeclogical
and historical resources or the effect of this project on such materials.
As planning progresses on this project, particularly at the "Environmental
Impact Statement' stage, full eonsideration must be given to archeologi-
cal and historical values. We will be avallable to assist in setting

up these research studies. -

We note that mention is made of the Big Thicket proposal. At present,
several proposals have been made including one segment in or near
Beaumont City limits. It doesn't appear that your proposal for a
Salt Water Barrier would affect any of the Big Thicket proposals
adversely.

Thank you for the opportunity to review these reports,

Sincerely yours,"

Frank Mentzer"
Asgistant Director, Cooperative Activities

i
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD commancer(mep)

EIGHTH COAST GUARD DISTRICT
CUSTOMHOUSE .
NEW ORLEANS, LA, 70130

5900
‘FER 7 1973

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes
District Engineer
Galveston District
Department of the Army
U. S. Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas.

RE: SWGED-B, Neches River and
Tributaries, Texas

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

The Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District does not have any object-
jons to the referenced draft environmental statement.

Sincerely yours,

- J. F. MunbY; or, \\\3 —
/// Captain, U. S. Coast Guard
\ ’///Qz?ef, Marine Safety Division
—"By-direction of the Commander
Eighth Coast Guard District
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE '

P. 0. Box 648
Temple, Texas 76501

February 92, 1973

» Colonel Nolan €. Rhodes

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

We have completed our review of the Interim Review Reports on Neches
River and Tributaries, Texas, covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont,
Texas. ‘ '

The proposed salt water barrier will have no adverse effects on proposed
projects of the Soil Comservation Service. In fact, they may complement
each other.

We would like to point ocut that we have applications for Federal assist-
ance under PL 83-566 on three watersheds above this proposed dam. Field
examinations have shown all to be feasible for project development. These
watersheds are:

1. Western Portion of Pine Island Bayou Watershed, Liberty
and Hardin Counties above Sour Lake exclusive of Jackson
Creek.

2. Eastern Portion of Pine Island Bayou Watershed, Polk
and Hardin Counties to the Neches River including
Jackson Creek.

3. Lower Neches River Watershed, Orange and Jasper Counties,
covering that area entering the Neches River from the
east between Evadale, Jasper County to a point Just
east of Bridge City, Orange County.

We appreciate the'opportunity to review and comment on the reports.

Sincerely, i . )
M/); J %/%LV

- Edward E. Thomas
F'V State Conservationist

cc: Kenneth E. Grant, 5CS, Washington, D. C.
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€ % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N REGION VI '
Yy w§ ' 1600 PATTERSON, SUITE 1100
¢ pmot DALLAS, TEXAS 75201
February 13, 1973
Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes Re: 06-3-80-NM &
District Engineer 06-3-IIIF-12

- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Galveston District

P. O, Box 1229

Galveston, Texas - 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

We have reviewed your agency's report, "Interim Review of
Reports on the Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering
Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas," and the Preliminary Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the project.

The proposed action will provide a tainter-gated dam at mile
23.0 on the Neches River, approximately one-half mile upstream
from the Interstate Highway 10 bridge at Beaumont, Texas: a
sector-gated navigation by-pass channel; and an auxlllary dam
in a small canal that drains Bairds Bayou.

We -have the following comments on the report and the impact
statement:

1. 1In the discussion of the existing environment, reference
is made to the City of Beaumont's sanitary landfill on the west
bank of the river upstream from mile 22.6. We suggest that a
discussion of the leachate from this fill be included in the
report and the statement. Should the area for the sanitary
landfill extend beyond mile 23.0, the leachate could reach the
river above the proposed salt water barrier. Usually leachate
from sanitary fills contains pollutants. If these pollutants
reach the river, one of the purposes of the project - an
unpolluted reach of water above the salt water barrier - would
be defeated. The City of Beaumont should be consulted and their
plans for the sanitary landfill and any provisions for abating
possible pollution by leachates should be included in the
report,
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2. Reference is made in several sections of the report and
the statement to "local interest." The "local interest" should
be identified in the first part of the report and statement and
possibly be substituted for "local interest" throughout the
.report.

3. We do not understand why the salt water wedge is "a
Federal responsibility related to navigation improvements
previously installed." An examination of the profile of the
river shows the bed of the river does not reach mean sea level
until mile 44. This strongly indicates. that the salt wedge was
there before navigation and will reach its furthest point upriver

during periods of low flows and withdrawal of large quuntltles of
water

4, It is not clear from the discussion on the alternative
for flushing the salt water from the channel how the 1900 cfs
that would be required to keep the salt water wedge below the
fresh water intake at Brinns Bluff was computed. -

5. We suggest that a combination of surface water and
ground water to supply municipal, industrial and agricultural
demands be considered as an alternative to the salt water barrier.

6. The statement that the proposed barrier will have little
effect on fresh water flows to the estuary should be discussed
in detail. The barrier will be closed 4 to 6 months each year.
If the time pericd for this length of closure is continuous,
there could be an adverse effect on the ecosystems of the estuary.

We have the following additional comments on the Preliminary
Draft Environmental Impact Statement:

1. A map should be furnished that shows the service area
and the 16 acres of land on the point isolated or severed by the
salt water barrier and their relationship to the project. All
spoil areas should also be shown on the map.

2. All dredged material should be placed behind dikes or
levees with control weirs so the sediment returning to the river
will be reduced.

3. The total cost of the project should be given with a
brief discussion of how the benefit-to- cost ratio of 1.86 was
computed. .
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4. We suggest that the cost of each alternative be included
in the discussion of the alternatives to the project. _

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your .
.report and preliminary draft statement. We will appreciate
receiving five copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for formal review.

Slncerely yours

(CLL W K e tive

Charles H. Hembree
Chief
Federal Assistance Branch
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225

Office of
Chief Intermountain Field Operation Center

February 14, 1973

Alr Mail “Your reference:
SWGED-B

Col. Nolan C. Rhodes

District Enpgineer, Galveston District

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

We have reviewed the "Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and
Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas,"
as requested in your letter of December 28, 1972.

The report, dated December 20, 1972, and prepared by U. S. Army
Engineer District at Galveston, Texas, summarizes studies, findings,
and recommended action to control salt water intrusion up the Neches

River during periods of low river flow. Proposed construction con-
aists of a gated main barrier, navigation gate, bypass channel,

auxiliary dam, and appurtenances at a 57-acre site one~half mile
upstream from the Interstate Highway 10 bridge across the Neches River
at Beaumont, '

Our primary interest in the project is possible involvement of mineral
resources and mineral-production facilities, and our office raview
indicates that the proposed improvements would have no edverse effect
thereon. Mineral resources and related facilities that exist in the
Beaumont area are summarized in the report (p. 4). Although we have
no objection to the project as described, any subsequent environmental
impact statement might well include such language as the following:

The project is not expected to affect adversely any
mineral resources nor will it appreciably hamper future
exploitation of such resources.

Our field-level comments are informal aﬁd are provided as a service;
they do not constitute a formal project review by the Bureau of Mines.

Sincerely yours,

=2)77 a
0. M. Bishop, Chief
Intermountain Field Operation Center
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE :
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admmlstratmn
NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE Southern Region

819 Taylor Street, Room 10EQ9

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

February 14, 1973 WFS2x1

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes

District Engineer

Galveston District,; Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229 |
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

Reference is made to your letter SWGED-B, 28 December 1972, and
included report, Serial No. 77. :

We appreciate the opportunity to examine the Interim Review of
Reports on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt
Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

It appears that a thorough treatment of the problem and various
alternatives has been provided with due consideration of the
environmental and ecological factors.

From the standpoint of the National Weather Service Hydrologlc
Field Program and the attendant respon51b111ty of providing a
river forecast and flood warning service, there is no indication
that the proposed project would have any adverse effect.

Sincerely,
St a
.‘_,.-===SF

J P McCalllster
Regional Hydrologist
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
POST OFFICE BOX 1306
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87108

March 20, 1973

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U. 5. Army
P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

As requested in your letter of December 28, 1972, we have reviewed
the Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, and except
for noting a possible typographical error on page C-28, line 8, of

Appendix 1, which reads '"60 to 8 months,'' we have no further com-
ments to make, '

We regret that we did not comply with your request for comments by
February 15,

Sincerely yours,

CZ;Q%%§¢Z4;¢;%5;kQ€Z25%

Acting Regional Director

cc: .
Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div. of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Texas
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Mational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIGNAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

144 FPirst Avenue South _
April 4, 1973 _ St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes

District Engineer, Galveston District
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

This is in reply to your letter of March 28, 1973, inquiring
~about National Marine Fisheries Service's comments requested
by you on December 28, 1972, relative to the Interim Review

of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering

Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

Generally, our views on the proposed project are reflected in

the revised report submitted by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries

and Wildlife on July 24, 1972, to which our letter of concurrence
was attached. Our views concerning the presentation of alterna-
tive designs to the project are presented in the comments con-
cerning your draft Environmental Impact Statement for this
project which was forwarded to you from the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Commerce on February 15, 1973.

According to information furnished us, the barrier would be
located far enough upstream to preclude any significant loss of
normally estuarine habitat while some increase in potential
commercial fresh water fish harvests could be expected. The
project could, however, have an indirect adverse effect on the
productivity of the Sabine estuary system if it enables a much
greater reduction of fresh water inflows to the estuary.

Section 42 of Appendix 1 (page C28) should apparently read

"for about 6 to 8 months...etc." instead of "60 to 8..." Also,
unless it comes from mining or industry, "salt water" penetra-
tion in the upper reaches of an estuarine system, though sporadic
in occurrence, is not considered "pollution."

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project.

Singerely yours,

ack W. Gehringer
Regional Director
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE

SA, S&PF, Atlanta, Georgia 30309

1940 _ April 4, 1973

MNolan C. Rhodes, Colonel
District Engineer
Department of the Army

Galveston District- Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 1229

LGalveston, Texas 77550

Attached is a copy of our reply referred to in your letter
of March 28, 1973. This covered the Preliminary Draft
Env1r0nnenta1 Statement and the Interim Review of Reports
on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas covering Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

Thank you again for the opportunlty of rev1ew1ng this
statement.

‘ o7 ‘
A
== ] ~
FREDERICK W. HONING
Area Environmmental Coordinator

Enclosure
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FILE CCRPY - =P
ENVIROMMENT GUALITY

1240 Fabruary 22, 19732

Martin W. Toaque, LY. Colonel

Acting District Englinser

Galveston District ~ Corps of Enginears
Galveston, Taxas 77550

Tha Prefiminary Draft Environmental Statement,"Neches Rlver
and Tributariss, Texas Saltwater Barrier on Neches Rlver
at Beaumont, Texas™, has been reviewed by our offlice.

Vo fae! tho statement adsauateily describas thoe situation and
pradicets probable changes.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this statemant,

AMEL E LANDGRAF

AMEL E. LANDGRAF
Area Environmental Coordinatér

/db

Il copies to WO
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

IN REPLY REFER TO: BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION

South Centrai Regional Office
First National Bank Building East - 5301 Central Avenue, N.E., Reom 915
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87108

APR 2 & 1973

Col., Nolan C, Rhodes

U. §. Army Corps of Engineers

Galveston District

P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

We have reviewed the plan for construction of the Salt Water Barrier
at Beaumont, Texas, as requested in your December 28, 1972, letter.
The plan recognizes the potential recreation benefits of a fresh water
lake and provides for the use of spoil material for development of
future recreation sites. We recommend the project be implemented as

described in the report.

Sincerely yours,

Chtanr

Rolland B. Handley
Regional Director
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

SUMMARY

NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
SALTWATER BARRIER ON NECHES RIVER
AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

( ) Revised Draft Environmental Statement
(X) Final Environmental Statement -

Responsible Office: U.S. Army Engineer District, Galveston
- - Don 8. McCoy, Colonel, CE- '
District Engineer
P.0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550
Telephone: 713-763-1211 EXT 301

1. Name of Action; ( ) Administrative (X) Legislative

2. Description of Project; It is proposed to construct
a permanent barrier across the Neches River at the city
of Beaumont in Jefferson County, Texas, to prevent intru-
sion of salt water to upstream freshwater supply intakes.
The saltwater intrusion problem is attributed to progres-
sive enlargement of the navigation channel of the Sabine-
Neches Waterway and to large withdrawals of surface
water for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses.
The permanent barrier will eliminate the present practice
of erecting temporary barriers which impede free naviga-
tional use of the river. The proposed barrier will con-
sist of a gated dam in the river, a gated navigation by-
pass channel, an auxiliary dam in a small tributary:
bayou, an access road and service bridge, and other related
worka. The recommended site for the proposec barrier is
at river mile 23, S

3. a. Fnvironmental Impacts: The proposed project

will benefit man's environment by protecting the surface
water supplies of the municipslities and industries served
by the water delivery systems of the Lower Neches Valley
Authority and the City of Beaumont from contamination

by salt water and pollution moving upstream during periods
of low river flow and high freshwater withdrawals. With
the exception of about 600 acres drained by Brakes Bayou,
all swamp areas upstream from the project will be restored
to freshwater conditions, and approximately 16,7 miles

of the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou would be
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improved for recreational swimming, boating, hunting,
and freshwater fishing.

b. Adverse Environmental Impacts: Approximately 57
acres of land will be devoted to project purposes and
lost as wildlife habitat. All trees and vegetation will
be removed from approximately 41 acres of the project
site, and selective cutting and clearing will be performed
on approximately 16 acres., The barrier when closed will
impede upstream migration of estuarine animals; however
in view of the distance and many miles of river with
poor water conditions, separating the project area from
the Sabine estuary, the practical effect is considered
negligible, ‘ |

4, Alternatives: Continue present practice of construct-
ing temporary saltwater barriers; flushing with freshwater
releases from upstream impoundments; relocation of fresh~
water intakes upstream beyond the influence of tide water;
utilization of ground water to supply area demands;
desalinization; and alternative site locations for pro-
posed barrier.

5. a. Comments Received (District Review): Comments
on a draft of this statement were received from the follow-
ing:

State Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, USDA
Southeast Region, Forest Service, USDA

Deputy Ass't Sec'ry for Environmental Affairs, USDC
Region VI, DHEW

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, USDI
National Park Service, USDI1

Bureau of Mines, USDI

Water Resources Division, Geological Survey, USDI
Geologic Division, Geological Survey, USDI

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, USDI

Eighth Coast Guard District

Region VI, EPA ‘

Division of Planning Coordination, State of Texas
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department '

Texas Water Development Board

Texas Water Quality Board

Texas Water Rights Commission
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Texas State Historical Survey Committee
Bureau of Economic Geology ~ The University of Texas
at Austin
South Fast Texas Regional Planning Commission
Lower Neches Valley Authority
Jefferson County, Texas, Fnvironmental Control Department
Mayor, City of Beaumont, Texas :
Clean Air and Water, Inc.
Neches Boat Club

b. Comments Received (Departmental Review):

Department of the Interior

Department of Transportation

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Department of Agriculture

Environmental Protection Agency

State of Texas

~National Audubon Society

6. Draft statement to CEQ 29 December 1972 .
Revised draft statement to CEQ 18 Novembex 1974 .
Final statement to CEQ : .
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ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
SALTWATER BARRIER ON NECHES RIVER
' AT BEAUMONT, .TEXAS

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION. The proposed saltwater barrier will
be located on the Neches River, Jefferson County, at the city
‘of Beaumont, Texas. Saltwater intrusion upstream in the
Neches River during periods of low river flow and high

water demand has made it necessary for the Lower Neches
Valley Authority periodically to construct temporary steel
sheet-pile saltwater barriers to protect the freshwater
supply in the Neches River. These barriers effectively and
economically control the problem, but block the waterway

and interfere with the free use and enjoyment by the public
of the naturally navigable waters. The primary purpose of
the project is to prevent salt water from intruding up the
river during periods of low flow and high water use and con-
taminating the supplies of the Lower Neches Valley Authority
and the City of Beagumont. :

A study of the problem‘indicates that a Federal project for
construction of a pérmanent saltwater barrier could be
economically justified, subject to the provision of specified
items of local cooperation and subject to specific authori-.
zation by the Congress. The project described herein is the
subject of a survey report now being prepared for submission
to the Congress.

Federal interest in control of the saltwater intrusion stems
from the fact that, although salinity intrusion could have
been somewhat of a problem at Bunns Bluff under natural
conditions, progressive enlargement of navigation channels
of the Sabine-Neches Waterway is the major cause of the
~.problem. The intrusion problem is related to the signifi-
cant reductions of freshwater flows to the estuary during
spring and summer seasons resulting from upstream reserv01r
control and withdrawal of water for various uses.

The plan found to be most suitable to meet the problem will
provide a tainter-gated dam at mile 23.0 on the Neches River,
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approximately one-half mile upstream from the Interstate
Highway 10 bridge at Beaumont, Texas; a sector-gated naviga-
tion by-pass channel; an auxiliary dam in a small canal that
drains an adjacent bayou; and other related works.

An access road on an earth fill will extend from a proposed
city park road on the west side of the river to the dam and
gate. A service bridge with a 12-foot roadway will be
provided across the dam to permit access to the service area
and navigation gate. The access road will have a crown
elevation of 14 feet above mean sea level and will consist
of two ll-foot lanes with 8-foot shoulders constructed on

a 10-inch base course. The travel lanes will receive a
double bituminous surface treatment, and the shoulders will
receive a single bituminous surface treatment. The earth
fill will have side slopes of one vertical on four horizontal.
Approximately 4 acres of land will be requlred as right-of-
way for the access road.

The dam will be a concrete structure with seven 40-by 24,5-
foot tainter gates. The tainter gates will have a top
elevation in the closed position of 4.5 feet above mean sea
level and a bottom elevation in the raised position of 16
feet above mean sea level. The sill elevation will be 20
feet below mean sea level. A normal pool elevation of one
foot above mean sea level will be maintained upstream from
the dam during the period of the year when salinity intrusion
is a problem (an average of 111 days a year during the 43-
year period 1928 through 1970). Approximately one-half acre
of land will be required as right-of-way for the dam,

The navigation gate will consist of two sector gates with

a radius of approximately 35 feet to provide a clear opening
56 feet wide. The top elevation of the sector gates will be
4.5 feet above mean sea level, and the sill elevation will

be 16 feet below mean sea level. The gate walls will have a
top elevation of 10 feet above mean sea level. Timber guide-
walls and timber fenders will extend upstream and downstream
from the gate. A service area will be located adjacent to
the west side of the navigation gate and will consist of an
office; garage and storage building, approximately 30 feet

by 50 feet in size; a paved parking area; a control house for
operation of the gate; and a boat landing. Approximately 13.5
acres of land will be required as right-of-way for the

gate, service area, and auxiliary dam.
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The proposed navigation gate is sized and sited for expansi-
bility to a 56- by 400-foot navigation lock at some future
date, if warranted by increased barge traffic and specifically
authorized by Congress. Such a lock will accommodate a tow
consisting of two 35- by 195-foot barges and a towboat in a
single lockage, and will have an estimated capacity of odver
11,000,000 tons of cargo per year. The 35- by 195-foot

barge is the standard barge and predominates on the Ohio-
Mississippi Rivers system. Some of the other barge sizes
used are: 26 feetl?y 175 feet, 50 feet by 240 feet, and 50
feet by 290 feet. =’ It is assumed that a barge fleet on the
Neches River would be similar in makeup. '

The 16 acres of severed land between the dam and the by-pass
channel will be acquired by the Government. Selective cutting
and clearing will be performed to remove undesirable trees

and underbrush and to give the more desirable trees and

shrubs adequate growing space. Altheugh no facilities are
planned, the area will be retained as a natural park to
enhance the appearance of the project. Enough ground cover
will be retained to encourage small animals and birds to
return to the area after completion of construction.

The navigation by-pass channel will have a total length of
approximately 2,500 feet. It will have a depth of 16 feet,
a bottom width of 76 feet, and side slopes of one vertical
on three horizontal. Approximately 14 acres of land will

be required as right-of-way for the channel., Approximately
250,000 cubic yards of material will be excavated during the
construction of the by-pass channel. Some of this material
will be used in the construction of the levee; some will be
used as fill material in the service area; and the remainder
will be placed on shore in 14 acres of leveed disposal

area, most probably on part of the land west of the river
used by the City of Beaumont for sanitary landfill,

1/ Davis, John P., '"Tonnage Capacity of Locks," Journal of

the Waterways and Harbors Division, Proceedings of the
American Society of Civil Engineersg, vol. 95, No. WW2, May
1969, pp. 205-206
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An earthen levee will be constructed from the east end

of the navigation gate southwestward along the east side
of the navigation by-pass channel to high ground north ‘of
Interstate Highway 10. The levee will have a top eleva-
tion of 12 feet above mean sea level, a crown width of

10 feet, and side slopes of one vertical on four hori-
zontal. Approximately 9 acres of land will be required
as right-of-way for the levee.

An earth fill and concrete auxiliary dam, 1,334 feet long,
will be constructed across the canal which drains the
southern end of Bairds Bayou at an adjacent location
ilmmediately south of old U.S. Highway 90. The concrete
section of the dam will have a top elevation of 13 feet
above mean sea level and will contain three 10- by 8-
foot slide gates and two 10- by 2-foot flap gates. The
earth fill section will have a top elevation of 14 feet
above mean sea level, a crown width of 12 feet, and side
slopes of one vertical on four horizontal. An access
road and service bridge will be provided for inspectiom,
maintenance, and operation of the auxiliary dam. The
auxiliary dam is required to block salinity intrusion

via a canal that drains the southern end of Bairds Bayou.
When flows are adequate to prevent saltwater or pollu-
tion intrusion, the slidegates in the auxiliary

dam will be left open.

No specific recreation facilities are included in the
project plan; however, the City of Beaumont has a long-
range plan for development of the area west of the river
and east of the Lawson Canal for use as a city park,

The proposed barrier will enhance the recreational value
of this proposed future park. Based on October 1974
price data, the total average annual benefits are esti-
mated at $2,736,900 and the total estimated annual costs
are estimated at $1,193,500 resulting in a benefit-to-cost
ratio for the proposed project of 2.3.
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING WITHOUT THE PROJECT. The
Neches River Basin, lying in east Texas, has an overall.
length of about 210 miles and a maximum width of about

70 miles., The basin lies within 20 counties and encom-
passes an area of about 10,000 square miles. The Weches
River, with a total length of 416 miles and a total

fall of 530 feet, rises near Canton in Van Zandt County
and empties into Sabine Lake and the Sabine-Neches Water-
way near Port Arthur., The river flows discharge through
Sabine Pass to the Gulf of Mexico. The largest tributary,
the Angelina River, with a total length of 205 miles and
a total fall of 415 feet, rises in Rusk County and joins
the Neches River near mile 126 in the upper reaches of the
B. A. Steinhagen Lake. The major tributaries below the
Angelina River are Village Creek with a drainage area of
1,113 square miles, which enters the Neches River near
mile 40, and Pine Island Bayou witrh a drainage area of
657 square miles, which enters the Neches River near
mile 30. The average flow at the mouth of the Neches
River is estimated at approximately 5,609,000 acre-feet
per year. Tidal effects extend from the mouth to river
mile 42 near Wiess Bluff, The city limits of Beaumont
extend along eleven miles of the west bank of the river
between miles 19 and 30. The flood plain in this reach
has a maximum width of about 4 miles with a surface
elevation of 5 feet or less, It is largely swampy land
dominated by trees and dense underbrush. Existing
developments in the flood plain include the Bethleham
Steel Corp., shipyard on the west bank (miles 21-22},
Beaumont Boat Club on the west bank, G & W Marine, iInc.,
on the east bank (just above IH 10, Mile 22.5), the

City of Beaumont's sanitary landfill on the west bank
(extending upstream from mile 22.6 between Lawson Canal
and Neches River), the Eastex, Inc, effluent outfall on
the east bank (mile 25.3), the Neches Boat Club on the
west bank (mile 25.9), the City of Beaumont’ siphon under
the river at Lawson Crossing (mile 26), and the public
boat launching area and Beaumont Country Club on the west
bank (mile 26.5). -

Significant geological strata in the lower Neches River
basin were deposited during the Holocene and Pleistocene
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Epochs of the Quatermary Period, and during the preceding
Pliocene and Miocene Epochs of the Tertiary period. The
oldest geoclogic unit that outcrops in Jefferson County is
the Beaumont Clay of Pleistocene age, which is at least
30,000 years old. This formation is a series of yellow,
gray, blue, brown, and black clays with black sands. The
thickness of the formation is not known, but may be less
than 100 feet. The Dewevville, or alluvial terrace
deposits, which are between 13,000 and 30,000 years old,
are intermediate between the Beaumont Clay and the modern
flood plain deposits of the Neches River., They are probably
of late Pleistocene and Holocene origin, The deposits,
which are at least 30 feet thick, range from silty clay
to very fine sand in some places, and from very fine

sand to coarse sand in others, The youngest sediments
are the flood plain and other deposits of Holocene age,
which are clay, silt, sand, and organic matter less than
5,000 years old, since the sea level rose to its present
level perhaps 5,000 years ago.

The U.S. Geological Survey and the Texas Water Development
Board have subdivided the Neches River basin into two
ground water regions. The primary aquifer in the lower
3,000 square miles of the basin, is the Gulf Coast Aquifer,
consisting of the Catahoula, Oakville, Lagarto, Goliad,
Willis, Lissie, and Beaumont Formations. The Oakville,
Lagarto, and Goliad Formations are also known as the
Fleming Formation. The upper portion of the Lissie Forma-
tion is also known as the Montgomery Formation and the
lower portion of the Lissie Formation is also known as

the Bentley Formation.

The Evangeline and Chicot Aquifers, subdivisions of the
Gulf Coast Aquifer, furnish ground water for municipal and
industrial use in Jefferson County. The Evangeline Aquifer
includes the Fleming Formation. The Chicot Aquifer in-
cludes the Willis, Bentley, Montgomery, and Beaumont Forma-
tions as well as the overlying Deweyville deposits and
Holocene aluvium. The total estimated use of ground water
in Jefferson County in 1965 was approximately 14.6

million gallons per day or 16,400 acre-feet annually.

Of this total, 4.6 mgd was produced from wells in Jeffer-
son County for industrial, municipal, and agricultural use;
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6 mgd was imported by the City of Beaumont from a well
field in the Evangeline aquifer in Hardin County; and 4
mgd was imported by two industries in Beaumont and Port
Arthur from the Chicot Aquifer in Orange County. The

City of Beaumont plans to expand its usage of ground
water to 20 mgd or 22,400 acre-feet annually by 1980.

A representative of the U.S. Geological Survey indicated
that total ground water usage in 1971 probably was approxi-
mately the same as that reported for 1965, :

Withdrawals of ground water, oil, and gas have resulted in
subsidence of the land surface in most of the upper Gulf
Coast region of Texas., The land surface subsided more
than 0.5 feet in western Chambers County between 1918

and 1954. The subsidence for most of the rest of Chambers
and Jefferson Counties was less than 0.25 foot. A

emall area in eastern Jefferson County had subsided more
than 0.25 feet and an area in the vicinity of the Spindle-
top Dome subsided more than one foot. Subsidence in Orange
County since 1918 has been generally less than 0.5 feet,
Recent studies indicate that ground water levels in

Orange County could be lowered an additional 75 feet be-
fore significant subsidence would occur. 2/ A releveling
program by the National Geodetic Survey indicates that
between 19592 and 1973 seven bench marks in the Beaumont
area subsided an average of about 0.5 feet.

The two major users or suppliers of fresh surface water

in the lower basin are the City of Beaumont and the Lower
Neches Valley Authority., The City of Beaumont normally
withdraws woter from the Neches River at a gravity intake
at Bunns Bluff (mile 30). During periods of the year when
salt water intrudes up the river to Bunns Bluff, the

city withdraws water from the Neches River at a pump
gstation at Wiess Bluff (mile 41.7).

2/ Gabrysch, R. K. and Gene D. McAdoo, Development of Ground-
water Resources in Orange County Areas, Texas and Louisiana,
19?3-71, Texas Water Development Board, Report 156, August
1973, p. 9.
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The Lower Neches Valley Authority withdraws water from
the Neches River through a canal at Lakeview {(mile 38)
which leads to a siphon and a pump station at mile 3.2

on Pine Island Bayou, The INVA also withdraws water from
Pine Island Bayou at a pump station at Voth (mile 6).

To prevent saltwater intrusion to the pump intakes, the
Lower Neches Valley Authority has found it necessary to
install temporary sheet-pile barriers in the Neches River
below Lakeview and in Pine Island Bayou below Voth almost
every year and to leave these barriers in place for 4 to

6 months. During the period 1953 through 1971, a barrier
was placed across the Neches River every year except 1961,
1968, and 1969, and across Pine Island Bayou every year
except 1953 and 1968, During the 4 to 6 months out of the
year when the temporsry barriers are in place, navigation
by recreational and commercial vessels is completly blocked.

Under permits from the Texas Water Rights Commission, the
Lower Necheg Valley Authority is entitled to use 875,516
acre-feet of surface water per vear. In 1971 the LNVA
used about 535 percent of the permitted quantity. Under
permits from the Texas Water Rights Commission, the City
of Beaumont from the Texas Water Rights Commission, the
City of Beaumont is entitled to use 56,467 acre-feet of
surface water per year. In 1971 the city used about 29
percent of the permitted quantity. As municipal and
industrial growth occurs in Jefferson County, the LNVA
and the city will use larger and larger portions of

their permitted quantity of surface water. By about 1990~
2000, it is possible that the LNVA will be seeking addition-~
al sources of surface water.

Effluent from the paper mill owned by Eastex, Inc., at
Evadale, Texas, is discharged into the Neches River at mile
25.3, downstream from the sites of the temporary saltwater
barriers., Dr. Roy W. Hann, Jr. reported that this effluent
had a flow rate of 55 cubic feet per second and a 5-day
biochemical oxygen demand of 73 milligrams per liter. 3/

3/ Hann, Roy W., Jr., Neches Estuary Study, prepared for
Texas Water Quality Board by Civil Engineering Systems,
Inc., n.d, (1969), p. 38.
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In a statement submitted at the public meeting in Beaumont
on 9 December 1970, Dr. Richard C, Harrel, Assistant
Professor of Biology, Lamar University, stated that "With
no flow below the saltwater barriers, salt water from the
Gulf surges upriver carrying with it a mixture of organic
and toxic wastes from industries in the lower reaches

of the river. Tidal action flushes the wastes back and
forth causing it to become more and more concentrated.
Thus the lower 36 miles of the river and 3 miles of

Pine Island Bayou becomes a large waste holding lake.

The water turns black, oxygen depletion occurs, and all
but the most resistant species of organisms are killed."

Dr. Harrel's statement is based on personal observation
and extensive studies of specific conductance, temperature,
alkalinity, pH, turbidity, dissolved oxygen, sulfate
concentration, and benthic organisms at eleven sampling
stations along the Neches River.

A copy of Dr. Harrel's paper, "Water Quality and Salt
Water Intrusion in the Lower Neches River’ is attached

to this statement as Appendix "E". His paper compares
physicochemical conditions above and below the temporary
saltwater barrier in the Neches River. Water quality was
shown to be significantly better above the barrier during
periods of saltwater intrusion. Values for dissolved
oxygen ranged from 8.2 ppm and 7.1 ppm at the surface

and bottom immediately above the barrier to 3.4 and 0.0
ppm at the surface and bottom immediately below the
barrier. Similarly, water below the barrier was character-
ized by higher carbonate alkalinity, lower pH, higher
turbidity, higher sulfates, and higher salinity than water
above the barrier. Bottom material above the barrier
consists of clean, odorless sand and clay, whereas bottom
material below the barrier consisted of black silt and
sand smelling of hydrogen sulfide and oil, Additional
data on water quality in the Neches River at Evadale, in
Village Creek near Kountze, and in Pine Island Bayou near
Sour Lake, extracted from '"Water Resources Data for
Texas-Part 2 Water Quality Records, 1974," U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, Geological Survey, are contained in
Tables 1 through 3. Water quality data span the water
year October 1973 through September 1975.
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The Neches River below Interstate Highway 10 is polluted
to such an extent, as reported by Dr. Roy W. Hann, Jr., 4/
that a minimum flow of about 5,375 cubic feet per second
would be required at the present level of waste loadings
on the Neches River to maintain a dissolved oxygen level
of 3 milligrams per liter. The required flow of 5,375
cubic feet per second is more than twice the yield of
both existing Sam Rayburn Reservolr and proposed Rockland
Reserveir and is about 70 percent of the total average
flow of the entire river,

For about 6 to 8 months each year, when net flow in the
river is adequate to control pollution by salt water and
municipal and industrial effluents, the portion of the
Neches River and its adjacent flood plain within the
project area furnishes a favorable environment for numer-
ous fish, mollusca, waterfowl, aquatic wmammals, aquatic
reptiles, and amphibians. Some of the common freshwater
and marine fish and shellfish that have been recorded

in the vicinity of the project area are the sheepshead
minnow, bowfin, gar, buffalo, shad, flounder, mullet, sand
seatrout, freshwater catfish, c¢rappie, perch, river shrimp,
grass shrimp, penaeid shrimp, blue crab,and rangia clam,
Under natural conditions prior to the construction of the
ship channel to Beaumont and industrial development in the
area, the river provided a good year round freshwater
environment, However, under present conditions, for about
4 to 6 months each year the reach of the river in the
project area is brackish water environment frequently
contaminated with industrial wastes. Poor water quality
conditions in the river generally occur from June through
September, upsetting the natural balance of the river
resulting in kills of fish and invertebrates and algal
blooms.

The bayous and swamps adjacent to the river are spawning
and nursery areas for fish, shellfish, and other organisms
that form an important part of the food web of many fish
and wildlife species. The swamp and land vegetation is

4/ Hann, Roy W., Jr., Neches Estuary Study, op. cit, p. 49.
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especially important as a source of food and cover. The
seed and berry producing trees such as willow, tupelo,
mavhaw, cypress, dogwood, oaks, sweet gum, pines, and
sycamore are of particular value as food and shelter for-
numerous species., Thick undergrowths of palmetto, vines,
and shrubs also enhance the habitat conditions along the
river and adjacent bayous by furnishing additional shade,
food, and dense cover for wildlife. Rare and exotic
plant species known to occur along the river include
water elm, black hickory, greenfly orchid, and water
clover.

The timbered bottomlands and swamps provide habitat for
numerocus wildlife species including otter, mink, raccoon,
opossum, fox, muskrat, skunk, squirrel, cottontail rabbit,
swamp rabbit, wild pig, deer, birds of prey,and songbirds.
The open fields and clearings in the woodlands along the
river provide nesting and feeding areas for quail and dove.
Waterfowl and wading birds such as wood duck, mallard,
egret, ibis, and heron nest and feed in the swamps and
sloughs along the river, Many rare and endangered wild-
life species require the swamp and timberland as habitat.
Among these are the American alligator, American bald
eagle, ivory~billed woodpecker, northern red-cockaded
woodpecker, and the red wolf,

A search of the National Register of Historic Places
revealed no registered historic sites in the project area
that would be affected by the project. The State Historical
Survey Committee advised that both Orange and Jefferson

- Counties contain archeological sites of high significance,
and one Orange County site is situated on Bairds Bayou
downstream from the proposed saltwater barrier location.
It further advised that the historical, archeological and
architectural resources of the project area are, for all
purposes, unknown. The Acting Director, Texas Archeo-
logical Survey advised that four archeological sites in
the general area were located and recorded by G. R. Arnold
in 1940, These sites (designated as 41JF1, 41JF2, 41JF3,
and 41HN3) were situated on or near the banks of the
Neches River and at the time of discovery were eroding
badly. Present condition of the sites is not known.
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The existing dredged navigation channel in the Neches
River, which is part of the Sabine-Neches Waterway project,
terminates downstream f£rom Interstate Highway 10. There
is some existing commercial and recreational navigation
above the head of the Federal project channel. One firm
in Beaumont presently dredges sand from the Neches River
and transports the sand to Beaumont in 30- by 120-foot
barges with a loaded draft of 5-1/2 feet. Approximately
90 round trips were made annually in 1970 and 1971.

The firm operates under the authority of a permit from
500 feet above Interstate Highway 10 to 1-1/2 miles above
the mouth of Village Creek. When the temporary salt-
water barrier is . in place below Lakeview, the sand
dredging is restricted to the reach of the river below
that point. There is no other regular commercial use

of the river at present. In addition to the commercial
traffic, there are approximately 500 recreational craft

of various kinds that use the Neches River. These recrea-
tional crafts are berthed or launched at the Beaumont Boat
Club (mile 22,5), Neches Boat Club (mile 25.9), and at the
public boat launching area and Beaumont Country Club
(mile 26.5).

It is expected that recreational boating will increase,
as it has in the past few years, at a somewhat faster rate
than the increase in population. No significant increase
in the local sand dredging operation in the Neches River
is anticipated at this time. The Corps of Engineers'
navigation field traffic survey in 1964, updated to 1968
conditions, indicated potential barge commerce of 202,000
tons for the reach of the Neches River between Beaumont
and Evadale and 196,000 tons for the reach of the river
between Evadale and Diboll, No significant potential
commerce was located above Diboll,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that sport
fishing without a project will amount to between 3,000
and 4,600 man~days per year, depending on the site, as
shovm in the following table, and that the commercial
fish catch at any of the six sites will amount to 800
pounds per year: 5/

5/ Attachment, p. A-6
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Sport fishing without
Site ' - project (man-days)

4,600
4,400
4,200
3,900
3,300
3,000

A PwN -

The U.S. Fish snd Wildlife Service also estimates the
following man-days of hunting and wildlife-oriented
recreation will occur without a project: 6/

Ttem Man-days without project
Big~game hunting o 200
Upland~-game hunting _ 500
Waterfowl hunting 300
Other wildlife hunting - 300
Wildlife-oriented recreation 1,000

6/ Attachment, p. A-8
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION, The
proposed project will benefit man's environment by serving
as a pollution barrier until municipal and industrial
effluents are purified at the source or eliminated and

by serving as a permanent saltwater barrier. The barrier
normally will protect the surface water supplies of the
municipalities and industries served by the water delivery
systems of the Lower Neches Valley Authority and the City
of Beaumont from contamination by salt water moving up the
Neches River during periods of low flow and high water
use, The barrier is not designed to serve as a hurricane-
flood barrier and will be overtopped by tides generated

by hurricanes or lesser tropical disturbances. The gates
would be opened after the storm tide has subsided, and

the salt water which had flowed upstream over the dam

will be flushed downstream. The barrier will restore
freshwater conditions to all the swamp area agbove Inter-
state Highway 10 except the 600 acres drained by Brakes
Bayou on the west side of the Lawson Canal.

Approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches River and Pine
Island Bayou between the proposed permanent barrier loca-
tion and the presently used temporary barrier locations
will be improved for recreational uses such as swimming,
boating, hunting, and freshwater fishing, as will the
canals and bayous leading into the swamp.

Some of the excavated material from the by-pass channel
will be used in the construction of the levee and the
remainder will be used as fill in the service area and
placed in leveed dredged material disposal areas (14 acres)
on shore adjacent to the project, Although the exact loca-
tion of these disposal areas has not yet been determined,
it is proposed that the surplus excavated material be
deposited on the west side of the river between the Lawson
Canal and the river on land presently used by the City of
Beaumont for a sanitary landfill but proposed for eventual
use as a city park, The City of Beaumont has several

test wells in the sanitary landfill and continuously
monitors conditions by taking water samples from the test
wells and from the river adjacent to the landfill. So

far there has been no water quality problem. If a problem
should develop in the future, as the sanitary landfill
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is8 extended northward, the city proposes to increase the
width of the earthen barrier between the landfill and the
river sufficiently to orevent leaching into the river.

Approximately 41 acres will be entirely cleared of exist-
ing trees and vegetation, and selective cutting and clear-
ing will be performed on approximately 16 acres of severed
land. The 57 acres of land initially will be lost as
wildlife habitat, but some small animals and birds are
expected to return to the severed land after completion

of construction and vegetation has begun to regrow.

During the period of the year when the gates are closed,
the one~foot normal pool elevation upstream from the dam
will cause slightly higher water surface elevations along
the river for several miles upstream and in the sloughs

and bayous which lead away from the river in the same

reach, but no significant environmental effects are expected
as a result of this seasonal increase in water elevation.

No significant increase in the ground water table adjacent
to the river is expected as a result of this seasonal ipcrease
in water surface elevation. Backwater studies made by the
Galveston District Corps of Engineers indicate that during
flood flows the proposed project will increase water surface
elevations upstream from the project site only slightly.

At the present time when the temporary barriers are in
place on Pine Island BRayou and the Neches River, there is
no flow past the barriers during periods of low natural
stream flow,and water released from B. A. Steinhagen
Lake does not reach the estuary unless the temporary
barrier is overtopped or breached by a sudden rise on
the river. It is estimated that when the permanent
saltwater barrier is in place, the gates in the barrier
will be closed for an average period of 111 days each
year to bar upstream movement of salt water. When the
gates in the barrier are closed, about 100 acre-feet

of fresh water will be released to the estuary each time
the navigation gate is opened for vessel passage. It is
estimated that a minimum of about 10,000 acre-feet of water
will be released each year through the navigation gate.

The release of the rvelatively small quantity of water
through the navigation gate during periods when there
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otherwise would be no flow in the Neches River will have

a negligible effect on salinities and pollution in the
river below the barrier and in Sabine Lake., Thus, the
proposed barrier will have little effect on freshwater
flows to the estuary (Sabine Lake) and no apparent

adverse effect on the estuarine environment, No adverse
effect on the authorized Big Thicket National Preserve, 7/
which is to be located along and north of Pine Island
Bayou and along and west of the Neches River, is foreseen.
The polluted water below the vermanent barrier will be
confined to a shorter reach of the river than is presently
the case with the temporary barriers, but this should

have only a negligible effect on dissolved oxygen, tempera-
ture, and salinity below the barrier.

No registered historic places will be affected by the
project; however, the Texas Historical Survey Committee
advised that the probability of finding archeological
sites in the project area is high. Therefore, an archeo-
logical survey of the construction area will be undertaken
during preconstruction plamming. Such a survey will identi-
fy and appraise the significance of the resources and
result in definition of mitigation measures if necessary.
The Department of the Interior advised that the proposed
action will not adversely affect any proposed or existlng
unit of the National Park System, including the nearby

Big Thicket National Preserve, and no site eligible for
registration as a National Historic, Natural, or Environ-

- mental Education Landmark will be affected.

The anticipated effects of the propcsed project on the
existing sand dredging operation are that dredging can

be done to the upper limits of the permit area throughout
the year and that dredging in the vicinity of the permanent

7/ PL 93-439, Approved 11 October 1974
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saltwater barrier will be restricted. Any dredging beyond
that already authorized by permit will require additional
permits from the Corps of Engineers, consideration of
which will include solicitation of the views of all inter-
ested parties.

The proposed project would cause no apparent adverse
effects on public facilities and services, and, except
to the extent that it affords insurance to the continuity
of the municipal, industrial, and agricultural water
supplies that are being adequately supplied by existing
facilities, would have negligible impact on the economy
of the Beaumont-Port Arthur industrial complex and the
agricultural economy in Jefferson County.

In itself the proposed project is not expected to stimu-
late industrial development along the river which could
contribute to increased air and water quality problems.
The reach of the Neches River above the proposed site is
used by pleasure craft and at times for motor boat races,
The noise of the racing boats is intense, but it is con-
sidered that the distance to the nearest inhabitants
would be sufficient to avoid adverse reaction. It is to
be expected that this type of traffic will increase
materially in the future along with possible increases in
commercial barge traffic. Attendant increases in noise
levels, however, should not create excessive adverse
effects, and air and water quality should not be signifi-
cantly degraded by these activities.

The proposed project will not be constructed until Eastex,
Inc. relocates its effluent discharge point to a new
location downstream from Interstate Highway 10. The
Corps of Engineers will cooperate with the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Texas Water Quality Board to
regulate any proposed new waste discharges into the Neches
River and tributaries upstream from the barrier site.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that sport
fishing with a project would amount to between 7,500 and
10,000 man-days per year, or an increase of between

4,200 and 6,100 man-days per year, depending on the site
as shown in the following table, and that the commercial
fish catch at any of the six sites would amount to 1,200
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pounds per year, or an increase of 400 pounds per year
with an estimated annual benefit of $200. 5/

Sport Fishing with Project

Total Gain Estimated

Site (man-days) (man-days) Annual Benefits
1 10,000 5,400 $5,400
2 10,000 5,600 5,600
3 10,000 5,800 5,800
4 10,000 6,100 \ 6,100
5 7,500 4,200 4,200
6 7,500 4,500 4,500

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also estimates that
there would be no significant change in man-days of hunt-
ing and other wildlife-~oriented recreation with a project
at sites 1, 2, 3, or 4, but that a project at sites 5 or

6 would result in a loss of 500 man~-days of wildlife-
oriented recreation unless a boat-launching ramp were
constructed immediately upstream from the barrier. 9/

The project is not expected to effect adversely any mineral
resources nor will it hamper future exploitation of such
resources. :

8/ Attachment, p. A-6, as modified on p. A-16

9/ Attachment, p. A-8
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4,  ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED
SHOULD THE PROJECT BE IMPLEMENTED, The 57 acres of land
on which the project is to be constructed initially will
be lost as wildlife habitat. All of the existing trees
and vegetation will be removed from approximately 41 acres
of the project site, and selective cutting and clearing
will be performed on approximately 16 acres of the project
site. The project will impede upstream migration of
estuarine marine animals during periods of low flow and
high water use when the barrier is closed. However, in
view of the distance and many miles of river with poor
water conditions separating the project area from the
estuary, the practical effect will be negligible.
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5. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION. The alternative
solutions considered were continuation of the present practice
of installing temporary barriers each year; flushing the
saltwater wedge downstream with fresh water; extension of

the freshwater intake canals above the limit of the water;

use of ground water; desalinization; as well as several
alternate locations and alternate methods of constructing

a permanent barrier, '

The most economical solution to the problem of salinity
intrusion would be the 'ho-actiod'alternative, which is for
the Lower Neches Valley Authority to continue the present
practice of constructing temporary saltwater barriers across
the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou. However, there are
three reasons for discontinuing the practice of using '
temporary barriers. The first is to eliminate periodic

and prolonged interference with public use and enjoyment of
the naturally navigable waterway. The second reason is that
the temporary sheet-pile barriers, being fixed, cause higher
backwater effects upstream on Pine Island Bayou and the
Neches River than permanent gated structures would cause.
The third reason is to relieve local interests of the
responsibility for annually providing mitigation measures
related to navigation improvements previously installed by
the Federal government. ' '

The portion of the Neches River within the project area

would remain a low quality estuarine habitat even with a

"mo action' alternative and pollution abatement because of
the river's instability as indicated by river discharge

data and salinity conditions. Saline water intrudes upstream
into the project area during periods of low flow about six
months out of an average year but is pushed downstream

during the fall and winter floods. Freshwater and marine
organisms living in the river periodically experience stress
during these changing water conditions. For this reason,

the diversity and abundance of resident aquatic animals may
be expected to be relatively low and unstable. With continued
saltwater contamination and the pollution that would inevit-
ably result from normal recreational water use in the area,
the river water would continue to support only a limited
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resident population of aquatic animals even if present
sources of municipal and industrial pollution are eliminated.
However, removing or reducing the present level of pollution
may eliminate a barrier to some species of freshwater and
estuarine animals that presently do not visit the area.

If the project is not undertaken, the Lower Neches Valley
Authority would have to continue the use of temporary barriers
in the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou during low flow
periods to protect the surface water supplies for municipal,
agricultural, and industrial use. The freshwater swamps
adjacent to the river below the temporary barriers would
continue to be affected by saltwater contamination and
freshwater fishing would_not be greatly improved as under
the proposed plan, This "no action' alternative would
eliminate clearing of trees and vegetation related to
construction for project purposes.

One alternative to construction of a permanent saltwater
barrier would be to flush the salt water below Bunns Bluff
with fresh water released from existing or additional upstream
lakes and reservoirs. Such an alternative would provide

a portion of the freshwater inflow to the estuary necessary
for the growth of marine fishes and crustaceans which support
a large commercial 1ndustry as well as sport fishing activi-
ties. Utilizing Keulegan's formula, it is estimated that a
net flow of 1,900 cubic feet per second in addition to water
withdrawn for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses
would be required to prevent saltwater intrusion caused by
the 40- by 400-foot ship channel to Beaumont. This flow
would be required for an average of approximately 111 days
per year, and the amount of water required would be about
418,000 acre-feet per year. The yield of existing Sam Rayburn
Reservoxr is reserved for municipal, industrial, and agri-
cultural uses in the lower Neches River Basin and adjacent
coastal area. If the flushing proposal were feasible, it
would be necessary to use the yield from another reservoir
such as the proposed Rockland Reservoir. If the proposed
Rockland Reservoir were to be the source of flushing water,
approximately 40 percent of the yield of that reservoir

would be required.
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The addition of 1,900 cubic feet per second would be expected
to have only a minor effect on the present salinity regime

of Sabine Lake because of the low salinities that normally
prevail but would assure a continuous low level nutrient
input to the estuary. Sediments and waste effluents that
would be associated with the stream flow would also be
continuously flushed into Sabine Lake, and would have a
negative effect on the lake's ecology. The benefits of the
small increase in freshwater flow to the marine fishes and
crustaceans in the estuary are questionable, if they could

be detected at all. 1In view of the projected statewide
increase in demand for water for municipal, industrial,

and agricultural uses and the lack of water to meet the
future demand throughout the state, the flushing alternative
is not a realistic long-range alternative to the construction
of a saltwater barrier,

A technicdlly feasible alternative to construction of a
saltwater barrier below the mouth of Pine Island Bayou would
be to extend the freshwater intake canals above the influence
of tide water. TInvestigation of this alternative shows that
it would be more costly than the proposed barrier and would
not improve the environment in the Neches River above
Beaumont.

The construction of about 8 miles of new canals would require
clearing and excavation of about 230 acres of swampland in
the Big Thicket area, eliminating valuable wildlife habitat
and detracting from the scenic quality of the area. The
‘endangered ivory-billed woodpecker and several exotic plant
species might be affected by clearing of the woodlands.

Consideration was given to the possibility of utilizing
groundwater. to supply the area demands. Available informa-
tion on groundwater supplies in the local aquifers indicates
a sufficiency of water to meet the present municipal and
industrial demands but inadequate supply to provide the large
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10/

mpainag.

volumes of water to meet the agricultural demand,
Desalinization was considered but rejected as a possible
alternate source of fresh surface water for municipal,
industrial, and agricultural uses. Even if the cost of
desalinization approached its target of 25 cents per 1,000
gallons, it would be too expensive for agricultural use and
would be more expensive than groundwater for municipal

and industrial uses.

A total of seven sites along the Neches River were considered
as alternate locations for a permanent saltwater barrier.
Initial consideration was given to a site at mile 22.5,
immediately downstream from the Interstate Highway 10 bridge.
Examination of this site indicated that it would not be
possible to construct the barrier and navigation gate there
without a major alteration of the bridge, which is not
economically feasible, The other six sites considered,
arranged in order of inecreasing firstcost, are as follows:
site 4 (mile 26.3), site 6 (mile 29.7), site 2 (mile 24.3),
gite 3 (mile 25.4), site 1 (mile 23.0), and site 5 (mile 28.3).

Site 4, the alternate project site, which is. located about
halfway between Lawson Crossing and the Beaumont Country
Club, would be the most economical site. Site 4 is located
upstream from the Beaumont Boat Club, the Neches Boat Club,
and the Eastex, Inc. effluent outfall. A project at site 4
wwould require an access road 1,800 feet long, a navigation

10/ Wesselman, J. B. and Saul Aronow, Ground Water Resources

of Chambers and Jefferson Counties, Texas, Texas Water Develop-
ment Board, Report 133, August 1971, pp. 7, 8, 11, 18, 33,

and 34; A Summary of the Preliminary Plan for Proposed Water
Resources Development in the Neches River Basin, Texas Water
Development Board, June 1966, pp. 26-27; and The Texas Water
Plan, Texas Water Development Board November 1968, p. 1V-18.
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by-pass channel 2,500 feet long, and removal of 57 acres
of trees. A nroject at site 4 would restore freshwater
conditions to 13.4 miles of the Neches River and would
protect all but 7,700 acres of the swamp area above
Interstate Highway 10 from polluted saltwater intrusion,

The estimated cost of a project at site 6 is only slightly
greater than at site 4. Site 6 at mile 29.7 would require
1,200 feet of navigation by-pass channel, the removal of
about 35 acres of trees, and would require an access road
7,700 feet long. Site 6 has significant environmental
disadvantages. A project at site 6 would improve fresh-
water conditions in only 10 miles of river channel, and
backwater effects would extend into the lower reaches

of the proposed Big Thicket National Park, with possible
adverse effects on flora along the banks of the river and
bayou. Site 6 also is located upstream from all three
existing boat clubs - The Beaumont Boat Club, Neches Boat
Club, and Beaumont Country Club,

Site 2 at mile 24.3 would require a navigation by-pass
channel 4,300 feet long and an access road 6,700 feet long.
A project at site 2 would require the removal of about

94 acres of trees, and improve freshwater conditions in
15.4 miles of river channel. Site 2 is located downstream
from the Beaumont Country Club and the Neches Boat Club

. but above the Beaumont Boat Club.

Site 3 at mile 25.4 would require a 3,300 foot navigation
by-pass channel, and an access road 7,100 feet long.

A project at site 3 would improve 14.3 miles of river

and would require about 60 acres of trees to be removed,
Site 3 is located downstream from the Beaumont Country
Club and the Neches Boat Club,

A project at site 1 would be the second most costly
alternative because of the auxiliary dam required to block
salinity intrusion via a canal that drains the southern
end of Bairds Bayou in the adjacent river bottoms. A
barrier at site 1 would afford environmental enhancement
to 16.7 miles of river channel and all but 600 acres of
river bottom. Site 1 is located downstream of the Neches
Boat Club and the Beaumont Country Club.
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Site 5 at mile 28.3 would require a 4,500 foot navigation =
by-pass channel and a 7,300 foot long access road. A -
project at site 5 would improve 11.4 miles of the river,
and would require the removal of about 159 acres of trees.
Site 5 also is located upstream from all three existing
boat clubs, - '

From the standpoint of Federal responsibility to prevent
saltwater intrusion, preserve the public right of navi-
gation, and preserve the natural environment, all with
the least costly expenditure of funds, it is considered
that a project at site 4 would be the most feasible proj-
ect, _

The local interests, however, have expressed a desire for
the project at site 1 and recognize that the additional
environmental improvement at this site stemming from

the mitigation of a polluted condition of local origin
is a local responsibility to be undertaken at local
expense if it is desired by local interests. The local
interests have formally stated a willingness to pay for
this environmental enhancement. Selection of site 1

is dependent on the local assumption of the excess cost,
presently estimated at $761,000, involved in construction
at the site of their preference., The feasibility of a
barrier at site 1 is conditioned further on the reloca-
tion of the Eastex, Inc. industrial waste effluent to a
location downstream of site 1, This action is being
undertaken by the owner independently of construction of
any barrier to prevent saltwater intrusion and will

be done as a non-project cost.

An evaluation of the economics from the standpoint of
national efficiency of the several alternatives for provid-
ing fresh water for municipal, industrial, and agricultural
use in Jefferson County shows that a saltwater barrier in
the Neches River above Beaumont would be the most economical
alternative and that a project at site 4 would afford the
largest net return on the required investment. Further,

it is found that substantial environmental benefits will

be realized from a more costly but functionally equivalent
project located 3,3 miles farther downstream at site 1.
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Local interests are willing to pay the additional costs
necessary to realize these improvements, Insofar as can
be determined, the adverse environmental effects would be
about the same for a project at any site. The adverse
effects from removal of the land area occupied by project
features from its natural condition are not subject to
monetary evaluation, nor are the beneficial effects from
restoration of original freshwater conditions to the reach
of the river above the project site, It is the apparent
conclusion of all persons who have expressed their views,
that the beneficlal effects exceed the adverse effects.
It is concluded that a saltwater barrier project at site
1 would serve man's total needs best.
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6. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LOCAL
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY., The project will be of both long-
and short-term benefit to man's environment and long-term
productivity by improving the reliability of water supply
which is vital to the municipal, industrial, and agricul-
tural economy of the area, thereby promoting the economic
well-being of the population of the area. It will restore
many miles of natural river to a freshwater, pollution
free condition, enhancing the suitability of the stream
and its environs for fish and wildlife and enhancing man's
enjoyment of the aesthetics and recreational opportunities
offered by the stream. It will restore the stream to its
naturally navigable capacity on a year-round basis, elimi-~-
nating impediments to man's free use and enjoyment for
recreational boating and related pursuits, including
access by boat to the Big Thicket area upstream. Fresh-
water sport and commercial fishing will be improved.

Land use in the project area is presently devoted to
industry, agriculture, and recreation. No significant
changes in these land uses are expected to be induced

by this project, other than to enhance recreational use
of adjoining undeveloped lands benefitting from improved
water quality in the stream. However, the proposed
project will afford insurance to the continuity of the
municipal, industrial, and agricultural water supplies
that are being adequately provided by existing facilities.
To this extent the project will influence regional growth,

By permits from the Texas Water Rights Commission, the
City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches Valley Authority
(INVA) are entitled to use about 16,6 percent of the
average flow of the Neches River. Present actual use is
about half the permitted use. Return flows from this use
generally flow into Taylors Bayou and empty into the lower
end of Sabine Lake. As municipal and industrial growth
occurs in Jefferson County, the Lower Neches Valley
Authority and the City of Beaumont will use larger and
larger portions of their permitted quantity of surface
water. The estimated effect on the estuary of these
future increases in municipal and industrial water demands
will be to decrease the volume of flow into the estuary
during periods of high flow, During future periods of
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low flow and high water use, it is estimated that the
net effect on the estuary will be approximately the same
as at present. Future increases in salinity intrusion
will increase the average period during the year when
the gates in the barrier have to remain closed; however,
this will be offset by the fact that fresh water will be
released to the estuary each time the navigation gate is
opened for the passage of recreational and commercial

vessels,

If the saltwater barrier were used to divert all or

nearly all the flows of the river from the estuary, long
range adverse effects on Sabine Lake and its associated
biota could be expected. However reduction in river flow
below that now occurring could come about only if permitted
withdrawals are increased, .

198

28



7. TRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF
RESOURCES INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION. The irre-

versible and irretrievable commitments of resources will

be the loss of the existing trees and vegetation on 41
acres of the project site, part of the trees and vegeta-
tion on 16 acres, the loss of 57 acres as wildlife
habitat, and the capital, labor, and material resources
associated with construction of the pro ject.
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8, COORDINATION WITH OTHERS,

a, Public Participation. Three public meetings
have been held on this project. The first on 14 Novem-
ber 1961 for initiation of the study, the second on
9 December 1970 to consider a number of alternate solu-
tions and specifically to discuss views on the environ-
mental conditions in the area, and the third on 24 March
1972 to discuss the proposed plan. The environmental
aspects of the proposed plan were thoroughly discussed.
News releases were issued concerning the public meetings,
and an environmental assessment was included with the
public notice announcing the third public meeting. A
news release was issued on 3 Janaury 1973 generally
describing the project and advising the public that
coples of a preliminary draft of this statement were
available on request. A copy of the news release and
a list of recipients of the statement as a result of
this announcement are included in Appendix C.

b. Government Agencies, The regional Director,
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, in letters
dated 26 April 1972 and 24 July 1972, advised that a
project at site 1 will increase annual freshwater sport
fishing by 5,400 man-days and that annual freshwater
commercial catch will increase by 400 pounds. The total
annual fish and wildlife benefits for a barrier at
site 1 are estimated at $5,600, Similarly,
the Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that a project
at alternate site 4 would have benefits of $6,300, The
Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that a project at
either site would not significantly affect wildlife.
The Bureau of Sport Fisheries reports on the project
are included as Appendix A to this statement,

Copies of the preliminary draft of this statement

were sent to the following governmental agencies for
review and comments on 29 December 1972. All comments
received are summarized and, where appropriate, responded
to below. Copies of the agencies replies are attached

to the statement as Appendix B.
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(1) STATE CONSERVATIONIST, TEXAS, SOIL CONSERVA-

TION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. (Attachment
B-1)

Comment: "We have completed our review of the
preliminary draft environmental statement on a proposed
saltwater barrier in the Neches River at Beaumont
Texas,

Information contained herein appears to adequately cover
the environmental impact of the proposed project.”

(2) SOUTHEASTERN AREA. FOREST SERVICE, DEPART-
MENT OF AGRICULTURE. (Attachment B-2) -

Comment: "The Preliminary Draft Environmental
Statement, 'Neches River and Tributaries, Texas Saltwater
Barrier on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas,' has been
reviewed by our office,

We feel the statement adequately describes the situation
and predicts probable changes.”

(3) DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ENVIRON-
MENTAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE. (Attachment
B~3 through B-5)

Comment: "It is stated that the salt water
intrusion up the river is a problem related to naviga-
tional improvements previously installed. The State-
ment should also note that the intrusion is also re-
lated to the significant reductions of fresh water flows
to the estuary during certain seasons.”

Response: The statement has been revised to
reflect this comment. (Page 1)

Comment: ''Under Alternative to the Proposed
Action, only the negative impacts expected from the
alternative of flushing are discussed. The benefits
to the marine fishes and crustaceans reared in the
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Sabine Estuary should also be discussed, including the
value of fresh water inflows as both a source of nutri-
ents and a reducer of salinity in the estuary, as

noted in Copeland (1966) and Copeland, Odum and Cooper
(1972). Although the flows today may be more than suffi-
cient in some parts of the year,the draft statement
indicates a future 'lack of water to meet the future -
demand through the state.'

. Response: The statement has been rev1sed to
reflect this comment. (Page 21)

Comment: ''Since a major objection to the alter-
native of flushing indicated in the draft statement
would be the need for a net flow of 1,900 cubic feet
per second,' another alternative of constructing a
8ill just below the water surface with sufficient
flushing to provide for a continuous downstream flow
should be discussed. This alternative would not require
as great a flow of water. It would, however, provide
a long-term assurance of some fresh water inflows
to the estuary."

Response: Do not concur. A submerged fixed
weir is not considered to be a feasible alternative
since it would obstruct navigation and would cause
higher water surface elevations upstream especially
during flood flows., Furthermore, a submerged weir
would not prevent intrusion of polluted water over
the weir whenever the w1thdrawals equal or exceed the
river flow. o

Comment: "It should be noted that an alter-
native requiring at least some continuous flushing
would help insure that the Neches River contributes
the future minimum estimates of needed flows to
the estuary. A further observation should be made
that the marine fishes and crustaceans reared in the
estuaries support a large seafood industry, as well
as marine sport fishing."

Response: The statement has been revised to discuss
continuous downstream water releases and its effect on Sabine

Lake (pages 21 and 22, Although not discussed in this
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statement, it is acknowledged that Sabine Lake supports a
significant sport and commercial fishery.

Comment: "With regard to the Relationship between
Local Short-Term use of Man's Environment and the Maintenance
and Enhancement of Local Long-Term Productivity, a discussion
of possible long-term effects on estuarine productivity
should be included. A downstream structure that can complete-
ly block the river could conceivabley be used to divert all
or nearly all of the flows from the river. According to the
draft statement, the average number of days of closure for
the past four decades was 111 days per year. The average
annual number of days of closure predicted for future
decades should also be included. That some of these actions
may occur without the federal project, though worthy of
note, does not lessen the need under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act for delineating the expected impacts of
the federal project." :

Response: The statement has been revised to
recognize this comment. (Page 27) .

(4) REGION VI, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE, (Attachment B-6)

Comment: "Environmental health program responsibi-
lities and standards of the Department of Health, Educatiom,
and Welfare include those vested with the United States
Public Health Service and the Facilities Engineering and
Construction Agency. The U.S. Public Health Service has
those programs of the Federal Foed and Drug Administra-
tion, which include the National Institute of Occupational
Safety and Health and the Bureau of Community Environmental
Management (housing, injury control, recreational health
and insect and rodent control).

Accordingly, our review of the Draft Environmental Statement
for the project discerns no adverse health effects that .
might be of significance where our program responsibilities
and standards pertain, provided that appropriate guides

are followed in concert with State, County, and local
environmental health laws and regulatioms,.
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We therefore, have no objection to the authorization
of this project insofar as our interests and responsi-
bilities are concerned.”

(5) REGION 2, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND
WILDLIFE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. (Attachment
B-7) '

Comment: "'"The discussion of alternatives to
the proposed action, starting on page 13, includes
flushing by freshwater from upstream reservoirs.

No mention is made, however, of the extent of this
practice under existing conditions and whether this
practice would be continued after project construction.
Operational procedures for B. A. Steinhagen Lake
(Dam B Reservoir) now include provisions for the re-
lease of 140 second~feet during periods of saltwater
intrusion. We believe that the environmental state-
ment should give consideration to these flushing re-
leases as an existing influence on the environment
and also discuss the impacts which may occur should
these releases be eliminated or modified, "

Response: The statement has been expanded to
discuss the effect of constructing the saltwater
barrier on freshwater flows to the estuary. The state~
ment shows that the proposed barrier will effect little
change in the flows of the Neches River as they occur
under existing conditions. The Definite Project
report dated 1957 on the upstream reservoirs tentatively
allocated 140 cfs to be released from B. A. Stein-
hagen Lake for salinity and pollution control in the
lower Neches River and the regulation schedules dated
May 1971 for operation of the reservoirs state that
it is desirable to maintain a continuous flow of fresh
water in the lower river to dilute and flush out sewage
and industrial wastes and to prevent salt water from
encroaching upstream, Such releases are entirely
inadequate to prevent intrusion of pollution upstream,
however, the proposed saltwater barrier will not bar
such releases from the lower river. (Pages 15, 21, and 27)
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(6) SOUTHWEST REGION, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR., (Attachment B-8)

Comment: "The draft statement should contain
evidence of contact with the Texas Historic Preserva-
“tion Officer and include his comments concerning the
effect of the undertaking upen historical and archeolo-
gical resources."

Response: Comments of the Texas Historical
Survey Committee are included 1in Appendix B.

Comment: "As the preliminary draft statement
points out: 'Adequate data to assess the impact of the

project on the archeological resources are not avail-
able at this time' (p. 11). Therefore, the treatment

of archeological resources is inadeguate., Archeological
sites and materials are non-renewable resources and

any adverse impact constitutes an irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of such resources. It is not
sufficient to state that 'no sites of local or State
significance will be affected by the project.' (p. 11.)

A qualified professional archeologist must survey the
entire area of the proposed project. The draft state-
ment should cite the resulting report and both the
survey and report should be available for review.

If archeological materials are found within the scope

of the project, the draft statement must include an evalu-
ation of the significance of the resources and also
contain cost estimates and steps to be taken to miti-
gate any adverse effects on the archeological resources."

Response: The statement has been revised to

expand the discussion of cultural resources. (Pages
16 and 17)

(7) INTERMOUNTAIN FIELD OPERATION CENTER, BUREAU
OF MINES, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, (Attachment B-9)

Comment: '"'Our primary interest in the project is
possible involvement of mineral resources and mineral-
production facilities, and our office review indicates
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that the proposed improvements would have no adverse effect
thereon. Although we have no objection to the project as
described, any subsequent environmental impact statement
might well include such language as the following:

The project is not expected to affect adversely
any mineral resources nor will it appreciably hamper future
exploitation of such resources."

Response: Suggested 1anguage has been added to the
statement. (Page 18)

(8) TEXAS DISTRICT, WATER RESOURCES DIVISION,
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. (Attachment
B-10) '

Comment: 'The Water Resources Division of the
U.S. Geological Survey, Texas District, has no comments to
make on the preliminary Draft Environmental Statement for
the construction of a permanent barrier across the Neches
River, Jefferson County, Texas.'

This agency by letter dated 29 January 1973 (B-11) forwarded
a copy of the comments of the Office of Environmental
Quality, Geological Survey summarized below.

(9) OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL GEOLOGY, GEOLOGICAL
SURVEY, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. (Attachment B-12)

Comment: 'No data on the geology of the area of
the proposed barrier project are provided in the draft
environmental statement. However, environmental problems ,
that may result from geologic conditions should be recogniz-
able from pre~construction investigations and should be
within the range of standard engineering practice.”

Response: Information on the geology of the pro=-
ject area has been added to the statement. (Pages 5, 6, and 7)

(10) SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE, BUREAU OF
OUTDOOR RECREATTON, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. (Attachment
B-13) |

36

206



Comment: '"We have found the statement to be adequate
and have no substantive comments to offer."

(11) EIGHTH COAST GUARD DISTRICT, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, (Attachment B-14)

Comment : ''The Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District
does not have any objections to the referenced draft environ-
mental statement,

(12) REGION VI, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY.
(Attachments B-15 through B-17)

Comment: "In the discussion of the existing environ-
ment, reference is made to the City of Beaumont's sanitary
landfill on the west bank of the river upstream from mile
22.6., We suggest that a discussion of the leachate from
this fill be included in the report and the statement.
Should the area for the sanitary landfill extend beyond mile
23.0, the leachate could reach the river above the proposed
salt water barrier., Usually leachate from sanitary £fills
contains pollutants.  If these pollutants reach the river,
one of the purposes of the project - an unpolluted reach
of water above the salt water barrier - would be defeated.
The City of Beaumont should be consulted and their plans
for the sanitary landfill and any provisions for abating
possible pollution by leachates should be included in the
report."

Response: The statement has been revised to include a
discussion of the leachate from the landfill. (Pages 14 and 15)

Comment: 'Reference is made in several sections of
the report and the statement to 'local interest.’' The
'local interest' should be identified in the first part
of the report and statement and possibly be substituted for
'local interest' throughout the report,"

Response: The words '"local interests' are commonly
used in Corps of Engineers reports to refer both to concerned
local citizens and groups and to the local agency which
assumes responsibility for the non-Federal share of the
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project. In this instance the local financial sponsor is
the Lower Neches Valley Authority,

Comment: '"We do not understand why the salt water
wedge is 'a Federal responsibility related to navigation
improvements previously installed.' An examination of the
profile of the river shows the bed of the river does not
reach mean sea level until mile 44, This strongly indicates
that the salt wedge was there before navigation and will
reach its furthest point upriver during periods of low flows
and withdrawal of large quantities of water."

Response: The statement has been revised to indi-
cate the possibility of saltwater intrusion under natural
conditions prior to dredging of the navigation channels.
(Page 1) o

Comment: '"It is not clear from the discussion on the
alternative for flushing the salt water from the channel
how the 1900 cfs that would be required to keep the salt
water wedge below the fresh-‘water intake at Bunns Bluff was
computed."

Response: The statement has been revised to indicate

that the required flow was estimated using Keulegan's formula.

(Page 21)

Comment: ''We suggest that a combination of surface
water and ground water to supply municipal, industrial and
agricultural demands be considered as an alternative to the
salt water barrier.”

Response: Do not concur. Consideration of this
proposed alternative shows that while the available ground
water supply in the lower Neches River basin of 350,000
acre-feet per year is adequate to meet the present municipal
and industrial water demands, it is much less than would
be required for future municipal and industrial uses. 1If
surface water were to be reserved for irrigation use, it
would still be necessary to construct a saltwater barrier
to protect the water supply from contamination by saltwater
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during periods of low net flow in the river. The irrigation
water demand is much larger and more concentrated than the
municipal and industrial water demands and the peak rate of
withdrawal of surface water for irrigation use alone would
be almost as great as the present peak rate of withdrawal
for municipal, industrial, and irrigation uses.

Comment: 'The statement that the proposed barrier
will have little effect on fresh water flows to the estuary
should be discussed in detail. The barrier will be closed
4 to 6 months each year. If the time period for this length
of closure is continuous, there could be an adves#se effect
on the ecosystems of the estuary. "

Response: The statement has been revised to include
a discussion of the effects of fresh water flows on the
ecosystems of the estuary. (Pages 15 and 16)

Comment: ""A map should be furnished that shows the
service area and the 16 acres of land on the point isolated
or severed by the salt water barrier and their relationship
to the project. All spoil areas should also be shown on the
map.n

Response: As shown on Plate 3, land situated between
the proposed navigation by-pass channel and the river will
be the only severed land. Since the disposal areas have not
as yet been delineated, the general description of their
locations provided in the statement is considered adequate.

Comment: "All dredged material should be placed
behind dikes or levees with control weirs so the sediment
returning to the river will be reduced.”

Response: Concur. The statement indicates the use
of leveed disposal areas. (Page 3)

Comment: "The total cost of the project should be

given with a brief discussion of how the benefit-to-cost
ratio of 1.86 was computed."
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Response: The statement has been revised as
suggested and an updated B/C ratio presented (Page 4)

, Comment: ''We suggest that the cost of each alter-
native be included in the discussion of the alternatives
to the project."

Response: Do not concur in that adequate informa-
tion has been presented for evaluating and comparing proj-
ect alternatives and their relative costs.

(13) DIVISION OF PLANNING COORDINATION, STATE OF
TEXAS. (Attachment B-18 through B-21). This agency
summarized comments of various state agencies and furnished
copies of their comments, Comment of the various state
agencies are summarized below.

(a) TEXAS PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT.
(Attachment B-22)

Comment: "Our Department has reviewed this
report and agrees with the enclosed findings. We would
hope to press the Corps of Engineers for a barrier at Site
1 rather than the other locations."

(b) TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD. (Attach-
ment B-23 through B-26)

Comment: '"In the opinion of the Water Develop--
ment Board staff, benefits to be derived from the project
far outweigh any adverse effects, #xxx+We strongly recommend
construction of this Corps of Engineers facility, as proposed,
and believe that the draft environmental impact statement
sufficiently complies with the provisions of NEPA."

(¢c) TEXAS WATER QUALITY BOARD. (Attachment B-27)

Comment: '"*#¥%*the staff of the Texas Water
Quality Board concurs with the cited upstream benefits., How=
ever, we feel that the probable adverse downstream water
quality effects have not been presented by the Corps of
Engineers, Accordingly, we would recommend that a discussion
of the downstream water dquality effects be included as a
part of the Environmental Statement,"
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Response: The statement has been revised to
discuss downstream water quality. (Pages 15 and 16)

(d) TEXAS WATER RIGHTS COMMISSION. (Attachment
B-28 through B-43)

Comment: '"Our staff finds #*¥kkikk* that the
Draft Environmental Statement appears to be in compliance
with the policies and guidelines contained in Sections 101
and 102 (2) (C) of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969."

Comment: "Special recognition should be given
*kdk¥kin the Environmental Statement to the provisions
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of.
1961, regarding the inclusion of water quality storage in
Federal reservoirs,"

Response: Do not concur. The only water storage
is that which is necessary to create a one foot head upstream
from the barrier to prevent seepage of salt water through
the barrier. No provision is made for release of water
for quality control,

() TEXAS STATE HISTORICAL SURVEY COMMITTEE,
(Attachments B-44 and B-45).

Comment : '%¥k¥k¥kthe above-referenced documents
have been examined and are found to be deficit in dealing
with cultural (archeological, historical, and architectural)
resources. Both Orange and Jefferson Counties contain archeo-
logical sites of high significance, and one Orange County
site, on Baird's Bayou, lies near the project area. For
all purposes, the cultural resources of the project area
are unknown; the statement in the draft impact statement
(p. 11) concerning the State and local significance of the
cultural resources is obviously incorrect."

Response: The statement has been revised to
include information furnished by the Texas State Historical
Survey Committee. (Pages 11 and 16)

Comment: 'Recommended survey, to determine
significance of cultural resources. '
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Response: Recommended survey will be conducted
during preconstruction planning stage of the project..

(f) BUREAU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY, THE UNIVERSITY
OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN. (Attachment B-46).

Comment: 'Our staff has completed review and
has no substantial negative response. In recent surface
mapping we have completed in this area, we have defined
a photographic linear extending along the north end of the
proposed salt barrier, approximately paralleling the pro-
posed city road. Many of these kinds of linears are coin-
cident with active faults in the Houston area, and although
we have no indication that this particular linear represents
an active surface fault, some field observation might be
worthwhile. We can provide the Corps with a map showing
the location of the linear if they desire."

Response: A map of the photographic linear
has been obtained from the Bureau of Economic Geology. When
funds are made available for detailed preconstruction
planning, surface and subsurface investigations will be
made to determine whether a fault exists and, if so, whether
modification of the project will be necessary.

(14) SOUTHEAST TEXAS REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION.
(Attachments B-47 and B-48)

Comment: "It is the opinion of the SETRPC Executive
Committee that the proposed project will have a favorable
environmental impact."”

(15) LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY. (Attachment B-49)

Comment: '"The Authority has examined this statement
and approves the findings and conclusions contained therein
pertaining to the construction of the Salt Water Barrier
at Site 1."

(16) ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL DEPARTMENT, JEFFERSON
COUNTY. (Attachments B-50 and B-51)
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Comment: "After having reviewer the literature
of the proposed »>roject, attending the puhlic hearings,
and considering the alternatives, we concur with the
preliminary draft environmental impact statement,"

(17) CITY OF BEAUMONT, (Attachments B-52 and B-53)

Comment: 'We believe that with the installation
of this project at mile 23.0 the thousands of acres ad-
jacent to the river will restore itself into a semblance
of its original natural beauty. With this restoration,
all forms of wildlife will return, and within the near
future a tremendous impact on the conservation of our
natural resources will be realized.

It is also felt that this project will substantially
reduce the threat of salt water encroachment into the
City of Beaumont's fresh water supply.

The City of Beaumont endorses this project and feels
that the project will greatly enhance the fresh water
environment upstream from the project."

c. Citizen Groups.

(1) CLEAN AIR AND WATER INCORPORATED, (Attach~
ments B-54 and B-55)

Comment: ''Our association has considered this
report very carefully and we tentatively approve the
location of the barrier and navigation locks at Mile 23.0
of the Neches River at Beaumont. We would be unalterably
opposed to the location of the barrier at any point on
the Neches River above Mile 23.0. We would consider its
location farther down stream.”

Response: The report recommends construction of
a nroject at site 1, that preferred by local interests,
subject to a cash contribution by local interests of the
difference in cost between that site and the most economical
site, site 4, The local interests have reaffirmed their
intention to contribute the excess cost for the project
at site 1,
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(2) NECHES BOAT CLUB. (Attachment B-56),.

Comment: ''Our group strongly favors site number
one, which was previously proposed and strongly recommended
by almost every body who attended the hearing. -

If site number one is not to be used, we feel that
there should not be a salt water barrier."

Response: See response to comment from Clean
Air and wWater, Incorporated.

(3) Comments of the following citizen's organi-
zations were requested: however no comments were received,

Sierra Club

National wWildlife Federation

National Audubon Society

Texas Committee for Natural Resources Texas Wildlife
Nature Conservancy

League of Women Voters

d. Coordination of the Revised Draft Environmental
Statement. The preliminary draft environmental statement
was revised to reflect comments received during field
level review. A revised draft environmental statement
was furnished the Department of Interior; Department of
Transportation; Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare; Department of Agriculture; Department of Commerce;
the Environmental Protection Agency; and the State of
Texas for review and was filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality on 18 November 1974, With exception
of the Department of Commerce, each of the above cited
recipients of the revised draft statement either replied
with comments or indicated they had no comments to offer.
Comments on the revised draft statement were also received
from the Southwest Regional Representative of the National
Audubon Society. All comments received are summarized
‘and responded to below, and copies of the replies are
attached to this statement as Appendix ''D" (Attachments
D=1 through D-37).

(1) DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, (Attachments
D-1 and D-2)
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Comment: "We have some doubts about the benefits
to be derived from this proposed project in view of the
economicallv attractive and effective temporary saltwater
barriers now being used. The reports should provide a
sound analysis of technical, engineering and economic
features that clearly demonstrate that the proposed
project is superior to the existing one."

Response: The essential elements of an accept-
able plan are that it should permanently control salinity
intrusion in the river; provide for free and reasonably
unobstructed use of the river by existing and prospective
recreational and commercial navigation; be compatible
with any future plan for extension of a barge channel
above Beaumont; and preserve or enhance the natural
environment of the river and its flood plain. Although
the temporary barriers are effective and economical,
they obstruct existing navigation when in place and are
incompatible with the potential for extending navigationm.
Therefore, the temporary barriers are unacceptable as a
permanent solution,

_ Comment: '"The review reports and the draft
environmental statement do not evaluate the possibility
that continuing subsidence along the Gulf Coast may
nullify project benefits within a relatively brief
period, Continuing development in this area necessitates
greater groundwater withdrawals, that will accelerate
land subsidence and tend to reduce the 1-foot differential
at the proposed structure, thereby reducing or negating
the usefulness of the proposed project., Additional
information pertaining to the adequacy of the 1-foot
differential is desired.”

Response: As discussed in the statement, most
of the land surface of Jefferson County subsided less
than 0.25 feet between 1918 and 1954, Recently the
National Geodetic Survey furnished information on the
1973 releveling, Between 1959 and 1973 seven bench marks

in the Beaumont area subsided an average of about 0.5 feet.

At this rate of subsidence, about 100 years will elapse
before the 3.5-foot freeboard at the barrier reduces
to zero, Installation of the proposed saltwater barrier.
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will insure the reliability of the existing surface water
supplies and retard the development of additional ground
water withdrawals. We have no evidence to indicate that
other demands will produce either a significant future
increase in withdrawals of groundwater in Jefferson and
Orange Counties or a significant increase in the rate of
subsidence. Tt is believed that a one-foot differential
is adequate to minimize upstream penetration of salt
‘water through the navigation gate when it is opened for
navigation,.

Comment: '"The revised draft environmental state-
ment adequately addresses the concerns of outdoor recrea-
tion and fish and wildlife resources,"

: Comment: ''The proposed action will not adversely
affect any proposed or existing unit of the Natiomal Park
System, including the nearby Big Thicket National Preserve.
No site eligible for registration as a National Historic,
Natural or Environmental Education Landmark will be
affected.”

Response: This information has been incorporated
into the final statement. (Page 17)

Comment: ''We also agree that the proposed project
should not significantly affect mineral resource develop-
ment (environmental statement, page 18)."

Comment: 'Results of the archeclogical survey
mentioned on page 15, paragraph 1 of the environmental
statement should be included in the final statement. If
the survey locates sites that will be disturbed by the
project, the final statement should also include actions
that will be taken to mitigate the impact on non-renewable
archeological resources." '

Response; The archeological reconnaissance will
be conducted as part of post authorization planning
studies. Should this reconnaissance reveal that signifi-
cant cultural resources would be adversely affected by
construction of the proposed project, appropriate measures
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to mitigate damage to the resources will be coordinated
with the State iHistoric Preservation Officer, the National
Park Service, and the Advisory Council on Historic Places.

Comment: '"If operational procedures proposed by
the Corps of Engineers, on pages 12 and 13 of the envirom-
mental statement are strictly adhered to freshwater re-
turn flows to the Sabine Lake Estuary should not be
significantly reduced below historically recorded values.
In addition, approximately 17 miles of the Neches River
and Pine Island Bayou will be improved in water quality
as a result of the project.

Response: Concur..
'(2) DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORATION. (Attachment

D-3)

Comment: "The concerned operating administrations
and staff of the Department of Transportation have reviewed
the material submitted. We have no comments to offer nor
do we have any objection to this project.

- (3) DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE.
(Attachments D~4 and D-5)

Comment: Y. . . . our review of the Draft Environ-

mental Statement for the project discerns no adverse

health effects that might be of significance where our
program responsibilities and standards pertain, provided
that appropriate guides are follouwed in concert with State,
County, and local environmental health laws and regulations.
We therefore have no objection to the authorization of

this project insofar as our interests and responsibilities
are concerned,'

Comment: "Review of draft of this plan revealed
no areas of concern in regard to compliance with Section
102(2)(c) of Public Law 91-190, This revised impact
statement is still in compliance with these criteria and
no changes are recommended,"
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(4) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, (Attachment D-6)

Comment: ''The Draft Environmental Statement
meets the requirements of the Natlonal Environmental
Policy Act of 1969."

| (5) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION VI,
(Attachments D-7 through D-10)

' Comment: "'The statement indicates that the Lower
Neches River Authority 'periodically' constructs temporary
salt water barriers to protect the fresh water supply.

The frequency with which these barriers have been con-
structed in the past should be described. For example,

- are the temporary barriers needed every year? This infor-
mation would further ald in better understanding the need
for the project."”

Response: Frequency and duration of installation
of the temporary barriers are discussed in the final
statement on page 8,

Comment: '"An earth fill and concrete auxiliary
dam are proposed to be constructed across the canal which
drains the southern end of Baird's Bayou. However,
no discussion as to the need for such a structure is given
in the statement, This aspect of the project, including
the associated environmental impacts, should be discussed
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement."

Response: The final statement has been revised
to express the need for the auxiliary dam (Page 4).
Although not specifically identified, the environmental
effects of construction of the auxiliary are discussed
in Section 3, Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action.

Comments: "'The statement indicates that should
the local interests not make the required cash contributions
for a project at river mile 23.0, the project is proposed
to be built at river mile 26,3, Further discussion should
be included as to possible impacts associated with a
barrier at this location., For example, will an earth
£111 auxiliary structure still be required for Baird's
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Bayou, and if so, what will its function be? Also, if
navigation lock and canal is needed for alternate sites,
these areas should be clearly illustrated on an appro-
priate map."

Response: The proposed alternate barrier site
at river mile 26.3 has been omitted from the recommended
plan, and appropriate revisions have been made in the
final statement. Although navigation gates and canals
would be required at each of the sites considered,
inclusion of detailed site layout maps for the alter-

" nate sites is not considered necessary.

Comment: "We would also suggest that considera-
tion be given to the preparation of a revised or supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
project should the barrier be placed at an alternate loca-
tion, For example, at river mile 26.3, spoil from the
construction of a navigation lock and channel will have
to be disposed of in alternate sites. A revised statement
would help to ensure that an adequate assessment has been
made of the possible environmental impacts associated
with construction of the project at the alternate site
in question.,"

Response: See above response regarding alternate
barrier site at river mile 26.3., Should the proposed
project be authorized and should substantive revisions to
the project be necessary during post authorization
plamming, a supplemental or revised environmental state-
ment will be prepared.

Comment: "'The statement contains no data as to
the existing quality of water in the Neches River. This
information is necessary in order that an adequate assess-
ment of the possible impacts to water quality can be

made, The water quality data should include levels of
dissolved oxygen, biochemical oxygen demand, chemical
oxygen demand, existing nutrient concentrations, salinities,
and concentrations of toxic pollutants (heavy metals,
pesticides). If data is available, an effort should be
made to compare the water quality both above and below
the temporary barriers. These comparisons could help
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in substantiating statements as to the seasonally dependent
decrease in the quality of water in the lower reaches
of the proposed project area,'

Response: The statement has been revised to
provide additional discussion of water quality (Page 9),
and available data have been included in the final state-
ment, (Appendix E and Tables 1 through 3).

Comment: 'Another alternative to the navigation
lock and canal which should be discussed is the incorpora-
tion of a navigation lock into the salt water barrier,

The salt water intrusion problem would be mitigated and
still allow barge traffic to continue on the river. It
appears that building the proposed by-pass channel, which
could be expanded to accommodate larger barges, could
actually induce au increase in barge traffic with accom-
panying pollutants."

Response: Basic considerations in designing the
gates for the main barrier in the Neches River were that
they have sufficient cross sectional area to pass large
flows at stream bed elevation to facilitate the periodic
flushing of accumulated sediment and that the cross-
sectional area be sufficient to pass river flows at no
greater velocity than corresponding velocities in the
natural river channel in the vicinity of the structure.
Incorporation of the navigation lock into the main barrier
would decrease the cross sectional area available for
gated structures and would thus increase water surface
elevations and water velocities during periods of flood
flow. The navigation channel and navigation gate are
designed to accommodate existing recreational and
commercial navigation, and their construction in itself
is not expected to induce increases in barge traffic
over and above that which would normally occur.

Comment: '"Possible adverse secondary impacts
which could be induced by the project should also be
discussed in the statement. For example, increased .
barge traffic and a more reliable water supply could induce
an increase in industrialization in the area accompanied
by increased noise, air, solid waste, and water pollutionm.
Increased demands and dependence on the water supply '
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provided by the Neches River may require that the salt
water barrier be closed for a longer time period during
the year. This could represent a potential impact to
downstream estuarine areas bringing about a decline in
productivity. Such an impact would be of a long-term
nature and may represent an essentially irretrievable
commitment of resources. Such possible long-term impacts
need to be discussed in the statement.,"

Response: The statement has been amended to dis-
cuss the long-term effect of the proposed project on the
long-term growth and development in Jefferson County and
possible secondary environmental effects. (Pages 17 and 27)

Comment: 'These comments classify your Draft
Environmental Impact Statement as 10-2, Specifically,
we have no objection to the proposed project. However,
additional information on the existing water quality of
the Neches River and the possible long-term secondary
impacts which the project may have on downstream estua-
rine areas is needed in the final statement."

‘Response: Available water quality data have been
included in the statement, and the discussion of the
effects of the proposed project on downstream estuarine
areas has been expanded,

(6) GOVERNOR OF TEXAS, (Attachment D-11 through
D-16) _ '
Comment: '". . . . , in response to your request
for comments on the project environmental statement, the
State reaffirms its comments submitted in letters of
February 21, 1973 and May 15, 1973, to the Galveston
District Engineer, relative to the Preliminary Draft Envir-
onmental Impact Statement. The Revised Draft Environmental
of -August 1974 which you forwarded by letter of November
18, 1974, properly incorporates the views of the appropri-
ate State of Texas agencies, The statement appears to
conform adequately to the provisions of Section 102(2)(c),
Public Law 91-190, I suggest that a copy of this letter
be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement."
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Response: The Governor's letter is included
as Attachments D-11 and D-12, 1Included with the letter
is an order of the Texas Water Rights Commission with ,
a statement by the City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches
Valley Authority presented at the Commission's public
hearing on 5 February 1975, The order and the appended
statement are included as Attachments D-13 through
D-35.

(7) SOUTHWEST REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL
AUDUBON SOCIETY. (Attachments D-36 and D-37)

Comment: '". . . . , the National Audubon Society
would like to echo the concerns expressed in letters to
the Corps of Engineers by Sidney R. Galler, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Commerce, dated January 15, 1973
and reproduced in the draft environmental statement., In
addition, we concur with the concerns reflected in the
correspondence . dated February 13, 1973 from Charles H.
Hembur, Chief of the Federal Assistance Branch, Region
IV, of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in Dallas,
This correspondence is also reproduced in the draft
environmental statement, We feel that both of these
agencies make very valid points of concern, especially
in regard to the protection of the estuarian areas.,"

Comment: ''The draft environmental statement was
referred to our nearest chapter, which in this case was
the Sabine Audubon Society headquartered in Beaumont,
Texas, The impact statement was subsequently reviewed
by the chapter's conservation committee chairman, John
Frink, who offers the following comments which the
National Audubon Society endorses, The comments are as
follows:"

_ Comment: ''Although there appears to be some
uncertainty as to which of the works of men is responsible
for the saline intrusion on the Neches River above the
city of Beaumont, the contention that this intrusion is
detrimental to the riverine ecology of the Neches is not
disputed. Further, the draft environmental statement

as revised August, 1974, is essentially correct in its
assessment of the impact of the proposed salt water
barrier upon the Neches basin environment."
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Comment: "If the proposed barrier is to be con-
structed, it must be located as far to the south as
possible; the benefits afforded by the barrier decrease
geometrically as the site is moved upriver, and any loca-
tion north of site 1 (mile 23.0) is unacceptable, Regard-
less of site, however, the relocation of the Eastex, Inc.
effluent outfall to a location downstream of the barrier
is a necessary condition for successful effect of the
barrier,"

Respongse: The southernmost feasible site for
the barrier is the recommended location for the facility.
As stated in Section 3 of the statement, the proposed
project will not be constructed until Eastex, Inc. rele-
cates its effluent discharge point to a new location down-
stream from the barrier,
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Table 1,

NECHES RIVER BASTN
08041000 NECHES RIVER AT EVADALE, TEX.

LOCATIOH. --Lat 30°21'22”, long 94°05°36", Jasper County, at gaging station at bridge on U.5. Highway 96 at Evadal
upstresm from Mi11 Creak, and 16 n1es (26 km) uvstr"em frgm %the Creek. e Y vadale, 0.8 mile (T‘S k)

DRAINAGE AREA.--7,951 mt (20,593 kmd),

PERIOD OF RECORD,--Chemical analyses: October 1947 to September 1874,
Chemical and biochemical analyses: January 1968 to September 1974,
pestictde analyses: Janvary 1968 te September 1974,
water temperatures: ODctober 1947 to September 1974,

EXTREMES.--October 1973 to September 1974:
Specific conductance: - Maximym daily, 171 micromhos Apr, 6: minimum daily, 67 micremhos Jam, 29.
Weter temperatures: Maximum, 29.0°C on many days during suvmer menths; mintmum, B.0°C Dec. 21, 22, Jan. 4, 5,
Period of record:
Specific conductance: Maximum daily, 422 micromhos Jan. 25, 1957; minimum daily, 23 micromhos Sept. 19, 1963,
Water temperatures: Maximum, 34.0°C June 2§, 1953; minieun, 3.0°C Jan, 30, 31, 1948, Jan. 31, 1949, Jan. 24, 1963,

REMARKS . --For information on diversions and return flaws, see REMARKS parayraph in Part 1 of this report.

WATER QUALITY DATA» WATER YEAR OCTGBER 1973 TD SEPTEMBER 1974

DIS~ DIS= D15~
D15~ SOLVED SOLVED  SOLVED DI5=
INSTAN~ 0I5~ SOLVED MAGa DIS- SO0LUM PO= : p15- SOLVED
TANEQUS  SOLVED CAL= NE- SOLVED PLUS TAS- BICAR~ CaR= SOLVED  CHLO-
D15=- SILICA Clum SIUM 500TUM  POTAS- SIUM BONATE  BONATE SULFATE  RIDE
TIME CHARGE sto2y ({8 tMG) - (NA)Y SiuM i} (HCD A} co3) (504) 1Lt
1CFS) tMB/L) MG IMG/LY  IMGAL) IMG/L) (MG/L) MG/ ) (MG ) MG/L) IMG/L)
0930 5500 9.4 8.0 dete 14 - 3.1 33 [ 14 19
1030 B760 11 b.8 2.2 - 8.3 - 17 o 14 il
1400 15800 12 5.3 1.6 1.2 - 2.9 15 0 7.6 10
0925 17000 L 1.5 30 - 13 - 26 (] 14 16
0900 17800 9.0 Ted 2.7 13 - 3.3 24 [ 14 17
0830 23600 Tek et 1.1 6.8 - 1.8 13 L} TS 6.7
0830 24000 7.8 “,9 1.1 5,9 - 2.0 14 o 9.9 7.8
1040 21500 6.1 6.5 el - 1o - 21 0 12 18
A0 21600 6.7 6,8 2.8 13 - 2.8 28 0 15 18
1545 16500 7.5 8.5 4/ 2.6 -— 14 - 26 0 15 18
0845 8050 9.7 B.3 2.9 14 - 2.6 21 [ 19 21
1100 4840 8.2 8.1 2.8 14 - 3.0 26 ] | ) 20
08230 4000 9.2 8.2 3.1 14 - 2.9 24 L] 1% 20
1045 4000 9.2 B.3 .l 13 - 2.9 29 0 18 i7
1910 3400 8.8 7.5 3.3 13 - 2.7 28 ¢ 14 ar
1315 2950 5.5 BB .0 15 - 2.8 29 [ T 18
1610 6800 11 7.5 2.8 13 - 2.7 19 0 18 le
TOTAL DIs~  TOTAL VOL
D1S= KJEL = SOLVED NON= NON-~
SOLVED BMMONIA ORGANIC  DAmL roTaL SOLIDS  FILT- FILT-
FLLD~ TOTAL TOTAL NI1TRO- NITRO-  NITRO=  PHOS+  {SUM OF  RABLE RABLE HARD=
RIDE  NITRATE NITRITE GEN GEN GEN PHORUS CONSTI= RESIDUE RESIDUE  NESS
Py [£] (N} (N} [T (N} Py TUENTS) (CATMG)
pate {HG/L ) MGAL) 1KG/L) (MBALY  (MG/LY IMG/L} IH6/L) (MG/L) (MB/L) MG/LY IHG/L)
OLY.
1lans 1 - -— - - - - 88 - - 36
26see »0 «07 .82 «10 L0h - .08 62 5% 13 26
NOV. .
| I - — - L - - - B - - 20
DEC.
1940 .0 «20 +00 07 +20 - »03 77 kF 1 31
20acw - - o - - am - 78 - - 29
JAN
2740 - - - - - - - “2 - - 16
FEH.
DBsua — - - - - - - Lt - - 17
Zleee .0 «09 .01 W07 .21 - »03 65 a6 15 a0
HaR.
Joens —a - - e -— - - 79 - — 29
2hees .0 .12 N W0l % - .07 19 56 L 32
APR. )
26eae - .08 W0} «06 .59 +65 08 88 104 34 33
MAY
2hana - «11 o0 408 1.0 1.1 « 00 [:13 110 39 3z
JUNE
l14uas - «11 00 +08 «78 « B4 7 By N4 14 33
JULY
1leas - L 00 »00 ] «H0 .68 o1 1% 57 26 4
UG
LTI - 201 +00 .02 W67 % 04 ag s 1 32
SEP.
09.ee - - - — - - - 85 - — ETS
25ven - .03 .01 +03 «65 .68 .03 a0 ar 27 I
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DafE

a1,
11eis
L T

NOV .
1lers

DEC,
1940

2lene
APR.

2hnee
MAY

Zlnea
JUNE

JULY
11arca
BUG .
f6usa
SEP.
U9
254w

NON~ SO0IUM,
L0=

CAR=~

Table 1 (Continued)

08041000

NECHES RIYER BASIN

HECHMES RIVER AT LVADALE, TEX.--Centinued

WATER QUALITY DATA; WATER YEAW DCTOBER 1973 TO0 SEPTEMAER 974

BOWATE  S0RP=
HARD= TION
NE S5 RATIO

iMG/LY

eTE

ner.
Zbean
FEo.
2ieae
AW,
2.,
Buhse
Ubaoee

pate

NCla
Phaes
FFre.
Zhaus
LEPH .
2haus
AdG.
Lbues

1.0
o7

o

SEE=

CIFIC

CON-

oucT-

ANCE
{HICRO=
MHOS) {UN

TIME

1u40
104y
0845

1910

UES-
DLVED
RuN
(Ft)

ue/L)

een

EFD]

190
104

L-L}

144
129

67

76
ial

140
143

1 L3
163
15%
153
laue

lat
L4

DIs-
SOLVED
ALM-
18UM

tAL)
i)

200

210

30

U=
SOLVED
LEaD
1:-3]
UG/

PH

1751

6.6

s
AR

5
LI

810~
COLOR PER- CHEM-
{PLAT= TUR= D15~ CENT 1CAL
TEMPER~ THNUM= BTD~- SOLVED SpfUR=- OXYGEN
ATUKE caBaLT ITr axXYGEN  ATION DEMAND
DEG € UNITS) [ N1 LTH (MG /1) IMGAL)
18.% 160 5 8.1 1.3 1.1
8.0 -— - - -— -
4.0 100 25 Sk 90 » 7
10.0 - - - - -
15.0 - - — - -
16,0 - - - - -
15.5 [-14 150 10.3 i0e 1.2
- . - - - -
1840 6% 35 7.5 7% 1,3
20.0 100 50 8.0 87 1.1
27.0 50 %0 Tak 91 1.7
27.0 80 -1 1.2 a9 1.3
29.0 60 i} - - B
2745 ao 20 7.0 88 +9
26,0 - - - - -
24.5 100 30 7.0 a3 .8
¢
Uls- nis-
115~ L15= SOLYED SOULVED D15~ Dls-
0L¥E0 SOLVED CAD~ CHRU= s0LveED  SOLVED
SENIC EORUN MIuM HIUM coBsaLT COPPER
LASt 1B} 1o {CR} tcw? (cu)
uGALY wesLh [(V Vi) {UG/L? (UG/L) esL)
1 - 0 1] ] 2
2 - L] [ [} 1)
[¥] L1 1 ITH 0 9
] 40 o G 0 2
vis~ 18-
N15= Sl Vil bis= DES- SOLVED u1s5-
CLYED MA M- SOLYVED SOLVED STRON- SOLVED
THIUM GANESE  MEHCURY NICKEL TIuM ZInC
it L] (Hut INI} {5¥) (ZNY
UGALE {uG/L} uGsL} U640 UG/ tHAL)
0 e LY 9 TG 1]
u L1 =0 “ 70 70
] =11} +1 Z 150 4
u o ] .0 1] 100 v
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1974
ALDRIN [ bot Dot
INST kb N In 1N IN
TANEQUS BOTTOM BOTTON BOTYOM ROTTOM
DIS~  TEMPER=  ALDRIN DE- [ DE- DpE DE~ [} DE-
TIME CHARGE  ATURE POS1TS POSITS POSITS POSITS
DATE WFSY  {DEG €) UG/ {UG/KG)  TUG/L)  TUG/KGY  (UG/L)  (UG/KGY  LUG/L)  {UG/KG)
oCT.
sz... 1030 8500 18,5 N1 0 .00 -0 Lo0 .0 .00 0
EB, . ’
3TN 1060 21500 15.5 .00 0 .00 .0 .00 .0 .00 .0
APR. ; .
2b4.. DB4S 9000 20,0 00 0 00 4 .00 0 .00 .0
MAY
26444 1100 4840 27.0 200 - .00 - .00 -- .00 --
AUG. )
[ TP 1950 3300 27.5 +00 0 L00 .0 .00 .0 .00 .0
Di~ HEPTA= HERTA~
ELORIN ENDRIN CHLOR CHLOR L INDANE
IN [ I HEPTa- EPOXIDE IN
Di- BOTTOM BOTTOM .HEPTA= BOITOM CHLOR  IN gOT- BOTTOM
ELDRIN DE=- ENDRIN DE= CHLOR DE~ EPOXIDE TOM DE= 1 INDANE oE- CHLOR-
PASITS POSITS POSITS POSITS POSITS  OANE
DaTE We/L)  (UGZKGY  (UGZL)  {UG/KGY  (UG/LY  (UB/KGI  UG/L)  {UG/KRG)  SUG/L)  (UG/KGI  (UG/L)
oct. . .
26.nn .00 .0 .00 N .00 .0 .00 .0 <00 .0 .0
FEH, )
2leas MY 0 +00 .0 200 N Jo0 o .00 a0 N
APR. :
26.4s .00 N .00 .0 0 .0 W00 o0 +00 .0 <0
MAY .
24444 +00 - .00 - +00 - .00 - .00 -- 0
AUG.
[T N .0 R .0 .00 .0 .00 N .00 .0 N
CHLOR~
OANE PCE
1N ‘N
80TToM : AOTTOM DI~ METHTL
DE- ) DE~ AZINON  MALA= PARA= PARA= 2+4=D SILVER 2s4352T
POSITS POSITS THION THION THION
DATE  {UG/KG) UG/  (UGZEG)  (UBAL)  HUG/LY  {UG/LY  (UG/L)  CUG/LE  (UGZLY  {UG/L)
ocT.
264as [ .0 0 00 .00 .00 .00 J00 .00 <09
FER,
2hee. [ .0 [} +00 .00 .00 .00 B0 .01 N1
APR.
2644s [ .0 o .00 .00 .00 .00 p W71 -
Ay _
Zhaua - N - .00 100 .00 - .01 .07 L00
AUG.
06,04 0 .0 [ .00 .00 .00 .00 +00 .00 00
MONTHLY AND ANNUAL MERNS AND LOADS FOR WATER YEAR OUCIOMER 1973 Tn SEPTEMHMER 1976
SPECLF [
€0 IuCT - bls= uls= Gls- DIs- 015~ 115~ .
ANCE SOLVEU S0LVED SOLVED SOLVED SOLVLED SOLVED  HARDNESS
DISCHaRGE  (MICHU- SuL1US S0LIDS  CHLOMIDE  CHLOREDE  SULFAaTE  SULFATE (Casmul
MONTH (CH§-DarSH MMHOS ) (HG/L) (TONS) (MG/LY (TONS) (MG/L) (ToNS) MG/
OCV, 197300uas 250020 124 7 47900 14 w450 14 wes0 27
NOV. 1973censs 3937 111 85 62100 i2 11500 12 11560 25
DEC, 1973sesas 478560 122 v 89300 14 17960 13 16600 21
JnN. 197400aay 612960 a7 03 112000 12 21Rp0 12 21800 24
FEry 19T800nns - BUTOOO vy b4 105000 12 1T 12 19790 24
MO, 197840nns 559300 142 #y 121000 17 25790 15 2eton 1
AN, 1978euany 2165y 12 8u 47300 17 10000 15 8860 a1
MAY  19T4aasss 165570 194 e 18500 19 B510 16 Fliu 33
JINE 1974uanaa 130420 153 BY 3soo0 19 67290 16 5660 13
QLY 197 4eanes 119276 149 83 26760 18 5S40 16 5156 32
400G, 1074esnea 108790 145 41 23400 18 5190 15 4320 31
BT 19T4seuns 136940 14b 4z 30300 1a 5R60 16 5920 3z
TUTAL sesesnen 3794520 se v 735000 . 149000 = 139000 wo
WIDLAVG. senen 1035 125 72 - 15 .s 14 L 24

Table 1 (Continued)

MNECHES RIVER BASIR

08041000 NECHES RIVER AT EVADALE, TEX.--Comtinued

wATER QUALITY DATA» WATER YEAR OCTYOBER 197] TO SEPTEMRER

227



o
»
-

S oW~ NP W

i

DAY

X - k- 0 L Al

-

SPECIFIC CONDUCTANCE

ber
148
150

105
126

oct
26.0
26.0
. 26.5

26.0

2640

25,5
26.0
26.0
2640

25.5
25,5
2645
240

24,0
210
20.0

2040
20.%5
205
2040
20,5

20,5

——

20.5

18.5
18.5
18.5

23.0

WOV

109
129
et
111
108

92
97
91
14
BY

83
B2
7%
Bl

W5

2
100
17
130
130

138
143
144
1a7
147

g
Jouh
lab
154
15%

115

DEC

1%6
158
158
153
lay

131
lese
125
| 31-)
11¢

103
105
110
115
117

121
124
128
131
130

129
132
J K]
27
k23

119
117
113
106
b
L L]

124

“Tgble 1 (Continued)

NECHES RIVER BASIN

0BO41000 HECHES RIVER AT EVADALE, TEX,<i-Continued

JAN

101
107
110
11%
121

127
130
132
136

133

(MICROMHOS/CM AT 25 DEG. C) »

TEMFERATURE (DEG. C) OF WATER

DEC

19.0
20,0
18,0
1640
15.5

14,0
12.0
1d.0
10.0
10.0

10.0

2.0
13.5
i3.0

1040

10.0
1l.0

10.5
10.0
0.0
18,5
14,0

12.0

JAN

o
N O 0D DO Lo
ve s moe R
(LU RT RV T B - - R T ]

13.0

13,5
15.0
15.¢
15,0
14,0
16.0

13.90

FEB

15.5
15.5
15.¢
14.0
14,0

18,0
15.5
1240
11,0
10.0

10.5

(ONCE-DAILY)
. HAR

144
144
145
167
1a7

146
Jok
143
141
12

141
1ul
140
taD
tad

139
139
lag
140
149

139
1al
141
142
139

144
137
136
141
141
146

142

APH

157
160
169
158
159

il
163
j62
160
159

162

143
i52
154
154
154
153

lag

WATER YLAR OCTOBLR 1

MAY

149
150
152
152
159

152
151
148
151
154

153
152
152
153
155

156
156
159
159
15y

156
156
157
1&1
160

159
15T
154
194
155
157

154

97] TO SEPTEMBER 974

JUN

1SR
157
15%
155
154

155

158
157
155

155
153
151
156
153

150
a7
lat
1a7
149

150

a7
las
15y
150

151
156
14]
157
156

153

145

149
146
145
143
44
148

149

WATER YEAR OCTOBER "1973 TO SEPTEMBER 1974

(ONCE=DAILY)

MAR

16.5
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APR

21,0
19.0
20.0
20.0
19.0

18.5
20.0
19.0
19.0
18.0

19.0
20.0
20,0
210
19.0

19.0
18.¢
19.¢

20,0

21.0
2220
21.0
1.0

21.0
22.0
21.0
22.0
23,90

20.9

MAY

230
23a0
230
Zhel

23.0
23.0
23.0
240
2.0

23.0
260
25.0
25.0
260

26.0
26.0
270

27.0

26.0
26.0
26,0
2640

26490
260
2640
2640
270

25.0

JUN

27.0
27.0
27.0
27.0
28,0

28.0
27.0
28.0
2T.0

27.0
27.0

27.0

27.0
2%.0
28.0
28.0
28,0

28,0
29.0
2%.0
28.0

24,0
25.0
26.0
26.0

2t.0

SUL

26,0
27,0
27.0
28,0
2840

26.0
28.0
28.0

8.0

27.0
27.0
2t.0
28,0

27.0
21.0
28.0
27.0

29,0
29.90
29.9
29.0
29,0

2%9.0
29,0
29,0
29,0
28.0
29.9

28.0

LA

Lot
la%
tae
145
147

ek
bas
et
146
147

146

146
145
lab
1u3

e
145
145
14y

145

144
Y44
145
1486
147

145
145
144
142
141
ja2

145

AUG

28.0
28.90
27.0

- 28,9

2840

27.0
27.0
2t.0
2840

28.90

. 28.0

28.0
28.0
28.0

2840
29.0
29,0

29.0

29.90
29.0
29.0
29.0
29.0

28,0
28.0
2B.0
2Tt
271.90

28,0

SEP

1e2
Tiadg
lab
a6
Jud

154
154
1523
152
149

181 °
139
143
145
145

147
149
151
151
149

147
146
la6
145
Lot

led
lal
&3
143
143

1aT

SEP

28,0
27.0
270
25,0
Qe

24,0
24,0
24,0
24,0
25.0

24,0

25.0
25.90
25.0

26.0
26.0
2.0
260
26.90

26.0
23.0
23.0
24,0

24,0
24,0
26.0
26,0
22.0

25.0




NECHES RIVER BASIN
08061500 VILLAGE CREEK NEAR KOUNTZE, TEX.

LOCATION.--Lat 30°23°52", long 94°15'48", Hardin County, at gaging station at bridge on Farm Road 418, 1.6 miles (2.6 km) upstream from
Guif, Colorado, and Santa Fe Railway Co, bridge, and 3.4 mtles (5.5 km) northeast of Kountze.

DRAINAGE AREA.--860 mf2 (2,227 km3).

PERIOD OF RECORD.--Chemical analyses: HNovember 1967 to September 1974.
Water temperatures: November 1967 to September 1970.

REMARKS .--For information on diversions and return flows, see REMARKS paragraph $n Part 1 of this report.

. 015~ Dis= Dis~
oIS SOLVED . SOLVED  SULVED
INST AN~ D15~ SOLVED MAG- D15= S001UM U= .
TANEOUS  SOLVED CAL= NE- SOLVED PLUS 15~ BlCAKN~ CAR=
01%- SILICA Clum S1UM SUDIUM POTAS~ SiumM BONATE BONATE
TIME CHARGE  15102) ca) MG} (NA) SIuM 3} (RCOD) o3y
DATE {CFS5 (MG/L) (MG/L) (MG/LY (MG/L) (LY ) (MG/L) (Me/L) tRG/LY
0cY.
104es 1430 462 12 a2 1.3 - 6.9 - 2 0
NOV.
15,40 1200 81§ 13 5.0 1,2 - 9.1 - 11
DEC.,
20vnn 1700 1400 8.6 .2 +8 9.2 - hal [} 0
FEd.
0Bsss 1130 1590 12 3,6 1.0 7 - «8 8 L]
MAR.
20san 1330 600 12 &5 1.1 7.8 - 1.1 1o L]
MaY
02ens 1430 S00 12 Lol 1.3 G5 - o 10 b
JUNE )
12e0s 1430 L el 13 LYY A 1.1 8.3 - 9 10 0
JuLY
T 1320 130 13 8.5 +5 T4 - 1.0 14 0
D15~ SPe-
Dis- DI1S=- SOLVED NON- SOD UM CIFIC
DIS- SOLVED  SOLVED  SOLIDS CAR= ab= CON=
SOLVED CHL Q= FLUD- iSUM GF HARD= BONATE SORP= pucT=-
SULFAYTE  RIDE RIDE  CONSTI-  NESS HARD= TION ANCE PH TEMPER=
(504} L {F} TUENTS) (CAMG)  NESS RATIO  {MICRO- ATURE
DATE MG/ ) (MG/LY (MG/L} [MG/L) IMG/L) MGsL) MHOS } {UNITSY  (DEG €
0CT. :
10ees 2.4 19 .0 a7 13 14 «8 93 Se0 2440
NOV.
1540 3.2 jL] ad EL) 18 9 7 94 5.8 17.5
DEC., !
Plans 3,9 1o - 49 11 & 1.2 8s 5.9 Jo.0
FEB.
0Buas 3.2 1] - 49 13 7 1.9 a7 6.2 12,5
MAR. .
b P 3.2 16 - 1 16 B .9 BS 5.9 21.5
MaY
|- 2.9 18 - S4 15 7 1.1 a9y L 79 225
JUNE .
12e0s 3,0 15 - 50 15 7 .9 86 6.1 21.8
JuLy
2éens 2.9 15 - 52 13 4 .9 a7 L] 21.5

WATEW QUALITY DATA. WATER YEAR OCYOBER L1973 T SEPTEWBER 1974
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TABLE 3

NECHES RIVER BASIN
OBOA1700  PINE ISLAND BAYOU HEAR 50UR LAKE, TEX

LOCATION,--kat 30°06'21", long 94°Z¢'04", Hardin County, at gaging station at bridge or county road and 5.1 miles {B.Z km} southesst of
Sour Lake, ’ .

DRAINAGE AREA.--336 mi2 (B70 kmz).

PERIOD OF RECORD,.--Chemical analyses: February 1968 to September 1974
Water temperatures: February 1968 to September 1974,

EXTREMES.--October 1973 to September 1974:
Specific conductance: Maximum, BB7 micromhos Mar, 13, minimun daily, 47 micromhos Jan. 21-26.
Water temperatures: Maximum, 34.0°C Aug, 22, .

Period of record:

Specific conduatance: Maximum dafly, 11,600 micromhos Mar, 23, 1968; minimum daily, 40 micrumhos Apr, 19, 1973,
Water temperatures: Maximum, 37,0°C Sept 15, 1972; minimum, 2.0°C Jan. 1, 1973,

wATE# QUALITY DATA+ wATER YEAw OCTOWER 1973 TU SEPTe@at® 1974

7328 Uliy- Uls=-
nlo= SULVED SULVEL SuLvLEl
INST&N- S SULVED MaG= . Dlse S0uLum P~
TANEOUS Syt vED CaL~ NE- SULVED PLUS Tas= HICaH= Chr=
Ols= SHLiCa Clum S1um SODIUM  PUTAS- 51t HUNATE  WUNATE
TiME CHanGE [ESIT (Cal 1MG) INE} slum [L¥) thiu ) [[<EX3]
DaTE (CF%) IMGALY {MG/LE 1mersL) (MG ) 1HG/L) AHGALY MbALE (MosL
OCT.
184ss 1600 i 3b0 Py Bau 1.1 B.6 - 247 14 ']
NV . : ’
12.us 1630 1610 Q.9 5.2 9 Tal - ot 1n o
DEC, ) .
17440 160D 73 9.5 1% 2.8 31 - a.0 kK] U
JEn. :
EF P 1830 2420 3.7 tok 1.1 Boa - 1.1 20 4
FEg,
22uan 1«30 140 4o 21 2 - -} - EL] v
MAH,
2lees uv3o wl 6.2 2u 2.9 aY - 2t ik 1]
and,
Zlass 1930 658 “aZ [P ] lia 17 - 23 20 k]
May .
LN TR leldn 113 - PR} le 2k 37 - 2.2, 30 a
JUNE
Mhuss 1418 et 5.5 la 2.2 2e . - l+& ET] v
Juy
23.4s 1u00 b 1.6 le 2.9 2c - 1.7 5e o
AUG.
Ul ans 17up Ity Ha0 | ] 3.5 2u - 3.0 50 U
5eP. . -
DSeae 1660 B2 Y.5 14 3.2 5u - J.v uh Q
(U ETL N
vis~ D13~ SULYEL | NON~= SUN1UM CIFIL
175« SOLVEU  SOLYED  SuLlus Cam= au- Cul=
SULVED ~ CHLU= FLUO= 15uM GF FMARD= diNaTE SOWP= uueT-
SULFATE R1UE »I1DE CONST - NESS HARD = THON ANCE, Fr TEMPE
t2bu) tCL) 1F} TUENTS)  (CasmGh NESS wAT I (MI1CHU~ ATUrE
UATE ML/ ) (MGL)Y {MGAL) (MOAL) tML/L) (WL E MHOS } (WNlTS)  {UEL C)
acT.
18,44 ot Yeih at ar 17 4 .t o3 b.2 2haw
OV,
1240 4.1 b.7 - e 17 2 W7 Tl b.d 17.0
DEC. . .
VTean 5.5 59 - (1 49 22 (PR FA-L] o.8 11.4
Jan. : . -
3laee el Ia - “n 21 o -8 75 hadi is.0
Frd.
22uun 5,2 114 wl 224 70 Kl ] k) 44l 6.7 -
MAH .
Zlane iz 4% - 204 62 24 2.7 ol b.y [ -
ark.
Zlevs 9.7 3z - [ FL] 1e 1.4 163 6.2 21,4
MY
030es 14 63 - T LTl 24 2.4 ks b.6 2T.u
JUNE
1ilaes 1é by -- 126 Gk 13 1.8 LY b.? 3z.0
July
23aas 13 n id lév 592 4 1.3 234 beD 2745
A, .
[l P 13 EX] - ige h2 k1l 1.5 2u? 6.5 24U
SEP. b
Uhens 13 Y - 22 61 e K4 41 T.2 260
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APPENDIX "A"
AGENCY REPORTS

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife ltr dtd 26 Apr 72
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife ltr dtd 24 Jul 72
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' UNITED STATES | kB
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

- FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
POST OFFICE BOX 1306
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87103

April 26, 1972

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army
Post Office Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

‘Dear Sir:

This letter constitutes the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild!ife
report on the fish and wildlife resources to be affected by each
cof six alternative plans under study for the proposed Saltwater
Barrier .Dam on the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. The project is
an" element of the authorized basinwide survey for the Neches River
and Tributaries, Texas. The purpose of the project is to protect
freshwater supplies in Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River from
contamination by salt water moving upstream during periods of low
flow. ' .

This report, which is intended to accompany your interim report

on the project, has been prepared under the authority of and in
accordance with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). The
Texas Parks and Wildiife Department cooperated in the fish and
wildlife investigations and has concurred with the views expressed
herein as indicated by the enclosed copy of a letter dated March 7,
1972, signed by Executive Director, James U. Cross,

The Neches River Basin lies between the Sabine River Basin to the
east and the Trinity River Basin to the west., The lowermost 21.5
miles of the Neches River above its mouth at Sabine Lake have been
straightened and deepened to form a portion of the Sabine-Neches
Waterway. The watershed above the mouth of.the river encompasses
about 10,000 square miles.

The project area lies principally in the Gulf Coast Prairie eco-
. logical region although the upper two sites lie within the East
Texas Timber Country region. The river in this area meanders
through a low-=lying forested floodplain which varies from | to 4
miles in width, The swamp-type forest is dominated by water-"
loving hardwoods.
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Within the project area, the river varies in width between 300 and
400 feet and has an average depth of about 20 feet. Stream flows

are variable and the water is usually a muddy brown except during

low-flow periods when it turns almost black due to the backwash of
downstream. industrial pollutants.

At the Evadale Gaging Station (river mile 55), a 50-year period of
record reveals that the average flow of the river at that point
has been about 6,100 second-feet (4,419,000 acre-feet per year)
with a minimum flow of 63 second-feet in 1956 and a maximum flow
of 92,100 second-feet in 1944,

Flat Creek, Palestine, Jacksonville, Tyler, Mud Creek, Striker
Creek, Kurth, Sam Rayburn, and B. A. Steinhagen Reservoirs comprise
the existing upstream impoundments. Major upstream water diver~
sions below the lowermost reservoir, B. A. Steirhagen, include
those operated by the Lower Neches Valley Authority, the city of
Beaumont, and Eastex, Incorporated. Temporary saltwater barriers
of steel sheet piling are located at about river mile 3.8 on Pine
Island Bayou and at river mile 37.0 on the Neches River.

The human population within 50 miles of the project area, in the
State of Texas, which includes the Beaumont and Port Arthur metro-
politan areas, in 1970 was about 450,000. By 2020 the population
Is expected to be about 820,000 within the same radius.

The six project sites being considered as alternates are located

at river-mile sites 23.0, 24.5, 25.5, 26.2, 28.5, and 29.5 on the
Neches River. One site of the six will be selected for eventual

development. Location of the six sites is depicted on Plate |I.

The basic design of the barrier structure for any plan would con-
sist of a dam in the natural river. channe! and a navigation lock
located adjacent to the dam in a parallel navigation channel.

The barrier, to be constructed of concrete and steel, would have

7 tainter~type gates, each measuring 40 feet wide and 23 feet high,
spanning the width of the channel, The sill of the dam would be

at elevation -20.0 feet mean sea level (MSL). With the gates

fully lowered onto the sill, the upper lip of the gate would be at
+3.0 feet MSL.

The navigation lock would Involve a land-cut channel adjacent to
the barrier. Both lock and channe] would be designed to accommo-
date existing and proposed recreational and commercial traffic.
The approach channel would measure 125 feet In width at its bottom
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depth of -14 feet mean low tide (MLT). Two pa'rs of sector-gate
locks with open door widths of 56 feet and 2 lock sill depth of '-16
feet MLT would be requircd. The intermedia~e chamber, h0O feet in
length, would be of earthen construction with riprapped sides.

The barrier dam and navigation lock would be operational only dur-
_ing periods of low stream flow when saltwater would intrude to the
barrier site, Such periods normally occur during the summer and

- fall and may vary in duration from 4 to 6 months of any given year.
During such times, the tainter gates would be lowered into position
and the locks would be- closed and operational, The lowered gates
‘and closed locks would stop upstream saltwater intrusion while

lock operation would permit continuance of boat traffic.

During the period of operation, a one-foot head would be main-
tained upstream of the barrier. This head would be controlled by
regulating the releases from upstream reservoirs, Any excess head
would be further regulated by the partial raising of one or more
tainter gates, All flood flows originating below the upstream
reservoirs, and occurring during the normal period of barrier oper-
ation, would be released at the barrier dam at such a rate that a
constant pool! elevation of +1 foot MSL would be maintained above
the dam. ' : ‘

Once in operation, it is anticipated that maintenance of a one-foot
head would be controlled effectively by upstream reservoir releases
and that essentially no natural stream flow would be released at
the barrier site to the downstream channel. Thus, the downstream
flow would be dependent upon return flows originating below the
damsite, upon runoff from the associated downstream area, and upon
freshwater discharges from operation of the locks.

During the remainder of the year when the river flow would be suffi-
cient to hold the saltwater wedge below the barrier site, the gates
would be fully raised and the lock gates opened to allow normal

flow of the river and unrestricted river boat traffic.

The project period of ahalysis is 50 years, 1980 to 2030.

234



FISH
Without the Project

The areas of influence for fish would vary from 11.8 to 17.8 miles
of streams and 100 to 350 acres of oxbows and sloughs, dependent
upon the barrier site selected. Stream reaches included extend
from the temporary saltwater barriers on the Neches River and on
Pine [sland Bayou downstream to the proposed project barriers on
the Neches River. For site No. 1, about 17.8 miles of streams and
350 acres of oxbows and sloughs would be invoived. For sites Nos.
2 through 6, 16.3 miles and 240 acres, 15.3 miles and 200 acres,

14.6 miles and 100 acres, 12.3 miles and 100 acres, and 11.8 miles

and 100 acres of streams and oxbows and sloughs, respectively,
would be involved. The project would have no effect on the fish-
ery resources downstream from the proposed saltwater barriers.

Historically, the project streams, oxbows, and sioughs provided a
good. quality freshwater fishery. The tidal reach of these waters
also provided a good quality saltwater fishery. In recent years,
however, industrial discharges have progressively lowered the
quality of fish habitat in the lower 25 miles of the Neches River.
Furthermore, diversions of fresh water from the lower reaches of
the Neches River and Pine lIsland Bayou for municipal, industrial,
and frrigation purposes have helped Tower the water quality in
this same reach to the extent that aquatic life has V|rtuatly dis-
appeared.

Above the lower 25-mile reach of the Neches River, the quantity
and quality of fresh water is adequate for 6 to 8 months of the
year. in low=flow periods, however, temporary saltwater barriers
are installed in the Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou. Dur-
ing such times, all stream flows originating above the barriers
are diverted into canals for distribution to various water users,
The only freshwater inflows to the lower reach of the Neches River
come from runoff and from poor quality return flows originating
downstream from the barriers. As a result, salt water backs up-
stream to the barriers carrying heavy concentrations of industrial
pollution which degrade the quality of the fish habitat,

Common fish species in the project streams and other waters include

blue catfish, smallmouth buffalo, freshwater drum, river carpsucker,

gizzard shad, spotted gar, longnose gar, sand seatrout, croaker,
menhaden, strlped mutlet, bay anchovy, and various minnows. Im-
portant crustaceans and mollusks occurring in these waters include
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brown shrimp, white shriun, grass shrimp, blue ¢iabs, and brackish
water clams.

At present, freshwater sport fishing above river mile 25 is of
moderate intensity. Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters
is slight. Below river mile 25, freshwater and saltwater sport

and commercial fishing are insignificant, {n the future, increased
water demands and consequent decrease in stream flow are expected
to increase the period of temporary barrier use to 6 to 8 months a
vear, Freshwater flows downstream from the temporary barrier sites
would be reduced accordingly. Under these conditions sport and
commercial fishing would continue to decline.

During the period of analysis, freshwater sport fishing would range
from 4,600 to 3,000 man-days annually depending upon the barrier
site involved and the associated area of influence. Freshwater
commercial fishing in these waters would amount to 800 pounds annu-
ally with any of the plans,

With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier at any one of the proposed six
sites would result in year-round improvement in freshwater fish
habitat between the barrier site and the upstream sites of the
temporary saltwater barriers by preventing upstream encroachment
of heavily polliuted salt water. The amount of improved freshwater
fish habitat would depend on the location of the barrier plan
selected. However, fish habitat in those waters above sites Nos.
3 to 6 would be of better quality than that in the environs above
sites Nos. 1 or 2 because of wood pulp mill discharge into the
Neches River above these latter sites. During low-flow periods,
which normally coincide with high water temperatuires, oxidation of
fibrous materials in the discharge may lewer the oxygen content in
these waters, thereby reducing the quality of habitat,

Freshwater sport fishing would range from 6,200 to !0,000 man-days
annually in the areas of influence depending upor the site selected.
Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters would amount to about
1,200 pounds of fish annualiy for any one of the six saltwater
barrier locations.

An annual summary of freshwater sport and commercial fishing in

project waters, without and with the project, is presented in
Table 1. ' '
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Table 1. Annual Summary of Man-days'of Freshwater
Sport Fishing and Pounds of Commercial Fishing

. Without - | With Gain or
Sites Project _ Project Loss
Sport Fishing (Man-Days)
] 4,600 6,200 1,600
2 4,400 6,200 1,800
3 4,200 10,000 5,800
i - 33900 10,000 6,100
5 3,300 7,500 - h,200
6 3,000 ' 7,500. 4,500
Commercial Fishing (Pounds)

1 -6 800 © 1,200 ' 400

#

Witdlife
Without the Project

The area of influence for wildlife would consist of streams, other
water areas, and tow-lying floodpiains characterized by tupelo gum-
cypress swamps, between the sites of the temporary saltwater barri-
ers . and the proposed saltwater barriers., The project would have no
effect on wildlife habitat downstream from the proposed saltwater
barriers. ‘

Much of the timber in the area is in various stages of second

growth and logging is not now being practiced. Human activities
center around a few summer cabins, two boat clubs, and a country
club, There is one public boat-launching ramp at about river mile
26.5, between barrier sites Nos. 4 and 5. A portion of the proposed
Beaumont Unit of the Big Thicket Arda lies in the project's area of
influence. This tract lies to the north of Pine Island Bayou and

to the west of the Neches River and is bordered on the west and
north by the Lower Neches Valley Authority water diversion canal,

important wildlife in the project area includes the white-tailed

deer, fox and gray squirrels, swamp rabbit, red and gray foxes,
raccoon, and waterfowl, Principal species of waterfowl are the
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wood duck and maliard, Other wildlife in the area includes bob-
white, mourning dove, cottontail, opossum, skunk, beaver, river
otter, nutria, mink, bobcat, coyote, and various song and wading
birds. Rare or endangered species listed in the Bureau of Sport
‘Fisheries and Wildlife Publication No. 34, "Rare and Endangered
Fish and Wildlife in the United States', are the American aili-
gator, southern bald eagle, ivory-billed woodpecker, northern red-
cockaded woodpecker, and red wolf. The presence of the ivory-
billed woodpecker is considered questionable by many.

The amount of hunting is moderate to slight due to poor accessibil-
ity. The species hunted are primarily squirrels, rabbits, deer, °

raccoon, fox, and waterfowl. Trapping in the area is slight, Wildlife-

oriented recreation, including bird watching, wildlife photography,
and wildlife-directed educational activities, is a major pastime.

During the period of analysis, big-game hunting would amount to

200 man~days annually, while uptand-game hunting would be about 500
man-days annually. Hunting for waterfow! would amount to 300 man-
days annually, and hunting for other remaining forms of wildlife
would be about 300 man-days also. Wiidlife-oriented recreation
would amount to 1,000 man-days annually,

With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier would result in year-round
freshwater conditions in the wooded swamp upstream from the site,
Brackish water and pollution from the lower reach of the Neches
River would be prevented from encroaching into these environs,

The one-foot head impounded by a saltwater barrier would, for the
most part, be contained in the stream channels, oxbows, and sloughs,
Only for short periods of less than 24 hours would water levels
exceed the design pool level.. Such occurrences would be so infre-
quent as to have insignificant effects on wildlife habitat,

Hunting of big game, upland game, other wildlife, and waterfowl and
the trapping of fur animals would not change significantly over '
without-the=project conditions, The amount of wildlife-oriented
recreation in the Big Thicket Area would be reduced by the construc-
tion of a barrier at either site No, 5 or 6. Longer periods of time
required to travel to the Big Thicket Area by boat through the lock
would deter visits to this area. For the project area as a whole
wildlife-oriented recreation would be reduced to about 500 man-days
annually. '

238



Table 2 presents a summary of hunting and wildlife-oriented recre=
ation without and with the project.

Table 2. -Annual Summary of Man-days of Hunting and
Other Wildlife-oriented Recreation

I tem Without With . Gain or
Project - Project Loss
Big-game hunting . 200 : 200
Upland~game hunting ' 500 500
Waterfowl hunting ' 300 300
Other wildlife hunting 300 300 * ; -
Wildlife-oriented recreation 1,000 500 -500
DISCUSS tON

A saltwater barrier dam as proposed would enhance the sport and
commercial freshwater fishing in the area of project influence by
improving water quality. On the other hand, wildlife habitat would
not be materlially affected so that project- lnduced changes in hunt-
ing or trapping are not anticipated., The one area of possible loss
is in wildlife-oriented recreation associated with the Beaumont Unit
of the Big Thicket, and this loss would occur only with a barrier

at upstream sites Nos. 5 or 6.

Much of the boat trafflc to the Beaumont Unit of the B|g Thicket
Area for wildlife-oriented recreation originates from the boat-
launching ramp located at river mile 26.5 on the Neches River in

the city of Beaumont. Constructing a saltwater barrier and lock

at either site No, 5 or 6 would impede boat travel and lengthen
travel time to and from the Big Thicket Area. The consequent short-
ening of trip time remaining for on-the-ground recreation in the
Big Thicket would reduce the interest in this type of activity.

To prevent this reduction, a boat-launching ramp should be con-
structed immediately upstream from the saltwater barrier should
either site No, 5 or 6 be selected. This facility would provide
means for rapid upstream boat transportation and would fully miti-
gate project-induced losses in use of the Big Thicket Area,
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It is recommended  that:

A boat-launching ramp be constructed on project land immedi-
ately upstream from the barrier should either site No, 5 or
6 be developed,

CONCLUS 1ONS

Construction of a saltwater barrier would create a permanent fresh-
water fishery above the damsite. An annual increase in freshwater
sport fishing ranging from 1,600 to 6,100 man-days and from $1,600
to $6,100 in value, according to the plan selected, would accrue
from the project. Freshwater commercial fishing would increase by
400 pounds annualty valued at $200 for any of the six barrier plans,

With respect to wildlife, the project would cause no significant
change in the amount of hunting or trapping., Wildlife-oriented
recreation would be reduced by 500 man-days annually should either
site No. 5 or 6 be selected. Construction of a boat-launching ramp,
as advocated in Recommendation No. 1, would fully mitigate these
project-caused losses.

7

This report is based on data received prior to Jume 25, 1971, Any
modification Tn the project planning should be brought to the atten-
tion of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife so that the
effects of the project . may be reappraised if necessary,

Sincerely yours,

Acting Regional Director

Enclosure

Copies (10)

Distribution:

(5) Executive Director, Texas Parks and Wild, Dept., Austin, Tex.,
(2) Regional Director, Nat'l Mar. Fish, Serv,, St, Petersburg, Fla,
(2) Laboratory Director, Biol. Lab., NMFS, Galveston, Tex.

(2) Regional Director, Bureau of Outdoor Recr., Denver, Colo,

(2) Regional Administrator, EPA - Reg. VI, Dallas, Tex.

El; Field Representative, USDI, SW Reg., Albuguerque, N. Mex.

2

Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div, of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Tex.
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| | EXAS.
PARKS AND WI_L'D;_IFE DEPARTMENT

—’
COMMIBSIONENS COMM‘SSIONERS
JACK R. STONE '
CHAIMAN, WELLS PO e SON
“-HARRY JERSIG JOE K. FULTON
_ BAN ANTONIO . ) 7 : Luerocx
mmg;ﬁ:ou_usou , ' JAMES U. CROSS _ . MAX L. THOMAS
‘ . EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DALLAS
' JOHN H. REAGAN BUILDING
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

March 7, 1972

‘Mr, William M, White
Department of the Interior
" Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
P. 0, Box 1306
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Dear Mr, White:

'We have reviewed and concur with the field draft report concerning the Corps

of Engineers proposed Saltwater Barrier Dam on the Neches River at Beaumont:
Texas, as prasgented,

We appreciate having had the opportunity to comment on this draft reﬁort.
Sincerely,

S U, CROSS
xecutive Director

A-11
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. UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

POST OFFICE BOX 1306

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEX1CO 87103
| July 24, 1972

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U. §. Army
Post Office Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sfr:

This letter constitutes the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
revised report on the fish and wildlife resources to be affected
by the proposed Saltwater Barrier on the Neches River at Beaumont,
Texas. It relates to the proposed barrier at Site No. 1 (river
mile 23.0) and supersedes the Bureau report of April 26, 1972,
which pertained to the six alternative sites previously studied.
The project, an element of the authorized basinwide survey for
the Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Is designed to protect
freshwater supplies in Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River
from contamination by salt water moving upstream during periods
of low flow.

This report, which is intended to accompany your interim report

on the project, has been prepared under the authority of and in
accordance with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina~
tion Act (48 Stat. bO1, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). The
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department cooperated in the fish and
wildlife investigations and has concurred with the views expressed
herein as indicated by the enclosed copy of a letter dated June 29,
1972, signed by Executive Director, James U. Cross. The National
Marine Fisheries Service also has expressed concurrence in this
report by the enclosed copy of a letter dated July 7, 1972, signed
by Acting Regional Director, Harold B. Allen.

The Neches River Basin lies between the Sabine River Basin to the
east and the Trinity River Basin to the west. The lowermost 21.5
miles of the Neches River above its mouth at Sabine Lake have been
straightened and deepened to form a portion of the Sabine-Neches
Waterway. The watershed above the mouth of the river encompasses
about 10,000 square miles.

The project lies in the Gulf Coast Prairie ecological region, The

river .in this area meanders through a low-lying forested floodplain
which varies from | to 4 miles in width, The swamp-type forest is _
domingted by water-loving hardwoods. A-12
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Within the project area, the river varies in width between 300 and
LOoO feet and has an average depth of about 20 feet. Streamfiows:
are variable and the water is usually a muddy brown except during
low-flow periods when it turns almost black due to the backwash
of downstream industrial poflutants

At the Evadale Gaging Station (river mile 55), a S0-year period

of record reveals that the average flow of the river at that point
has been about 6,100 second-feet (4,419,000 acre-feet per year)
with a minimum flow of 63 second-feet in 1956 and a maximum flow
of 92,100 second-feet in 1944,

Flat Creek, Pa!estlne, Jacksonville, Tyler, Mud Creek, Striker
Creek, Kurth, Sam Rayburn, and B. S. Steinhagen Reservoirs com-
prise the existing upstream impoundments. Major upstream water

. diversions below B. A. Steinhagen, the lowermost reservoir, include
"those operated by the Lower Neches Valley Authority, the city of
Beaumont, and Eastex Incorporated. Temporary saltwater barriers

of steel sheet piling are located at about river mile 3.8 on Pine
Island Bayou and at river mile 37.0 on the Neches River.

The human population within 50 miles of the project area, in the

State of Texas, which includes the Beaumont and Port Arthur metro-
politan areas, in 1970 was about 450,000. By 2020 the population

is expected to be about 820 000 wnthln the same radius.

The proposed plan of development would consist of a dam in the
natural river channel at river mile 23.0 and a navigation gate
located adjacent to the dam in a parallel navigation channel.

The dam, to be constructed of concrete and steel, would have 7
tainter-type gates, each measuring 40 feet wide and 24.5 feet high,
spanning the width of the channel. The sill of the dam would be
at elevation =20.0 feet mean sea level (MSL). With the gates

fully lowered onto the sill, the upper lip of the gates would be
at +4.5 feet MSL.

The navigation gate would lie in a land-cut channel adjacent to
the dam. The gate would consist of two sector gates providing a
clear opening of 56 feet with a depth of -16 feet mean Tow tide
(MLT) over the sill. The approach channel to the gate would afford

a 100-foot width at the 12-foot depth and would measure 76 feet in

width at its bottom depth of -16 feet MLT.

An auxiliary dam with two IO-Iby 2-foot flapgates and three 10-
by 8-foot siidegates would be constructed across the canal which
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drains the southérn end 'of Bairds Bayou at a location south of old
Highway No. 90.

The barrier and navigational gates would be operational during
periods of low streamflow when saltwater and industrial pollution
would encroach to these structures. Such periods normally occur
during the summer and fall and may vary in duration from 4 to 6
months of any given year. During such times, the tainter gates
would be closed and the navigational gate would be operational.
During the period of operation, a one-foot head would be maintained
upstream of the barrier. This head would be controlled by regu-
lating the releases from upstream reservoirs. Any excess head
would be further regulated by the partial raising of one or more
tainter gates. During floods the barrier gates, the navigation
gate, and the slide gates in the auxillary dam would be opened and
the flapgates in the auxiliary dam would be operational. Flood~-
flow elevations would siightly exceed plus one-foot MSL several
times each year

Once -in operation, it is anticipated that maintenance of a one-foot
head would be controlled effectively by upstream reservoir releases
and that essentially no natural streamflow would be released at the
bartier site to the downstream channel. Thus, the downstream flow
would be dependent upon return flows originating below the damsite,
upon runoff from the associated downstream area, and upon freshwater
discharges from operation of the navigation gate.

During the remainder of the year when the river flow would be suffi-
cient to hold the saltwater wedge below the barrier site, the barrier
gates would be fully raised and the navigation gate opened to

allow normal flow of the river and unrestricted river boat traffic.

The project period of analysis i$ 50 years, 1980 to 2030.

FISH
Without the Project

The area of influence for fish would include about 17.8 miles of
streams and 350 acres of oxbows and sloughs. Stream reaches in-
cluded extend from the temporary saltwater barriers on the Neches
River and on Pine lsland Bayou downstream to the proposed barrier.

A-14
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Historically, the project streams, oxbows, and sloughs provided

a good quality freshwater fishery. The tidal reach of these waters
also provided a good quality saltwater fishery. In recent years,
however, industrial discharges have progressively lowered the
quality of fish habitat in the lower 25 miles of the Neches River.
Furthermore, diversions of fresh water from the lower reaches of
the Neches River and Pine Island Bayou for municipal, industrial,
and irrigation purposes have helped lower the water quality in this

same reach to the extent that aquatic life has virtually disappeared.

Above the lower 25-mile reach of the Neches River, the quantity
and quality of fresh water are adequate for 6 to 8 months of the
.year. In low-flow periods, however, temporary saltwater barriers
are instalied in the Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou. Dur-
ing such times, all streamflows originating above the barriers

are diverted into canals for distribution to various water users.
The only freshwater inflows to the lower reach of the Neches River
come from runoff and from poor quality return flows originating
downstream from the barriers. As a result, salt water backs up-
stream to the barriers carrying heavy concentrations of |ndustr|a1
pollution which degrade the quality of the fish habitat. :

Common fish species in the project streams and other waters in-
clude blue catfish, smallmouth buffalo, freshwater drum, ‘river
carpsucker, gizzard shad, spotted gar, longnose gar, sand seatrout,
croaker, menhaden, striped mullet, bay anchovy, and various minnows.
Important crustaceans and mollusks occurring in these waters in-
clude brown shrimp, white shrimp, grass shrimp, blue crabs, and
brackish-water clams.

At present, freshwater sport fishing above river mile 25 is of
moderate intensity. Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters
is stight. Below river mile 25, freshwater and saltwater sport

and commercial fishing are insignificant. |In the future, increased
water demands and consequent decrease in streamflow are expected

to increase the period of temporary barrier use to 6 to 8 months

a year. Freshwater flows downstream from the temporary barrier
sites would be reduced accordingly. Under these conditions sport
and commercial fishing would continue to decline.

During the period of analysis, freshwater sport fishing would amount
to 4,600 man-days annually in project streams, oxbows, and sloughs.
Freshwater commercial fishing in these waters would amount to 800
pounds annually, |
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With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier would result in year-round
improvement in freshwater fish habitat between the proposed barrier
and the upstream sites of the temporary saltwater barriers by pre-
venting upstream encroachment of heavily polluted salt water.
Further improvement in water quality within this reach could be
obtained by relocating a wood~pulp mill effluent outfall downstream
from the proposed barrier before the barrier is constructed.

Freshwater sport fishing would amount to 10,000 man-days annually
in the area of influence. Freshwater commercial fishing in these
waters would amount to about 1,200 pounds annually.

Wildlife
‘Without the Project

The area of infiuence for wildlife would consist of streams, other
water areas, and low-lying floodplains characterized by tupelo
gum-cypress swamps, between the sites of the temporary saltwater
barriers and the proposed saltwater barrier. The project would
have no effect on wildlife habitat downstream from the proposed
saltwater barrier.

Much of the timber in the area is in various stages of second
growth and logging is not now being practiced. Human activities
center around a few summer cabins, two boat clubs, and a country
club., There is one public boat-launching ramp at about river mile
26.5. A portion of the proposed Beaumont Unit of the Big Thicket
Area lies to the north of Pine Island Bayou and to the west of the
Neches River and is bordered on the west and north by the Lower
Neches Valley Authority water diversion canal.

important wildlife in the project area includes the white-tailed
deer, fox and gray squirrels, swamp rabbit, red and gray foxes,
raccoon, and waterfowl. Principal species of waterfowl are the
wood duck and mallard. Other wildlife in the area includes bob-
white, mourning dove, cottontail, opossum, skunk, beaver, river
otter, nutria, mink, bobcat, coyote, and various song and wading.
birds. Rare or endangered species listed in the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife Publication No. 34, '"Rare and Endangered .

Fish and Wildlife in the United States', are the American alligator,

southern bald eagle, ivory-billed woodpecker, northern red-cockaded
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woodpecker, and red wolf. The presence of the ivory-billed wood-
pecker is considered questionable by many.

The amount of hunting is moderate to slight due to poor accessi-
bility. The species hunted are primarily squirrels, rabbits, deer,
raccoon, fox, and waterfowl. Trapping in the area is slight.
Wildlife-oriented recreation, including bird watching, wildlife
photography, and wildlife-directed educational actIV|t|es, is a
maJor pastime.

During the period of analysis, big-game hunting would amount to
200 man-days annually, while upland-game hunting would be about
500 man-days annually. Hunting for waterfowl would amount to 300
man-days annually, and hunting for other remaining forms of wild-
life would be about 300 man-days also. Wildlife-oriented recrea-
tion would amount to 1,000 man-days annually.

With the Project

Construction of a saltwater barrier would result in year-round
freshwater conditions in the wooded swamp upstream from the site.
Brackish water and poliution from the lower reach of the Neches
River would be prevented from encroaching into these environs.

The one-foot head impounded by a saltwater barrier would, for the-
most part, be contained in the stream channels, oxbows, and sloughs.
Only for short periods of less than 24 hours would water levels
exceed the design pool level. Such occurrences would be so infre-
quent as to have insignificant effects on wildlife habitat.

Hunting of big gahe, upland game, other wi1d1ife, and waterfowl,
and the trapping of fur animals would not change saqnuFlcantly over
without-the-project conditions.

DISCUSSION

A saltwater-barrier dam as proposed would enhance freshwater sport
- and commercial fishing in the area of project influence by improv-
ing water quality. On the other hand, wildlife habitat would not
be materially affected so that project-induced changes in hunting
or trapping are not anticipated.
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CONCLUSTONS

Construction of a saltwater barrier would create a permanent fresh-
water fishery above the damsite. An annual increase in freshwater
sport fishing in the amount of 5,400 man-days and valued at $5,400 -
“would accrue. from the project. The freshwater commercial fishing
harvest wouid increase by 400 pounds annually, valued at $200.

With respect to wildlife, the project would cause no significant
change in the amount of hunting or trapping.

The following material is included for use in the preparation of
an environmental statement on the Saltwater Barrier Dam Project
as required by Section 102(2) (C) of the National Environmental .
Policy Act of 1969, approved January 1, 1970 (83 Stat. 852). Ef-
fects on fish and wildlife habitat and resultant changes in human
use with project construction and operation are discussed.

(i) The environmental impact of the proposed action. The project
would convert a sizable portion of Pine island Bayou and the Neches
River and their associated low-lying flecodplains, oxbows, and
sloughs into a year-round freshwater environment. |t would prevent
pollution-laden, brackish water in the Neches River from contami-
nating the streams, oxbows, and sloughs upstream from the barrier
during periods of low flow In the Neches River.

About 40 acres would be completely cleared of trees and vegetation
in the construction of the barrier and gate. Selective clearing
would be performed on an additional 16 acres of land severed by
construction of the navigation channel.

(i1) Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided
should the proposal be implemented. Small acreages of marshland
and bottomland habitat would be destroyed by the construction of
the dam, diversion channel, navigation gate, and access road.
These losses would have no significant effect on the amount of
hunting or trapping. ‘

(111} Alternatives to the proposed action. An alternative to the
proposed action would be to construct a barrier at other locatlions
upstream from the proposed site. However, pollution-laden waters

would encroach to any barrier site selected. '
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(iv) The relationship between local short-term uses of man's
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity. The project would prevent fish and wildlife losses
caused by a deteriorating environment and restore some of the for-
mer productivity of the area. An increase in hunting is not antici-
pated but sport fishing is expected to increase by £,400 man-days -
annually. Freshwater commercial fishing also would be improved.

{(v) Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources
which would be involved in the proposed action should it be
implemented. Small acreages of wildlife habitat would be lost
forever; however, other wildlife habitat would be protected from
further degradation by preventing pollution infiltration to these
areas. o :

This report is based on data received prior to March 24, 1972,
Any modification in the project planning should be brought to the
attention of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife so that
the effects of the project may be reappraised.

_ Sincerely yours;
Acting Regional Director

Enclosures 2
Copies (10}
. Distribution:1
(5) Executive Director, Texas Parks and Wild. Dept., Austin, Tex.
'(2) Regional Director, Nat'l Mar. Fish. Serv., St. Petersburg, Fla.
(2) ‘Laboratory Director, Biol. Lab., NMFS, Galveston, Tex.
(2) Regional Director, Bureau of Outdoor Recr., Denver, Colo.
(2) Regional Administrator, EPA - Reg. VI, Dallas, Tex.

(1) Field Representative, USD!, SW.Reg., Albuquerque, N. Mex.
(2) Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div. of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Tex.
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PARKS AND V¥ _DLIFE DEPAR MENT

COMMISSIONERS COMMISSIONEL S

JACK . STONE PEATCE IOHN..O'
GHANGAN, WELLS AUSTEN e

it Lo THOWAS BOJBLHILESON
VICE-CHALIAAN, DALLAS . . TEMPLE

HAGRY JE03IG o ' JARNIES U. CROSS ‘ JOE K. FULVON ©
5AN ANTONIO ) o ‘ EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ) LUSBOCK

JOHN H. REAGAN BUILDING
AUSTIN, TEXAS 70701

Mr, W, 0, Nelson, Jr,

Regional Director

U. S. Department of Interior

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
Post Office Box 1306

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Dear Mr, Nelson-
We have examined and concur with the review draft report concerning the
Corps of Engineers plans for a proposed Saltwater Barrier Dam on the Neches

River at Beaumont Texas, and find it to be well presented,

We appreciate having had tha opportunity to review this draft report,
Sincerely,

-M!L(L{,w;.

JAIES U. CROSS
‘kecutive Director cc: Mr, Joha Degani

A-20
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LS. DEPARTVIENT OF COMerue e

Mationa) Oceanic and Avmospheric Jl.lmm;bu.r*ltmn
National Marine Flsherles Service

bale: 144 First Avenue South

ot ‘ St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
‘}:::;a!a{i': O . )

July 7, 1972 -

suticct; Saltwater Barrier Dam on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas
Draft of BSFW Report

‘e Regiormal Director
Burecau of Sport Fisheries & Wildlife
Albugquergue, New Mexico '

Reference is made to ' vour - ‘ . letter

dated - June 16, 1972 R tranumittlng a copy of

aubgect draf't report, and requesting our review and’ commnnts.

We have reviewed this report and concur with your.findings'and:

. recomuendations.

Haroid-afLAllen .
Acting
Regional Director

A-21
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APPENDIX "B"

LETTERS RECEIVED BY THE
DISTRICT ENGINEER ON THE
- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
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Soil Conservation Service, USDA 1ltr dtd 9 Feb 73
Forest Service, USDA ltr dtd 22 Feb 73

‘Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental Affairs,

USDC 1ltr dtd 15 Feb 73
Region VI, DHEW ltr dtd 26 Jan 73
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, USDI ltr dtd
6 Feb 73
National Park Service, USDI ltr dtd 9 Feb 73
Bureau of Mines, USDI ltr dtd 14 Feb 73
Water Resources Division, Geological Survey, USDI
ltr ded 26 Jan 73
Water Resources Division, Geological Survey, USDI ltr
dtd 29 Jan 73
Office of Environmental Geology, Geological Survey, USDL
ltr dtd 19 Jan 73
Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, USDI ltr dtd 15 Feb 73
Eighth Coast Guard District, USDOT ltr dtd 6 Feb 73
Region VI, Environmental Protection Agency ltr dtd 13 Feb 73
Division of Planning Coordination, State of Texas ‘
ltr dtd 21 Feb 73 _
Division of Planning Coordination, State of Texas
1tr dtd 15 May 1973
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department ltr dtd 23 Jan 73
Texas Water Development Board ltr dtd 5 Feb 73
Texas Water Quality Board ltr dtd 5 Feb 73
Texas Water Rights Commission 1ltr dtd 7 Feb 73
Texas State Historical Survey Committee 1ltr dtd 7 May 73
Bureau of Economic Geology, The University of Texas
at Austin ltr dtd 18 Jan 73
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission ltr dtd
23 Feb 73 _
Lower Neches Valley Authority ltr dtd 9 Apr 73
Environmental Control Department, Jefferson County,
Texas ltr dtd 15 Jan 73
City of Beaumont, Texas ltr dtd 29 Jan 73
Clean Air and Water, Inc., ltr dtd 24 Feb 73
Neches Boat Club 1ltr dtd 26 Feb 73
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

P. 0. Box 648
Temple, Texas 76501

February 9, 1973

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
P. 0., Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:
We have completed our review of the preliminary draft environmental
statement on a propoged saltwater barrier in the Neches River at

' Beaumont, Texas.

Information contained herein appears to adequately cover the environ-
mental impact of the proposed project.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the statement and make appropriate
comments.

Sincerely, , . ; J.
%/ﬂwwu W %/M

F4<V‘Edward E. Thomas
State Conservationist

cc: Kenneth E. Grant, SCS, Washington, D. C.

B-1
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE

" Southeastern Area, State and Private Forestry
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

1940 * February 22,

Martin W. Teague, Lt. Colonel

Acting District Engineer

Galveston District -~ Corps of Engineers
Galveston, Texas 77550

The Preliminary Draft Environmental Statement,'Neches River
and Tributaries, Texas Saltwater Barrier on Neches River
at Beaumont, Texas", has been reviewed by our office.

We feel the statement adequately describes the situation and
predicts probable changes.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this statement.
#

S Quw{/ /(./-74,

AMEL E. LANDGRAF
Area Environmental Coord&naTor
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THE ASSISTANT SEGRETAI-'IY OF COMMERCE
Washington, D.C. 2023

February 15, 1973

Lt. Colonel Martin W. Teague-
Acting District Engineer
Department of the Army

P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Teague:

The draft environmental impact statement for Neches River

at Beaumont, Texas which accompanied your letter of December 29,
1972, has been received by the Department of Commerce for review
and comment.

The Department of Commerce has reviewed the draft environmental
statement and has the following comments to offer for your
consideration.

In the section Environmental Impact of the Proposed Actionm,

it is stated that the salt water intrusion up the river is a
problem related to navigational improvements previously installed.
The Statement should also note that the intrusion is also related
to the significant reductions of fresh water flows to the estuary
during certain seasons.

Under Alternatives to the Proposed Action, only the negative
impacts é@xpected from the alternative of flushing are discussed,
The benefits to the marine fishes and crustaceans reared in the
Sabine Estuary should also be discussed, including the value of
fresh water inflows as both a source of nutrients and a reducer
of salinity in the estuary, as noted in Copeland (1966) and
Copeland, Odum and Cooper (1972). Although the flows today may
be more than sufficient in some parts of the year, the draft
Statement indicates a future "lack of water to meet the future
demand through the state."”
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Since a major objection to the alternative of flushing indicated
in the draft statement would be the need for "a net flow of

1,900 cubic feet per second,'" another alternative of constructing
a sill just below the water surface with sufficient flushing to
provide for a continuous downstream flow should be discussed.
This alternative would not require as great a flow of water., It
would, however, provide a long-term assurance of some fresh water
inflows to the estuary. The report on Comprehensive Basin Study,
Sabine River and Tributaries, Texas and.Louisiana, December 1967
noted that '"To preserve the estuarine fisheries in Sabine Lake
and the estuarine-dependent fisheries of the associated Gulf of
Mexico, total freshwater discharge from the Sabine and Neches
Rivers should never be less than 1.1 million acre-feet annually,
of which the Sabine River should contribute at least 600,000
acre-feet annually, This is a preliminary estimate and may need
revising as additional knowledge of requirements of fish and
wildlife resources associated with the estuary is made available."
This statement clearly implies that the Neches River should con-
tribute at least 500,000 acre-feet annually. It should be noted
that an alternative requiring at least some continuous flushing
would help insure that the Neches River contributes to this flow
and to the future minimum estimates of needed flows to the estuary.
A further observation should be made that the marine fishes and
crustaceans reared in the estuaries support a large seafood
industry, as well as marine sport fishing.

With regard to the Relationship between Local Short-Term use of
Man's Environment and the Maintenance and Enhaacement of Local
Long-Term Productivity, a discussion of possible long-term effects
on estuarine productivity should be included. A downstream
structure that can completely block the river could conceivably
be used to divert all or nearly all of the flows from the river.
According to the draft statement, the average number of days of
closure for the past four decades was 1ll days per year. The
average annual number of days of closure predicted for future
decades should also be included., That some of these actions may
occur without the federal project, though worthy of note, does
not lessen the need under the National Environmental Policy Act
for delineating the expected impacts of the federal project.

Literature Cited

Copeland, B.J. 1966, Effects of decreased river flow on
estuarine ecology. Jour, Water Pollution Control Federation,
pp. 1831-1839
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Copeland, B.,J., Howard T. Odum and David C. Cocper. 1972,
Water quantity for preservation of estuarine ecology, pp. 107-
126, 1In Conflicts in water resources planning, E.F, Gloyna
and W, S. Butcher (ed,), Water Resources Symposium No. 5,

Center for Research in Water Resources, University of Texas
at Austin,

We hope these comments will be of assistance to you in the
preparation of the final statement.

Sincerely,
Sidney R. Galigr

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

B-5
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
REGIONAL OFFICE

1114 COMMERCE 5TREET
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202 OFFICE OF

January 26, 1973 THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR

Qur Reference: EI #173-195

Re: Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas Saltwater Barrier on
Martin W. Teague Neches River at Beaumont, TX
{ieutenant Colonel, CE
Acting District Engineer
Department of the Army
Calveston Districet, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Mr. Teague:

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed the Environmental Impact
Statement for the above pruject proposal in accordance with Section
102(2)(C) of P. L. 91-190, and the Council on Environmental Quality
Cuidelines of April 23, 1971.

Environmental health program responsibilities and standards of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare include those vested
with the United States Public Health Service and the Facilifties En-
gineering and Construction Agency. The U. S. Public Health Service
has those programs of the FPederal Food and Drug Administration, which
include the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health and
the Bureau of Community Environmental Management (housing, injury
control, recreational health and insect and rodent control).

Accordingly, our review of the Draft Environmental Statement for the
project discerns no adverse health effects tlet might be of signifi-
cance where our program responsibilities and standards pertain,
provided that appropriate guides are followed in concert with State,
County, and local environmental health laws and regulations.

We therefore, have no objection to the authorization of this project
insofar.as our interests and responsibilities are concerned.

Very truly yours,

Envirdnmental Impact Coordinator
B-6



: UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE
POST OFFICE BOX 1306
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEX|CO 87103

February 6, 1973

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army
P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

The preliminary draft of the environmental statement on the Saltwater
Barrier on the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas, dated December 20,
1972, for the most part adequately presents the impact of the project
on Tish and wildlife,

The discussion of alternatives to the proposed action, starting on
page 13, includes flushing by freshwater from upstream reservoirs.

No mention is made, however, of the extent of this practice under
existing conditions and whether this practice would be continued after
project construction. Operational procedures for B. A. Steinhagen
Lake (Dam B Reservoir) now include provision for the release of 140
second-feet during periods of saltwater intrusion., We believe that
the environmental statement should give consideration to these flush-
ing releases as an existing influence on the environment and also
discuss the Impacts which may occur should these releases be elimi-
nated or modified.

In comparison with the total need for freshwater below the saltwater
barrier site, the contribution of 140 second~feet is relatively minor.
Nevertheless, its loss could only aggravate the adverse conditions
which prevail in the lower river and estuary.

The above comments are provided as input to the preliminary draft
statement and do not represent the review comments of the Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife or of the Department of the Interior on
the draft environmental statement.

Sincerely yours, ,

Acting RegMuhal Director

cct
Field Supervisor, BSFW, Div. of River Basin Studies, Fort Worth, Texas
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Southwest Region
- . P.0. Box 728
IN REPLY REFER TO! Santa Fe, New Mexdico 87501

(7372 - FEB-91973

District Engineer, Galveston District
Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

The following comments relate to the preliminary draft environmental
statement for the construction of a permanent barrier across the
Neches River, Jefferson County, Texas. Our comments are intended

as input teo the preparation of a draft environmental statement and

do not necessarily reflect the views of the Department of the Interior.

The draft statement should contain evidence of contact with the Texas
Historic Preservation Qfficer and include his comments concerning the
effect of the undertaking upen historical and archeological resources.

As the preliminary draft statement points out: '"Adequate data to assess
the impact of the project on the archeological resources are not
available at this time" (p. 11). Therefore, the treatment of archeolo~
gical resources is inadequate. Archeological sites and materials are
non-renewable resources and any adverse impact constitutes an irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of such resources. It is not sufficient

to state that "no sites of local or State significance will be affected
by the project." (p. 11.) A qualified professional archeologist must
survey the entire area of the proposed project. The draft statement
‘should cite the resulting report and both the survey and report should
be available for review. If archeological materials are found within
the scope of the project, the draft statement must include an evaluation
of the significance of the resources and also contain cost estimates and
steps to be taken to mitigate any adverse effects on the archeological
resources.

Sincerely youys,

o’

irdcfor/ Southwest Region
; B-8
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OOF MINES

BUILDING 20, RNV v TIFRAL CENTER
DENVER, COLIRARD S0

0ffice of
Chief . Intermountain Fleld Operation Center

Pebruary 14, 1973

Alr Hail Yaur referenca:
SWEED-3

Col. Kolan G. Rhodes

Pistrict Engineer, Galvestom Bistrict

U, 8. Army Corps of Enginescts .

P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

We have reviewed the "Ingerim Seview of Reportis on Neches Riwer and
Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier st Beaumont, Texas,"
as requested in vour letter of Deesmber 28, 1971,

The rzport, dated Decesmber 20, 1972, and prepared by U, 5. Avmy
Engineer Distriet at Galvesten, Texas, svamerizes studies, findings,
and rvecompended actiom to centrol egalt water intrusiom up the Kechea

River during pericds of lew viver flow. Proposed censtruction con-
aists of s gated main barrier, mavigation gate, bypasa chaepel,

auxiliary dsw, and appurtenmmces at s 57-acre cite ome-half mile
upstream from the Isterstste Highwey 10 bridge across the Heches River
at Beaumont,

Our primsry interest in the project is possible involvemsnt of mineral
rezources znd mineral-prodection facilities, and our office review
indicates that the propssed improvemsnts would have no sdverse effect
thereon. MNineral resources aud velated faecilities that exist im the
Beaumont avea are summarized in the vepert (p. 4). Although we have
no objection to the preject as desexribed, any subsequeat emvircamsutal
impact statement aight well include such lamgusge as the following: ‘

The project is mot expected to alfcet adversely amy
nineral resources wor will it apprecisbly bhamper future
exploitation of such rescwrces.

Cur field-lewal comments are informal and ave provided ss a servics;
they do not econstitute a formal project review by the Buresu of Mimes.

Sincarely yours,

i
R
2 TR

Gy

0. M. Bishop, Chief
Intermountain Fleld Operation Centsr

B-9
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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

WATER RESCURCES DIVISION
FEDERAL BUILDING

300 EAST BTH STREET
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

January 26, 1973

Digtrict Engineer
Galveston Distriet
Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

The Water Resources Division of the U.S. Geclogical Survey,
Texas District, has no comments to make on the Preliminary
Draft Environmental Statement for the construction of a
permanent barrier across the Neches River, Jefferson County,
Texas (ER-73/23).

Sincerely yours

il

I. D. Yost
Digtrict Chief

ce: Regional Hydrologist, WRD, CR, Lakewcod, Colorado
G. H. Davis, WRD, Washington, D. C, Code: 4000 0000

IDY: 1k

B~10
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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

WATER RESOURCES DIVISION
FEDERAL BUILDING

300 EAST 8TH STREET
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

January 29, 1973

District Engineer
Galveston Distriet
Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Deayr Sir:

Fnclosed herewith are the statementsof the U.S. Geclogical
Survey, Geologic Division, on the review of draft environ-
‘mental statement for the construction of a permanent barrier
across the Neches River, Jefferson County, Texas (ER-73/23).

Sincerely yours.

I. D. Ydést
Digtrict Chief

cc: Regional Hydrclogist, WRD, CR, Lakewood, Colorado
G. H., Davis, WRD, Washington, D. C. Code: L4000 0000

IDY:1k
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United States Departmént of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20242

 January 19, 1973

Memorandum

To: gpecial Assistant for Environmental Analysis,
Office of the Director :

From:  Deputy Chief for Engineering'Géology,
. Office of Environmentsl Geology

Subject: Review of draft environméntal statement for the construction
of a permanent parrier across the Neches River, Jefferson
County, Texas (ER 73-23) _ : o

‘It is proposed to construct a permanent barrier across the river to
prevent intrusion of salt water to upstream freshwater supply intakes. .
The project conelsts of a gated dam in the river, a gated navigation
by-pass channel, an auxiliary dam in a small tributary bayou, an
access road and service bridge, levee, and other related works.
About 57 acres will be required for the project.

No data on the geology of the area of the proposed barrier project
are provided in the draft environmental statement. However,
environmental problems that may result from geologic conditions.
should be recoganizeble from pre-construction investigations and
should be within the range of standard engineering practice.

Elmer . Baltz

B-12
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United States Department of the Interior
| BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION

SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK BUILDING EAST
IN REPLY 5301 CENTRAL AVENUE, N.E., SUITE 1015
REFER TO: : ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87108

FED Lo19/3

Col. Nolan C. Rhodes

District Engineer

Galveston District

Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

As requested in BruceFBlanchard's memo of January 5, 1973, a review
has been made of the draft environmental statement for the construc-
tion of a permanent barrier across the Neches River, Jefferson County,
Texas (ER-73/23). We have found the statement to be adequate and

have no Substantive comments to offer.

Sincerely yours,

4

. o /4 '
Acting for Rolland B. Handley ’

Regional Director
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD commanter _{mep)

EIGHTH COAST GUARD DISTRICT
. CUSTOMHOUSE
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70130

5900

.Lt. Colonel Martin W. Teague AR <
Acting District Engineer
Galveston District
Department of the Army
U. S. Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

RE: SWGED-PV dtd 29 Dec 1972
Neches River and Tributaries, Texas
Saltwater Barrier:-on Neches River
at Beaumont, Texas

Jear Sir:

The Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District does not have any objections
to the referenced draft environmental statement.

Sincerely yours,

/""'—"'N\

T Dt el
J. FMUNDY, Jr, w

{  fLaptain, U. S. Coast Guard { //
© " Chief, Marine Safety Division
By direction of the Commander
Eighth Coast Guard District

f~—
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SED 87y
& K

M%UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION VI
é{f 1600 PATTERSON, SUITE 1100
DALLAS. TEXAS 75201

AN, 'y

&
% .
4 o

February 13, 1973

Colonel Ncolan C. Rhodes .+ 06-3-80-NM &
District Engineer 06-3-ITIIF-12
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Galveston District

P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas - 77550

@

'Dearlcolonel Rhodes:

We have reviewed your agency's report, "Interim Review of
Reports on the Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering
Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas,"” and the Prellmlnary Draft
Env1ronmental Impact Statement on the project.

The proposed action will provide a tainter-gated dam at mile
23.0 on the Neches River, approximately one-half mile upstream
from the Interstate Highway 10 bridge at Beaumont, Texas; a
sector-gated navigation by-pass channel; and an aux111ary dam
in a small canal that drains Bairds Bayou.

We have the follow1ng comments on the report and the impact
statement:

1. 'In the discussion of the existing environment, reference
is made to the City of Beaumont's sanitary landfill on the west
bank of the river upstream from mile 22.6. We suggest that a
discussion of the leachate from this £ill be included in the
report and the statement. Should the area for the sanitary
landfill extend beyond mile 23.0, the leachate could reach the
river above the proposed salt water barrier. Usually leachate
from sanitary fills contains pollutants. If these pollutants
reach the river, one of the purposes of the project - an
‘unpolluted reach of water above the salt water barrier - would
be defeated. The City of Beaumont should be consulted and their
plans for the sanitary landfill and any provisions for abating
possible pollution by leachates should be included in the
report.

o B-15
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2. Reference is made in several sections of the report and
the statement to "local interest." The "local interest" should
be identified in the first part of the report and statement and
possibly be substituted for "local interest" throughout the
report.

3. We do not understand why the salt water wedge is "a
Federal responsibility related to navigation improvements
previously installed." An examination of the profile of the
river shows the bed of the river does not reach mean sea level
until mile 44, This strongly indicates that the salt wedge was
there before navigation and will reach its furthest point upriver
during periods of low flows and withdrawal of large quantities of
water

4, It is not clear from the discussion on the alternative
for flushing the salt water from the channel how the 1900 cfs
that would be required to keep the salt water wedge below the -
fresh water intake at Brinns Bluff was computed.

5. We suggest that a combination of surface water and
ground water to supply municipal, industrial and agricultural
demands be considered as an alternative to the salt water barrier.

6. The statement that the proposed barrier will have little
effect on fresh water flows to the estuary should be discussed
in detail. The barrier will be closed 4 to 6 months each year.
If the time period for this length of closure is continuous,
there could be an adverse effect on the ecosystems of the estuary.

We have the following addltlonal comments on the Prellmlnary
Draft Environmental Impact Statement-

1. A map should be furnished that shows the service area
and the 16 acres of land on the point isolated or severed by the
salt water barrier and their relationship to the project. All
spoil areas should also be shown on the map.

2. All dredged material should be placed behind dikes or
levees with control weirs so the sediment returnlng to the river
will be reduced.

3. The total cost of the project should be glven with a
brief discussion of how the benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.86 was
computed.

B-16
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4. We suggest that the cost of each alternative be included
in the discussion of the alternatives to the project.

.We appreciate the opportﬁnity to review and comment on your
report and preliminary draft statement. We will appreciate
receiving five copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for formal review.

Sincerely yours

(O et

Charles H. Hembree
Chief
Federal Assistance Branch

B-17
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Executive DEPARTMENT

DIVISION OF PLANNING COORDINATION
PH BRISCOE : BOX 12428, CAPITOL STATION
IOVERNOR AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711
PHONE 512 475.2427

February 21, 1973

Lt. Col. Martin W. Teagque, C.E.
Acting District Engineer
Department of the Army
Galveston District,

Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel, Teague:

The Office of the Governor, Division of Planning Coordination (the State Planning
and Development Clearinghouse), and interested or affected Texas State agencies
have reviewed the Interim Review of Reports and the draft environmental impact
statement on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas.

The following comments are offered:

1. The Texas Water Quality Board recommends that the Corps' report include
an evaluation of downstream water quality problems that might result from con-
struction of the salt water barrier. An assessment of the effects of confining
wastewater discharges in lower reaches of the river during low flow periods
should be made to particularly reflect dissolved oxygen, temperature and salinity
changes. In addition, the relocation of the Eastex, Inc., effluent outfall line
downstream from the barrier will require an amendment to their existing waste
control order by formal Board action. '

2. The Bureau of Economic Geology has completed recent surface mapping in
the area, and has defined a photographic linear extending along the north end of
the proposed salt barrier, approximately paralleling the proposed city road.
Many of these kinds of linears are coincident with active faults in the Houston
area, and although there is no indication that this particular linear represents
an active surface fault, some field observation might be worthwhile.

3. The Texas Water Rights Commission recommends that recognition be given
to the fact that the proposed project has water rights impacts of sufficient
importance to require formal examination by the Commission. The local sponsor
should submit an application for permit either to reaffirm that existing permits .
are not affected or to formalize justifiable changes in the existing permits,
if applicable. The Commission further commented that: '
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1. While the proposed project is, in fact, an action by the Federal
government to remedy adverse effects of exercising the Federal
right of navigational servitude in the Lower Neches River, the
proposed remedial project imposes on the local, non-Federal sponsor
tihe full responsibility to acquire in accordance with State laws
and regulations, and 1f necessary to establish and justify, any and
all water rights needed :for the desired utilization of the fresh
water storage space created by the salt water barrier dam on the
Neches River.

2. The submission of the permit application from the Tocal sponsor will
enable the Texas Water Rights Commission to make proper statutory
and legal reviews of proposed beneficial use of the fresh water
impoundment which would be created by the proposed barrier facility.
It may be necessary for the Commission to examine carefully the use
of impounded fresh water for proposed multiple beneficial purposes
versus the single Timited purpose of using the impounded fresh water
mainly to delay or regulate stream flow in aid of navigation, and
to Timit the extent of tidal contaminated salt water intrusion in
the Neches River and Estuary during unforeseen periods of low stream
flow and high fresh water withdrawals.

3. Special recognition should be given to the Interim Review of Reports
and in the Environmental Statement to the provisions of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1961, regarding the inclusion
of water quality sotrage in Federal reservoirs. The referenced
barrier dam brings to the fore certain aspects of the problems con-
cerning fresh water inflows to bays and estuaries; water releases
for quality control; and, release to control salt water intrusion.
Specifically, assurance should be given that storage and water
releases shall not be regarded as A substitute for adequate municipal
and industrial wastewater treatment or other methods of controlling
waste at the source. There is a difference between fresh water
releases to control salinity in bays and estuaries, and fresh water
releases merely to reduce municipal and industrial waste concen-
trations. In this regard, the referenced documents would be enhanced
if further informative details were given concerning water quality
management planning being done by Federal or non-Federal agencies
in the Lower Neches River and Estuary downstream from the site of
the proposed project.

4. The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the Water Development Board
both recommend the barrier at Site 1 rather than the other locations.
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We appreciate the opportunity to review the Interim Review of Reports and the draft

environmental impact statement on the Neches River Project.
of the State agencies are enclosed.

EG:jab

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Hugh C. Yantis, Jr., TWQB
Dr. W. L. Fisher, BEG
Mr. Louis L. McDaniels, TWRC
Mr. Clayton Garrison, TP&WD
Mr.

Harry P. Burleigh, TWDB

Sincerely,

Ed Grisha
Director
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ExecuTivE DEPARTMENT

DIVISION OF PLANNING COORDINATION
DOLPH BRISCOE BOX 12428, CAPITOL STATION

GOVERNOR AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

PHONE 512 475-2427

May 15, 1973

Nolan C. Rhodes
Colonel, C.E., U.S.A.
District Engineer
Galveston District
Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Rhodes:

On February 21, we submitted a letter with comments from Texas State agencies
on the draft environmental impact statement for Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas.

On April 6, you requested our assistance in securing comments of the Texas
State Historical Survey Committee (TSHSC) concerning any information they
might have regarding historical and archeological resources in the proposed
project area. We asked the TSHSC to review the draft environmental state-
ment and enclose their response to that request. The Committee spent a sub-
stantial amount of time in conducting a thorough review of this draft
environmental statement and consequently their comments should be considered
in their entirety. Please place this material with our original letter and
enclosures.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
Sincerely,

Walter G. Tibbitts III
Acting Director

WGT: jab
Enclosure

cc: Mr. Truett Latimer, TSHSC ‘7 B-21
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iSS1ONERS

COMMISSIONERS

R. 5TONE PEARCE JOHM "IN
AIRMAN, WELLS AUSTIN
.. THOMAS

E-CHAIRMAN, DALLAS

BOB BURLESON

TEMPLE
{ JERSIG CLAYTON T. GARRISON JOE K. FULTON
1 ANTONIO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LUBBGCK

JOHN H. REAGAN BUILDING
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

January 23, 1973

Mr, Ed Grisham

Director, Executive Department
Division of Planning Coordination
Box 12428, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr, Grisham:

L
Reference is made to your memorandum of 4 January and the attached
Preliminary Draft Envirommental Statement for the Neches River
Saltwater Barrier, :

OQur Department has reviewed this report and agrees with the enclosed
findings. We would hope to press the Corps of Engineers for a barrier
at Site 1 rather than the other locations.

We appreciate having had the opportunity of commenting on this report,

Sincerely,
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1TEXAS WATER 1JEVELOPMENT BOAKD

.'M!HBEH! HARRY P. BURLE!GH
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Jrw H. MCCOY, CHARMAN .

EW BOSTON

WARVIN SHURBET, VICE CHAIRMAN
PETERSBURG

AREA CODE 512
475-2201

ROBERT B GILMORE
DALLAS

. W E TINSLEY . 301 WEST ZND STREET
AusTIN . F.O. BOX 13087 ;

CAPITOL STATION

. POTTS
MILTON T AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

LIVINGSTON

CTARL ILLIG

. WousTON ‘ February- 5, 1973

o REEIVED
Mr. Ed Grisham, Director ~

Division of Planning Coordination - FER ¢ 53
Office of the Governor : -

Post Office Box 12428 - .
Capitol Station Div. of Plan, Loz T,
Austin, Texas 78711 A

IN REPLY REFER TO:

TKDBP-0

Dear Mr. Grisham:

Your memorandum of January 4, 1973 requested our review of the Corps of Engineers
“Interim Review of Reports of Neches River and Tributaries Covering Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas" and the accompanying "Preliminary Draft Environmental
Statement" pertaining to the salt water barrier. We are pleased to offer the
following comments on these reports. '

The systems for diversion of water from the Neches River for municipal and
industrial supplies constitute two of the oldest continuous water systems in
Texas, having been initiated at present points of diversion prior to 1913. Tide-
water from the Gulf of Mexico, under low-flow conditions of the Neches River,
reaches river mile 42, near Wiess BIuff. The City of Beaumont normally withdraws
water from the Neches River at a gravity canal intake at Bunn's Bluff (mile 30},
and has a pump station located at Wiess Bluff (mile 41.7). The Lower Neches
Valley Authority (LNVA) withdraws water from the Neches River through a canal at
Lakeview (mile 32). The canal leads to a siphon and pump station on Pine Island
Bayou (mile 3.2). The LNVA also withdraws water from Pine Island Bayou at a pump
station located at Voth (mile 6). Thus, the entire municipal, industrial and
agricultural water supply for a large industrial complex, for the cities of
Beaumont, Port Arthur and other urban areas with a total population of approximately
175,000 persons, and irrigation water for thousands of acres of rice, are all
derived from a segment of the Neches River now subject to tidewater effects.

Over the years it has been necessary to protect the fresh-water diversions from

salt-water intrusion by means of temporary dams and cut-off walls which separate
fresh water and salt water. Large volumes of treated industrial waste and
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municipal drainage enter the Neches River in its Tower reaches. The presence of
such wastes, together with the brackish water, frequently result in a septic mix
that ebbs and flows with the tides during periods of Tow flow in the Neches River.
This condition creates a constant threat to fresh-water supplies and has also
adversely affected aquatic 1ife in the river segment.

The proposed project will provide a permanent barrier dam at mile 23.0, which is
a short distance above the Interstate Highway 10 crossing on the Neches River
within the City of Beaumont, and is approximately 16.7 miles downstream from the
temporary salt water barriers which have been in use heretofore, This 16.7 miles
of the Neches River will be thus restored to fresh-water status. The dam will be
provided with flood gates which will normally provide a fresh-water pool, and at
the same time protect against salt-water intrusion from normal tides. This is
not a hurricane protection project, and tides induced by tropical storms will top
the dam. Such unusual conditions will require subsequent flushing through the
flood gates. '

In addition to the salt water barrier dam, equipped with flood gates, the proposed
project will include a by-pass navigation channel at the east bank of the river
which will be controlled by a navigation gate as an integral part of the dam. By
this means it will be possible for small commercial and pleasure craft to continue
use of the navigable portion of the Neches River.

Specific comments on the five principal areas of environmental impact follow:

1. The environmental impact of the proposed action.

In the opinion of Water Development Board staff, benefits to be derived from the
proposed action will far outweigh any adverse effects. As has been indicated

above, the lower Neches River supplies substantial quantities of municipal,
industrial and irrigation water. The proposed project will protect the existing
diversion points against all but the most unusual hurricane conditions, when

salt water and industrial wastes will threaten the fresh-water supply. Additionally,
16.7 miles of the river channel will be permanently open for fresh-water recreation
and navigation by small craft will be possible on & continuous basis.

Construction of the salt water barrier and navigation channel will, inevitably,
require use and alteration of some land features. Approximately 600 acres of land
will be drained by Brakes Bayou on the west side of the Lawson Canal. As a trade--
off, however, approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches River and Pine Island Baycu
between the new salt water barrier and the presently-used temporary barrier locations
will be improved for swimming, boating, hunting, and fresh-water fishing.

Some of the material excavated from the navigation channel will be placed in leveed
spoil areas (14 acres) adjacent to the project. Approximately 41 acres of land
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will be completely cleared of trees and vegetation, and 16 acres of land severed
by the project will be selectively cleared. These 57 acres of land will be
temporarily lost as wildlife habitat, but can be expected to return to such use
as vegetation restores itself.

Since the proposed permanent barrier is a substitute for temporary barriers now
in use, it will not substantially alter the current regimen of fresh-water inflows
into the estuary and Sabine Lake. At the same time, the barrier will block salt

water from the fresh-water fisheries grounds; thus enhancing. fresh-water fisheries
production. '

The Corps of Engineers recommends an archeological survey of the proposed work
area and subsequent salvage, if necessary, prior to initiation of construction.

Estimates provided by the U. S. Fish and Wildiife Service show that sport fishing
in the area as a result of the project will be increascd by between 4,200 and
6,100 man-days per year, and that the commercial fish catch will improve by about
1,200 pounds per year.

2. Adverse environmental effects which cannot be évoided should the prOJect
be implemented.

Approximately 57 acres of project land will be temporarily lost or altered as
wildlife habitat. Upstream migration of marine 1ife will be impeded during
.conditions of low flow of the river. ({However, the poor quality water existing
between the estuary and the salt water barrier could also be considered as a
deterrent to such migration, so that the practical effect of the barrier may be
negligible.) .

3. Alternatives to the proposed action.

Several alternatives to the construction of a permanent salt water barrier were
considered. Among these alternatives were: no action; continuation with temporary
barriers; moving the points of diversion farther upstream; shifting to groundwater;
desalinization; and alternate locations and alternate methods of constructing a
salt water barrier. Most of the alternatives to the concept of a salt water
barrier were rejected either because of construction or operational costs. Ground-
water supplies in the region are ijnadequate. Six of the sites selected for possible
construction of the salt water barrier were found to be less economically favorable
or less efficient than the one selected, which is designated as Site 1. This site
is the second most costly, but affords environmental enhancement to a larger area
of the river basin than any of the other sites.
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4. Relationship between Tocal ‘short-term uses of man's environment and -
the maintenance and enhancement of Tocal Tong-term productivity.

Long-term and short~term benefits to man's environment include improvements in
the reliability of a water supply for municipal, industrial and agricultural
uses, thereby promoting the economic well-being of the population of the area.
Many miles of the stream will be restored to a fresh-water, pollution-free
condition which enhances environmental, aesthetic, and recreational values.
Navigation of the river on a year-round basis, and fresh-water fishing, are
added benefits.

5. Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources involved in
the proposed action.

Loss of existing trees and vegetation on 41 acres of project area, plus part of
the trees and vegetation on an additional 16 acres, will be irreversible. Loss
of, or alteration of, wildlife habitat on the same 57 acres could probably also
be considered as irretrievable. Capital, labor, and materials associated with
construction of this facility would he irretrievable.

Many years of planning have gone into this project. The economy of the area--
potentially great--has remained unstable because of the uncertainty of its water
supply. For 6 or 8 months each year, during low-flow periods, there is uncertainty
of a dependable supply of water. This has been particularly true for irrigation
water, as the rice crops cannot tolerate highly saline water over extended periods
of time. The proposed salt water barrier and navigation facility is within the
financial capabilities of the area. We strongly recommend construction of this
Corps of Engineers facility, as proposed, and believe that the draft environmental
impact statement sufficiently complies with the provisions of NEPA.

The opportunity to furnish these comments is appreciated.

Sincerely,

CE;%QZZJZh/,KT/fc’\byn4;2¢£v’,

Harry P. Burleigh
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JIM C. LANGDON

C AR TEXAS WATER QUALITY BOARD  Yuriswbweswows

LESTER CLARK
VICE-CHAIRMAN

J. pOUG TOOLE

HAT

J. E. PEAVY, MD

HUGH C. YANTIS, JR. ,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

PH, 475-2651
A.C. 512

"P. BURLEIGH

314 WEST 11TH STREET 78701
P.O, BOX 13246 CAPITOL STATION 78711
AUSTIN, TEXAS

February 5, 1973

RE: Interim Review of Reports on
Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, Covering Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas -
Environmental Statement

Mr. Ed Grisham, Director
Division of Planning Cocordination
Office of the Governor |

P. O. Box 12428, Cap. Sta.
Austin, Texas 78711

Attention: Mr. Tony Breard

Dear Mr. Grisham:

In response to your request for our comments on the above-referenced
Environmental Statement, the staff of the Texas Water Quality Board
concurs with the cited upstream benefits. However, we feel that the
probable adverse downstream water guality effects have not been
presented by the Corps of Engineers. Accordingly, we would
recommend that a discussion of the downstream water quality effects
be included as a part of the Environmental Statement.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us.

Very truly yours,

-~ .
DAl cean4 .
Robért” G. Fleming,/~P.E., Director

Central Operations

JMLi: wwW

281



SAM HOUSTON STATE OFFICE BUILDING

COMMISSIONERS l ) Lours L: MCDANIELS

ITHA F. DENT, CHAIRMAN ‘ . EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
475-2451 4782482

JOE D, CARTER ) AUDREY STRANDTMAN
478-2453 ’ SECRETARY

JORSEY B. HARDEMAN ) 47%.4B14
A475-4325 .

February 7, 1973

Mr. Ed CGrisham, Director

Governor's Division of Planning
Cocrdination

Sam Houston State 0ffice Bldg.

Austin, Texas 78711

Re: US Corps of Engineers
Documents: "Interim
Review of Reports on
Neches River and Triku-
taries, Texas, Coverning
Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas." (20
December 1972) and Pre-
liminary Draft Environ-
mental Statement (20
December 1972).

Dear Ed:

In response to your reguest by Memorandum of January 4,
1973, a copy of our staff Memorandum of Review on the refer-
enced documents is attached for your information and use.

Oour staff finds that the salt water barrier project,
described in the referenced Interim Review of Reports, is
conceptually sound, and that the Draft Environmental Statement
appears to be in compliance with the policies and guidelines
contained in Sectionz 101 and 102(2) (C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, However, the staff review
suggests that proper recognition be given in the Interim
Review of Reports to the fact that the proposed project has
water rights impacts of sufficient importance to regquire
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formal examination by the Texas Water Rights Commission. The
local sponsor should submit an application for permit either
to reaffirm that existing permits are not affected, or to
formalize justifiable changes in the existing permits, if
applicable. Specifically, the staff finds that:

1. - While the proposed project is, in fact, an action
by the Federal government to remedy adverse ef-
fects of exercising the Federal right of navi-
gational servitude in the Lower Neches River, the
proposed remedial project imposes on the local,
non-Federal sponsor the full responsibility to
acquire in accordance with State laws and regu-
lations, and if necessary to establish and justify,

~any and all water rights needed for the desired
utilization of the fresh water storage space
created by the salt water barrier dam on the
Neches River. '

2. The submission of the permit application from
the local sponsor.yill enable the Texas Water
Rights Commission to make proper statutory and
legal reviews of proposed beneficial use of the
fresh water impoundment which would be created
by the proposed barrier facility. It may be
necessary for the Commission to examine carefully
the use of impounded fresh water for proposed
multiple beneficial purposes versus the single
limited purpose of using the impounded fresh
water mainly to delay or regulate stream flow
in aid of navigation, and to limit the extent of
tidal contaminated salt water intrusion in the
Neches River and Estuary during unforeseen
periods of low stream flow and high fresh
water withdrawals.,
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3. Special recognition should be given in the Interim
Review of Reports and in the Environmental State-
ment to the provisions of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act Amendment of 1961, regarding
the inclusion of water guality storage in Federal
reservoirs. The referenced barrier dam brings to
the fore certain aspects of the problems‘concerning
fresh water inflows to bays and estuaries; water
releases for guality control; and, release to
control salt water intrusion. Specifically,
assurance should be given that storage and water
releases shall not be regarded as a substitute
for adegquate municipal and industrial wastewater
treatment or other methods of controlling waste
at the source. There is a difference bhetween
fresh water releases to control salinity in bays
and estuaries, and fresh water releases merely to
reduce municipal and industrial waste concen-
trations. 1In this regard, the staff believes
that the referenced documents would be enhanced
if further informative details were given con-
cerning water guality management planning being
done by Federal or non-Federal agencies in the
Lower Neches River and Estuary downstream from
the site of the proposed proéiject.

Finally, attention is invited to the special proviso
contained in subparagraph 1.2 of the attached Memorandum.
The staff review comments should not be misconstrued as the
final or formal position of the Texas Water Rights Commission
on the final project report and details. Nor should the
comments be presupposed to constitute any constraints on the
Commission regarding water rights actions that may be pre-
sented to the Commission for resolution.
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This staff review is presented with the view toward
enhancing and expediting the development and construction
of the proposed project. '

Sincerely,

ILouis I,, McDhaniels
Executive Director

Attachment
As stated.

B-31
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To: The Executive Director February 6, 1973
Texas Water Rights Commission -

‘MEMORANDUM OF REVIEW
: OF :
US ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, GALVESTON, CORPS OF ENGINEERS,
- GALVESTON, TEXAS, DOCUMENTS: "INTERIM REVIEW OF
REPORTS ON NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS,
COVERING SALT WATER BARRIER AT I:iAUMONT,
TEXAS." (20 DECEMBER 1972) AND PRE-
LIMINARY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTA/L
STATEMENT (20 DECEMBER 1972

By: Dr. Alfred J. D'Arezzo, Environmental Sciences Analyst,
. Texas Water Rights Commission.

1.  INTRODUCTION

l.1 cCorrespondence.

"By Memoranda of January 4, 1973, the Directer,
Governor's Division of Planning Coordination, .
transmitted the subject documents, for review
and comments by February 5, 1973, to the
Executive Director, Texas Water Rights Com=
mission. (The Memoranda was received on
January 15, 1973.)

1.2 Scope and Limitations of the Reviaow.

The comments in this review should not be mis-
construed as a substitute for the «ventual
review by the Commission staff of the com-
prehensive project report and plans, after
they are developed by the US Army Corps of
Engineers. The staff comments in this

review should not be presupposed i con-
straining in any way the future pouition of
the Commissioners of the Texas Water Rights
Commission insofar as the details of the final
project plans or of the water rights impacts

thereof, are concerned. B-32
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1.3 Essential Background Data.

a.

c‘

Purposes: The purposes of the subject Corps
of Engineers study and review are to develop
a plan that will permanently control salinity
intrusion in the Neches River at Beaumont,.
Texas; provide for free and reasonably un-
obstructed use of the river by existing and
prospective recreational and commercial
navigation; be compatible with any future
plan for extension of a barge channel zbove
Beaumont; and preserve the natural environment
of the river and its flood plain; and to
determine the nature and extent of Federal
interest in the plan.

Problem: Annually the fresh water supplies
of the City of Beaumont and the Lower Neches
Valley Authority drawn from the Neches River
are threatened by salt water intruding up the

-river during periods of low river flow and

high water withdrawals. At present, to avoid
damages, the Lower Neches Valley Authority

“"constructs temporary salt water barriers

in the Neches River and in Pine Island Bayou.
Although effective and economical, these
temporary barriers interfere with navigational
use of the waters and are not an acceptable
‘long term solution to the problem of salinity
intrusion. '

Present Water Rights Situation:

(1) Lower Neches Valley Authority:

.- --"The Lower Neches Valley Authority
" provides surface water from Pine Island
Bayou and the Neches River to irrigate
approximately 48,000 acres of rice; to
the cities of Port Arthur, Port Acres,
- Port Neches, Nederland and Groves; to
‘—several small water districts; to five
0il refineries; and to ten petro-chemical
plants., The ILNVA installed pumping
capacity is 860,000 gallons per minute

287

B-33



(1,916 cubic feet per second or 1,238
million gallons per day)., and the experi-
enced daily peak rate of pumping has ap-
proached the installed capacity. It is
estimated that the average daily demand
during.a peak week would be approximately
80 percent of the installed capacity, ox
about 1,700 cubic feet per second. Under
permits from the Texas Water Rights Com-
mission, the INVA is entitled to 22,000
acre~-feet per year of Pine Island Bayou
water for municipal use at 30 cubic feet
per second; 33,516 acre-feet per year of
Pine Island Bayou and Neches River water
for municipal use at 45 cubkic feet per
second; and 820,000 acre-feet per year

-of Angelina River and Neches River water
for municipal, industrial and agricultural
use at 2,000 cubic feebt per second. The
latter permit covers water from B. A.
-Bteinhagen Lake and Sam Rayburn Reservoir.
The estimated actuazl water use by the ILNVA
in 1971 was 156.2 billion gallons or

- 479, 144 acre-feet."l/(Emphasis supplied.)

{2} City of Beaumont:

"The City of Beaumont obtains surface
water from the Neches River and ground
- water from Hardin Ccunty. The city's
peak pumping of record was on 23 December
1963, when approximately 27.6 million
gallons per day (42.7 cubic feet per
second) of surface water was used. Under
permits from the Texas Water Rights Com-
. - mission, the city is entitled to 56,467
~ -~—acre-feet per year of Neches River water
for municipal use at 78 cuhic feet per
second. The estimated actual water use
- by the city in 1870 was approximately
16,500 acre-feet."1l/(Emphasis supplied.)

"Tnterim Review of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries,
mexas, Coverning Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas,"
Appendixes, Appendix 1, page C-1. ‘
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d. 'Eindinqs by District Engineer:

(1)

2)

The study finds that the cause of the
salinity intrusion problem is the pro-

‘gressive improvement of the stream for

navigation over a period of many years
by the Federal Government between
Beaumont and the Gulf of Mexico, culmi-
nating in the recent completion of
improvement of the Sabine-=Neches Water-
way generally to a depth of 40 feet; that
measures to mitigate the problem are a
Federal responsibility in furtherance of

'~ navigation improvements previously under-

taken, subject to the usual reguirements

- of local cooperation attached to navi-

gation projects; that the basis for this
finding was implied in the Congressional
authorization for the most recent navi-
gation improvements (House Document No.
553, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, pages
15 and 32). ' :

The study discloses that a gated barrier,
including provisions for the passage of
navigation, would be technically and
environmentally feasible and economically
justified., It finds that the most eco-
nomical plan would provide such a

~ structure at mile 26.3 on the Neches

‘River (site 4) at an estimated first cost,
exclusive of preauthorization studies, of
$11, 206,000 including Federal and non-
Federal first costs of S$1l1,174,000 and
$32,000, respectively, estimated annual
maintenance, operation and major replace-
ment costs to the United States of

$194,800, and estimated annual non-Federal

costs of $300 for spoil areas, levees and
spillways.
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3)

(4)

‘The study also finds, however, that sub=-

stantial environmental enhancement would
accrue from a functicnally equivalent
but more costly structure located farther
downstream at mile 23.0 {(site 1), and
enhancement resulting from the incidental
effect of the structure in barring the
upstream movement of water degraded by
municipal and industrial pollutants, and
that the local interests are desirous of
realizing this additional benefit and

are willing to pay the difference in cost
to obtain it. The difference in estimated

first costs of the two plans is $647, 000,

including an increase of $14,000 in the
non-Federal cost of usual items of local
cooperation, and a cash contribution of
$633,000. The plan preferred by local
interests is selected based on their
willingness to pay for their preference.
The selected plan provides for a gated
main barrier, navigation gate, bypass
channel, auxiliary dam and appurtenances
at site 1, mile 23.0 on the Neches River.
The estimated first cost of the proposed
improvements, exclusive of preauthorization
studies is $11,853,000. The total annual
cost of operation, maintenance and major
replacement is estimated to be $197,100,

“including $196,800 Federal and $300

non-Federal.

The Galveston District Engineer recommends
that, subject to the usual conditions of
non-~Federal cooperation for navigation
projects and cash contributions toward
the first cost of construction and the
increased annual costs of operatiocn,
maintenance, and major replacement, the
proposed plan of improvement for a salt
water barrier at site 1l in the Neches
River at Beaumont, Texas, be adopted, at
a presently estimated first cost to the-
United States of $11,174,000 and an
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2.

estimated net annual maintenance, operation,
and major replacement cost to the United
‘States of $194,800. Non-Federal first costs
are estimated at $679,000, including a cash
contribution presently estimated to be
$633,000, and non-Federal annual costs for

-disposal areas, levees and spillways are
estimated at $300, plus an advance contri-
bution of $34,000 to increased FPederal
operation, maintenance, and major replacement.

. The District Engineer recommends further that,
if at the time of construction the required
non-Federal cash contribution should for any
reason be not forthcoming, the plan of
improvement shall revert to that most
economical to the United States.

COMMENTS

2.1 " Need to Recognize the Requirement for Obtaining

Necessary Water Ridghts Permit.

The staff believes that both the interim report

"and the environmental impact statement should

include an adequate discussion of the water rights
impacts of the proposed project. The proposed
fresh water impoundment, the proposed operation

of the navigation gate and dam facility, and the
subsequent uses of the water constitute significant
changes in the present water rights permits of the
Iower Neches Valley Authority (INVA) and the City
of Beaumont. The staff believes that the changes
resulting from the proposed project have suf-
ficient impacts to necessitate the submission of

“a-formal application for permit by the local’

sponsor, LNVA, to the Texas Water Rights Commission.

The Corps of Engineers' report emphasizes that
the proposed barrier project, intended to limit
the tidal intrusion of polluted salt water in the

“Neches River and Estuary, would fulfill a
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", . . Federal responsibility for mitigation
of salinity intrusion related to Federal
navigation improvements . . . ."l/(Emphasis
supplied.)

A Y

The rationale of the Federal interest and obligation
in the proposed remedial project is expressed as
.follows in the report:

"The historical acceptance by local interests
of responsibilities for prevention of salinity
intrusion represents a "no choice" situation
involving a compelling need for deep-~water
navigation for economic development of the
area and a compelling need for fresh water

to satisfy municipal, industrial, and agri-
cultural uses, Continued deferral of Federal
responsibility for mitigaticn measures in
connection with Federal navigation improve-
ments will merely prolong an inequitable
situation. A salt water barrier might well
have been included in the most recent navi-
gation project rather than being recognized
in the authorizing document as subject for
later study. In any case, this report
recognizes the Federal interest as an over-
due responsibility in extension of its
responsibility for navigation improvements:
and proposed that the mitigation measures

-be provided entirely at Federal expense,
except for items of local cooperation

which are tvpically reguired in navigation
projects.-land, rights—-of-way, relocations,

1/ "iInterim Review of Reports on Neches River and Tributaries,
Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas."
Main Report, page 36.
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spoil disposal areas, spoil retention works,
and an agreement to hold and save the United
States harmless from damages incidental to
construction of the project.

""A further exception is an additional cost
represented by the local interests' preference
as to site related to the obtainment of
environmental benefits."” 1/ (Emphasis supplied.)

The fact that the proposed project is emphatically
presented in the report as an action by the Federal
government to fulfill reasonable and expected
requirements generated by navigational projects,
does not relieve local interests from the task of
fulfilling permit obligations. Specifically, the
staff believes that the local interests should take
the responsibility of acquiring, in accordance with
State laws and regulations, all water rights needed
for the intended utilization of the fresh water
storage space created by the salt water barrier,
The authorized sponsor should utilize the water

- storage space in a manner consistent with Federal
and State laws. '

Application for new or revised water rights permits
should be submitted to the Texas Water Rights Com-
mission in order that unique water rights issues
involving State water, arising from the proposed
project, can be given appropriate statutory and
legal review. ' For example, it is conceivable that

a. It may be necessary to distinguish carefully
between impoundment of fresh water for con-
sumptive use and for nonconsumptive use.
This issue may arise because the proposed
dam presents the opportunity of impounding
water for multiple uses including use of the

l/ 1d., pages 36-37,
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water merely to delay or regulate the flow
of fresh water to repel tidal salt water
inflows during low flow conditions.

Special scrutiny of the project finally
adopted may be necessary to ensure that the
project location and operational procedures
are best adapted to the comprehensive plan
for the Neches River Basin, and that the

proposed water uses represent the most
beneficial public uses, considering the
related, contemporaneous conditions of:
irrigation, drainage, forestry, swamp

land reclamation, clarification of streams,
regulation of flow, control of floods,
prevention of soil erosion and waste,
storage, and conservation of water for
domestic, municipal, industrizl, and
agricultural uses. -

With increasingly-higher effluent discharge
standards and the expected, increased use
of water—-use recycling (especially during
low flow periods), special care will be
necessary to ascertain the appropriate
release of the fresh water for bays and
estuaries, to ensure protection of these
areas from severe ecological stress. The
staff believes that it will become in-
creasingly more important for the State
to uphold the principle that it makes
little difference how, in the first
instance, the water in a stream becomes
running water, for if it were raised from
wells, or brought out of reservoirs, the

moment the individual thus producing it

should allow it to flow in a natural
stream, and mingling with its waters —-
the water becomes State water and subject
to permitted use.

B-40
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2.2 Use of Water for Quality Control.

Since the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendment (FWPCAA) of 1961, provides a source

of authority for the inclusion of water quality
storage in Federal reservoirs, it is believed
that the applicable provision should be cited
in the subject report or in environmental
statement, and some affirmation given that fresh
water releases from Federal impoundments are not
used as pollution diluent or as a substitute for
proper wastewater treatment in the Lower Neches
River and Estuary. The applicable provision of
the FWPCAA of 1961, reads as follows:

"In the survey or planning of any reservoir
. by the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of
'Reclamation, or other Federal agency,

consideration shall be given to inclusion

of storage for regulation of streamflow
for the purpose of water guality control,
except that any such storage and water

releases shall not be provided as a

substitute for adeguate treatment or

other methods of controlling waste at

the source." 1/ (Emphasis supplied.)

Thus, 2 more emphatic differentiation would be
‘made between the prevention of tidal salt water
intrusion, and the prevention of municipal and
industrial effluent intrusion. This distinction
is already recognized in the subject report,

as follows: '

"It is considered that the effect on water
pollution will be beneficial in the reach
of the Neches River and Pine Island Bavou
between the project site and the temporary

1/ Act of July 20, 1961, PL 87-88, Sec. 2(b) (1), 75
Stat. 204.
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bYarriers that are constructed by the Lower
Neches Valley Authority. In this reach;
the project will prevent salt water intru-
sion of municipal and industrial wastes
discharged into the Neches River below
Beaumont until such wastes are purified at
their sources or are no longer discharged
into the river." 1/ (Emphasis supplied.)

Elsewhere in the report, the following general
forecast is made:

"It has been found that the project will be
generally beneficial by protecting the

surface water supplies of the municipalities,
industries and farm lands served by the water
delivery systems of the Lower Neches Valley
Authority and the City of Beaumont from
~gontamination by salt water and pollution
"moving upstream during periods of low

river flow and high fresh water w1thdrawals."g/
(Empha31s supplled ) ‘

The water quality conditions below the project remain
a problem and no solution is offered. In this re-
gard, the report states:

", . .the river bhelow the proposed barrier
will continue to become polluted in times
of low flow but this shall be neither

aggravated nor diminished by the proposed

project.” 3/

It would enhance the project report if some mention
were made of plans being developed by the LNVA,

or others for the water guality management in the
important estuarine reach of the Neches River

- downstream of the proposed project.

"Interim Review of Reports on Neches River and
Tributaries, Texas, Covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas," Main Report, page 48.

Id., page 48.

Id., page 49.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

3.1

3.2

3.3

"AJD:11

The project is conceptualiy sound.

The Draft Environmental Statement appears to be
in compliance with the guidelines and policies
contained in Sections 101, and 102(2) {C), of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 19689.

The interim report would be enhanced by inclusion
of a discussion on certain vital water rights
impacts. Specifically, there is a need to
recognize the requirement for the local sponsor
to obtain necessary water rights permits from
the Texas Water Rights Commission; a need for
discussion of the use of water for guality
control; and, a need to discuss regional water
guality management as an integral part of the
corrective actions to problems resulting from
dedication of the estuarine reaches of the
Lower Neches River to navigational servitude.

%_,,,\

Alf¥ed J. D'Arezzo

~
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Texas State Historical Survey Committee
Box 12276, Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711
Trueft Latimer

Executive Director
tay 7, 1973 ’ - RECEIVED

uaY 8 B3
Mr. Walter Tibbitts [)_ f[ﬂ
Acting Director : iv. of Plan.
Division of Planning Coordination an_ COOT{!.
Governor's Office
Box 12428, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Re: Preliminary Draft Environmental Statement and Interim Review of Reports
on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, covering Salt Water Barrier at
Beaumont, Texas

Dear Mr. Tibbitts:

In response to your request of April 10 for review and comment on the Salt
Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, the above-referenced documents have been
examined and are found to be deficit in dealing with cultural {archeological,
historical, and architectural) resources. Both Orange and Jefferson Counties
contain archeological sites of high significance, and one Orange County site,
on Baird's Bayou, lies near the project area. For all purposes, the cultural
resources of the project area are unknown; the statement in the draft impact
statement (p. 11) concerning the State and local significance of the cultural
resources is obviously incorrect.

- For the above reasons, we recommend that the following procedures be conducted
in the area of the project prior to further consideration or construction:

1. As the resource is unkncwn, an intensive archeological survey of
the total project area must be conducted to locate, record, identify
and appraise the significance of the resource to be affected. This
examination should provide, and result in, definition of research
problems, cost, and strategy for further study leading to the miti-
gation of adverse effects on the resource.

2. Scientific recovery of information contained in cultural resources
can mitigate the adverse affect of an action on the resource. An
acceptable mitigation program should recover a reliable sample of
all significant cultural and related ecological resources which will
be affected through the use of a systematically prepared and explicitly
stated research design under the direction of a competent professional
archeologist. Measures other than recovery of the resource may be
considered and may include protection of the resource through management
measures, stabilization or no project action; all must be assessed
from the perspective of preserving resources for future generations.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report and draft environmental
impact statement. If we can be of further assistance, please advise.

Sincerely,

Truett Latimer _
Executive Director

By -

Alton K. Briggs
Survey Archeologist

 AKB!bjw
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78712

versity Station, Box X
ne 512—471-1534 January 18, 1973

Mr. Ed Grisham, Dir ector
Governor's Office

Division of Planning Coordination
Box 12428, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Ed:

I write in response to your memoranda of 4 January requesting
review of '""Reports on Neches River and Tributaries, Texas, Covering
Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas." Our staff has completed
review and has no substantial negative response. In recent surface
mapping we have completed in this area, we have defined a photographic
linear extending along the north end of the proposed salt barrier, ap-
proximately paralleling the proposed city road. Many of these kinds
of linears are coincident with active faults in the Houston area, and
. although we have no indication that this particular linear represents
an active surface fault, some field observation might be worthwhile.
We can provide the Corps with a map showing the location of the linear
if they desire. '

Best regards.

Sincerely,

W. L. Fisher
Director

WLE:sc ‘ B-46
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PRESIDENT

Don Cash
Councilman

City of Beaumont

15t VICE PRESIDENT
Paul E. Hale

Mayor

City of Orange

2nd VICE PRESIDENT
Carl “Cropo” LeBlanc
Councilman

City of Nederland

3rd VICE PRESIDENT
Raymond Gould
Commissioner
Orange County

4th VICE PRESIDENT
Preston Wood
Mayor

City of Bridge City

SECRETARY-TREASURER
Leroy Mahaney
Councilman

City of Groves

1EGAL COUNSEL
George Wikoff

- City Atterney
City of Port Arthur

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Don Kelly

950 £. Florida, Beaumont
Lamar University Campus
Telephone: (713} 833-2648

P. O. Box 10074
* Lamar University Station
Beaumont, Texas 77710

T7-5056 O - T8 » 23

i
[
i ‘“@gh; " February 23, 1973
F+

Martin W. Teague
Lieutenant Colonel, CE
Acting District Engineer
Department of the Army
Galveston District

Corps of Engineers

P. O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Colonel Teague: -

The U.S, Department of the Army Corps of Engineers'
Interim Review of Reports on the Neches River and
Tributaries, Texas (covering the Saltwater Barrier at
Beaumont) has been reviewed by the South East Texas
Regional Planning Commission's Project Review Com-
mittee on February 13, 1973, and the South East Texas
Regional Planning Commission's Executive Committee
on Iebruary 21, 1973.

The comments of the South East Texas Regional Planning
Commission's Executive Committee are as follows:

"It is the opinion of the SETRPC Executive
Committee that the proposed project will
have a favorable environmental impact.
However, several points of detail should
be noted:

The 'temporary’' steel sheet-pile barriers,
currently being used, are really not temporary,
as they often are left in place for six (6) to

nine (9) months. Thus, the term semi-permanent
barriers would be more proper. The semi-
permanent barriers now in use do not allow
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free navigational use of the river. These
semi-permanent barriers, at their present
location, do not prevent saltwater intrusion
into approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches
River and Pine Island Bayou, which, in their
natural state, were fresh water.

One consideration will be that the proposed
permanent barrier at mile 23 will necessitate
the loss of approximately 57 acres of potential
wildlife habitat. It should be pointed ocut that
a large part of this 57 acres is now being re-

. claimed by the City of Beaumont as a sanitary
landfill,

It appears that the proposed saltwater barrier
will:

_ {1) Return approximately 16.7 miles of the
Neches River and Pine Island Baycu to their
natural fresh water state;

(2) Afford ready access to the new recreation
areas which will be formed through a series
of navigation locks, an access road, and a
service bridge; and

- (3) Protect the surface water supplies of a
large number of the municipalities and in-
dustries in Jefferson County from contamina-
tion by saltwater and pollution during periods
of low river flow and high fresh water with-
drawals."

" If I may answer any questions concerning this matter, please
do not hesitate_to call on me. _

Cordially,

Executive Director

DK:dm : .
cc: Mr. Beb Curry, Jefferson County Environmental Control
Department

Mr. W. F. Weed, President, Lower Neches Valley
Authority, Beaumont

B-48
302



Y RS S X R Saates =
MUNICIPAL, INDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL WATER
7850 NORTH ELEVENTH STREET .. P. O. BOX 3007

BEAUMONT, TEXAS

77704
April 9, 1973

Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes
District Engineer

Galveston District

U.S8. Army, Corps of Engineers
P.0.Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

RE: Corps of Engineers Envirommental
Impact Statement on Salt Water
Barrier, Neches River, Texas

Dear Sir:

Lower Neches Valley Authority acknowledges receipt of your
Department's Preliminary Draft Envirommental Impact Statement
Neches River and Tributaries, Texas Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont,
Texas and your cover letter dated December 29, 1972.

The Authority has examined this Statement and approves the

findings and conclusicns contained therein pertaining to the
construction of the S5alt Water Barrier at Site 1.

If there is any further assistance you may need in connection
with this Project, please call on us.

Yours very truly,

LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY

By (AJ-'}- LAJ=HH&

President

B-49
303



JEFFERSON GOUNTY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL ROBERT C. CURRY
E.C. McREE, M.D. 1149 PEARL DIRECTOR
COUNTY HEALTH OFFICER BEAUMONT, TEXAS 77701 VICTOR E. BATEMAN
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SPECIALIST
PAUL N. FORTNEY, M. D).
COUNTY HEALTH OFFICER January‘ 15 ’ ]_973 JOHN N. WIEDENHOFF

ENYIRONMENTAL TECHNICIAN

Martin W. Teague

Lieutenant Colonel, CE

Acting District Engineer

Department of the Army

Galveston District, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

RE: Comments and evaluations on pre-
liminary draft concerning salt-
water barrier.

Dear Lt. Col. Teague:

In answer to your letter of December 29, 1972, to Judge Chester C. Young,
we offer the following comments and evaluations of the preliminary draft
environmental impact statement on a proposed saltwater barrier in the
Neches River at Beaumont, Texas.

The "temporary" steel sheet-pile barrier, currently being used, are really
not temporary as they often are left in place for six (6} to nine (9)
months. Thus, the term semi-permanent barrier would be more proper. The
semi-permanent barriers, now in use, do not allow free navigational use

of the river. These semi-permanent barriers, at their present location

do not prevent saltwater intrusion into approximately 16.7 miles of the
Neches River and Pine Island Bayou, which iu their natural state were
fresh water.

The only major objection to the proposed permanent barrier at mile 23 will
be the loss of approximately 57 acres as a wildlife habitat. However, it
should be pointed out that a large part of this 57 acres is not presently
a wildlife habitat, it is land reclaimed by the City of Beaumont as a
sanitary landfill. :

It appears that the proposed saltwater barrier will:

1. return approximately 16.7 miles of the Neches
River and Pine Island Bayou to their natural
fresh water state;

2. afford ready access, to the new recreation areas
which will be formed through a series of na-
vigation locks, an access road, and a service
bridge; and
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3. protect the surface water supplies of a large
number of the municipalities and industries in
Jefferson County from contamination by saltwater
and pollution during periods of low river flow
and high fresh water withdrawals, '

After having reviewed the literature of the proposed project, attending
the public hearings, and considering the alternatives, we concur with
the preliminary draft environmental impact statement.

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review this draft report.

Sincerely,

Gttt €

Robert C. Curry
Directeor, Environmental Control Department
Jefferson County

RCC:sh
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BEAUMONT, TEXAS

iy of Beaunont

P, O, BOX 3827 77704 ’

Mayor
January 29, 1973 KEN RITTER

Councilman:

DON §. CASH

GEORGE A. DISHMAN, JR,
CALVIN WILLIAMS

J. LEROY EVANS

City Manager
CHARLES V. HILL

Nolan C. Rhodes

Colonel, CE

District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, U. 5. Army
P. O. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

Re: Salt Water Barrier, Neches River at Beaumont, Texas

Dear Sir:

The City of Beaumont has tentatively agreed with the
Lower Neches Valley Authority, sponsoring agent, that they
will cooperate in this project.

Any other location of this project than that at mile
23,0 on the Neches River substantially decreases the bene-
fits to the City of Beaumont, It is estimated that the site
selected for the project would project benefits equal to the
" anticipated participation by the City of Beaumont.

The City of Beaumont does have a plan for the develop-
ment of the property west of the river. The plan includes
park areas, water front facilities, as well as developing two
oxbow lakes into wildlife refuges. It is anticipated that
several boat ramps will be installed throughout the area.
This area is the last river front that is available to be de-
veloped for public use within our city.

We believe that with the installation of this project
at mile 23.0 the thousands of acres adjacent to the river will
restore itself into a semblance of its original natural beauty.
wWith this restoration, all forms of wildlife will return, and
within the near future a tremendous impact on the conservation
of our natural resources will be realized.

It is also felt that this project will substantially re-
duce the threat of salt water encroachment inte the City of
Beaumont's fresh water supply.
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The City of Beaumont endorses this project and feels

that the project will greatly enhance the fresh water
ment upstream from the project.

Very truly yours,

Ao
; SO P P s

kS

S AT S
Ken Ritter
Mayor, City of Beaumont

WJIB: Q4
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"OM GUARD - - AGAINST AIR AND WATER POLLUTION"

| CLEAN AIR & WATER, INC.

F. Q. BOX 1069
BEAUMONT, TExas 77704

February 2L, 1973

Re: Preliminary draft, Envirormentel
Statement - Neches River

Col, Martin W. Teague,

Acting District Engineer, :
Galveston District, U, 8. Corps of Englneers,
P. 0. Box 1229,

Galveston, Texas 77550

Dear Sir:

This will acknowledge with appreciation receipt of your letter of December
29, 1972, inclesing prelimjnary draft, envirommental impact statement, on
proposed %salt water® barrier in the Neches River.

To begin with, we wish to wmake it clear that this assoclation has never beem
in favor of barrlers of any type being constructed in our rivers, We have
reluctantly glven some favorable consideration to the proposed barrier T
quested by the Lower Neches Valley Authority'.

With reference to temporary steel sheet-piling barriers which INVA has ine
stalled in the past, we have hardly considered them temporary, due to the
great length of time they are left in place. We have been very mach opposed
to this type barrier, since it completely blocks navigation during the time
the sheet piling are in place, This is ancther reason we have given con=-
sideration to the installation of a permanent barrler with suitable navigation
locks,

This report in several instances refers to the fact that "local interests®
mst provide a cash contribution if the barrier is to be constiructed at Mile
23.0 of the Neches River, On Page i of the preliminary draft the report
readds

WTn the event the local interests do not make the redulred cask
contribution for the project at Mile 23,0, it is proposed that the
project be built at Mile 26, 3, which would not require a cash
eon‘bribution.

If the U. 3, Corps of Engineers can ask for Congressional approval of funds
for the location of this barrier at Mile 26,3, it would seem reasemable that
they could also ask for the funds for construction at Mile 23.0, even though
slightly higher, without calling on ™local interests" for a cash contribuiion
to the U, S, Corps of Engineers project.

It is further noted that throughout the impact statement reference is con-
timally made to locating the barrier and locks at other points than Mile
23,0 of the Neches River, in each instance pointing out the economy of
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“ON GUARD - - AGAINST AIR AND WATER POLLUTION” |

CLEAN AIR & WATER, [NC.

P. O. BOX 1069
BEAUMONT, TExas 77704

#2 =~ Col, Martin W. Teague, U. S, Corps of Engineers - 2/2L/73.

locating the project at any point other than Mile 23.0 of the Neches River.

Our assoclation has considered this report very carefully and we tentatively
approve the location of the barrie¥ and navigation locks at Mile 23,0 of
the Neches River at Beaumont. We would be unalterably opposed to the
location of the barrier at any point on the Neches Hiver above Mile 23,0,
We would consider its location farther down stream.

We very much appreeciate the opportunity of re'viewing the preliminary impact
report,

Respectfully yours,
CLEAN ATR AND WATER, INC.

| <é\ Preiiént \
WEB/e

cc. Hon, John Tower, U. S. Senator,

Washington, D. C.

- Hon. Jack B. Brooks, U, S. Represantative,
Washington, D, C.

Lower Neches Valley Authority,
Beaumont, Texas

Hon, Lloyd Bentsen, U. S, Senator,
Washington, D. C,
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NECHES BOAT CLUB

P. O. BOX 727 BEAUMONT, TEXAS

February 26, 1973

U. 3. Corps of BEnginsers
P. 0. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77550

Gentlemsn:

The Board of Directors and Membership of the Neches Boat
Glub have given consideration to the present environmental
statement sbout the Salt Water Barrier across the Neches River.
We are alarmed over the possibility of relocation to site four
which would destroy the area occupied by the Neohes Boat Club,
and would result in extreme pollution of our beach area and
pienic grounds and would forever destroy any possibility of a
municipal park on the west bank of the Neches River.

Qur group strongly favors site number one, which was
previously proposed and strongly recommended by almost every-
body who attended the hearing.

If site number one is not to be used, we feel thet there
should not be a salt water barrier.

We respectfully direct attention to the fact that Ten
Mile Bayou and Lake Bayou, prior to the influx of pollution by
the paper mill and local industries, constituted prime rectional
areas for the local population. S3ite numbes four would destroy
these,

S8ite number one would reserve them a8 recreational aress.

We strongly favor site number cne.

Yours very truly,

gﬁ? é/ il

/ ames R. Craft
; ommodore, Neches Boat (lub
{ P, 0. Box 727
Beaumont, Texas 77704
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APPENDIX C

NEWS RELEASE AND RECIPIENTS.
OF DRAFT STATEMENT AS A RESULT
OF ANNOUNCEMENT
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U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, GALVESTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS

= S : " PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE
u’ AL , o = " 606-A Santa Fe Building

g i W YOnN ML Catveston. Texas 77550
== Ph: 713/763-1211, Ext; 305

[ o

JUNE 16, 1775

Environmental Staternent Prepared 1/Jan. 3, 1973

By Enginéers on Saltwater Barrier

HURRICANE-FLOOD GALVESTON, Texas -- A preliminary draft environmental
PROTECTION

statement on the proposed saltwater barrier across the Neches

River in Beaumont has been completed by the Army Engineers'

Galveston District.

NAVIGATION Colonel Nolan C. Rhodes, Galveston District Engineer, said
the proposed barrier across the Neches River would prevent intrusion

of saltwater to upstream freshwater supply intakes. The barrier

would replace the present practice of erecting temporary barriers
FLOOD CONTROL _
which impede free navigation use of the river, the colonel said,

The proposed structure will consist of a gated dam on the

river, a gated navigation by-pass channel, an auxiliary dam in

a small tributary bayou, an access road, service bridge and related
works,
Recommended site for the proposed barrier is about 1/2 mile

north of Interstate Highway 10, near Bairds Lake. An alternate

location would be about three miles upstream.

oL tRE Sy

RECREAT|ON
c-1
312




The environmental statement said the proposed project will benefit
the en'\.riro;zment bir protécting surface water supplies of the municipalities
and industries served by the Lower Nec'hes Va.lleir Authority é,nd the City
of Beaumont.

With exception.of about 600 acres dfained by Brakes Bayou, all
swamp areas upstream from the project will be restored to freshwater
conditions and about 17 miles of the Neches River and Pine Isla.nd Bayou
will be improved for recreational swimming, boating, hunting é.nd freshwater
fishing.

The statement is being reviewed by federal, state and local agencies,
in addition to private citizens, and conservation and environmental groups
as required by the National .Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and
the guidelines of the Council on Environmental Qualitir.

Single copies of the statement may be obtained on written request
to the District Engineer, U, S. Army Engineer District, P. O. Box 1229,

Galveston, Texas 77550,

Dist; 1-5, 8, 13

c-2
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RECIPIENTS OF DRAFT STATEMENT
AS A RESULT OF NEWS RELEASE

Mr. Lawrence P. Gwin, Attorney at Law: Bay City, Texas

Mr. W. E. Emigh, Eastex, Inc.; Silsbee, Texas

Ms. Marion Fontenot, H. H. Houseman Real Estate; Vidor, Texas

Dr. Richard C. Harrel, Lamar University; Beaumont, Texas

CPT Stephen Shepard, U.S. Army, University of Missouri,
Rolla, Mo.

Mr. John Kury; Beaumont, Texas

Mr. Herbert Free; Silsbee, Texas

Mobil 0il Corporation; Beaumont, Texas

Charles P. Smith, Associates, Inc., Engineers and Surveyors;
Orange, Texas

Restlawn Memorial Park of Vidor Inc.; Vidor, Texas

Mr. E. A, Huebner, Vidor, Texas '

C-3
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APPENDIX 'D"

LETTERS RECEIVED BY THE CHIEF OF

ENGINEERS AND THE DISTRICT ENGINEER

ON THE REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
STATEMENT
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> United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THFE SEGRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. " 20240 -

!In Reply Refer To:

PEP ER-74/1457
March 18, 1975

Dear General Gribble:

Thank you for your letter of November 18, 1974, requesting
our views and comments on the revised draft environmental
statement and interim review of reports, for the Saltwater
Barrier on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. Comments on
both documents are presented below.

General Comments

‘We have some doubts about the benefits to be derived from
this proposed project in view of the economically attractive
and effective temporary saltwater barriers now being used.

- The reports should provide a sound analysis of technical,
engineering and economic features that clearly demonstrate
that the proposed project is superior to the existing one.

The review reports and the draft environmental statement do
not evaluate the possibility that continuing subsidence
along the Gulf Coast may nullify project benefits within a
relatively brief period. Continuing development in this
area necessitates greater groundwater withdrawals, that

will accelerate land,subsidenee and tend to reduce the
l1-foot differential at the proposed structure, thereby
reducing or negating the usefulness of the proposed project.
Additional information pertaining to the adequacy of the
1-foot differential is desired.

The revised draft environmental statement adequately
addresses the concerns of outdoor recreation and fish and
wildlife resources.

Interim Review Reports S .

We concur with the Corps of Engineers statements of mineral
comnodities produced in Jefferson County, Texas, as-set forth
in the Main Report (page %) and in Appendix 1 (page B-1).
We also agree that the proposed project should not signifi-
cantly affect mineral resource development (environmental Dol
I |
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sratement, page 16). However, the section titled "Natural-
Resources" (Appendix 1, page B-6) should contain maps and
explain in more detail the cited mineral resources in the
project area. :

The report indicates that saltwater intrusion has plagued
+his portion of the Neches River since the nineteenth cen-
tury, before the installation of any navigation improvements.,
The problem of saltwater intrusion appears to be the result
_of inadequate flows in the Neches River which, in turn, is
directly attributable to upstream impoundment of water for
comservation and recreation and to excessive withdrawals of
yiater for irrigation and municipal use. Aggravation of the
problem by continuing development should be discussed.

The proposed action will not adversely affect any proposed
or existing unit of the National Park System. including the
nearby Big Thicket National Preserve, No site eligible for
registration as a National Historic, Natural or Environmental
Education Landmark will be affected. =

Revised Draft Environmental Statement

Results of the archeological survey mentioned on page 15,
paragraph 1 of the environmental statement should be included
~in the final statement. If the survey locates sites that

will be disturbed by the project, the final statement should
also include actions that will be taken to mitigate the
impact on non-renewable archeological resources.

If operational procedures proposed by the Corps of Engineers,
~ on pages 12 and 13 of the environmental statement are strictly
adhered to freshwater return flows to the Sabine Lake Lstuary
should not be significantly reduced below historically
recorded values. In addition, approximately 17 miles of the
Neches River and Pine Island Bayou will be improved in

water quality as a result of the project.

We hope these comments will be of assistance to you in pre=-
paring your final documents. :

Sincerely yours,
' @@fw

L O CEFIN TP ' ‘ i
SEE @t li g0 opatary of the Intevior

D-2
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'DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1 RESS: .
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD U, consT auars (G W8/7)

400 SEVENTH STREE
WASHIN

mrone. (202) 4262262

20 Feb 1975

Lieutenant Generai W. C. Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army

Washington, D. C, 20314

Dear General Gribble:

This is in response to your letter of 18 November 1974 addressed to
Secretary Claude S. Brinegar concerning a proposed report on Neches
River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier, Beaumont, Jefferson County,
Texas.

The concerned operating administrations and staff of the Department of
Transportation have reviewed the material submitted. We have no comments
to offer nor do we have any objection to this project,

The opportunity to review this proposed report is appreciated.

Sincerely,

KDECBQM

W.E.CAI MW
Captain, 1.5, FP' 1(‘ 1]
Deputy Chuaf, f:”"'ffﬂ?vfm
Ernreninent ool Dostems
Dy direction of ' " ~vamondant

D-3
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DEPARTMENT OF MEALTH, EDCATION, AND WELFARE
REGIONAL DOFFICE

1114 COMMERCE STREET

DALLAS, TEXAS 75202 OFFICE OF
THE REGIONAL DIRECTIOR

Qur Reference: EI# 1274-45%3 13 December 1674

Lt. Gen. W. C. Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear Gen. Gribble: RE: Revised: Neches River & Tributaries,
Salt Water Barrier, Beaumont, Texas

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed ihe Environmental Imgact
Statement for the abofe proiject proposal in accordance with Section
102(2) (C) of P. L. 91-190, and the Council on Environmental Quality
Guidelines of April 23, 1971.

/
Environmental health program responsibilities and standards of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare include those vested with
the United States Public Health Service and the PFacilities Engineering
and Construction Agency. The U. 8. Publie Health Service has those
programs of the Federal Food and Drug Administration, which include
the Hational Institute of Occupalional Safety and Health and the Bureau
of Community Environmental Management Ihousibg, injury contrel, recre-
ational health and insect and rodent controll).

Accordingly, our review of the Draft Environmental Statement for the
project discerns no adverse health effects that might be of signifi-
cance where cur program responsibilities and standards pertain,
provided that appropriate guides are followed in concert with State,
County, and local environmental health laws and regulations.

We therefore have no objection to the authorization of this project
insofar as our interests and responsibilities are concerned.
Very truly yours,

O

L& 1y S s
William ¥. Crawfofd
Environmental Impdct Cocrdinator

-

cc: Phyllis Hayes, OEA/Wash .
Warren Muir, Council on Environmental Quality D-4
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- - DEPARTMENT OF HLALTH, LDUCATION AND WELFARE

Reaction Review and Comments on Environmental [mpacy statement for Froject

Propozal: ‘ .

Draft Lnvironmental Impact Statement Reviewed With Objections

Draft [nvironmental Impact Statement Reviewed With No Objcctions

Date:  12.13.74 o EI# 1274-453
Agency/Bureau: ﬁHEW/PHS
Project Proposal; Neches River and Tributaries, Texas

Saltwater Barrier on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas

Comments: Review of draft of this plan revealed no areas of concern in
regard to compliance with Section 102(2)(c) of Public Law 91-190,
This revised impact statement is still in compliance with these
criteria and no changes are recommended,

&
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20280 .

March 7, 1975

Lt. General Witliam C, Gribble, Jr.
Chief of Engineers

- 0ffice of the Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army

: bear Generé? Gribble:

This is in response to your letter of November 18, 1974, transmitting for
our review and comments your proposed report, together with pertinent
papers, and the draft environmental statement for Neches River and Tribu-
taries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas. :

The Main Report on page 38 states '"The costs of a salt water barrier and
navigation gate at site 4 are attributable to mitigation of damages that
result from dredging of the Federal navigation project.' Thus, the
$11,853,000 cost would appear to be additional costs for the navigation
_project and should be justified by navigation benefits rather than benefits
from prevention of salinity damages to the rice crop. The use of benefits
from prevention of salinity damages to the rice crop appears to be further
questionable since the report states on page 32 that potential damages at
present are effectively prevented by existing fixed salt water barriers
and, therefore, must be assessed on a hypothetical basis rather than
established fact. {f the proposed project is truly mitigation, you may
wish to consider supplementing the existing federal navigation project.

The Draft Environmental Statement meets the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. '

Sincerely,

“
3

S |
(e S/

-Hfhj?
Robert W. Long
fissistant Socrctary for Conservation,
Razcarch and Eduection

b-6
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SARLRLLTS
Ka £

E 3 UNITED STATES YON AG
L ! E S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
’% M F REGION VI

- 1600 PATTERSON
DALLAS. TEXAS 75201

January 27, 1975

Colonel Marvin W. Rees

Executive Director of Civil Works
Department of the Army

Office of the Chief of Engineers
Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear Colonel Rees:

We have reviewed the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for "Neches River and Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont,
Texas." The proposal calls for the construction of a permanent salt
water barrier across the Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. The proposed
barrier will consist of a gated dam in the river, a gated navigation
by-pass channel, an auxiliary dam in a small tributary bayou, an access
and service bridge, and other related works.

The statement covers most of the possible environmental impacts of
the proposed project; however, we offer the following comments for your
consideration in preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement:

1. The statement indicates that the Lower Neches River Authority
"periodically” constructs temporary salt water barriers to protect the
fresh water supply. The frequency with which these barriers have been
constructed in the past should be described. For example, are the
temporary barriers needed every year? This information would further
aid in better understanding the need for the project.

2. An earth fill and concrete auxiliary dam are proposed to be
constructed across the canal which drains the southern end of Baird's
Bayou. However, no discussion as to the need for such a structure is
given in the statement. This aspect of the project, including the
associated environmental impacts, should be discussed in the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

3. The statement indicates that should the local interests not make
the required cash contributions for a project at river mile 23.0, the
project is proposed to be built at river mile 26.3. Further discussion
should be included as to possible impacts associated with a barrier at
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this Tocation. For example, will an earth fill auxiliary structure still
be required for Baird's Bayou, and if so, what will its function be?
Also, if navigation lock and canal is needed for .alternate sites, these
areas should be clearly illustrated on an appropriate map.

We would also suggest that consideration be given to the preparation -
of a revised or supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
project should the barrier be placed at an alternate location. . For example,
at river mile 26.3, spoil from the construction of a navigation lock and
channel will have to be disposed of in alternate sites. A revised statement
would help to ensure that an adequate assessment has- been made of the pos-
sible environmental impacts associated with construction of the progect at
the alternate site in question.

4. The statement contains no data as to the existing qua1ity of water
in the Neches River. This information is necessary in order that an adequate
assessment of the possible impacts to water quality can be made. The water
quality data should include levels of dissolved oxygen, biochemical oxygen
demand, chemical oxygen demand, existing nutrieni concentrations, salinities,
and concentrations of toxic pollutants (heavy metals, pesticides). If data
is available, an effort should be made to compare the water quality both
above and below the temporary barriers. These comparisons could help in
substantiating statements as to the seasonally dependent decrease in the
quality of water in the lower reaches of the proposed project area.

5. Another alternative to the navigation lock and canal which should
be discussed is the incorporation of a navigation lock into the salt water
barrier. The salt water intrusion problem would be mitigated and still
allow barge traffic to continue on the river. It appears that building the
proposed by-pass channel, which could be expanded to accommodate larger
barges, could actually induce an increase in barge traffic with accompanying
pollutants.

6. Possible adverse secondary impacts which could be induced by the
project should also be discussed in the statement. For example, increased
barge traffic and a more reliable water supply could induce an increase in
industrialization in the area accompanied by increased noise, air, solid
waste, and water pollution. Increased demands and dependence on the water
supply provided by the Neches River may require that the salt water barrier
be closed for a longer time period during the year. This could represent
a potential impact to downstream estuarine areas bringing about a decline
in productivity. Such an impact would be of a iong-term nature and may
represent an essentially irretrievable commitment of resources. Such
possible long-term impacts need to be discussed in the statement.

D-8
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These comments classify your Draft Environmental Impact Statement as
L0-2. Specifically, we have no objection to the proposed project. How-
ever, additional information on the existing water quality of the Neches
River and the possible Tong-term secondary impacts which the project may
have on downstream estuarine areas is needed in the final statement. The
classification and the date of our comments will be published in the
Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility to inform the public

of our views on proposed Federal actions, under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act.

Definitions of the categories are provided on the attachment. Our
procedure is to categorize our comments on both the environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and on the adequacy of the impact statement
at the draft stage, whenever possible.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and would be happy to discuss our comments with you. Please send
us two copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement at the same time

it is sent to the Council on Environmental Quality.

Sincerely yours,

‘L -
LIS ' (

I

B S FE Moy s
A “Arthur W. Busch
egional Administrator

Enclosure
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ENVIMONMENTAL TMPACT OF TIIF, ACTION

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statament; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action,

EPA has rescivalions concerning the environmnental effects of certoin
aspects of the proposed action, EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or medifications is required and has asked the
originating Federal agency to re-assess these aspects,

0 - Lack of Objectionsg
FR - Fnvironpental Reservations
EU - Pnvironmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the envirormment, FPurthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safeguards which mighit be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recomnends that alternmatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

ADEQUACY OFF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1 - Mdequate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the envirormental impact
of the proposed project or action as well as alternatives rcasonably
available to the project or action.

Category 2 - Insufficient Information

EPA believes the draft inpact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the envirommental impact of the proposed
project or action. However, from the information submitted, the Agency
is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact on the
enviromment. EPA has requested that the originator provide the
information that was not included in the draft statement.

Category 3 - Inadecuate

EPA believes that the draft impact statement deoesn not adcquately assess
the environmmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the
statoment inadecuately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The
Agency has reoouested more information and analysis concerning the
rotential envirormental hazards and has asked that substantial revision
be made to the impact statement. I a draft statement is assigned a
Category 3, no roting will be made of the project or action, since a
basis does not generally exist on which to noke such a deteruination.

| D-10
/ 325



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
A BRISCOE STATE CAPITGL
covERNOR _ AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

March 15, 1975

W. C. Gribble, Jr.

Lieutenant General, USA

Chief of Engineers

PDepartment of the Army _
Office of the Chief of Engineers
Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear Genefél Gribble:

Under the provisions of Section 6. 073(b), Texas Water Code, [
directed that the Texas Water Rights Comimission evaluate the report,
"Neches River e :d Tributaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas,'
and related papers which you transmiticd by letter of November 18,

1974, pursuant to Public Laws 78-534, 85-624, and 91-190.

The Texas Water Righte Cominission recominends adoption of
the Corps of Engineers conclusions and recommendaiions urging, how-
ever, that careful reconsideration be given to the data and analysis
submifted by local sponsors regarding the Calcasieu River, Louisiana,
project precedent, the historical cause-effect relationship between
extensive navigation improvements and salt water intrusion in the

. '. Neches River, #nd @ more: ‘equitdble costzsharing dctevmmatlon '
Attached is a copy of the Commission Order of February 25, 1975,

Pursuant to the said Commission Order, I concur in your
endorsement of the project scope proposed by the Galveston District
and Southwestern Division Engineers, and the Chairman of the Board
of Engincers for Rivers and Harbors And, I urge that before you
finalize your recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and to
the Congress, you congider without delay the special report presented
by the local sponsors, the City of Becaumont and the Lower Neches
Valley Authority. Their report has been appended to, and is part of
the attached Commission's Order. . D-11
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Finally, in response to your request for comments on the
project environmental statement, the State reaffirms its comments
submitted in letters of February 21, 1973 and May 15, 1973, to the
Galveston District Engineer, relative to the Preliminary Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The Revised Draft Environmental -
Statement of August 1974 which you forwarded by letter of November 18,
1974, properly incorporates the views of the appropriate State of Texas
agencies. The Statement appears to conformn adequaiely to the pro-
visions of Section 102{2)(C), Public Law 91-190. I suggest that a copy
of this letter be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

1 will appreciate your s'ending to me a copy of the report trans-
mitial letter from the Secretary of the Army to the Congress, as
indicated.in your letter of November 18, 1974,

Sinﬁ?)?ﬁ%" /:? :

/ e
= -7
e

AR :
f : ¥
//‘ ,,-"'{ ,(“! }/
P ~ v .
/ ,"_.““,_ M

o e -
o RPN Ty ,f/ # ‘.:.f;‘,,ﬂ"!ﬂ(:::’:éw_d i
Dolph-Hriscoe '

CGovernor of Texas

CUDBuUL -

Attachment
PR AE’ f‘ta iud-
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TERAS WATER RS COMRESSION

AN ORDER of the Texas Water Rights
Commission Making Recommendations
Concerning the IFeasibility of the United
States Army, Corps of Engineers
Proposed Project Report, "Neches
River and Tributaries, Salt Water
Barrier at Beaumont, Texas, '

On February 5, and 24, 1975, came on to be considered before
.the Texas Water Rights Commission pursuaﬁt to Section 6.073, Texas
Water‘ Code, jurisdiction having been established, the project report
of the Uniteri State:—i Army Engineer District, Corps of Engineers,
Cialveston, Texas, .entitled "Neches River znd ’l"ributaries, Salt Water
_Balrrier at Beaumont, ffexas, '_' dated May 31, 1973; and modifications
thereto, of July 9, 1974 and November 18, 1974, by the Chief of Engi-
neer-s and the Chairmarn, ﬁsarr“ of Engineers for Rivers and Hurbors,

respectively.

1

After evaluat-ing the capt.cned report and the evidence submitted
at the public hearings, the Commission finds that: '

1 The proposed salt water barrier project meets the

feasibility criteria set forth in Section 6. 0:73(8), Texas Water

Code.

2. There is a vital need for the project and the public

interest would be served favorably thereby.

3. The preponderancé of evidence and data supports the

conclusions reached in the basic report of the Galveston District

Engineer that salt water intrusion on the Neches River is attri-

butable to the long succession of Federal navigation improvements.
D-13
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4. The Chief of Engineers and the-Chairman., Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors,should reconsider following
the precedent cited in the Galveston District Engineer's report
regarding the Corps of Engineers salt water barrier pr-ojeét in
the Calcasieu River at Lake Charles, Louisiana, where the
Corps of Engineers determined, pursuant to Public Law 87-874
{October 23, 1962), that salt water intrusion damage was caused
by navigation improvements and, therefore, damage mitigati.on
costs were borne entirely by the Federal Government.

5, ' The local sponsors, the City of Beaumont and the Lower
Neches Valley Autho ritsr, l.ave submitted extremely strong
evidence in rebuttal to the determinations made by the Chief of

Engineers and the Chairman, Board of Engineers for Rivers

and Harbors. The local sponsors show that even if it is decided '

as a matter of new policy by the Federal Government, that salt
water intrusion on the Neches River at Beaumont is not due
eﬁt_i‘rely to successive navigation imp.rovements and that miti-
gation of the salt water intrusion at Beaumont ié not a wholly
Federal responsibility, a proper analysis _of the problem
indicates that the maximum local cost responsibility is about
3.9 percent rather than 25 percent of the project cost as pro- '
posed by the Chief of Engineers and the Chairman, Beard of
Engineers for Rivers. and Harbors.

.6. - The proposed project possesses significant environmental
enhancement feaiures,

7. The defailed analysis of the foregoing m.ajor findings

presented by the local sponsors at the public hearing of
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Februgry 5, 1875, warranis careful consideration by the Corps
- of Engineers prior to finallzing' its recommendations to-the

Secretary of the Army and to Congress. Therefore, the Com-

mission hereby appends and makes .the.local sponsors' analysis

report a formal part of this Order,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDERED BY THE TEXAS WATER
RIGHTS COMMISSION that the Commission does recommend to the
Governor of the State of Texas that the proposed project of the United
States Army, Corps of Engineers, described in their report, '""Neches
" River and Triﬁutaries, Salt Water Barrier at Beaumont, Texas:' be
' ‘con.si_d;_ared;feasiblle and that its design and construction be pursued

with diligence.

And, the Commission does urge that épecial reconsideration be
given by the Chief of Engineers and the Chai.rman, Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors to their findings, in the light of the precedent
established in the Calcasieu River, Louisiana, salt water barrier project,
an.d in the ligh£ of the .rationale, analysis, and justification submitted by
the local sponsors régarding‘the histofical cause=-effect relationship
: B;atween naviga;cion improvements .and salt water intrusion, and the

equitable sharing of cogts between the Federal Government and local

Sponsors.

Executed and entered of record, this the 25th day of February,

1975,
TEXAS WATT‘R RI HTS COMMISSION

%(7 //O ( 557/

TED ;art}r Chalrman
Ay - [E \(

(N

D-15
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STATE OF TEXAS X

b

COUNTY OF TRAVIS X

I, Audrey Strandtman,'Secrétary of the Te#as Water Rights
Commission, do hereby certify that the foregéing and attached is a
true and correct copy of an order of said.Commission, the original
of which is filed in the permaneht records of said Commission.

Given under my hand and the seal of the Texas Water Rights

Commission, this the 27th day of February ~ , A.D., 1975

/,’a/émosff m/ﬁ{ )

Audrey Sfrdndtman, Secretary
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STATEMENT OF THE CITY OF BEAUMCN

“AND-THE LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUThO\IT’

CONCERNING THE PROPOSED REPORT

OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ENTITLED ..

UNECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTA?IES;’SALT WATER BARRIER.
AT BEAUNCIT, TEXAS" R

PRESENTLD TO THE

ﬂgﬂsri

.-TE\HS VATER RIGHTS con4xssxou K

- FL&RU@S{W‘ 1875
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INTRODUCTION

Fresh water supply from the Neches R1ver is v1ta1 to the munici-
palities, industries, and rice 1rr1gat10n farming of the Beaumont and
Jefferson County area. Over the years, as Sabine Lake and the channel
of the river have‘been'progressively modified to accommodate naviéation
by sea-goiﬁg vessels, the pr6b1em of salt water‘intrusion-from the Gulf
of Mexiﬁo has become more and more severe. A permanent salt water
barrier is urgeqtly_neededlto maintain fresh water conditions in the
reaches of the river above Beaumont and ﬁrotect_the area's fresh water
'resourée. ‘

The proposed repdrt by the Chief of Engineers in fe?ation to tﬁe

Neches salt water barrier consists basica]}y of three parts:
1) A detailed study which tne Ga]vestoh‘District of the Cbrps

completed in 1973. This study 0ut1inﬂs the history and Tacts

' of the matter and recommend* construct1on of a permanent _

jgbarriér, It tohp1udes that ?eso}utfan af thé prdb?emq§neu]ﬁ~g

'-be a Federal respons1b111ty and that the United States shou]d~
éfpay‘th@ ﬁul] constrUctnon‘COSt cf g% barr1er at—thevmastuecanawmw
4ca1 site (S1te No 4), w1th loca1 1nterests pay1ng any 1ncre- o

mental cost attributable to moving the structure to an altern-

ative site (Site No. 1) which is more desirable for environmental

reasons..

(2) A letter of comment to the Chief of Engineers from the Board
- of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated 9 July, 1974. This
letter concurs generally in the findings of the Galveston

District, except that it'proposes a different view regarding
' D-18
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A1oca1_sharing of the project costé; Based on a separate
study, which had béenlrequested by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers ‘and Harbors and prepared by the Waterways Experiment
Station at Vicksburg (Misce11aneous Paper H-74-9, Neches River

Saltwater Barrier, by Carl J. Huval, final report published

August 1974) the Board recommended that 25% of the construction
cost of the barrier at the most economica] site should also be

allocated to the local interests.

(3) A proposed letter from the Chief of Engineers to the Secretary‘
‘of the Army, concurring with the comments of the Board of '
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and submitting the report for

transmission to Congress on that basis.

SUMMARY

In summery, the views of the City of Beaument and the Lower Neches

Valley A.Lﬂ,.?horir-y are s ,ﬂ?llows_: e

i ,.a. & ._ St ! ‘. o ‘-‘_-- '.:'"- N _._.-_.‘_

c. As concTuded in the study by the Ga]veston D1str1ct, responsi-
bility for the problem should be attributed to Federal navigation

improvements.

d. The cause-and-effect relationship between the navigation im-
prbvements'and salt water intrusion on the Neches River has
1ong been recognized and has been acknowledged repeatedly in
past documents of the Corps of Engineers‘and the United States

Congress.
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e. The precedent of a similar projecf on the Calcasieu River at
Lake Charles, Louisiana, where the full cost of resolving a
comparable problem was borne by the Federal goverhment; should

-

also be followed in this instance.

f. Even if it Wére ujtimately concluded, at the Federal 1éve],
that mitfgation of the saff 1ntfusion prob}em_at Beaumont is
not a wholly Federal responsibility, proper analysis of the
éroblem would 1ndicate,thé maximum Jocal responsibility to be

- on the'order-of 3.9%, rather than‘ES%;as now broposed.

NEED FOR THE PERMANENT BARRIER

The study by the Galveston District clearly outlines the seriousness
of the salt water intrusion problem. Temporary barriers of steel sheet

piling are now required nearly every year during the season of lowest

river flow, which also c01rc1des w1th the months of heaviest demand for

,1fresb;wateri”;upkhg A flow 1n the rlver of 1 900 cub1c feetip

,w l -n

"'- .t _... '- t" 5 2] 4

'secbnd or mere is estqmated to be requwred to keep sal water away from

cihe fresh water. 1ﬂtﬁkﬁo ..o Dur1ng the, last seven years, o: publxshed recgrds,l

"-‘..4".‘0-'.. -‘l ."..;

ithg: natura1.f]uwvof the: river,,w1thout upstream regulat1onland W1thout :
fresh water diversions, wqu1d have been less than that amount approximately

42% of the time, or an average of five months out of the yeér. Unless

the salt contamination is prevented, adequate water supply cannot be
provided for the Jefferson‘County area. A permanent barrier structure,
with provision for regular passage of boating traffic, is the logical

solution to the problem.

b-20
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Construction of a salt water barrier on ihe Neches River below the
mouth of Pine Island Bayou was recommended by the Lower Neches Valley:
Aufhority in its master plan for the Neches River Basin, which was pub- -
" lished in 1960. The investigation by the Galveston District of the
Corps of Engineers has confirmed the technical feasibi]ity of the projecf,
which offers a practical solution to a 10ng~standing problem and also
-will provide congurrent envwronmenta] benefits. Appendix F of the
Galveston D1str1ct report determines that the proaect is econom1ca1]y

feas1b1e, with a favorable 1.86 ratio of annual benef1ts to annual costs.

RELATIONSHIP TO NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS

The syllabus on the first page of the detailed report by the Gaivestﬁn

Msirict states the matior very roncisply. in the followina worrs -

"The study finds that the cause of the salinity intrusion
problem is. the.progressive. 1mprovement of. the stream for-navi- .
sdation ‘over:a.period. of . many: .years: by. thesFederal Government o

“Hetuesn Reatimont and: Fhe ‘CulT -of. Mexico ; culminating . the™

recent completion of improvement, of the Sabine-Neches Jatﬂrway
genarally to a depth of 40 feet; that measures to mitigate the
.problem are a_federal. re>ponswb1 ity.in, furtherance of. nav1gat10n’
TmpraveMehts preV1ous?y undartaken, subaecl to’ the gsdal ~
requ1rements of J1ocal- couperat1on ‘attached to- naVngat10n
projects; that .the basis for this finding was implied in the
Congressional authorization for the most recent navigation
improvements {House Document No. 553, 87th Congress, 2nd

Session, pages 15 and 32)."

CAUSE AND EFFECT

That the salt encroachment problem is basically related to enlargement
of the river channel for navigation is not a new concept, but is a fact -
that has been tecognized for more than sixty years.
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£xecutive Document NG. 84, 43rd Congress, 1St >ession, lu/4, entitled

Examination of Rivers and Harbors, discussed pbssﬁble construction of

4woodeﬁ jetties in Sabine Lake at the mouth Bf the Neches RiVeﬁ and (on
Page 62) referred to the water as fresh: "The watér.being fresh, such
a jetty would remain for years." |

In.1876, the natura1 bar at Sabine Pass, between Sabine Lake and the
Guif, was removed by dredging, and in 1883 the first jetty was constructed
at Sabine Pass to keep the Par from reforming. In 1879-1880, a 5-foot
channel was cut tﬁrough:the natural bar at thé'mouth of the Neches River.
Buring the.1880's, a 5?foot navigation channel was dredged and maintained
from Sabine Pas§ to the mouth of the Neches. This was subsequently
deepened to 6 feet in 1896, | |

House Document No. 634, 58th Congress, 2nd Session, published in 1902

and Pnt1LToo Sabine Lake and. Scbine and Necches Rivers, Texas, noted that

<alt water intrusion on Taylors Bayou and Hillebrandt Bayou had become

serious in 1901 and 1902 and that local rice growers attributed the problem

Ztg th“" fjgétfgﬁ:iﬁpﬁbﬁémgnﬁé“%'The same documeqt a]so commented (Phge 8)
P T AT A AR S A e Sy e

jon the fact that some salt water had by bhen been not1ced abovp Beaumont

,buttthat

o ser1ous resu]ts, however, have been exper}enced from

this source on the Neches, .owing to the short duration of the

salt-water period, but on Taylors and Hildebrandts bayous the
loss to the rice producers from salt water has been heavy."

Comnenting on the Taylors Bayou situation, the U.S. Department of Agriculture;

in its Bulletin No. 113, 1902, Irrigation of Rice in the United States,

observed as fo]lqws:
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“In view of the Statement of the rice growers along Taylors
Bayou, that prior to the year 1901 they had always had sufficient
water for the irrjgation of their crops, it s quite natural to
conclude that the Port Arthur Canal is wholly responsibie for the
condition which prevailed this year."

. House Document No. 836, 61st Congress, 2nd Session, in 1910, discussed
the proposed dredging of a navigation channel from the mouth of the Neches
River to Beaumont. It stated (on Page 13) that: |

"The rice growers claim, and apparently with good reason,

~that the deeper channels will cause salt water to reach their
pumping plants much sooner than it otherwise would."

That document also discussed the concept of a lock or guard gates to

 keep the salt water from coming upstream and concluded {Page 21) that'

"a deep channel should not be dredged without providing some means whereby
the rice-yrowing industry can be protected from the dangers of salt
water. . .’

The first navigation channe1 70 Beaumont was 25 Teet deep and was con-

“of the Neches River, in 1916, but it was bypassed as an obstriction to

navigation under authority of the River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1925,
From 1924 through 1929, the navigation channel on the Neches River
was deepenad to 30 feet. In 1926, owners of the irrigation system that
is now operated by the Lower Neches Valley Authority built an intake
canal from Pine Island Bayou to Lakeview, at mile 38 on the Neches River.
In 1927, the City of Beaumont carried 1ts‘intake upstreaim to Wiess Bluff,

at mile 41.7.
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‘Between 1937 and 1943, the Neches‘Riven channel to Beaumont was
agaiﬂ.deepened, to 34 feet. Beginning .in 1944,'it begaﬁ to be necéssa}y
A séme years for the Lower Neches Valley Authority to install temporary
sheet pile barkiers'acréss either the Neéhes River or Pine Island Bayou
or boih; to keep the water fresh at the entrance of the Lakeview Canal,
and at the L.N.V.A. pumping p]antrat.VOth. |

These barriers were needed about one year out of two, on the average,
until 1947, when the channel was enlarged to a depth of'§6 feet. Since
then, temporary barriers have been négded during the dry season almost
e?ery yéar, The chanﬁe1 depth  is now 40 feet, and further gnTargément to

45 feet is currently being considered.

PRECEDENT
The Galveston District report (Page 37) notes the simiTaritylof the

Neches fiver situvation to a previous project at Lake Charles. Louisiana:

"In a similar case involving a salt water barrier on the
Calcasieu R1ver, Louisiana, . .the Congress stated in the River
wand Harbor Act approved. 23 October, 1962 (Pub11¢ Law- 87*874)

Cehatol S idatures - fof it idation o%; ‘dammadess From Bavigation:
1mprovements will be a Federal rcspons1b111tf and enhancemen’
effects will be shared on the basis of a 50 per centum Federal

;_,,:;nd 50. per. centum non-Federal." "It ulilme teiy was, determnec‘ o

“that no “eAhanceént” “dffects pete jrvolveds and- Tha! Calehsiey
TRIVER: $aTt water. bart ter was cnnstfucted wwth no appovtnonmentj
Jof costs o 1oca1 1nterest W e e T T

‘The Calcasieu probiem was fundamentally the same as that on the
Neches. Construction of the deep-draft navigation channel had-1ed to
salt water intrusion to the extent that a river flow of some 8,000 cfs
was required to keep the river fresh at Lake Charles. The river was the

source of water for irrigation of an estimated 132,000 acres of rice,
D-24
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some 78% of which were affectéd by the salt water encroachment. After
caréfu]_review'of the quegtion of relative oEligations for Federal-and:
tocal participation in the cost of corrective measures;-it was concluded
that the entire construction cost of- the Sa]t water barrier was a Federal

respon;ibi1ity.

RELATIVE SIGNIFICANCE OF DIVERSIONS AND NQVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS

If, after due deliberation, the Ch1ef of Eng1neers and the Federal
Congress determine that the conclusions of the Galveston District investi-
gation.and the precndent of the Calcasieu Salt 'ater Barrier should not
be fo]]owed and that there shouid be requ1red some degree of local
part1c1pqt1on in the initial cost of the Neches barrier project, then
presumab?y'the system of evaluation developed by the Waterways Experiment
Station in the Huval report would be used. Thus,.a]thaugh that study
was net inctoded emong the materials incorporated in the subject report,
it is potentislly of considzrable importance {n the matter.

The deIC reason1nq of the Huva] study is Lasity dcscribed It is

;based hic onpﬁrtssns o _natunal r]ver f}ows ven;us the actua1 net f]oys,

*.

‘rema1n1ng dfter d1vers1on:, and a]so on the fact that a fTow of at Teast

rojectt Y- Huval” to. ). be 400 cfs}'was.
needed to accomoi&gh‘thewsame th1ng before constru;t1on of nav1gation works.
Using published records of‘h1stor1ca1 measurements at stream gaging stations,
Huval derived‘estihates of the natural f1dws of the river and of the net
flows remaining after diversions during‘the period.from 1945 through 1973.

He then reasoned essentially as follows:
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aI

b.

c.

d.

e.

The degrée to which salt water %ntrusion has worsened since
pre-project conditions could be~éstjmated b} comparing (a) the

. average number of months per year that the aétua1 net flews have
been less than 1,500 cfs versus {b} the-avafageﬁnumber of
months per year that the natural flows would have.been less than
the pre-project flow (400 ¢fs in his ca]cu]at1ons)

Although nav1gat1on 1mpr0vements were apparent]y a maJor cause,,

of . the prob1em, part of the d1fficu1ty might also be attributed

to water supp]y d1vers1ons.

The part1on of the problem dae to d1versrons could be est1mated
based on the difference between (a) the average number of
months per year that the actual net- f]pws‘have been less th;n
_the.pre-project flow requirement and (b) the average number

of months per year that the natural flows would have been less
than that amount if there had been no diversions.

rTﬁo portion attributable o navigation improvements might a]so_

be based on the d1fferenca betweea (a) the average number of _

_‘hat”’thef‘ natura"f f"inus wnu‘:d have Beetv Tass W

than 1, 900 cfs and (b) the average number of montha per year

QWS WO d havg been 1es*>' 'than the pre-prpfect t‘law
And the portlon not assééned to nav1gatioﬁ on th1s bas1s coqu
then be assumed to be due to diversions.

Since the two approaches déscrﬁbed'in e and'“d” above overlap
and do not give identical answers, the final eva]uafion should

be based on averaging the two sets of results.
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‘A1th0ugh the basic ratidna1e of the Huval study is not unreésonable,
there weré_severa1 secondary assumptions employed in his detailed calcu-
1atiuﬁs which lead to results that over-esfimate’the effect of water suppTy
-diversions in comparison ta the navigation works. Becausé the Huval report
is the basis of the conclusions and recommendations of the Board of Engineers
~-for Rivers and Harbors in regard to cost allocations{ it is beVieved that
the following points should be considered: ‘ |

a. The assumed pre-project condition shou1d be based on the original

‘state of the river and of Sabine l.ake, before any effect of
navigation improvements. The Huval fepqrt dssumes that conditions
as of the years 1900-1910 represented the situation prior to

the effect of navigation work. Howéver, navigation improvement§
affecting the sa}inity of Sabine Lake, and therefore of the

lower reaches of the Heches as well, beq n sitbstantially

beTuie 1300, Ti is dppareni bl cartie acbiviss sull as
-vemoval of the natural bar at Sabine Pass in 1876 and dredging

of.a naV1gat1en channe] ‘around: afd: thr0ugh Sabjne Lake 1n the

1890-5 wou1d mate 1a11y nfﬁuence the dase - of‘aCCess aT1OWEd

- towater from the uu1f }t 1s c]ear that cond1blcns as® of

The City of Beaumont was ab1e_t6 operate ité fresh wétér intaké
on the Neches at a Tocation just downstream from the proposed
salt water barrier site until 1914, Records of the Evadale
gaging station show that, during the years when Beaumont was
still pumping at the original location, river flows of little

more than 200 cfs prevailed for over a month in the fall of 1904.
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| Récords were not'kept at Evadaig from January 1907 ihrough
‘March 1921, but records from the Rockland gage, which has been
ope;; §ﬁ§ cont1ruou51y srﬂte 1903 shcw that flows there
averaged only 12 ¢fs for a month or more in the fall of 1910,
which is equivalefft to an estimated flow at Beaumont of less

| than‘4d cfs.

.Iﬁ effect; the évidence 1ﬁditates that salt water intrusion at
‘Beaumont under true pre-project conditions was probably non-
existent. The Galveston District report states unequivocaliy'
that.“Prior to 1900 there was no'sa1inity problem in the Néches
River.," It is apparent that 400 cfs is too h1gh to use for the

,pre-proaect condition in the analys1s.

Befere navigation chanpels were cut through Sabine Pass, Sabine
'L.vt;&d, Lite Udi 8L uig iwuudl U1 i l.‘ﬁ.t'.‘\.:u'.::v, GOl LIE DEu Ul it
river itself, it is probable thai the river could have fallen

to zero flow for a substant1a1 per1ud W1thout caus1ng sait

ﬁ e "..- ‘. L ...\ e ;..».- i -*4 iv?'

water to reach Beaumont Based on actua1 obServed stream

:WQ?O ‘it appaar‘s that fthe Beaumcmt

-

averaged ]ess than 40 cfs for a month or TQnger

In computing bcth.the'natura1 f]ows.ahd.the actual net flows,

the contribution of th ?@f-“' e area of the Neches Basin

the Hiuat shudy do lnot

‘count any runoff frof below the Evadale and Kountze gag1ng statnonsﬁ

should be included. The calculations in

and thus omit the flow from nearly 1,000 square miles of con-

tributing watershed.
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5re1eases as natural- runoff 1

The flows derived to show the éitgnt of salt water intrusion in
a state of nature should reflect conditions as they would be
without the benefit of -upstream flow régu?afion. In recent
years, a substantial part of the Tlow pésSing the Evadale gage
in summer months of low flow has consisﬁed not of natural flows,
but of regulated releases from Steinhagen Reservoir and Sam

Rayburn Reservoir, which have been constructed by the Corps of

_Engineers and in which the Lower Neches Valley Authority has

participated as local sponsor. The L.N.V.A. is contributing
$15 million to éay for the water supply benefits of those
projects. Pérticular1y in times of ]dw flow, the Evadale
gaging station does not show a state~of-pature condition but

the result of regulation by the upstream projects. In computing

ithe natural flows, the wethods should be 5uch'és to eliminate

e atfforte nf Tam Davhinen arnd Clatmliamean i vt AeaYarsd s
rTOrLY L M RANTUTR INT St e Pho WUy LD QNS00

did not make allowance Tor this and thus treated the upstream

t1mes of 1ow f]ow

. 3, " ‘e o ‘.'-
AT A ,.‘.- ¥

:The rncovds ut1T1zed 1n the ana]ysws fo estde1sh actuaT net

f]cws affer dlvcrqlons qhou]d ref]ect cond L1ons as they are.

'supp1y operat1ons is based on thn net resu1t of d1ver$1ons at

present levels plus supplemental upstream releases obtained
through L.N.V.A. participation at Sam Rayburn and Steihhagen
Reservoirs. The Huval analysis uses records extending back-as
far as 1945. Conditions on the river have changed continually

during much of that period. In particular, the actua1 net

flows in the summer months now that there s major regulating
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-_stordge at Sam Raybﬁrn Reservoir are not comparable to those
in years before the Sam Rayburn pfojectlwas built. It is not
believed possilie to get meaningful answers regardihg present-
day actual net flows from records taken prior to the present
levels of diversion pumpage and upstream flow regulation.

The fairest and soundest basis for evaluation would be to usc
the records beginning with. Water Year 1967 (the first year
~after Sam Rayburn Reservoir filled to above the miniﬁum power
pool level) and exlending through the Tatest published records,
Water Year 1973. During that period, the diversion pumpage
went. up and down somewhat from year to year but experienced
relatively little over-all change. These records represent 84
monfhs of essentially stable conditions, comparab]é to the
present situation, and they are » much sove suiteble basis for

the onaiysis than are the older vecords.

. The factors 11sted above aan s1gn]f1cant1y affecL Lhe tesu1ts of

'fthe ca]cu1atfons.: As_used-1n the Puva} stuoydathey“Tead lo_under-;;rf;”fg

estimat1on of the ava11a11 f]ow and over- e<t1mat1on of tﬁe 1mpact of _

e

}upply pumpages,: Tﬁef resu}t

5 c.,l,‘ o

;T."water n-count}ng?~'*'

."f‘\ .'_'

“storage as paft of ‘the natura1 f1ow and coﬁntnng the d1vers1on of such
releases as contributing to salt water intrusion.

If the basic bhilosophy developed in the Huval study is to be usecd
to apportion costs between the Federal government and the local sponsors,
the L.N.V.A. aﬁd the City of Beaumont suggest that the detailed analysis
should be re-evaluated, with attention given to the foregoing points. |

Attachment "A" presents calculations compara51e to those of the Huval
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study, using the same fundamenta1 line of}reesoning but with the com-

putations handled so as to allow for those considerations. Answers were

derwvod Tor assumed pre-project flow requirements of zero and 40 c¢fs,
as shown in the following table. .For purposes of comparison, the results.

for a pre-project Tlow of 400 cfs are also shown.

Pre—Project Present-Day' : Relative Contribution

F]ow_Required - Flow Required Diversions Navigation |
zero cfs 1,900 cfs 3.9% 96.1%
50 cfs 1,900 cfs 3.9% 96.1% -
400 cfs - 1,900 cfs 11.7% 90.3%

Also in relat1on to th1s point, it must be recogn1zed that the effect

attr1butab]e to nav1gat1on now is a1most certa1n1y Tess than 1t will be

in the future. In 196], when the Lower Neches Valley Author;ty presented

its vievs on this subiect at a public hearing called by the District
Frgineer of the Golveston District, the navigalicn <liannel was 36 feet

deep, and the f]ow requ1red to prevent sa]t water encroachment was 1,500

.-.‘- ., .= - :' . 1. -5 ..- -
] |: O "_:.w“. . ,r' , v A ,,-.'.._‘t

cfs Subsequent deepen1ng of the channel t0~4G'feet has ?aTSEd the e

requ1|ed f]ow tate Lo 1 Q?O cfs Further en]argement, wh1ch 1s how

"

under censmderat1on W111 ra1sé the necessany flow to a st?11 h1gheﬁ

R N ey i N " ..“ P

amount Thus, ana]ys1s based en 15900 cfs as the "after prOJect“
condit1on is not a final result, but only a relative guidetline, indi-

cating the current state of the problem.

CONCLUSICNS

In conclusion, it is the position of the City of Beaumont and the
Lower Neches Valley Authority that the proposed saTt water barrier on

the Neches River at Beaumont is a much-needed project and has been for
r
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. maﬁy'yéars, but that proper a11ocati;n of.éoﬁstruction costs shouid
. %ecogniée full Federal responsibility to mi?fgéte.damages causéd by
Fedefai navigation works. There is aimple précedent for this approach,
and it is believed to be the correct one to follow in this instanced

In the a]ternative; if the éstab]iéhed precedents are to be abéhdoned
and part of the basit constructioﬁ cost is to be allocated to local
1nterests, it is requested that the analysis leading to thé appértionment
of coﬁts'be re~eva1uated; It is the belief of the City of Beaumont and
the Lower Neches Valley Authority that correct application of the basic
‘rationale developed by the'Waferways Experiment Station would indicate

the local share to be 3.9%, rather than the 25% presently under conéideration.
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Analysis of Neches River Flows to Estimate the Relative Significance of Navigation
‘Imnrovements and Hater Supply Diversions in Relation to Sajt Water Intrusion:
Hater Tears _1967-1971 .

\Us1nq the. Basic Approach Proposed in Waterways Experiment Station Miscellaneous
Paper M-74-9) . .

1. Derivation of Natural Flows:

a. Runoff above Dam B was derived from gaged flows at the Rockland, Lufkin and
Chirenc gaging stations, multiplied by the ratio of total contributing
drainage area above Dam B to that above the gaging stations.

. b.  Runoff below Dam B was derived from gaged flows at the Kountze and Sour Lake
gaging stations, multiplied by the ratio of total contr1hut1ng draInage area
betow Bam B to that above the gaging stations.

2. Derivation of Actual Flows: H
a. The actual gross flow available was derived from measured flows at the Evada}e ,

. gaging station; plus observed flows at the Kountze and Sour Lake gaging !
stations multiplied by the ratio of the total contributing area below the ,

: Evadale gage to that above the Kountze and Sour Lake gages. t

b.  The actual net flows were derived by subtracting the d1vers:ons of the L.N.V.A.

and the City of Beaumont from the actual gross flows. i

3. - Flows Required to Keep Salt Water Away: i
a. before any navigation improvements ("pre- proaect"), records indicate that
a flow of 40 cfs or less could be tolerated in any given month.
b, At hn present t1me, it takes a flow of 1,900 cfs to keep the salt water

PRy o Between Natural and Actual Flows:
a. ine natural Tlows would have heen leas than 40 ofs dir1ng no months, dnd
Tess than 1,900 cfs during 35 months out of the seven years.
b. The actugl net flows were less than 40 cfs during no months, and Jless than
. ,_ " 1 900 cfs dur1ng 38 months out of the §euen years. g - :

n\__

_ (|d| worsening of anL woter 1ntru°|mn is he dif Tference betueen zero. .
cofihs it natdral - 10., presprodinty Vbruu\ V34 mur thedrithe aciuax el iy
ws.and the- present day Flow requirement or an .over QTT Increase Df e

flo

R . 38 ﬂ'l{mths e ST Loy et
“b. If there had been no. nav1gat1on 1mprovements, there wou]d have been no
change in the number of wmonths of intrusion problems, anrd from this view-
. point the effect due to diversions is zero.
c. If there had been no diversions and no change in flow conditions, the
increased fintrusion due to the navigation improvements would have been-
35 months out of the total of 38 months, and from this viewpoint the re-
‘ - maining 3 months might be attributed to the diversions.
d. Averaging the results of the two alternative viewpoints {b and ¢}, the
estimated contributions of diversions and navigation works are:
Attributable to diversions: (0+3)/2 | qqp ='3 g9, :
38 R .
Attributable to mavigation: (38435)/2 , 1pp.- o 1%
38 - , ;
2. Results for a pre-project flow requirement of zerc are the same as for a
pre-project flow requirement of 40 cfs.
|
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. 6. Summary of Flows

. On the Tellowing page is a tabulation of the derived natural flows,
actual gross flows (i.e., before diversions) and actual nat Tlows for
the Neches River just below the mouth of Pine Island Bayou for the
period since Sam Rayburn Reservoir became effective. Although the
actual net flows are generally less than the natural flows, there are
many times, especially during the dry summer months, when the releases
‘from upstream storage add more water to the river than the diversions
take away. On the average, there is more flow left in the river now,
during the months of June through October, even after the diversion
pumpage, than there would have been with no diversions if the upstream
reservoirs had not been constructed. Thus, the cooperative participation
- of the L.N.V.A,, in Joining with the Corps of Engineers to help provide
the regulating storage, has served to substantially compensate for the
water supply diversions during many months of the most critical low flow
conditions. These data emphasize the importance of giving correct
- treatment to the effects of upstream regulation releases when applying
the basic method suggested by the Waterways Experiment Station. -
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S SuniARYIOF NATUPAL AVD ACTUAL FLOWS :
OF THE NECETS RIVER BELCY = i TH OF PINE ISLAND BAYOU
T WATER YEi%:  (G67-1973 ‘

P

Mar  Apr May - Jun  Jul fuwy Zep

Oct “-Jan Friy Mar g
K.Y. 1967 T - :
Natura] Flow 1,163 27060 2,307 1,986 4,543 2,810 2,951  -748 254 253
Actual Gross Flow 2,347 2447 2,0 c 2,151 4,312 2,736 2,552 1,26 1,146 . 977
Actual Net Flow = 2,037 2,207 1,706 1,692 3,354 1,824 1,232 - 224 247 308
W.Y. 1968 e ' '
Natural Flow 141 6,891 3,3'3 5,688 23,103 15,818 14,958 9,155 .31,553 3,332
Actual Gross Flow 587 3813 3,073 4,454 14,430 14,637 . 15,958 10,736 4,838 2,258
Actual Net Flow 186 3,593 2,796 4,160 13,668 13,539 14,915 9,329 3,250 1,698
W.Y. 1969 ek : :
‘Natural Flow 1,591 . 6651 13,37 28,516 26,047 32,458 4,561 1,010 372 403
Actual Gross Flow 3,373 . 08,238 12,73 18,190 23,197 30,818 14,863 2,963 27,562 1,902
Actual Met Flow 2,963 . €,008 11,8% 17,900 22,408 29,856 13,346 1,672 1,528 1,072
W.Y. 1970 D - : '
National Flow 340 4835 4,031 5,139 6,768 6,253 1,757 476 30 522
Actual Gross Flow 1,343 ©3,380 2,¢'2 5,544 6,426 6,816 2,752 1,485 015 1,271
Actual Net Fiow - 869 - 3,131 2,55 5,148 5,630 . 5,808 1,551 188 100 727
W.Y. 1971 SRR :
Natural Elow 2,761 13522 1,437 2,000 1,162 2,669 456 295 789 424
Actual Gress Flow 2,800 ,515 1,439 1,972 1,826 1,901 1,568 1,387 ‘820 - 597
Actual Net Flow - 2,466 1,213 1,136 1,25 727 787 158 119 305 a1
W.Y. 1972 _ : = _
Natural Fiow 834 5,320 3,240 - 8,372 914 1,139 448, 487
Actual Gross Flow 918 5,191 4,113 9,080 3,232 - 2,605 7,133 1,910
Actual Net Flow 482 4,488 3,076 7,958 1,951 1,668 1,518 1,310
w-.Y .. 197_'3_ ;_ . "'_ . ”“E‘ .t ’ o N
Natural Fiow 945 5,987:5 7,573 15,602 % 17,326 29,764 17,241 25,974 7,790 4,235 9,139
Actual Gross Flow 1,680 4,023:%7°6,174 - 1¥,501 17,234 17,220 30,339 22,928 22,679 15,221 6,166 10,741
Actual Net Flow 1,306 3,630:-5,298° 11,240 16,935 15,902 29,817 21,781 21,333 13,594 5.°30 10,316 .

Notes: Natural flow is amount that would be ekperienced without upstream regulation or diversions. Acival gross flow
is historical flow, including effect: of upstredm regulatioy but before diversions. Actual met flow is actual gross
flow minus water supply diversions. .»y. o . i
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NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY

2507 ROGGE LANE, AUSTIN, TEXAS 78723 ~ PHONE (512) 928-2047 oy
January 23, 1975 C '

Lt, Colonel Martin W, Teague -
Beputy District Engineer

Corps of Enginesers

P.0, Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77550

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT ON NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES,
TEXAS - SALTWATER BARRIER ON NECHES RIVER AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

Dear Colonel Teague:

This is a delayed reply from the National Audubon Society
in regard to the draft environmental statement on the Neches River
and Tributaries Saltwater Barrier. We apologize for our delay in
expressing our concerns. However, this office has been closed for
some time and we are now just getting to some of these assessments.
I hope, however, that our comments will be taken into consideration
in the final environmental draft of this project and by the agencies
that a copy af this letter is going to.

First of all, the National Audubon Society would like toecho
the concerns expressed in letters to the Corps of Engineers by Sidney R,
Galler, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce, dated January 15, 1973
and reproduced in the draft environmental statement. In addition, ‘
we concur with the concerns reflected in the correspondence dated
February 13, 1973 from Charles H. Hembur, Chief of the Federal
Assistance Branch, Region IV, of the U.S. Enviranmental Protection
Agency in Dallas. This correspondence is also reproduced in the
draft environmental statement. We feel that both of these agencies
make very valid points of concern, especially in:regard to the
protection of the estuarian areas. .

The draft environmental statement was referred to our nearest
chapter, which in this case was the Sabine Audubon Society headquartered
in Beaumont, Texas. The impact statement was subsequently reviewed
by the chapter's conservation committee chairman, John Frink, whe
offers the following comments which the National Audubon Society

- endorses, The comments are as follows:

D-36
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"Although there appears to be some uncertainty as to wh1ch
of the works of man is responsible for the saline intrusion on
the Neches River above the city of Beaumont, the contention thdt -
this intrusion is detrimental to the riverine ecology of the Neches. -
is not disputed. Further, the draft environmental statement as '
revised August, 1974, is essentially correct in its assessment of
the impact of the proposed salt water barrier upon the Neches
basin environment."

"If the proposed barrier is to be constructed, it must be
located as far to the south as possible; the benefits afforded by
the barrier decrease geometrically as the site is moved upriver,
and any location north of site 1 (mile 23.0) is unacceptable.
Regardless of site, however, the relocation of the Eastex, Inc.
effluent outfall to a location downstream of the barrier is a
necessary condition for successful effect of the barrier."

We appreciate an opportunity to comment on the draft
environmental statement and we request that the final draft
of the statement be forwarded to the Sabine Audubon Society's
conservation committee chairman, Mr. John Frink, when it is
available, His address is 527 Hydrangea Street, Orange, Texas 77630,

We appreciate an opportunity to express our views on ‘this
project's draft statement,

Sincerely,

ohn £, ?ranson

outhwest Regional Representative

Cce: Eounedfmental Eroteckion A3sTeyy

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

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, St Petersburg, F]a.
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department A

Texas General Land Office _

Texas Water Development Board !

National Audubon Society

Sabine Audubon Society
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APPENDIX "E'

WATFR QUALITY AND SALT WATER INTRUSION
IN THE LOWER NECHES RIVER 1/

by
RICHARD C. HARREL

Department of Biology
Lamar University
Beaumont, Texas 77710

1/ This research was funded by a Lamar University Reseafch
Grant, and subsequently published in The Texas Journal
of Science, Vol XXVI, Nos. 1-2, February 1975, pp. 107-117
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WATsR QUALITY AND SALT WATER INTRUSION IN THE LOWER
NECHES RIVER'
by RICHARD C. HARREL
Department of Biology
Lamar University
Beaumont, Texas 77710
ABSTRACT
The effects of salt water intrusion, carrying with
it toxic and organic waste effluents from the heavily
industrialized lower reaches of the river are discussed.
Salt water intrusion occurs for as much as six months of
the year. During this period the ﬁafer of the lower 58
km (36 mi) of the river, and 5 km (3 mi) of Pine Island
Bayou becomes deoxygenated, and most of the organisms
are killed by being trapped below temporary salt water
barrier dams constructed to protect the fresh-water
intake of the Lower Neches R;Ver Valley Authority.
INTRODUCTION
The Neches River drains an area of approximately
25,900 Kkm® (10,000 mi2), The river flows southeasterly
.over an axial distance of 338 km (210 mi), and eﬁpties
into Sabine Lake, an inlet of the Gulf of Mexico
( Texas Water Development Board, 1966). This report .
déal with the lower 6% km (40 mi) of the river which

are subject to salt water intruelon from the Gulf

1 Thisg resgearch was funded by a Lamar University
Research Grant,
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during periods of low river discharge and high water
demand (Pigure 1). -

The Neches River 1s vital to the economy of the area,
both for naviéation and as a water supply. The lower 35 km
(21.5 mi) of the river have been dredged to a minimum
depth of 12 m (40 t) forming the Neches ship channel
leading to the Port of Beaumont. The water of the lower
ﬁeches River is used to supply: (1) a large industrial
complex consisting primarily of petrochemical refining
and manufacturing, and preduction of lumber products,

(2) municiple water for over 350,000 people, and {3)
irrigation for as much as 24,281 hectares (60,000 acres)
of rice land.

Much of thig water is distributed by the Lower Neches
River Valley Authority (INVA), The water is pumped from
two stations located dn Pine Island Bayou at km 6 and 11
above the confluents of the Neches River (Figure 1). The

‘water demand of the LNVA ranges frbm 20 to 50 cubic meters
per second (800 to 2000 cfs), depending on the season.
Much of this water is returned to the river below km 32,
However, by this time many types of pollutional effluents
have been added. Unless M"over-loaded™ with waste, a river
can purify itself by biodegrading, settling, and dilution
of harmful materials. During the year 1963 the waste dis-
charge into the lower Neches River exceeded the rivers |
capacity for self-purification (Freese, Nichols, and

Endress, 1967). Since that time water gquality has steadily

deteriorated.
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When river discharge is 28 to 42 cubic meters per
second (1000 to 1,500 cfs) above the deﬁand of the LNVA
the waste effluents are carried downriver, and eventually
into the Gulf'of Mexico. When river discharge is less than
this, usually during summer and fall months, most of the
water is required by the LNVA for distribution. At this
time, the ILNVA installs temporary salt water bérrier dams
across the river at km 58 (mi 36), and Pine Island Bayou
at km 5 (mi 3) (Figure 1). This diverts the entire flow
of the river above the barrler into the LNVA Lakeview
Canal, and protects the freshwater intakes from salt
water. Now, with nothing fo hold it back, salt water
from the Gulf and waste effluents from from the lower
river move up to the salt water barrier dams. Tidal
action flushes the salt- waste water back and forth
causingnit to become more and more.cbncentrated. The
lower 58 km of the river, and 5 km of Pine Island Bayou
become a‘large effluent holding lake. The water below
the barriers becomes decxygenated, and most organisms
are killed by being trapped below the salt water barrier
dams.. ' | |

The above conditions have existed for a part of every
year since 1951, except 1968 when an unusually large
amount of precipitation occurred during the period of

high water demand,. In 1969 only the Pine Island barrier

'was installed,.
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LOCATION OF COLLECTING STATIONS

Physico-chemical data were collected monthly or semi-
monthly from 11 stations along a 32 km (20 mi) stretch
of the river (km 6% to km 32) from June, 1967 through
May, 1968 (Figure 1). Stations 1, 2, and 3 were located
approximately 1 km above, in, and below the confluents
of Village Creek. Stations 4, 5, and 6 were located
approximately 1 km above, in, and below the corfluents
of Pine Island Bayou.. Stations 7, 8, and 9 were located
approximately 1 km above, in, and below the confluents
of lLake Bayou. Station 10 was located 1 km above the
Interstate 10 and the deep water nayigation channel.
Station 11 was located adjacent to Bethleham Shipyard
in the deep water channel..

Waste effluents entered the river in the study area
at the following locationss (1) Kréft papermill effluent
just below the éonfluents of Lake Bayou and the river
between stations 7 and 9, (2) mixed effluents including
phenols, cresote, and sewage from a cresote plant between
stations 10 and 11, and (3) mixed effluent and sewage from
Bethleham Shipyard at station 11,

Average depth at collecting stations ranged from
12 m at station 11, to 3 m at stations 2 and 8. Bottom
depbsites consisted of coarse sand, clay, and silt at
~ stations 1, 24 and 3, Sand, clay, silt, and black sludge

were present at all stations located below the Neches
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Rivér salt water barrter dam.

Benthrc macroinvertebrates were collected L0 m‘abové

and below the Neches Rivér barrier during September, 1967.
- METHODS

Measurements of specific conductance, temperature,
alkalinity, pH, turbidity, dissolved oxygen, amd swlfates
were determined according to standard methods (Amer. Public
Health Assoc.,1965). Mean monthly discharge was estimated
from records of the U.S5., Department of the Interior Geo-
logical Survey by summing the average discharge from the
Neches River at Evadale and Village Creek near Kountze
(U.8. Department of the Interior Geolpgical Survey, 1967
and 1968).

Benthic macroinvertebrates were collected with an
Ekman dredge and preserved with 10% formalin. Ten dredge
semples were taken at equally spaced intervals across the
river above and below the barrier. In the laboratory,
samples were washed into a No. 50 U.S. standard soil
seive, the organisms removed, and preserved in 8u% ethanodt,.

Diversity pef individual (d) was determined by Patten's
{1962) equation:

4 =

N

M

Ei logo ni
l N
where (N) is the total number of organisms, (nj) is the
number of individuals per species, and (m) is the number

of species per unit area.

RESULTS"
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RESULTS.

Mean monthly discharge ranged from 13.7 m3/sec, in
November to 3t/ m3/sec in May (Figure 2). Salt water
intrusion octurred during the last part of June when
discharge dropped below 50 m3/sec. At this time tewporary
salt water barriers were constructed at km 58 on the river,
and at km 5 on pine Island Bayou. Salt water intrusion,
and concentration of waste effluents below the salt water
barriers continued until the end of December, 1967, when
river discharge increased to 95 m3/sec.

During the July survey the specific conductance at
stations 1 and 3, located above the salt water barrier,
was 189 ymhos/cm at the sur%ade and 192 pmhos/cm at the
bottom. Below the barrier conductivity increased steadily
to 11,880;pmhos/cm_at the surface and 32,000 pmhos/cc at
the bottom at station 11, located in the deep water navigation
channel (Figure 3).

Specific conductgnce at statlon 3 above the barrier
was low and similar on surface and boitom throughout the
year, except durlng September (Figure 4). The wider
variation during Septembér was due to a strong south
wind which caused a slight leakage of salt water over the
barrier.

Below the barrier, at station 4, surface and bottom
conductance was quite different from July through Decem=
ber the period of salt water intrusion (Figure 5. During the
rest of the year surface and bottom values were similar,

E-6
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The effects of salt water intrusion on seasonal
distribution of dissolved oxygen at station 3, located
above the barrier, and statiom 4, located below the barrier,
are illustr;ted.on Migure 6, At station 3 dissolved oxygen
was similar on surface and bottom throughout the year.

The observed seasonal'variation was attributed wholely
to variations in golubility with temperature changea
Dissolved oxygen was always lower at station 4 below

the barrier. InKaddition, no measurable oxygen was found
in the bottom waters from July through December, the
period of salt ﬁater intrusion. .

Downriver variations in dissolved oxygen during.

July and January are shown on Figure 7. During July
surface oxygen decreased'constantly to no measurable
oxygen below station 9. No measurable oxygen was found

in bottom waters below the salt water barrier during |
July. During the January collection oxygen concentration
waS'high and similar for surface and bottom water,

except at statibn 1, ldcated in the deep water navigation
channel..

Sulfates were measured at all stations during
December, 1967, and January and May, 1968. Sulfate
concentrations were less than 30 ppm on surface and

bottom at stations above the barrier. Sulfate concentrations
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at station %,.below the barrier during December, were
130 ppm at the surface and 1850 ppm for bottom waters.
Maximum concegtration of 1990 ppm was found Trom bottom
water at station 11 in the deep water navigation channel,
Dufing the Jamuary and May coliectionS'following high
river discharge the maxirmum sulfate concentration was
below 100 ppm.

On September 8, 1967, physico-chemical data and
benthic maceroinvertebrates were collected at stations
located 40 meters above and below the salt water barrier
on the river (Figure 1). |
_ The effects of salt water intrusion on water quality_
were evident from physico-chemical.déta_(Table 1) and.
benthic macroinvertebrates (Table 2). Dissolved oxygen
and pH décreased below the barrier, while élkalinity,
turbidity, and specific conductance increased, Above the
barrier the béttom substrate consisted of clean fine and
coarse sand. Below the barrier the hottom sand was covered
with several centimeters of black silt which had an odor
of hydrogen sulfide and olle _

A total of 1575 individuals per M2 distributed among
35 species were found above the barrier. Diversity per -
individual (d) was 3.30.. |

Below the barrier only 555 individuals per M2 wére
collected and these were distributed émong only five
species. Diversity per individual was 0.55e The lower
E'below the barrier indicates less random distribution

of individuals into specles , thus less stable commmity
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structure. Wilhm and Dorris (1968) stated that T values
above three indicate clean water, and values below three
are common 1n‘p611uted waters. |

Many clean water specles e.g. Hexagenia limbata,
Potamanthus spe., Brachycerus prudens, ﬁnd'dther'gill
breathing forms were common above the barrier. All
specles céllected below the barrier have been reported
by various investigators im polluted waters. The decrease
" in numbers of sludge wbrﬁsy Limmodrilus sp. and Aulodrilus

Spey and the absence of common estuarian species)such as

Lagonereis culverl, Palaemonetes sp., Corophium lucustria,
and Congeria 1euc§ghéata'that were found during earlier
random CQlléctions, indicates that toxic waste were
present., The brackish water clam, Rangia cﬁneata seemed

te thrive in thé polluted ﬁater. Their distribution ranged
from station 9, upriver to the Pine Island Bayou and
Neches River salt water barrier dams. Densities over
500/m® were fqund in sallow water about 200 m above
station 7. ,

During Julg, August, and October collections Callinectes
sapidus were observed on shore at various sites below |
Pine Island Bayou. Despite numerous attempts to chase them
they would not return to the water. Small numbers of dead
fishes, Pomoxis sp., Lepisosteus sp., Dorosoma spey
‘ AplodinotuS‘sp;, and Mugil ceghalggj, were observed during
Tuly, August, and Octobers Thousands of dead fishes were

reported to be found by the Texas Parks and Wildlife g9
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personnel at the ends of small bayous below the barriercs
during August and September. |

Currently the U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers are
conSﬁdering construction of a permanent salt water barriler
on the Weches River. The proposed barrier would be located
somewhere between the confluents of Pine Island Bayou
(km hS, mi 30) and the Interstate 10 Highway bridge
(km 37, mi 23). This would protect from 16 lm (10 mi) to
27 ¥xm (17 mi) of the river from being subjected toc toxic
and organic, wastes and salt water nearly'every year.
However, before the final decision is reached, more studies
‘shonld be made to make sure that the design znd construction
of the permanent barrier would not be detrimental to the

river and the ecology of the area.

E-10
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TABLE 1:

PHYSICO-CHEMICAL CONDITIONS 30 METERS ALOVIL AdD BELOW
THE SALT-WATER BARRIER, NECIES RIVER, SEPTLMBLR 8, 1967

Above Barrier

Below Barrier

Surface Bottom Surface Bottom

Temperature, C. 28.0 28.0 28.5 28.0
Oxygen, ppm 8.2 7.1 3.4 0.0
% Saturation 105.0 89.1 45,0 0.0
Alkalinity, '
HCO3™, ppm h2.0 5.0 65.0 116.0
pH 7.9 7.5 7.1 6.9
Turbidity, ppm - 24,0 26.0 136.0 70.0
Specific - 186.0 196.0 6,300.0 17,600.0
Conductance, o '

Micromhos/cm
Depth, M h,o 3.3
Bottom material clean sand black silt

' . and clay and sand
Odor none hydrogen sulfide
and oll ,
E-12
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TABLE 2: COMMUNITY STRUCTURE OF BENTHIC MACROINVERTEBRATES
‘ ABOVE AND BELOW SALT WATER BARRIER, NECHES RIVER,
SEPTEMBER 8, 1967

Above Barrler _ Below Barrier

No. Spp. No. Indiv. No, Spp. No. Indiv.

Diptera 18 85 2 109
' 0ligochaeta 6 | 162 3 20
Hirudinea 1 1 - -
Crustacea 2" 3 - ——
Epheﬁeroptera | 101 - -—
Odonata 1 1 - ——
Coleoptera. 1 [ - ——
Pelecypoda 1 -8 - ———
"Gastropoda 1 1 - -—
“Total Species .35 5
Individuals/M2 1575 | 555
Speciés ﬁiversity (d) . .3.30 | : 0.55

E-13
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NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
SALTWATER BARRIER AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC DATA

EXTRACTED FROM U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS INTERIM
REPORT, NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS - SALTWATER
BARRIER AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS. BASED ON 1974 PRICE DATA.
COMPLETE DOCUMENT IS AVAILABLE AT U.S. ARMY ENGINEER
DISTRICT, GALVESTON, TEXAS.

1.

2.

Total Project Cost $13,939,000

Average Annual Benefits:

a. Salinity Control 2,676,000
b. Environmental Enhancement 54,900
¢. Fish and Wildlife - 6,000
Total Average Annual Benefits 2,736,900
Average Annual Charges | 1,193,500
Benefits-to-Cost Ratio 2.3 1/

Non-quantifiable environmental benefits and costs have
not been reflected in benefits-to-cost determination.
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STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
SALTWATER BARRIER ON NECHES RIVER
AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, GALVESTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
GALVESTON, TEXAS 77550
SEPTEMBER 1975
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STATEMENT OF FINDINGS
TO ACCOMPANY
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TEXAS
SALTWATER BARRIER ON NECHES RIVER
AT BEAUMONT, TEXAS

1. Authority and Purpose., This Statement of Findings
concerns an interim review of reports on the basin study
- of the Neches River and Tributaries, Texas. The interim
report is in partial response to the following Congression-
al authorizations; (a) Act to provide for preliminary
examination of the Sabine and Neches Rivers, approved

15 May 1936; (b) Section 6 of the Flood Control Act,
approved 22 June 1936 (c) Section 6 of the River and
Harbor Act, approved 2 March 1945; (d) House Committee
on Flood Control Resolution, adopted 20 March 1945; and
(e) House Committee on Rivers and Harbors Resolution,
adopted 24 May 1946,

1.01 Almost every year the surface water supplies of

the municipalities, industries, and rice farmers in
Jefferson County, Texas, are threatened by salt water
intruding upstream in the Neches River and Pine Island
Bayou, a principal tributary. The Lower Neches Valley
Authority (ILNVA), an agency of the State of Texas, pre-
sently controls the upstream penetration of the salt water
by constructing temporary barriers., Although effective
and economical, these temporary barriers are objectionable
as a long-term solution because they interfere with exist-
ing recreational and commercial navigation. The objective
of the interim study was to find a permanent solution to
the problem of salinity intrusiomn, which will not un-
reasonably obstruct navigation, will preserve the environ-
ment, and be compatible with long-term development.

1,02 The recommended plan of improvement provides for

a gated saltwater barrier with seven 40- by 24.,5-foot
tainter gates at site 1 located at Neches River mile 23.0,
one-half mile upstream from the Interstate Highway 10
bridge at Beaumont, Texas; a navigation structure con-
sisting of two sector gates providing a clear opening 56
feet wide and 16 feet deep over the sill; a navigation by-
pass channel 2,500 feet long, 16 feet deep, and 76 feet
wide; an access road on the west side of the river; an
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earthen levee 2,500 feet long extending from the east end
of the navigation gate southwestward along the east side
of the navigation by-pass channel to high ground north
of Interstate Highway 10; and an auxiliary dam with three
10- by 8-foot slide gates and two 10- by 2-foot flapgates
across a canal which drains the southern end of Bairds
Bayou at a location immediately south of old U.S, High-
way 90, '

2, Sources of Information, In addition to study results,
the following documents were the principal sources of
information used to develop the proposed plan of action.
Copies of all of these documents are available for public
inspection in the office of the District Engineer, U.S.
Army Engineer District, Galveston 400 Barracuda Avenue,
Galveston, Texas:

a., Sabine-Neches Waterway (Saltwater Guard Lock)
Texas, House Committee on Rivers and Harbors Document 12,
68th Congress, Second Session, Washington, U.S. Govern~
ment Printing Office, 1924, This document contains the
report on a detailed salinity survey of the Sabine Lake
area conducted by the Corps of Engineers between February
1921 and December 1923, :

b. The Report of the U.S. Study Commission-Texas.
U.S. Study Commission on the Neches, Trinity, Brazos,
Colorado, Guadalupe, San Antonio, Nueces, and San Jacinto
River Basins and Intervening Areas, March 1962, This
report proposed the construction of a saltwater barrier
on the Neches River below the mouth of Pine Island Bayou,
creating a water supply reservoir with a total storage
capacity of 37,200 acre-feet.

¢, Record of Public Hearing Held by Lieutenant
Colonel James §, Maxwell in Beaumont, Texas, 14 November
1961. The record includes a comprehensive brief by the
INVA covering the history of salinity intrusion in the
Neches River and requesting the construction of a gated
saltwater barrier on the Neches River 2,300 feet down-~
stream from the mouth of Pine Island Bayou. The structure
would have gate openings equal in total area to that of the
natural river channel between sea level and bank level,
a navigation gate or lock to accommodate barges, and a
normal pool elevation upstream from the barrier of 5 feet
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above mean sea level, The record also contains a state-
ment by the late Mr. Armand Yramategui of the Texas Chap-
ter, Nature Conservancy, concerning the environmental
value of an area in the Thomas Spears League in the Big
Thicket, near the junction of Pine Island Bayou and the
Neches River. This area subsequently was included in

the Beaumont Unit of the Big Thicket National Preserve
authorized by Public Law 93-439, approved 11 October 1974,

d. Record of Public Meeting Held by Lieutenant Colonel
Nolan C. Rhodes in Beaumont, Texas, 9 December 1970. This
record includes the requests by various concerned citizens
and groups that the proposed saltwater barrier be located
as close to Interstate Highway 10 as possible. The record
contains a statement by Dr. Richard C. Harrel, Assistant
Professor of Biology, Lamar University, on environmental
conditions in the Neches River, and a copy of his paper,
"Water Quality and Salt Water Intrusion in the Lower Neches
River." A copy of this paper was included in the interim
review of reports and the paper subsequently was printed
in the Texas Journal of Science, Vol. XXVI, Nos. 1-2,
February 1975, pp. 107-117. The record also contains
questions raised by Mr. Robert C. Curry of the Jefferson
County Environmental Control Department, by Dr. E. A. Eads,
Professor of Chemistry and Director of Environmental
Studies, Lamér University, and by Mrs, Cleve Bachman, Jr.
of the Texas Committee on Natural Resdyrces.

e. Record of Public Meeting Held by Colonel Nolan C.
Rhodes in Beaumont, Texas, 24 March 1972, This record
contains the initial environmental assessment and answers
to the questions raised at the public meeting on 9 December
1970, The record also contains the request by the city of
Beaumont that the top elevation of the gates in the salt-
water barrier in the closed position be raised from 3.0
to 4.5 feet above mean sea level, The statement by the
Pennzoil Pipeline Company that they have an existing 18-
inch high pressure gas pipeline north of the Kansas City
Southern Railway track, where the Corps of Engineers then
proposed to construct the auxiliary dam, is also in the
record.,

~ f. Final Environmental Statement, Neches River and
Tributaries, Texas, Saltwater Barrier on Neches River
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at Beaumont, Texas -0Office of the Chief of Engineers,

Department of the Army, Washington, D,C, 20314, September
1975,

3. Evaluation and Tradeoff Analysis, In developing a
plan to solve the problem of salinicy intrusion, the
most significant factors included development of prelimi-
nary plans, consideration of alternatives, and analysis
of environmental, economic, and social impacts.

3.01 Preliminary Plans Developed. Initially two prelimi-
nary plans were developed for a saltwater barrier at.
river mile 28.3 on the Neches River (Site 5) with normal
pool elevations upstream of one and four feet, respectively,
above mean sea level, and three preliminary plans were
developed for a combination water supply reservoir and
saltwater barrier at river mile 29,7 on the Neches River
(Site 6) with normal pool elevations of 7, 12, and 18
feet, respectively, above mean sea level. Because of a
lack of local sponsorship, plans for a reservoir at mile
29.7 were removed from further consideration. Subse-
guently, it was determined that it would not be possible
to maintain a normal water surface elevation of 4 feet
above mean sea level upstream from the barrier and remain
within the average banks of the Neches River,

3.02 Alternatives Considered. Alternatives which have
been considered are continuation of the present practice
of installing temporary saltwater barriers each year,
flushing the saltwater wedge downstream with fresh water,
extension of the fresh water intake canals, increased use
of ground water as a substitute for surface water from
the river, and construction of a permanent barrier in the
river channel.

a. Temporary saltwater barriers, The "no action"
alternative would mean continuation of the present practice
of installing temporary saltwater barriers in Pine Island
Bayou and the Neches River each year. This is the most
economical alternative, but I have found it unacceptable
as a permanent solution to the problem of salinity intrusiom,
because the temporary barriers interfere with public
use and enjoyment of the naturally navigable waterway;

385



because the temporary barriers cause higher backwater
effects upstream on Pine Island Bayou and the Neches River
than permanent gated structures would cause; and because
local interests should be relieved of the responsibility
for annually providing mitigation measures related to
navigation improvements previously installed by the
Federal government.

b. Flushing. Flushing the salt water below Bunns
Bluff with fresh water would require about 418,000 acre-
feet of water per vear. I have rejected this alternative
because it would represent uneconomical use of a valuable
natural resource which should be conserved for more bene-
ficial uses.

c. Extension of intake canals. I have rejected the
alternative of extending the water intake canals above
the limit of saltwater intrusion, because it would be
more costly than a barrier and would entail detrimental
environmental effects related to the extensive construc-
tion involved. '

d. Use of pround water. I have found that ground
water supplies are not adequate to supply the existing
municipal, industrial and agricultural water demands,
and that use of ground water in lieu of surface water is
not an adequate alternative,

e. Site selection, Of seven possible sites on the
Neches River considered for a permanent gated barrier,
I find that a site at mile 26.3 (Site 4) would be the
most economical in terms of first cost of construction.
I find also, however, that locating the barrier at a site
farther downstream at mile 23,0 (Site 1) will offer, at
additional cost, substantial environmental advantages
which are attractive to local interests and for which
they are willing to pay the additional cost. The barrier,
incidental to its primary function, will bar the upstream
movement of waters polluted by municipal and industrial
wastes and will restore a dependable fresh water environ-
ment in the upstream waters and adjacent swamps and marshes.
The downstream site, which local interests prefer and
which I have selected based on their preference and
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willingness to pay the excess cost, will restore fresh
water conditions to 3.3 miles more of river and to 7,100
acres more of swampland than would the most economlcal
project at Site 4,

f. Barrier design., For purposes of this report, I
have selected a barrier design incorporating seven tainter
gates and providing a navigation opening, consisting
of two sector gates, and suitable for possible future
adaptation to a lock. 1 recognize that more detailed
consideration of design concepts may later develop more
economical designs, particularly with respect to alter-
natives to the tainter gates, and I recommend that such
consideration be given in preconstruction planning.

3.03 Impacts and Effects. The proposed project will
require an estimated 57 acres of right-of-way and 14
acres of leveed disposal areas. About 41 acres of the
right-of-way will be entirely cleared of existing trees
and vegetation, and selective cutting and clearing will
be performed on 16 acres of severed land. The 57 acres
of land will be lost as wildlife habitat; however, enough
ground cover will be retained to encourage small animals
and birds to return to the severed land area after comple-
tion of construction. I do not foresee any other signi-
ficant adverse environmental effects.

3.04 Conversely, the project will provide substantial
environmental benefits by restoring a dependable fresh
water condition of high water quality upstream of the
barrier, providing for a permanent and reliable source of
fresh water supply essential to the economic well being
of the inhabitants of the area; improving the aesthetic
gquality of the stream and its environs for the enjoyment
of man; restoring the navigability of the natural stream
for recreational and commercial use; and restoring the
habitat for fish and wildlife to a consistently beneficial
and productive condition., I find that the environmental
benefits to be realized from the project outweigh any
adverse environmental effects.

3.05 The possible consequences of the alternatives have
been studied according to environmental, social well-
being, and economic effects, including regional and
national development and engineering feasibility. Other
factors bearing on my review include compatibility with
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plans for water resources development in the Neches River
basin and the remainder of the state.

3.0 In evaluation, the following points were considered
pertinent:

Environmental considerations

Social well-being considerations

. Engineering considerations

. Economic considerations

. Other public interest considerations

L0 oD

4, Conclusions. I have reviewed and evaluated, in 1light
of the overall public interests, the documents concerning
the proposed action, as well as the stated views of other
interested agencies and the concerned public, relative to
the various practicable alternatives in developing a plan
that will permanently control salinity intrusion in the
Neches River, provide for free and reasonably unobstructed
use of the river by existing and prospective recreational
and commercial navigation, be compatible with any future
plan for extension of a barge channel above Beaumont, and
preserve or enhance the natural environment of the river
and its flood plain.

4,01 I find that the proposed action, as developed above,

is based on thorough analysis and evaluation of various
practicable alternative courses of action for achieving

the stated objectives, that wherever adverse effects are

found to be involved they cannot be avoided by following
reasonable alternative courses of action which would

achieve the specified purposes, that where the proposed
action has an adverse effect this effect is either ameliorated
or substantially outweighed by other considerations of
national policy, that the recommended action is consonant
with national policy, statutes, and administrative directives,
and that, on balance, the total public interest would be
served best by the implementation of the recommendation.

DON S. McCOY
Colonel, CE

paTE 24 Senty 75 District Engineer
—_ 1
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I concur in the preceding Statement of Findings for the Saltwater Barrier
Project on Neches River at Beaumont, Texas. :

JOSHYPH A. SHEWSKI

' Colonel, CE
Date y 0 cﬂ“ / ? % ‘( Acting f)ivision Engineer

1 concur in the preceding Statement of Findings.

29 Mandy 1876 Erort Growee
' DATE ERNEST GRAVES. ‘
Major General, USA

Director of Civil Works
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