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Section 1. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM SUMMARY 

One of the earliest Task Force efforts at public participation 
was the establishment of the Citizen Participation Group (CPG) by 
the Task Force to coordinate the preparation of the 1st Priority 
Project List with the interested public. The stated purpose of 
the CPG is to maintain consistent public review and input into 
the plans and projects being considered by the Task Force and to 
assist and participate in the public involvement program. The 
CPG is composed of seventeen organizations that represent the 
interests of the environmental community, oil and gas industry, 
agriculture, commercial fishing, recreational fishing, 
navigation, landowners, and public advocacy groups, all of which 
are active in Louisiana. The CPG received detailed briefings on 
the first three priority project lists and on evaluation methods 
used to rank projects. Copies of draft priority project lists 
were provided to each member of the CPG for their review and 
comment. The CPG meets at its own discretion, but many times 
meets in conjunction with other CWPPRA committees and work 
groups. The membership of the CPG is shown below. 

Membership of the Citizen Participation Group 

Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 
Concerned Shrimpers of America 
Gulf Coast Conservation Association 
Gulf Intracoastal Canal Association 
Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation 
Louisiana Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation, Inc. 
Louisiana Landowners Association 
Louisiana League of Women Voters 
Louisiana Nature Conservancy 
Louisiana Oyster Growers and Dealers Association 
Louisiana Wildlife Federation, Inc. 
Midcontinent Oil and Gas Association 
New Orleans Steamship Association 
Oil and Gas Task Force (Regional Economic Development Council) 
Organization of Louisiana Fishermen 
Police Jury Association of Louisiana 
Ex Officio Member: U.S. Senator John Breaux 

Even with its widespread membership, the Citizen Participation 
Group cannot represent all of the diverse interests involved in 
Louisiana's coastal wetlands loss problem. The CWPPRA public 
involvement program provided an opportunity for all interested 
parties to express their concerns and opinions and to submit 
their ideas concerning the problems facing Louisiana's wetlands. 



The first step in the public involvement program for the general 
public consisted of two series of scoping meetings held by the 
Task Force in October and November 1991--one series for coastal 
zone parish officials and another series for the general public. 
The purpose of these scoping meetings was to identify wetland 
loss problems throughout the coastal zone and potential solutions 
to those problems. Literally hundreds of suggestions to combat 
the wetland loss problem were submitted to the Task Force through 
these scoping meetings. Exhibit 2 of the main report is a 
compendium of those proposals. All of the ideas presented in 
those meetings have been evaluated during the planning process; 
nearly all of them have been incorporated into the Restoration 
Plan. The schedule of scoping meetings was as follows. 

Parish Scoping Meetings (for parish officials) 

Date Location Parishes 

October 8, 1991 Crowley, La. Calcasieu, Cameron, Iberia, 
and Vermilion Parishes 

October 16, 1991 New Orleans, La. Jefferson, Orleans, 
Plaquemines, St. Bernard, 
and St. Charles Parishes 

October 16, 1991 New Orleans, La. Livingston, St. James, St. 
John the Baptist, St. 
Tammany, and Tangipahoa 
Parishes 

October 17, 1991 Thibodaux, La. Ascension, Assumption, 
Lafourche, St. Martin, St. 
Mary, and Terrebonne Parish 

Date 

Public Scoping Meetings 

Location 

October 21, 1991 Lake Charles, La. 
October 22, 1991 Abbeville, La. 
October 24, 1991 Houma, La. 
October 28, 1991 Mandeville, La. 
November 6, 1991 Belle Chasse, La. 
November 7, 1991 New Orleans. La. 

The October-November 1991 scoping meetings were the first stage 
in the process of plan formulation, the process by which the Task 
Force agencies identified coastal wetlands problems and developed 
solutions to those problems. The process continued with a series 
of basin plan formulation meetings, which began in February 1992 
and ran through May 1992. These were not formal public meetings 
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public review of the conceptual basin plans. Public meetings 
were held as shown below. 

Public Meetings for 2nd Priority Project List 
and Conceptual Basin Restoration Plans 

Date Location Hydrologic Basins 

June 16, 1992 Morgan City, La. Atchafalaya, Teche/Vermilion 
June 18, 1992 Belle Chasse, La. Barataria, Breton Sound, 

Mississippi River Delta 
June 23, 1992 Houma Terrebonne 
June 25, 1992 Lake Charles Mermentau, Calcasieu/Sabine 
June 30, 1992 New Orleans Pontchartrain 

During the latter half of 1992 and the first half of 1993, the 
Task Force's efforts were focused primarily on integrating all of 
the information gathered through the planning and public comment 
process into a comprehensive Restoration Plan. The draft version 
of the Restoration Plan and accompanying EIS was distributed to 
the public in mid-July 1993 and the notice of EIS availability 
was published in the Federal Register on July 16, 1993. The Task 
Force held a series of public meetings in coastal Louisiana 
during July and August 1993. These meetings were designed to 
solicit comments from the public on candidate projects being 
evaluated for the 3rd Priority Project List and to present the 
draft Restoration Plan and specific plans for restoring each 
basin. 

Public Meetings for the 3rd Priority Project List 
and for Presentation of the Draft Restoration Plan 

Date Location Hvdrolosic Basins 

July 27,1993 Larose, La. Barataria Basin 
July 28, 1993 Belle Chasse, La. Breton Sound and Mississippi 

River Delta Basins 
July 29, 1993 New Orleans, La. Pontchartrain Basin 
August 9, 1993 Houma, La. Terrebonne Basin 
August 10, 1993 Morgan City, La. Atchafalaya and 

Teche/Vermilion Basins 
August 12, 1993 Cameron, La. Mermentau and Calcasieu Basins 

The'formal public hearing for comments on the EIS was held on 
August 11, 1993 at the New Orleans District office of the USACE. 
Written comments were presented by the EPA and Dr. Charles G. 
Groat, Ph.D. of Louisiana State University. Several others 
presented oral comments. The written comments are reproduced and 
responded to in Section 2. A summary of the public hearing is 
presented as Appendix A at the end of this document. 



A new p u b l i c  outreach program w i l l  be i n i t i a t e d  i n  e a r l y  1 9 9 4 .  
The program w i l l ,  v i a  newsle t te rs ,  mailings,  and r e g u l a r  p r e s s  
r e l e a s e s  and conferences,  n o t i f y  t h e  pub l i c  of t h e  s t a t u s  of 
p r i o r i t y  l i s t  p r o j e c t s  , t h e  r e s t o r a t i o n  plan,  hearings,  meetings, 
and t h e  expenditure  o r  commitment of r e s t o r a t i o n  funds.  
Addi t ional ly ,  t h e  C i t i zen  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Group has r e c e n t l y  been 
r e c o n s t i t u t e d  s o  as t o  provide regu la r  pub l i c  inpu t .  



Section 2. COMMENTS    AND RESPONSES 

This section presents the written comments received on the draft 
Restoration Plan and accompanying Draft EIS that was distributed 
for public review in July 1993. The comments have been arranged 
in alphabetical order. Each of the Task Force agencies provided 
written comments that are reproduced here except for internal 
review comments of the USACE. The agencies provided comments on 
the various components of the report; the executive summary, the 
main report, the basin plans, and the EIS. Most of the comments 
provided by the Task Force agencies on the executive summary, 
main report, and basin plans are editorial in nature. These 
comments are reproduced in this report but responses to these 
comments are not provided. The Task Force agencies agreed that 
their comments on these sections of the report would be addressed 
by two working groups, made up mainly of Task Force agency 
representatives, that would cooperatively revise the documents. 
Responses to comments made by Task Force agencies that were 
specifically directed at the EIS are provided. 

All of the comments received from others, regardless of what part 
of the draft document the comment referred to, are reproduced on 
the following pages. Each comment has been assigned a number for 
which there is a corresponding response. 

The USACE, as lead Task Force agency, had the lead role in 
preparation of the EIS. A preliminary draft version of the 
Restoration Plan and EIS was distributed to the other.Task Force 
agencies for their review and comment in April 1993. At that 
point it became apparent that there was considerable controversy 
among the agencies surrounding the treatment of marsh management 
as a type of project to protect, preserve, and restore coastal 
wetlands. The controversy isn't new. The USACE, through its 
Section 404 regulatory activities, has been balancing the marsh 
management issue for many years and is preparing a programmatic 
EIS for marsh management in coastal Louisiana. A considerable 
amount of the comments provided on the draft EIS by the Task 
Force agencies and others that follow are directed at marsh 
management. It should be apparent from the comments that some 
commenters want to emphasize the positive aspects of marsh 
management and downplay the negatives while others want just the 
opposite. 

Our goal as author and coordinator of the EIS is to present an 
objective and unbiased discussion of the issues. Accordingly, we 
agreed to modify the text for the Final EIS when the facts, 
information, or suggestions conveyed in the comments enhanced the 
scientific quality, readability, or organization of the document. 
Many comments tended to champion one opinion or another or even 
requested different treatments of the same issue, especially in 
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ARIES 27 Ei'kb%Zrm.,rc. 
Rt. 3 Box 220 

Divisions: LifeGarden ExteriorManagementServices CreativePavementGraphics OutdoorEntertainmentCenters
August 17, 1993 

Mr. Richard Boe 
EIS Coordinator 
U. S. Army Engineer D i s t r i c t ,  New Orleans 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, La. 70160-0267 

Dear Mr. Boe, 

Since a col lege  student i n  t h e  mid-1950's when I first took p a r t  i n  
t h e  e f f o r t  t o  save King's Canyon i n  Cal i fornia  from being dammed, t o  my 
involvement i n  es tabl i sh ing the  Ecology Center of La.in 1970, and t h e  
Lacombe Environmental Action Project i n  1983, t o  my present  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
with t h e  Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation and CoastWatch, I have been 
ac t ive ly  press ing  f o r  a change of a t t i t u d e  i n  t h e  American psyche when it 
comes t o  environmental exploi ta t ion  of resources contrary t o  conservat ionis t  
philosophy. This is pa r t  of my s p i r i t u a l  t r a i n i n g  i n  Native Amerindian 
c u l t u r e ,  as w e  be l ieve  t h a t  t he  harm w e  do t h e  e a r t h  is i n t e n s i f i e d  i n  t h e  
harm w e  do t o  ourselves. 

From my s tud ie s ,  experience, and research as a n a t u r a l i s t ,  as an or-  
dinary c i t i z e n  of t h i s  much exploiated s t a t e ,  and as a knowledgeable 
observer of t h e  condit ion of my pa r t i cu la r  area;  after studying t h e  
Louisiana Coastal  wetlands Restoration Plan being presented on August 30, 
I f i n d  it de f io ine t  i n  many  basic and spec i f i c  r a p .  It  is a flawed plan. 

I can see where i t  needs improvement. It  l a c k s depth: i n  comprehensive- 
ness,  i n  ecotechnical  d e t a i l ,  soc i a l ,  s a l i n i t y ,  and sediment considerations,  
i n  addressing t h e  needs of t h e  people over s t ruc tu res ,  and many, many th ings  
per t inent  t o  what I be l ieve  we are a l l  aware needs t o  be  accomplished. 

l o n e r .  t h e  s a l i n i t y  i n  t h e  lakes  sad he lp  p ro tec t  New Orleans from the 
&.diSasterous hurricane dr iven watersurges as i n  Hurrican Betsy i n  1965. I 

According t o  t h e  map of 2040 A.D. my whole area w i l l  b e  washed off t h e  
face of t h e  map. With t h a t  and what is projec ted ,  and what has a e a d y  
been done t o  us i n  coas t a l  Louisiana, and what is p resen t ly  happening t o  
us now it is only reasonable and  j u s t  t h a t  more inpu t  b e  Sought, more 

1 time be granted, and more s e r i o u s  cons idera t ion  b e  given to  t h e  ;needs of 
t h e  people and not t h e  needs of a bureaucracy. I know t h i s  is d i f f i c u l t ,  
but i t  is necessary, not  only  i f  we as Americans a r e  t o  survive  as a people 
and a na t ion ,  but  a l s o  as  p a r t  of  a g r e a t e r  ecosystem provided t o  us as 

i tenders by a c rea to r  t o  s u s t a i n  us and o t h e r  species. If we f a i l  i n  this 
quest ,  we fail as a species. I n  Louisiana our  f a i l u r e  is Upon us. Can 
w e  not s u s t a i n  and su rv ive  by us ing  our i n t e l l e c t u a l  capacity? 

The Plan is f lawed. Let us he lp  t h e  Corps  r e d i r e c t  its infrastructure 
and f inanc ia l  and engineering capacity i n t o  more productive p r o j e t s  t h a t  
are environment a l l y  conpat i b l e .  

The Plan is fractured. Let us h e l p  draw it and its goals  together  So 
t h e  projec t  r e a l i t i m  relate to t h e  v is ion .  Let us provide informed input.  
Take advantage of t h e  d ive r se  Knwledge ava i l ab le  t o  you a l l  f r o m  t h e  public. 

What I would l i k e  t o  suggest is an extension of time beyond August 30, 
and t h e  encouragement of more public pa r t i c ipa t ion  from groups, and organi-  
za t ions  and individuals who have something t o  contribute.  Too f requent ly  
w e  a r e  beseiged by l a rge  agencies, corporations,  and bureaucracies i n  
genera l  who negate t h e  vast  amount of common sense contained wi th in  t h e  
common people, and therefore  do not adequately incorporate i n t o  t h e i r  
agenda t h e  concerns of the c i t i zens  of our nation. I 

Time and again we have seen much ballyhooed Corps p ro jec t s  become i n  
r e a l i t y  dismal f allures--a shameful waste of much needed taxpayer dollars. 
I n  my area  t h e  MRGO and t h e  Pearl  River dredging a r e  both a w a s t e  of 
d o l l a r s  much needed f o r  our economy, and enormously de t r imenta l  t o  our  
l o c a l  environment and economy. To o f f se t  t h e  S a l i n i t y  brought i n t o  t h e  
l ake  system by t h e  MRGO t h e  Plan c a l l s  f o r  a Mississipi River freshwater 
d ivers ion ,  which is not i n  i t s e l f  a bad th ing  i f  it properly r e s t o r e s  a 
more na tu ra l  r iver- flood pat tern  t o  t h e  lake-esturine ecosystem. I t  is t h e  
implementation t h a t  w e  object  to. F i l l  i n  t h e  d i t c h  . That would help  

I n  t h e  space of one letter I hardly  expect t o  b e  a b l e  t o  g ive  you a l l  
which I am. I can only make known my r e se rva t ion  t o  t h e  present  Plan and 
expect t h a t  you and your peers  w i l l  heed our reques t  t o  be  heard. 

Thank you. 

RESPONSE 1.1: The CWPPRA Task Force recognizes t h e  value of 
publ ic  pa r t i c ipa t ion  and has encouraged public pa r t i c ipa t ion  
throughout t h e  planning process. Please r e f e r  t o  t h e  Study 
Process sec t ion  of t h e  main repor t  and Section 5.1 of t h e  EIS  f o r  
a d e t a i l e d  descr ip t ion  of t h e  publ ic  involvement process. 

The Task Force i s  i n s t i t u t i n g  a new public outreach program t h a t  
w i l l ,  v i a  newsletters,  mailings, and regular  press  r e l eases  and 
conferences, no t i fy  t h e  publ ic  of t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  r e s to ra t ion  
program, hearings, meetings, and t h e  expenditure o r  commitment of 
r e s to ra t ion  funds. Addit ionally,  t h e  Cit izen Pa r t i c ipa t ion  Group 
has been reconst i tu ted  s o  a s  t o  provide regular  publ ic  input.  
Additional information about r e s to ra t ion  cont rac ts  a r e  avai lable  
pursuant t o  s t a t e  and Federal cont rac t ing  laws and access t o  
information laws. 

RESPONSE 1.2: The MRGO is an economically v iable  channel. A s  
described on page 10 of t he  Pontchartrain Basin appendix, t h e  
MRGO cont r ibutes  10,000 jobs t o  t h e  Sta te ' s  economy even though 
extensive environmental damages have resul ted  from the  p ro jec t .  
As described on page 23 of t h e  appendix, t he  most economical way 
t o  prevent fu r the r  environmental degradation by t h e  MRGO is 
through bank s t a b i l i z a t i o n .  At t h i s  t i m e ,  t h e  USACE i s  
conducting a reconnaissance- level study of bank protec t ion  f o r  
t h e  MRGO, unrelated t o  t h e  CWPPRA. 



Alliance of Concerned Citizens of Louisiana, lnc. 
PO Box 68 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
District Engineer 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Diffley: 

August 30, 1993 

The Alliance of Concerned Citizens of Louisiana, Inc., 
submits these objections and comments to the Draft Louisiana 
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan [hereinafter Restoration Plan] 
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement [hereinafter DEIS]. The 
DEIS as currently proposed is unacceptable for the following 
reasons: 

I. THE CORPS NEEDS TO DRAFT TIMELY INDIVIDUAL BASIN 
EISs TO INSURE CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

For NEPA to function according to its mandate, which is to 
have an impact in the decision making process, the EIS should be 
written by the "go-no-go" stage. Also, alternatives must be . 
assessed and considered sufficiently before any commitment of 
resources. According to page 1 and 19 of the DEIS, because of 
the lack of available detail, each individual project is not 
discussed. Also, on page 1 and 20 of tho DEIS, the Corps notes 
that to fulfill the requirements of NEPA, each individual project 
will need a separate EIS. We submit that even if these 
individual projects received EISs, each individual basin would 
still need an EIS before the commitment of resources and before 
the projects can be selected. 

To ensure that alternatives are fully considered early in 
the planning and selection process, the Corps should prepare an 
EIS as to each individual basin. The Corps stated that 
individual project EISs will be drafted in time to be part of the 
decision making process. The Corps must make basin EISs, as 
opposed to project EISs, part of the decision making process, in 
order to effectively evaluate alternative projects within each 
basin. Otherwise it is simply justifying its conclusions rather 
than assessing possible environmental impacts and selecting the 
best projects. 

RESPONSE 2.1: At this time, we do not anticipate preparing an 
EIS for each coastal hydrologic basin. Large projects that will 
have an effect on major portions of one or more hydrologic basins 
will require EIS's. These EIS's will have to discuss other 
options for restoration of the basins and could, in effect, be 
considered basin-wide EIS's. For instance, one priority is to 
determine the sediment and freshwater budget of the Mississippi 
River below Old River and develop alternatives for the best use 
of this resource. An EIS that discloses the various alternatives 
and their impacts to the various basins will likely be necessary. 

I II. THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ASSESS THE POSSIBLE 
IMPACTS OF THE RESTORATION PLANS ON PUBLIC ACCESS 



navigation. 
The DEIS also notes that navigation and access will be 

obstructed in certain areas with the implementation of proposed 
projects or their alternatives. Access to hunting and fishing 
may be reduced by "outfall management. "7 In a broader sense, . 
navigation would be hindered by all project types, with the 
exception of "hydro management of impoundments. 

If bodies of water to be effected by coastal restoration 
projects are navigable (i.e. are used for or are capable of being 
used for commerce), they are subject to a federal servitude in 
favor of public access. However, nowhere does the restoration 
plan or EIS seriously weigh the impact of restoration projects on 
these important navigational rights. 

Because of the lack of serious discussion of the impediments 
to access, the Corps, also may have overlooked the issue of 
access to waters on private lands which become navigable through 
erosion. While private waters created on private land are not 
subject to the federal navigational servitude, the issue of 
whether waters which become navigable through erosion are subject 
to the servitude was not answered until recently. In Pprdar v, 
Mfourche Re-, the Fifth Circuit noted that a body of water is 
"'naturally' navigable even though the erosion is caused by 

for the commercial fishing industry to survive. The DEIS fails 
to adequately assess the impact of the plan on access to those 
waters. The Restoration Plan addresses it in a single 
paragraph.1 The DEIS considers it in a couple of paragraphs.2 
This simply and obviously inadequately studies the issue of - - 
[access. 

According to the Louisiana Coastal Restoration Plan, several 

'~tora-, p. 47. 

'm, pp. 6-7, 10-11. 

%estoration Plan, 159. 

4 m s t ~ r a t i ~ n  Plm, 148 and 138 respectively. 

i . 3  

RESPONSE 2.2: This comment deals with a very controversial and 
complex issue. We believe that Section 3.3.11. of the EIS 
adequately discusses the issue of public access by acknowledging 
that certain types of projects may impede public access to 
various degrees. In developing and implementing projects under 
the plan, all implicated rights, both private and public, will be 
taken into consideration and accommodated to the maximum extent 
practicable. Whether or not a particular project will violate 
public access or private property laws is a legal question that 
is beyond the scope of this EIS. The proper resolution of this 
issue will be on a project by project basis. 

of these projects will cause accessibility problems because of 
the construction of levees and water-control structures. Por 
example, because of projected water-control structures, the 
Calcasieu-Sabine Basin project will reduce access to 
marshlands.' This will have an effect on the fisheries 
industry. There are similar access issues with the Terrebonne 
Basin, the Hementau Basin and Techeflerrilion Basin  project^.^ 
Also. Darts of the Barataria Basin Plan may interfere with RESPONSE 2.3: We believe that we have adequately discussed the 

potential for proposed projects to reduce access under Sections 
3.3.11. and 3.3.13. We have openly discussed the fact that many 
of the projects have the potential to affect navigation and 
public access. We aren't trying to hide this issue. 

RESPONSE 2.4: We disagree that all project types, except for 
hydrologic restoration of impoundments would hirider navigation. 
Shoreline protection, terracing, barrier island restoration, and 
other projects types should not negatively affect navigation, 
except possibly during construction, and have the potential to 
benefit navigation by reducing sedimentation in navigable 
waterways. 



111. THE DEIS UUST INCLUDE A REALISTIC APPRAISAL OF MARSH 
UANAGEWENT AND ITS IUPACTS ON THE ENTIRE COASTAL ECOSYSTEM 

2.J 
increased water flow from connecting dredged canal." The 
proposed projects could be restricting access to these watero as 
well. Because it is impossible to ascertain whether the Corps hag 
studied the ramifications of this issue, it should be studied and 
assessed in the EIS. 

RESPONSE 2.5: In Section 3.3.11.3. we state that the legal 
definition of navigable waters must be addressed for individual 
projects to determine whether blocking or restricting access 
through waterways would unlawfully restrict public access. In 
other words, we are disclosing that some proposed projects would 
restrict access into managed areas and that we will have to 
determine, on a case-by-case basis whether the restrictions are 
legal or not. If public access were to be illegally restricted, 
the project would likely not be built, or it may be redesigned to 
reduce or eliminate the restriction. 

2.L 
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as 

RESPONSE 2.6: The plan acknowledges that restoration activity 
will have to be based on real world conditions, which include 
taking cognizance of activities and projects undertaken outside 
of CWPPRA. These factors will be addressed to some extent in the 
Conservation Plan called for by CWPPRA, but will also need to be 
the subject of periodic review. 

The Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan is a direct 
response to the continual loss of over 30 square miles of 
Louisiana's coastal wetlands per year. It is clear, however, 
that Louisiana's wetlands are disappearing not simply as a result 
of physical factors, but also because of poor public policy. For 
years, permits have been issued for activities in the coastal 
zone that directly cause substantial wetlands loss, such as 
canals for oil and gas production and residential development. 
Government agencies have also historically ignored the 
devastating affects of navigation and flood control projects. 
This DEIS appears to continue this posture in regards to marsh 
management activities. 

Marsh management is the most controversial element of the 
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. However, the DEIS 
represents marsh management as a scientifically established 
technique to prevent wetlands loss when, in fact, recent studies 
have indicated that marsh management may actually accelerate 
marsh loss by preventing the influx of sediments and nutrients 
and by contributing to the accumulation of toxins in waterlogged 
soils. 

The most significant study of the effectiveness of 
structural marsh management on reducing wetland loss in coastal 
Louisiana was performed by Cahoon and Groat (1990).~ In their 
analysis, the authors evaluated land lose patterns of 16 managed 
and control marshes. The authors reported that 12 managed and 15 
unmanaged control areas experienced marsh loss and that the 
average loss rate was slightly higher for managed areas. Other 
recent studies of marsh management projects in Louisiana have 
also reported greater marsh loss rates in managed versus 
unmanaged marshes. However, the DEIS ignores the results of 
these studies and relies instead on the results of a 7 year old 
study of South Carolina marshes in order to promote marsh 
management as an effective technology. 

Of the numerous effects that marsh management plans are 
known to have on marsh ecosystems, the severe adverse impacts to 
valuable marine resources is the least disputed. It is estimated 
that the productive capacity of managed marshes is reduced up to 
501 when compared to natural ecosystems. Although variable crest 

We have strived to present the facts about marsh management in an 
unbiased manner. We have substantially revised most sections 
that describe the effects of marsh management so that they are 
more concise, while not leaving out any important information. 

RESPONSE 2.7: Cahoon and Groat (1990), as well as several papers 
contained within that document, are cited in the EIS. The study 
you are referencing is Sweeney et al. (1990) which is contained 
in the Cahoon and Groat study. Citation from this study has been 
incorporated into the EIS. 

'~ahoon, D.R. and C.G. Groat (eds.) . 1990. Astudy of marsh 
management practices in coastal Louisiana, Volume 1, Executive 
Summary. Final report submitted to Uinerals Management Service, 
New Orleans, LA. Contract No. 14-12-0001-30410. OCS Study/MMS 90- 
0075. 



2.8 
bnt. 

2.1 

Sincerely, 

weirs, flap-gated culverts, and rock weirs may have fewer 
detrimental effects on fisheries, the most prominent researchers 
on this topic have concluded: *At this time, however, we think 
that any type of water control structure will reduce fisheries 
production in the area behind it to some extent.*1° 

Recent experience has also demonstrated that these projects 
work to exclude local users from traditional fishing and 
subsistence habitat. The excluded citizens are composed largely 
of rural poor Louisianans of Native American or Acadian descent 
who are largely unrepresented in marsh management decisionmaking. 
d he task force apparently considers this denial of access a 
beneficial aspect of marsh management as the DEIS reports on page 
EIS-6 that *Landowners would gain increased control over public 
access.* as an effect of marsh management and hydrologic 
restoration. 

The Corps was preparing a Programmatic CIS for marsh 

Michael Robichaux, M.D. J 

President 
Bradley Oubre 
Vice-president 

&lo 

'O~erke, W.H., E.E. Knudsen, P.A. mudsen, and B.D.Rogers. 
1992. Effects of semi-impoundment of Louisiana marsh on fish and 
crustacean nursery use and export. North American Journal of 
Fisheries Management. 12:151-160. 

management in coastal Louisiana to evaluate the issues and 
impacts associated with marsh management. Work on this PEIS has 
been suspended since October, 1992. Although this pro 
put on hold ostensibly "due to lack of fundsn, the ti. 
fortuitous in view of the completely inadequate review that marsh 
management has received in the current DEIS. Over 25% of the 
individual projects in the Louisiana Coa-1 Wetlands Restoration 
Plan involve some form of marsh management or hydrologic 
restoration. It is, therefore, imperative that the DEIS contain 
a realistic evaluation of marsh management which incorporates a 
review of &J, available information, not simply the selective 
material which supports this controversial technology. 

RESPONSE 2.8: We acknowledge the citation. We are including 
this information under Section 3.3.6.3 where the effect had been 
suggested. 

RESPONSE 2.9: The quote from the EIS referred to in your comment 
was not meant to suggest either a beneficial or adverse impact, 
but rather a neutral statement about a effect. The statement may 
be viewed by landowners as a beneficial effect, whereas the 
qeneral public may view it as a negative effect. Nevertheless, 

the statement has been reworded. 

RESPONSE 2.10: This EIS is not meant to be a substitute for the 
marsh management EIS. The marsh management EIS will be a very 
detailed, comprehensive document that will fully disclose all of 
information available on marsh management. Work on the marsh 
management EIS was suspended due to insufficient funding through 
the USACE re~ulatory program but has been recently been re- 
initiated with funding provided by the EPA. 

This CWPPRA EIS gives the reader a general overview of the 
probable beneficial and adverse consequences of the various 
project types. Although treatment of issues is necessarily brief 
in this EIS, we have not intentionally left out information 
concerning the adverse impacts of marsh management. 



Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act 
& 

Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 

August 9, 1993 

Municipal Auditorium 
800 Vemt Street 
Houma. LA 70360 

Dear Sin: 

I would like to submit the following suggestions to the state and feded agencies 
involved in the "Breaux-Johnston Bill" projecrs being planned for the protection of our 
wetlands. 

I I) There should be a listing of all of the scientists involved in the planning of these 
projects along with their qualifications and their experiences. 

2) There should also be a listing of a11 of the engineering firms. consultants and 
construction companies bidding of any type of work. The qualifications and experience 
of each of these companies should be included. 

I 3) All bid specifications should be published in newspapers of the basins affected before 
any work is started. 

4) A prohibition of my maticulture or entrapment of m i n e  life in a basin which was 
enhanced by these projects should be expressly prohibited. C m t  free access to these 
projects where there was tidal flow in these biuins prior to the projects. Planning of these 
projects should have at a priority the protection of the commercial fishing industry and 
the avoidance of public funds being used to establish myiculture type operations. 

5 )  All expenditures of public money should be outlined and itemized. The mount of 
money appropriated for each basin along with an itemized listing of engineering fees, 
consulting fees. administrative costs etc. should be included. 

IHaving lived in coastal Louisiana dl of 111y life and having closely followed previous 

I wetlan& projects, it is quite obvious that much of the taxpayers money being spent is 
dedicated to ~roiects of cluestionable merit and the work is being ~erformed by the friends 
and families bf our electid officials. These activities must tea-.' Public acc& to the 
cost of these projects and to the names of the contractors, consultants, engineers and 
scientists involved in these matters would be a great boost to the confidence of the public 
and will gmtly enhance public suppon for these efforts. This information would be easy 
to compile and should be readily available to anyone wishing to study this issue. 
Information for each basin and for each project should be provided in a f o m  which is 
easy to read and understand. . 

FORM LETTERS IDENTICAL TO THE ONE DISPLAYED WERE RECEIVED FROM 
THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS: 

J a c o b  M. Adams 
P a t r i c k  J. Adams 
T e r r y  Adams 
Shawn F. Augruy 
C l i n t  B a s c l e  
Van Bouquet 
J e r r y  Bourg 
E a s t o n  Fanguy 
Merle Guidry  
P a u l  Roaul  Guidry  
E r v i n  Lebec t  
C h r i s  A. Lede t  
C h a r l e s  Lede t  
Mark Lede t  
Tammy Lede t  
V i c t o r i a  Lede t  
Donald Naquin, Jr. 
Angie  Normand 

C h r i s  Normand 
Dawn Normand 
Donald Normand 
Marie  Normand 
Melanie  Normand 
Timothy Normand 
Chad P i n e l l  
Cody P i n e l l  
David J. Rhodes 
Gary Rodr igue 
G i l b e r t  J. Ta lbo t ,  S r .  
James N. T a l b o t  
Annabel l  T r o s c l a i r  
C h a r l o t t e  T r o s c l a i r  
F loyd  J. T r o s c l a i r  
Ken T r o s c l a i r  
K i rk  T r o s c l a i r  
Rayneld  T r o s c l a i r  

RESPONSE 3.1: The Task F o r c e  is  i n s t i t u t i n g  a new p u b l i c  
o u t r e a c h  program t h a t  w i l l ,  v i a  n e w s l e t t e r s ,  m a i l i n g s ,  and  
r e g u l a r  p r e s s  r e l e a s e s  and  confe rences ,  n o t i f y  t h e  p u b l i c  o f  the  

I 
s t a t u s  o f  the  r e s t o r a t i o n  program, h e a r i n g s ,  mee t ings ,  and the  
e x p e n d i t u r e  o r  commitment o f  r e s t o r a t i o n  funds .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  
t h e  C i t i z e n  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Group h a s  been r e c o n s t i t u t e d  s o  as t o  
p r o v i d e  r e g u l a r  p u b l i c  i n p u t .  A d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  
r e s t o r a t i o n  c o n t r a c t s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  pu r suan t  t o  s t a t e  and  F e d e r a l  
c o n t r a c t i n g  l aws  and a c c e s s  t o  i n f o r m a t i o n  laws.  

I 
I RESPONSE 3.2: The p l a n  d o e s  n o t ,  and w i l l  n o t ,  c o n t a i n  

m a r i c u l t u r e  p r o j e c t s .  

RESPONSE 3.3: The amount o f  money t h a t  t h e  p roposed  shor t- te rm 
p r o j e c t s  i n  e a c h  b a s i n  would c o s t  i s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  P l a n  
Implemen ta t ion  s e c t i o n  o f  e a c h  b a s i n  r e p o r t .  

I RESPONSE 3.4: P l e a s e  see Response 3.1 above. 

Sincerclv vours. A 



Robert H. Chabreck, Ph.0. 
1821 Cloverdale Avenue 

Baton RouQe, Louisiana 70808 
(504) 387-1212 

. .  . 
Mr. Oscar Rowe 
August 30, 1993 
Page 2 

August 30, 1993 

Mr. Oscar Rowe 
CELMN-PD-FE 
P .O. Box ,60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

Dear Mr. Rowe: 

1 am commenting on the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands 
Restoration Plan on behalf of Continental Land b Fur Co., Inc. 
Continental Land b Fur Co., Inc. has considerable marshland 
holdings in the upper Penchant subbasin of the Terrebonne Basin 
and recognizes the need for projects to restore and maintain 
marshes as proposed in the plan. However, we have concerns about 
certain aspects of the plan. 

As described in the Terrebonne Basin Plan (Appendix E S  
Figure 2 ) ,  the upper Penchant subbasin is an area with heavy 
marsh loss, and the remaining marshes are severely stressed from 
years of excessive flooding. Therefore, precautions must be 
taken to prevent further flooding of marshes. Diversion of 
freshwater and sediment through the upper portion of the 
Penchant subbasin to restore areas farther south in the Penchant 
and Timbalier subbasins would cause severe flooding in the upper 
subbasin. For example, Project PTE-5 would require diversion of 
water from the Atchafalaya River through Bayou Penchant and the 
GIWW to nourish marshes considerable distances away. The 

q.1 

The Overview of the Basin Strategy proposes large-scale use 
of sediment and freshwater to create new marsh and maintain 
existing emergent wetlands; and at the same time, it proposes a 
reduction of water levels in the Penchant and other subbasins. 
The major source of sediment and freshwater for wetland creation 
and maintenance is the Atchafalaya River. Also, much wetland 
loss in the upper Penchant subbasin is caused by excessive 
flooding of marshes by water from the Atchafalaya River. As YOU 
can see, the solutions to some problems are often in conflict. 
In the upper portion of the Penchant subbasin, excessive flooding 
from the Atchafalaya River can be corrected by reducing the 
amount of river water allowed to enter the subbasin. On the 
other hand, large-scale introduction of river water is necessary 
to create and maintain wetlands in the lower portion of the 
basin. 

Projects in the adjacent Atchafalaya Basin may also magnify 
the flooding problem in the upper Penchant subbasin, where lands 
of Continental Land b Fur Co., Inc. are located. Project XAT-9 
would divert additional amounts of Mississippi River water down 
the Atchafalaya River, and projects such as XAT-6 and XAT-BB 
would raise flood stages in the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway 
System. These projects would increase the frequency and duration 
of high water and marsh loss in the Terrebonne Basin, especially 
in the upper Penchant subbasin. 

3 e /  
CDJJ 

gradient required to move water such distances by gravity flow 
would result in deep and prolonged flooding of marshes in upper 
Penchant subbasin. In addition, projects such as XTE-64 could 
result in the release of surplus water in marshes currently 
stressed by excessive flooding. 

Continental Land b Fur Co., Inc. strongly supports the 
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan but urges caution in 
the areas described. If we can provide further information, 
please advise. 

4,s 

cc: Mr. George Strain 
Mr. Herman Crawford 

Bank erosion alonq the G I W  and Bayous Chene, Boeuf, and 
Black causes breakthroughs of the banks and washouts of adjacent 
marsh. Projects that re-establish and reinforce the banks and 
restore marsh such as XTE-38 and PTE-13 should receive high 
priority. 

Environmental Assessmenis. Uetland Evaluations. 
Vildlife Hanapemeni. Forestry Consuliani 



RESPONSE 4.1: In the presentation of Strategy 5 on page 20 of 
the Terrebonne Basin Appendix, it is clearly stated that excess 
water levels are already a problem, and that wetland/water 
management in the Penchant Subbasin (Strategy 1) and flooding in 
the Verret Subbasin (Strategy 8) must be done first (see 
Strategies Considered on page 15 of the appendix). Statements 
regarding this problem were augmented in corresponding project 
descriptions for projects XTE-64 and PTE-5. 

~ls o ,  the descriptions of all projects that would increase the 
frequency and duration of flooding in the area east of the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, that includes the upper Penchant 
Subbasin, include a discussion of potential flooding problems 
under Issues. Project XAT-6, by itself, and implemented only 
once, will not have an adverse impact on water levels in the 
Terrebonne Basin because of its small scope. However, projects 
that increase delta growth ~umulativel~ will raise project flood 
stages and increase the frequency and duration of high water in 
the Terrebonne Basin. 

RESPONSE 4.2: A sentence stating this was added to the Penchant 
Subbasin section of Problem Identification (page 10 of the 
Terrebonne Basin appendix). 

RESPONSE 4.3: Project XTE-38 is a short-term supporting project 
because, while is does not directly address the key strategies in 
the basin, it is considered to be an important local problem 
(responding to Strategy 4 ) ;  project PTE-13 was designated as 
long-term supporting because of the planning required to 
coordinate it with project PTE-26. 



Rdbert H. Chsbreck, Ph.D. 
1821 Cloverdole Avenue 

Baton Roupe. Louisiana 7 0808 
((104) 387-(111 
August 25, 1993 

Mr. Oscar Rowe ' 

CELMN-PD-FE 
P. 0 .  Box -60267 
New Orleans, Louis iana 70160-0267 

Dear Hr. Rower 

Thank you foe the o p ~ o r t u n i t v  t o  comment on the  prmliminary 
d r a f t  o f  the Louisiana Coastal Uotlands Restorat ion P!an. I am 
the S c i e n t i f i c  Advisory Panel member selccted t o  review t h r  
Hermentau Basin Plan. I hare worked i n  the Hernmntau s B a ~ l n  f a r  
35 vearc and an vmry f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h r  problemc and r r n l n ~ i r a l  
processms tha t  operate i n  t h r  basin. Therefore, I w i l l  l i m l t  my 
comments t o  the Mermmtau Bactn Plan. I 

qq.\ 
RESPONSE 4a.l: This is a good recommendation and the basin plan 
has been revised so that each project has been fully described to 
include how it works to help restore, protect, and enhance 
coastal wetlands in the basin. Plans to restore emergent marsh 
to the conditions of 1949 and 1968, have not been included, but 
the projects' effects on emergent marshes are included in each 
project description. 

(Is an I n t r n r l ~ l r t l n n  tn t h r  plan. spec l f i e  obJrc t tvos  o f  tho 
p lan  shcu:d be prermntsd. Each p ro jec t  propocmd should describe 
hnw i t w i  11 help rceompllsh rr. ob j rc t ivo .  6avlnq the eorst .  
prmvmzing coastal  erosion, etc.  are not  canridmmd as mpmcific 
obj.ctlvrs. Tho objoctivem should inc ludc r c s t o r a t i a n  and 
maintcnrnce o f  emergent p lan t  communities as they occurred i n  
1969 (G'Noil Map) o r  lQL6 (Ckobreck ot a l .  Mop). 

q4J 

&.3 

RESPONSE 4a.2: The plan recognizes the problem of high water 
levels (> 2.0 Mean Low Gulf) in the Lakes Subbasin. The plan 

Many ~rob lcmc,  i n  the Mmrmmtau Basin, 8a.d-scribed i n  the 
p l an  such as shoreline erosion and ercesr ivo f lood lng o f  marshrs 

I 
i n  the Lakcr rubbrmin, arc caused by the r ~ c r r s l v e ~ y  h igh  l r L r l  
he ld  i n  the Lakes'~ubbmsin. Water l eve l s  arm hmld a t  e.O f ee t  
MLLo f o r  l r r i gaC ion  and navlpat ion (r l thouyl t  11rvlyal1r.t~ war not  
mentioned i n  the plan).  Th. p l a n  shouid propose, as an 
r l t r r n r t t e e  t o  t t lc  ptupu-rJ Juvulopment, l o m r l n g  Water l e v e l s  I n  
the bas in  t o  1.0 f o o t  M B .  This would e l i n l n a t e  the nerd f o r  
many o f  tlee PI u f r c l w  vroposcd i n  the  plan. 

Thc Mcrmrntau Basln Plan p r i m a r i l y  involves naintenancm. 
Kost maintenance uork proposed i s  ascoclated w i t h  shorr l inm 
erosion along thm GIWW, Fresnwater Yayou Canal, and the 6u l f  Of 

M e x i c ~ .  L i t t l e  res to ra t i on  and management arm proposed. I f  the 
lowering of lake l eve l s  i s  not  acceptable, then I supgest t ha t  . 
three managwment u n i t s  be developed tha t  w i l l  p ro tec t  marshes 
nouth o f  the  lakes from mxcessive f lood ing and a l l o r  f o r  
manipulation c f  water l eve l s  t o  produce d r r i r o d  p l a n t  
commun!tler. Thm manapement u n i t s  uoulc! bm located i n  a cen t ra l  
band across the bas in  and would be designated as the  South Lake 
Hisere Uni t ,  South Grand Lakm Uni t ,  and East Whit- Lakm Uni t .  

includes, as a basin strategy, many projects which will lbwer 
water levels in this subbasin while bringins fresh water into the 

I 

Chenier Subbasin. These projects include operation of the 
existing locks and the installation of structures under Highway 
82. Much of the time, the desired elevation of 2.0 feet Mean Low 
Gulf cannot be maintained. It would be virtually impossible to 
lower water levels to 1.0 Mean Low Gulf. 



Development o f  t h e  u n i t s  would r r q u i r m  c o n r t r u c t l o n  of lmvmms, 
iocko. and othmr w a t r r  c o n t r o l  s t r u c t u r o r  tn - r p r r r t r  t h e  u n i t s  
f rom t h e  G l ~ x ,  Grand Lake, and White Lake. 

The South H i s e r e  U n i t  would l i e  between t h e  G1.WU and L i t t l e  
Chenler and t ram Htgnway 27 eastward t o  6rrnd Lake and the  
tlermentru R ive r .  Thc South Grand Lake U n i t  would l i e  betwmmn 
Orand Lakc and tranc! fhenler  o r  o tner  management u n i t s  n o r t h  of 
t h e  chonimr. I t  would ofitend from t h e  Mermentau Rivmr eastward 
t o  O ld  I n t r a c o r s t a l  Canal and M i t e  Laka. Ihe East  U h i t o  Lake 
n i t  would e r t e n d  f rom th8  Old I n t r a c o a s t a l  and Schooner Bayou 

southward t~ Pecan I s l a n d  Canal and f rom U h i t o  Lake mastward t o  1 reshwater Bayou Ca-al. 

i ~ i  th comple t ion  o f  therw management u n i t s  and u n i t s  
c u r r e n t l y  in  p l a c e  on Lacasslne NUR. Cameron P r a i r i e  NUR, Coasta l  
Club, Cmoca, V e r m i l i o n  Corp.. and Rockefeller Refugw, most o f  the  
Hermrntau 9 a s i n  w i l l  be under a system of water c o n t r o l  t h a t  w i l l  
rnhance p l a n t  g rowth  and secure the  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  area f o r  many 
years. 

(fq.3 
&,,t. 

Th is  p r e s c c t s  o n l y  a genera l  conceptual ske tch  o f  what i s  
needed i n  t h e  Mcrmentau Basin. I f  1 can p r o v i d e  a d d i t i o n a l  
i n fo rmat ian ,  p l e a s r  !et me knew. 

da te r  c c n t r o l  s t r u c t u r e ¶  on  the  south s i d e  o f  the  managemmnt 
wculd a l l o w  wafer l r v r l s  w i t h i n  t h e  u n i t s  t o  b r  e o n t r o l l e d  

independent ly  o f  water l e v e l s  i n  Grand Lake and White Lake. 
A lso t  r a t e r  C o n t r o l  r r r u e t u r e r  an tho  n o r t h  s i d e  o f  the  
management u n i t s  would a l l o w  water t o  bm added to  the manrgrment 
u n i t s  r h m n  nmrdrd f rom Grand Lake and U h i t r  Lake. Locks to a l l o w  
barqs  t r a r f i c  would be const ructed i n  t h e  Super io r  Canal on  t h e  
-uul I~  ride u f  Brand Lahe and i n  o ther  l o c a ~ l o n m  Arrr nccdcd. 
S u b d i v f d l n ~  thm Lakes Scbbasin would f a c i l i t a t e  water l e v e l  
c o n t r o l  i n  O r d r ~ J  r ~ t d  W l ~ i L r  Laker us fnq  e x i s t i n g  s t ructurms.  
Wster cou ld  b e  d ra ined  f rom thw south s i d e  o f  the  management 
u n i t s  as needed t o  n o u r i s h  t h e  Hog Bryuu, R u ~ k r T r l l e r  Refuge, and 
South Pecan I s l a n d  marshes. 

S incere ly ,  

Robert H. Chabreck, Ph.0. 
U r t l a n d  E c o l o g i s t  

ccs Er. Robert R. T w i l l o y  
M*. S r ~ e  C o n t i  
M r .  L r r  Ui l l a n  

RESPONSE 4a.3: We acknowledge that active management in the 
Lakes Subbasin would assist in lowering water levels in the 
managed areas. The basin plan does have some management projects 
in the Lakes Subbasin, but none of the magnitude that you 
suggest. There are management projects planned for the Sawmill 
Canal and Humble Canal areas east and west of the Mermentau River 
in the area of Little Pecan Bayou. Few management projects are 
planed for other areas of the Lakes Subbasin. This is because 
the subbasin is protected from saltwater intrusion and tidal 
scour by the existing lock system. We acknowledge that 
management projects would be helpful in reducing water levels in 
selected areas, but generally this would involve levees or 
overflow banks and many structures to allow active management. 
Much of the suggested the East White Lake unit is presently 
managed by the Vermilion Corporation. It was decided by the 
basin group to concentrate on the existing locks and the 
freshwater structures at Highway 82 to remedy the high water 
level situation rather than construct many management units. The 
Superior Canal Lock (or gate) Project would be a good project to 
add to the plan and can be added at a later date. Insufficient 
information precluded its addition at this time. 
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Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 
8841 Highland Road. Suite C Baton Rouge, LA 70808 504 1 766-0195 Fax 504 I 766-0229 

August 30, 1993 VIA FAX AND MAIL 

Col. Michael Diffley, District Engineer 
V.S. A m y  Engineer District, New Orleans 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

Re : Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Col. Diffley: 

The Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana, a coalition of 
individuals, public bodies, and more than 120 groups, is a not-for- 
profit organization dedicated to the restoration and preservation 
of Louisiana's coastal resources. We have reviewed the draft 
environmental impact statement covering the draft comprehensive 
Louisiana coastal wetlands restoration plan and have prepared these 
comments concerning it. 

Before getting into our comment6 we would like to commend the 
CWPPRA task force.for the seriousness and enthusiasm with which it 
has gone about drafting the comprehensive plan. The task it was 
charged with was enormous as were (and are) the pressures to 
accommodate competing interests and viewpoints. In such a 
situation it is probably impossible to please everyone but we have 
been impressed by the determination of the task force to take the 
long view and honestly face the problems facing coastal Louisiana. 
If we are ever to succeed at restoring our coastal resources to a 
sustainable condition it is essential for the task force to 
maintain that perspective and remain open to new ideas and public 
input . 
COMMENTS ON THE GiZNERAL STRATEGY AND EIS 

a. We would like to begin by stating that we are basically 
pleased by the basic statements of the problem (pages 13-24), the 
value of coastal wetlands (pages 25-31). and the solutions to 
wetland loss (pages 33-51). These sections set forth and justify 
a comprehensive strategy for restoring Louisiana's coast that can 
guide future efforts to develop, prioritize, and implement 
restoration projects. It is essential that the vision or 
overarching strategy articulated in those sections be clearly 
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stated to be the touchstones for the comprehensive restoration 
plans. Unless that is done the plan could degenerate into a mere 
compilation of basin plans which, although fundamentally sound in 
themselves, do not necessarily fit together or move effectively 
toward the goal of reestablishing sustainability to our coast. 
Accordingly, we urge that the final plan and EIS clearly state that 
the basin plans are to be construed to the extent possible in a 
manner consistent with the broader strategy set forth in the main 
report, and should that not be possible then the task force will at 
that time review the basin plans to see what changes may be 
necessary to bring them into harmony with that strategy. In the 
end we are confident that this will ensure the coherency of the 
plan and avoid the need for unnecessary, ad hoc changes to the 
plan. 

b. The plan, as one might expect, suffers from a certain lack 
of clarity and definiteness due to the need for additional 
modeling, feasibility work, and demonstration projects. The plan 
should clearly recognize this need and provide for meeting it. 
Specific attention should to be given to hydrologic modelling and 
demonstration projects that can pave they way for developing 
innovative, more cost effective restoration techniques (e-g. for 
barrier islands) and to feasibility studies that are prerequisites 
to such large scale projects as the Breton Sound diversion. 

5.3 

S.S) d. The EIS does not adequately distinguish among, or 

c. The portions of the plan and the EIS dealing with ~ r S h  
management are a bit perplexing. Although much time is devoted to 
discussing marsh management, little is actually said about how the 
proposed projects would effect the environment of coastal 
Louisiana. Undoubtedly, this is in part due to the controversial 
nature of marsh management activities, especially in the context of 
wetlands. restoration. The EIS needs to more directly acknowledge 
and discuss the substantial body of opinion that marsh management 
is not an effective tool for restoring or preserving marsh. 
Additionally, it needs to be made clear that any marsh management 
style projects pursued under the plan will be designed and operated 
so as tb provide the widest range of benefits and to afford access 
by marine species and by the public where such access would 
characteristic of a natural regime. 

The EIS must also address the fact that little is known about 

RESPONSE 5.1: Considerable effort has been expended by the Task 
Force agencies and others, including the Coalition, to revise 
both the basin plans and the problems and solutions sections of 
the main report. The report now forms a truly comprehensive plan 
for restoring coastal Louisiana. The plan includes short-term 
strategies to try and keep the wetlands that we have and long- 
term strategies to build new wetlands. All of the plans for 
basins in the Deltaic Plain recommend strategies to make better 
use of fresh water and sediments from the Mississippi and 
Atchafalaya Rivers. Barrier island restoration is a major short- 
term component of the plans for the Barataria and Terrebonne 
Basins and a long-term component of the plans for the 
Pontchartrain and Breton Sound Basins. Restoration opportunities 
in the Chenier Plain are mainly hydrologic restoration, shoreline 
protection, and marsh creation using dredged material, with a 
freshwater diversion component. A possible future strategy for 
the Mermentau Basin is the utilization of the coastal mud stream 
to nourish interior wetlands. 

,q 

RESPONSE 5.2: The plan has been greatly clarified since the 
draft version. Nearly every basin has demonstration projects 
that will provide answers necessary for coastal restoration 
either in that specific basin or across the coast. The results 
of hydrologic modeling will be used whenever appropriate. The 
State has recently provided the Task Force with a list of 
suggestions for feasibility studies. The Task Force will act on 
this request early in 1994. 

the cumulative and indirect impacts marsh management projects will 
have on coastal wetlands. These issues were to have been explored 
by the Corps of Engineers in a programmatic EIS on marsh 
management, which as yet remains unfinished. The appropriate 
nature and role of marsh management in coastal restoration may t u n  
on the results of that marsh management EIS and the plan needs to 
reflect a more cautious approach toward the implementation of marsh 
management projects. It is possible that some marsh management 
projects might be appropriate demonstration project candidates that 
could serve as a basis for better evaluating the appropriate role 
of marsh management in the restoration effort. 

RESPONSE 5.3: In the EIS, we have tried our best to present an 
unbiased presentation of the effects of marsh management. When 
viewing the numerous comments received on treatment of marsh 
management in the EIS, it becomes very obvious that there is a 

- wide range of opinions among agencies, and even in the scientific 
community, concerning this type of project. The suggestions 
contained in the last sentence of your comment have been 
incorporated into the EIS in Section 3.3.11.4. 

RESPONSE 5.4: Any marsh management projects implemented under 
the CWPPRA will be intensively monitored, as will all other 
projects. No new technologies or techniques for marsh management 
have been proposed for the CWPPRA, therefore it would be 
inappropriate to classify marsh management projects as 
demonstrations. Marsh management projects comprise about 6.5 

I 
percent of the projects proposed in the Restoration Plan. It is 
highly unlikely that marsh management, as we know it today, will 
play a major role in coastal wetland restoration. However, it is 
believed that marsh management may play an important role in 

! areas that are far removed from sediment or freshwater sources 

! where options for restoration are very limited. 



3.c 
Cant. 

f. Although the plan contemplates extensive sediment 

5.7 1 diversions, nowhere does the EIS address the issue of possible sediment contamination. This should be rectified in the final EIS. 

establish linkages between. estuarine dependent species, resident 
species, and marine transient species when assessing the effects of 
various restoration techniques. This is especially true in the 
case of the effects of passive and active management on fisheries. 
For example, on page EIS-67, the EIS states that the maintenance of 
Phase 2 water levels will effectively block 'the few migratory 
estuarine-dependent fishery species" from entering or exiting the 
managed area. The term "feww is wholly subjective and is at odds 
with the views of a number of authorities that indicate that many 
marine transients wLll be adversely effected (Herke and Rogers 
1985). Additionally, the EIS's conclusion that passive management 
will likely result in improved habitat conditions for resident fish 

.species (EIS-28) is debatable. The enhanced populations of those 
species can also be attributed to the exclusion of marine transient 
species that would otherwise feed on them. In sum, the fisheries 
impacts of marsh management need closer attention. 

e. The EIS does not adequately consider the effects of the 

5.6 

RESPONSE 5.5: All discussions concerning marsh management have 
been substantially altered to be more concise and to the point. 
We believe that the revised text addresses your main concern. 

'plan in the context of coastal activities that are conducted 
outside the plan. Specifically, without recognizing that dredge 
and fill activities continue to take place in the coastal zone and 
that there will be pressure for private marsh management projects 
it will be impossible to assess the impact or effect of the 
restoration efforts envisioned by the plan. The regulatory program 
must be harmonized with the restoration program to the greatest 
extent possible to maximize the chances of returning our coastal 
wetlands to a sustainable condition. 

5.8 

RESPONSE 5.6: The plan acknowledges that restoration efforts 
will have to be based on real world conditions, which would 
include taking cognizance of activities and projects undertaken 
outside of CWPPRA. These factors will be addressed to some 
extent in the Conservation Plan called for by the CWPPRA, but 
will also need to be the subject of periodic review. 

g. The EIS devotes considerable attention to the need to 
accommodate the rights and wishes of landowners in the design and 
implementation of restoration projects. That is appropriate. We 
do not, however, believe adequate attention has been paid to the 
rights the public may have to access coastal resources. The plan 
needs to specifically take cognizance of those rights and protect 
them to the maximum extent possible in the course of designing and 
implementing projects. Simply put, no CWPPRA project should have 
the effect of denying the public access to an area to which they 
previously had a right to go absent a compelling reason. 
Similarly, no CWPPRA project should prevent or significantly impair 
the migration of fish or wildlife without a compelling reason. 
These are public rights and resources that should not be 
compromised, especiallywith public funds. Nothing in this comment 
should be construed to suggest that the CWPPRA process should (or 
could) be used to create or expand public rights. 

RESPONSE 5.7: We are not aware of any information that suggests 
that sediment in the Atchafalaya or Mississippi Rivers is 
contaminated to the point which would negatively affect coastal 
wetlands. At this time, there is no reason to believe that there 
are any problems with riverine sediments that would affect their 
use as a restoration resource as conceived by the plan. Sediment 
testing will be conducted, where relevant, as an integral 
component of individual projects. 

RESPONSE 5.8: Any project that would effectively exclude the 
public from areas that they have the right to enter would be 
illegal and would obviously not be implemented. As for fish and 
wildlife access, the only compelling reason that their access 
would be impaired would be for the creation, restoration, 
protection, or enhancement of coastal wetlands, which is the 
thrust of the CWPPRA. Please refer to Section 3.3.11.1. of the 
EIS where additional information on public access has been added. 

I 
h. Pages EIS-22 and 23 identify a number of ongoing planning 

and/or restoration efforts that the CWPPRA plan takes cognizance 

5.9 Of. Missing from this list is the comprehensive plan for the 
Pontchartrain Basin prepared by the Lake Pontchartrain Basin 
Foundation pursuant to an agreement with EPA. The plan needs to 



I consider the findings and recommendations of that comprehensive 59 plan in the drafting of the CWPPRA plan for the Pontchartrain Basin 
Co& and when evaluating the likely effects of the CWPPRA plan. 

BASIN PLAN COMMENTS 

? W m t t e d ,  

Mark avis 
Exec tive Directo 

s''O 

cc: Louisiana Congressional Delegation 
Len Bahr 

Because of our understanding that the individual basin plans 
will ultimately be construed and implemented in a manner consistent 
with the general vision and strategy set forth in the main body of 
the plan, we have not attempted to evaluate those plans as free 
standing strategies. At this point, the basin plans represent a 
very valuable assessment of the range of projects that might be 
currently appropriate and doable to address the problems in their 
respective basins. They do not, and as we appreciate it were not 
intended to, reflect what will necessarily go into the field in 
years hence. Accordingly, we will not offer specific comments on 
the basin plans beyond those which we have previously offered. To 
that end we are attaching and incorporating herein the comments 
made in our letters of April 8, 1993 and July 29, 1993 pertaining 
to the Calcasieu-Sabine and Pontchartrain basins respectively. 

RESPONSE 5.9: The EPA-sponsored comprehensive plan for the 
Pontchartrain Basin is discussed on page 2 of the Pontchartrain 
Basin appendix. 

RESPONSE 5.10: We agree that many of the basin projects 
represent viable projects which solve basin problems. These 
projects are presented in concept form and many will be revised a 
great deal prior to implementation. Not all, but many of the 
basin projects will probably be implemented in the future to 
address basin problems. 

This comment also references two letters written by the 
commenter. One letter, sent to Mr. Bruce Baird, US Army Corps of 
Engineers, contained the commenterls response to an Environmental 
Assessment prepared to update the EIS for the Bonnet Carre 
Freshwater Diversion project in the Pontchartrain Basin. The 
proper format for discussion of that letter is within the context 
of that project and therefore will not be addressed here. It is 
presented here for information purposes only. The other letter 
was addressed to Mr. Edward W. Hickey, USDA, Soil Conservation 
Service, who is the basin captain of the Calcasieu/Sabine Basin. 
The letter offers suggestions for improvement of the 
Calcasieu/Sabine Basin plan. Responses to that letter are 
presented as follows. 
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Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 
8841 Highland Road, Sub C Baton Rouge. LA 70808 504 1 766-0195 Fax 504 1 766-0229 

April 8, 1993 

Mr. Edward W. Hickey. 
Water Resources Planning Staff Leader 
USDA Soil Conservation Service 
37 37 Covemment Street 
Alexandria, Louisiana 71 302 

I Dear M: I 
I have had a chance to look through the February draft of the 
Calcasieu-Sabine Basin Report and am prepared to offer some 
recommendations which may or may not be appropriate for 
discussion at the April 15 meeting. The Science Advisors program is 
somewhat in flux right now but I appreciate your keeping me posted 
and will try to become more involved in the future. 

I Comments 

p. 2, Introduction, Soils: 
A subtle observation regarding the cheniere ridges. My 
understanding is that the ridges are products of shoreline retreat . 

that took place when significant mud inputs to the nearshore marlne 
environment did not occur. Sand and shell berms and dunes 
developed along mainland beaches, spits and perhaps detached 
barriers when a clear water coastal system prevailed similar to those 
along the Misslssippi Coast. These coarse materials undoubtedly did 
act to stabilize the shoreline once they accumulated in sizeable 
berms. Currently, mud reaching the Chenier Plain coast covers 
nearshore sands and prevents clear water shell forming gastropods 
and molluscs from contributing much coarse materjal to the beaches. 
On the eastern part of the Chenier Plain coast, enough mud Is 
depositing to provide some stabilization of shoreline retreat, but in 
the west, it is merely inhibiting beach formation without providing 
stabilization. The second condition is conducive to the rapid 
shoreline retreat that has historically prevailed in this area. 

The area stabilized by permanent nearshore mud deposits from the 
Atchafalaya Is currently spreading from east to west at about 0.5 
mile per year. If this pace continues, It can be speculated that the 
Gulf shoreline of the Calcasieu/Sabine basin will begin to see 
permanent mud accumulations and shoreline stabilization in about 
100 years. 

p. 4, Introduction, Geo!.ogy: 
Subsidence is an active process in the Calcasieu-Sabine'basln that 
puts stress on marsh vegetation. Tide gage data from the area 
indicates ah apparent sea level rise rate of about 0.7 cm/year. If 
about 0.2 cmlyr Is due to the rlsing of the Gulf, local compaction, 
dewatering of the Holocene and, perhaps, fluid withdrawal from 
deeper deposits must be causing a subsidence rate of about 0.5 
crn/yr. This is not inconsequential as it would amount to nearly 20 
inches in a century. I am sure you have more and better numbers, 
but I think they deserve some discussion because they provide a 
good way to Unk the geology wlth the vegetation and soil forming 
processes that, in turn, affect the potential for land loss. 

p. 6. Problem Identification, Existing Conditions: 
I think that some discussion of the unique land loss history in the 
Calcasieu/Sabine basin would be useful here. I include some curves 
developed from the Dunbar et al. (1992) database that has now been 
aggregated by basin. They show average annual land loss rates 
increasing from a few hundred acres per year in the period between 
the early 1930's and 1955 (before Audrey) to more than 5 , W  per 
year in the 19601s, then dropping to current rates of about 500 per 
year. Current rates are not much greater than the 1930's 
background. 

Mom than 82 percent of all documented loss In the Calcasieu/Sabine 
Basin, over 100,000 acres, occurred in the 19 years between 1955 
and 1974. It seems likely to me that this sudden destruction can be 
attributed largely to the linked effects of the navigation channels and 
Hurricane Audrey. In other words, the channels opened up the 
system to and aggravated the effects of the flooding caused by 
Audrey. Similar impacts were not observed in the Mermentau Basin, 
which also received much of the same storm surge. 

From a planning standpoint, then, It seems appropriate to very 
clearly identify the primary coastal restoration goals in the basin to 
be, first, mitigation for the negative effects of the hydraulic regime 
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imposed by the navigation projects, followed, second, by an active 
revegetation program. The discussion on page 7 lays out the hlstory, 
and on the top of page 8 you appear to arrive at the same conclusion, 
but without the numbers, the main point seems to be somewhat 
obscured in the details. 

Also, it seems appropriate to mention something about the industrial 
development that has taken place in the basin, some of which has 
occurred on reclaimed marshes. 

Finally, as we have discussed earlier, it is important to indicate 
clearly that coastal restoration efforts are well advanced in the basin, 
that much investment has already been made, particularly with 
respect to the Cameron-Creole project and the shoreline stabilization 
along the coast. If at  all possible, it would be helpful to indicate how 
well these efforts are working. From the standpoint of advocating 
later the alternative you do, it would be useful for you to attribute to 
these efforts as much credit as is possible for the observed lowering 
of the land loss rate. 

p. 8, Coastal Wetland Problems, Section (4): 
Shoreline retreat information is available and might be useful here. 
In some places, this shoreline has historically been one of the most 
rapidly retreating in the country. 

p. 9, Future Without Project Conditions, Land Loss: 
Current land loss rates are relatively low, but could easily see a 
dramatic rlse if another Audrey type storm hit this area. Perhaps it 
would be useful to lay out the consequences of such a scenario given 
that the Ship Channel has been deepened. The FEMA hydraulic 
model that is being used by other basin captains and local planners is 
currently available for this area and could predict such impacts. We 
would be happy to provide this information. This could strengthen 
the argument that action is critical. Solutions that build in the 
likelihood of another major storm must be considered as they are for 
most long-term planning efforts in the area  Some measures that 
will be effective under normal conditions will operate well in the 
event of a major storm surge. This needs to be brought out. 

p. 9, Future Wlthout Project Conditions, Biological Resources 
In the basin meetings in Abbeville, much time was devoted to 
discussion of the history of the fisheries in the Calcasieu area. Again, 
this is a unique history. A. I recall, much of the inshore and offshore 

estuarine flshery developed as a result of the opening of the Ship 
Channel and landings respond positively to the amount of freshwater 
introduced. Some discussion of the industrial con taminat ion that has 
occurred in the upper reaches of the basin would also be appropriate 
here as this also affects the productivity and availability of the 
biological resources. It is important to introduce this at  some point 
even though it may not be directly related to wetland loss because 
the hydraulics of the estuary and degree of tidal flushing are 
important both In spri?ading contamination and in allowing its 
assimilation. In other words, coastal restoration approaches that 
affect the hydraulics of the estuary will also have an effect on 
pollution assimilation. 

Finally, it is very important in this section to address in a very 
straightforward manner the fisheries problems that have been 
Ihked to the operation of Cameron-Creole, explain the lessons that 
have been learned and how these problems are now being 
addressed. 

p. 11, Plan Formulation, Planning Objectives for the Basin: 
I recommend that the flrst objective be expanded to consider both 
normal and extreme conditions, particularly hurricane surge 
conditions. If there is anything that the history of this basin has 
taught us, it is that hurricanes can be extremely destructive in this 
area. Any planning document that neglects consideration of the very 
likely recurrance of a hurricane will be immediately seen as 
deflcient. See more discussion below of Alternatives Selected. 

P. 11, Plan Formulation, Alternatives Selected and Rationale for 
Selection: 

, 3 . 1 1  
p. 11, Plan Formulation, Alternatives Considered, Alternative 2: 
One possible modification of this alternative would be one that would 
provide protection only under hurricane conditions when ship M c  
would not be moving. It could also be part of alternative 3. Gated 
hurricane barriers could be used to choke tidal flow (reduce channel 
cross-section) without locks on the Calcasieu and Sabine. This would 
greatly reduce the construction and operations costs associated with 
locks, would eliminate the need for some structures within the basin 
and would provide protection and enhance the effectiveness of other 
interior structures that are still needed. Such a proposal could be 
phased in as funding became available and would not necessarily 
conflict with the short-term perimeter approach. 



The first and third guidelines may be useful in separating projects 
that are suitable for Implementation In the short-term from those 
that will be needed in the long-term, but should not be construed as 
a h i ta t ion  within the comprehensive plan. Many projects, Including 
most of the linchpin solutions proposed in other basins do  not meet 
these guidelines. The charge in developing the Comprehensive Plan 
is to develop a strategy that will do the job. If we Identify necessary 
elements that require_funding outside of the current appropriation, 
we then can move forward to develop separate approwations. If 
vou can demonstrate that the alternative that vou advocate will. 
hst, completely accomplish objectives, and &nd, is cheap enough 
to be completely Implemented under current funding authority, then 
this will be one of very few basins for which thls is the case. I don't 
think that thls is really what you are saying. While each project 
proposed for the perimeter system may be of a scale that it could 
individually be funded under the current authorfiation, the mix of 
projects required to meet basin objectives under alternative 2 are 
not cumulatively fundable under the CWPPRA or implementable 
wlthln five years given the need in other basins. So the real question 
is not whether additional appropriations will be required, but how 
large they wlll be. 

RESPONSE 5.11: Planning objectives are to restore and protect 
wetlands by reducing saltwater intrusion and tidal scour and to 
maintain the geologic framework of the basin by protecting 
shorelines from further erosion. The extent of protection 
provided by structural measures would be determined during 
detailed planning and design. 

p. 11, Plan Formulation, Key Issues: 
An additional issue might be operation of the planned system under 
extreme hurricane conditions, or it might be included as a component 

Another strategy might be to develop short-term and long-term 
strategies that are mutually compatible and that pave the way for 
subsequent appropriations. 

The key guideline that ls very appropriate is the second one, "meets 
basin objectives". It is, as I mentioned earlier, not clear to me that 
the perimeter plan as currently described contemplates recurring 
hurricane surge conditions. I don't think It's sufficient to say that in 
the event of a storm surge, all bets are off. I'm also not saying that 
you must design all projects to meet storm surge criteria but you 
might describe how a fully Implemented perimeter plan would work 
under a storm surge scenario and discuss predictable problems that 
might arise. It might be that your plan will work fine up to a + 6 foot 
surge a t  the coast but would be greatly disrupted by higher surges. 
This then might allow you to propose some additional long-term 
measures that would Improve effectiveness under all expected 
conditions. 



RESPONSE 5.12: Structures in the waterways could be designed for 
hurricane conditions, but since no protection is planned for the 
entire area, a hurricane surge would affect much of the area 
whether structures are designed for a surge or not. 

under the second and third issues listed. Wth respect to tkheries 
impacts, It is probably posslble to estlmate some of the effects on 
estuarine species if this is discussed in terms of the total amount of 
new acreage proposed for active management. Also, at some point it 
will be useful to discuss what active management In the 
Calcasieu/Sablne basin has historkally meant and what the state of 
the practice currently Is. Then It is possible to discuss quite 
spedflcally the areas and times of the year when management for 
revegetation, marsh enhancement and waterfowl is likely to confllct 
with the movement of various estuarine dependent specles Into and 
out of wetland nursery grounds. 

p. 14, Ilhplementatlon of Selected Bastn Alternative 
AgaLn, the ellminatfon of potentially costly or long-term projects 
should be based on an assessment that they would not work or 
would not support basin objectives rather than the overly 
consulctive and somewhat clrcular guidelines that have been 
established. If an EIS later determines that the envhnmental costs 
In flsheries, for example, of implementing the perimeter plan in its 
entlrety would be unacceptable, you are left with no apparent 
alternative. Everyone knows that other options exist and that less 
costly basin wide alternatives are possible. I gave the example of a 
hurricane barrier as one that comes to mind immedlately. I think It 
would be better to leave the options open, as Uttle damage results 
from that  You can then show how some or all of the perimeter plan 
could be more effective if one or more large-scale basin alternatives 
were also implemented. 

I look fommrd to discussing these comments with you at any time 
and congratulate you on the massive effort to date. 

Sincerely, 

G. Paul Kemp 
Science and Technology Director 
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I 111 s t~m - based 011 the evidence bn lllc table at t l~i tiole - the Coalition believes tlrat the 1 i curlently proposed diversio~i project at Bonnet Carre would cost too much, do too little. ancl 
lwnefit too few to justify itself. Instead, we urge again \hat a more comprehensive solution Lr I ; 
collsidered that rvould directly benefit wetlands by m re closely mimicking traclitional natural t I. 
tontIitic,ns. Sucll solutions would more closely paralle. the objectives of coastal restoration I 
efk,rts mnndated by the Coastal Mrellands Planning, P otection and Restoration Act. I i~ 

i i 
I We realize that there is no assurance that the fu~~dqcor~ld be switched from one project to 

alroll~er at this tiale, but we are confident that rve coul 1 et n better project h~nded if we 
continue to work together. After !ll, five short years a o few would have believed that a major 4 "  mstnl restoration eltort t ~ o u l d  be taken seriously, let ?lone supported by hard dollars. tVe 
slrould not nllotv ourselves at [his juncture, then, to se tle for a 1984 solution when more is 
needed ard more is possible. I 

cc Sen. Jol~nston 
Sen. Drcaux 
Cong. Livingston 
Gov. Edwards 
Mr. Jos. Herring 
Interested Media 

b a r k  Davis 
Executive Director 

I . 

I 
I 

. ' ! 

I. 



MEMORANDUM August 23,1993 

Louisiana State Wetlands Authority, Federal Citizens 
Participation Croup, Breaux-Johnston Task Force 

Mark Davis, Paul Kemp 
Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 

Adoption of New Mission for 
Breaux-Johnston Task Force Following Completion 
of Comprehensive Plan and Third Priority Project Llst 

SITUATION: 
Federal agency participants in P.L 101-646 process are facing a need 
to redefine their goals and objectives as all short-range requirements 
of Act will have been met by the end of thls federal fiscal year: 

(1) establishment of routine process for selecting small to 
medium-sized priority projects annually; draft 
Comprehensive Plan now provides menu; 

( 2 )  establishment of administrative and funding mechanisms 
for projects and monitoring all to be paid for out of pre- 
allocated project budgets; 

(3) drafting and finalization of Comprehensive Restoration 
and Environmental impact Statement. 

The basin plans included with the draft Comprehensive Plan discuss 
local projects that will address perhaps 50% of the land-loss problem. 
The Plan also identifies in a conceptual way the large regional 
solutions that will be necessary to make long-term restoration work. 
Several members of the Task Force have approached the Coalition to 
discuss their roles for the upcoming year as they prepare their 
budgets so that we can move into the next phase of planning work 
We have also been discussing this matter with Congressional staff 
and find support for such a strategic re-evaluatfon. 

The most logical next step is to move aggressively as a Task Force 
into the feasibility work necessary to advance the Breton Sound 
Diversion and other large projects. In several places, however (most 
notably on page 11 of the Executive Summary), the following 

sentences have been inserted in the Draft Comprehensive Plan that 
would appear - if they actually reflect existing Task Force policy - 
to require a modification of the self-deflned Task Force charter in 
order to proceed: 

"The Task Force dM not develop - nor did the CWPPRA 
require - a process for analyzing, designing, o r  obtaining 
Congressional approval for large projects beyond the scope of 
the CWPPRA Priority Project lists. Implementing legislation 
for this restoration plan must, therefore, address large project 
authorization through existing agency processes o r  by 
modifying the Task Force's charter." 

Up to this point, thls has not really been a problem because of the 
focus on admlntstrative matters. This statement does seem, 
however, to incorrectly interpret the plain text of P.L 101-646 which 
states in Section 306 that up to $5 million annually may be spent on: 

"(A) preliminary assessments; 
(B) general or sitespecific inventories; 
( C )  reconnaissance, engineering or  other studies; 
(D) preliminary design work, and 
(El such other studies as may be necessary to identify and 

evaluate the feasibility of coastal wetland restoration 
projects." . 

Throughout the concurrent plannlng processes - priority project, 
basin and comprehensfve - we have repeatedly run up against 
impediments based on the Task Force's inability to acquire o r  
analyze critical data, particularly hydrologic information. The Task 
Force must now choose whether to decrease the effort devoted to 

I planning to free up money for projects, o r  get on wlth the feasibility 

I work that can remove such impediments. The first course will 
prematurely dead-end the program far short of its potential and far 

, 
I short of the goals defined in the Act. The second course will 
I establish a flow of credible proJect concepts upon which to  build the 

case for a continuation and expansion of funding. Information 
developed in the course of feasibility work will also greatly improve 
priority project selection, engineering and constructlon. Addltlonally, 
much greater emphasis must be placed on actively building public 
support and confidence to the level necessary to carry controversial 
large-scale projects through to implementation. 





CoastWatch 
The North Shore CoastWatch an affiliate of the Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 

August 30. 1993 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
New Orleans District Engineer 
C/O Mr. Richard Boe 
EIS Coordinator 
CELMN-PD-RS 
U ~ S .  Army District Engineer District. New Orleans 
P.O. Bvx 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

Re: Comnents. Draft Louisiana Coastal Restoration Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Colonel Diffley: 
I 

These comnents are submitted jointly by the members of the North 
Shore CoastWatch Pontchartrain Basin Draft EIS Working Group. on 
behalf of the following groups: Lake Pontchartrain Basin 
Foundation. Honey Island Group Sierra Club. Citizens for a Clean 
Tangipahoa. League of Women Voters of St. Tamnany. Lacombe 
Environmental Action Project. Three Rivers Basin Foundation and 
the Tickfaw River Basin Group. 

e premises of the coastal restoration initiative are 
inarguable: (1) coastal wetlands are among the most productive 
ecosystems on earth and are of national and even global 
importance (for example. Louisiana's coastal wetlands support a 
commercial seafood harvest of $1 billion annually. comparable in 
volume to that of the entire Atlantic seaboard). and provide 
critical hurricane protection, water filtration and nesting 
grounds: ( 2 )  these wetlands are being lost at an alarming rate 
(80% of all U.S. coastal wetlands loss, '25 square miles yearly) 
through natural and human induced processes: and (3) coastal 
wetlands destruction and loss of the irreplaceable way.of life 
these wetlands support can be slowed or stopped. 

The Congress, through enactment of the Coastal Wetlands Planning. 
Protection. and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). has directed an 
interagency task force led by the Army Corps of Engineers. to 
file and follow a comprehensive plan to accomplish CWPPRA's goal 
of coastal protection and restoration. It is in the planning 



I 

that the task force has strayed from Congress' vision and 
mandate. 

Briefly. the overall plan lacks the following. which we believe 
are essential to a workable coastal restoration plan (our 
comnents and objections are discussed in detail h- in- \ .  t i ,  - - - - -- --  --.-.., . \ I ,  
appropriate review; ( 2 )  meaningful citizen participation: ( 3 )  
evaluation of ongoing regulatory processes: ( 4 )  accountability: 
and ( 5 )  specific solutions. 

We believe that the Lake Pontchartrain Basin plan is deficient 
for the following reasons (also discussed in detail below): (1) 
it does not address the basin's major land loss issues: (2) over- 
reliance on hard structures in open water: and (3) it fails to 
address the EPA plan for restoration. 

Detailed comnents'on the EIS: 

( 2 )  Meaningful citizen participation. A workable coastal 
restoration plan requires both a scientific and comnonsense 
approach. Put bluntly. if the public turns thumbs down. the 
effort is doomed. Success requires ground-up support. Thus far. 
the public has been forced to assume a reactive role due in large 

to the task force's lukewarm public education effort. We 
recornend formation of a proactive public outreach comittee made 

of individuals familiar with coastal issues but. more 
importantly. who can relate to the resource users--ordinary 
citizens--and make them part of the coastal restoration team. 
(See cornents on the basin plan below). 

7' 

RESPONSE 7.1: We have no plans to form national peer review 
panel. We believe that many of the most knowledgeable coastal 
wetland scientists in the U.S. are associated with universities 
in Louisiana. The Task Force has attempted to involve the 
scientific and academic community of Louisiana in the planning 
process through available authority. The result has been less 
than what some in the scientific and academic community have 
desired. The Task Force intends to continue seeking and using 
the expertise of the scientific and academic community of 
Louisiana via a cooperative agreement between the EPA 
(representing the Task Force) and the academic community. (1) Appropriate review. We are concerned that the task force is 

dominated by agencies which both propose and will implement 
specific projects. This has led to an over-reliance on and 
preference for structural sollltions above all others. Because 
the Louisiana coastal restoration plan is estimated to cost at 
least $1.4 billion in U.S. taxpayer-generated funds. dnd purports 
to solve a problem of national importance. we urge formation of a 
national peer review panel to evaluate the entire restoration 
plan. This panel should bring together engineers and scientists 
and the nation's best planners and creative thinkers. The goal 
should be clearly defined. and the ultimate question should be 
answered: are we really using the best means to achieve this 
goa 1 ? 

The W. Alton Jones Foundation is funding a panel comprised of 
seven eminent wetland scientists and engineers. This group will 

assess existing scientific knowledge concerning wetland loss and 
restoration in coastal Louisiana. The panel will determine what 
actions will assure the long-term continuance of Louisiana's 
extensive coastal wetlands. 

Additionally, through expanded public outreach and widely 
available monitoring data it is expected that the scientific and 
technical communities will be better able to participate in the 
CWPPRA process. 

RESPONSE 7.2: We believe that the public involvement program has 
been successful in identifying significant opportunities for 
coastal wetland restoration (see Section 5 of the EIS). Most Of 

the proposed projects contained in the Restoration Plan were 
generated through public involvement. 

The Task Force is instituting a new public outreach program that 
will, via newsletters, mailings, and regular press releases and 
conferences, notify the public of the status of the restoration 
program, hearings, meetings, and the expenditure or commitment 
Of restoration funds. Additionally, the Citizen Participation 
Group has been reconstituted so as to provide regular public 
input. 



7.3 

13) Evaluation of ongoing regulatory processes. Activities in 
the coastal zone are regulated by numerous local. state. and 
federal programs. Many of these regulatorf schemes. as 
implemented; and the cumulative effects of past and present 
projects. are at serious odds with the goal of coastal and 
wetlands restoration. The plan must include means for 
independent. honest data gathering and review, particularly the 
Clean Water Act Section 404 (0.03% permit denial rate in the New 
Orleans District) and Coastal Zone Management Act (0.00% permit 
denial rate in Louisiana). so that the left hand (permitting) and 
the right hand (restoration) act in concert. Compliance, 
mitigation. and enforcement must be monitored in the "real 
world." as well as on paper. This is side-stepped in the EIS. 

rYI 

RESPONSE 7.3: Section 304 of the CWPPRA provides for development 
of a Conservation Plan which shall have a goal of achieving no 
net loss of wetlands in the coastal areas of Louis'ana as a 
result of development activities. As stated in Seccion 2.2 .2 .  of 

the EIS, regulation of developmental activities is covered under 
a separate section of the CWPPRA (Section 3041, and therefore 
will not be discussed in this EIS. 

1 and must be addressed head-on for consistency with CWPPRA. 

(4) Accountability. We have been informtd that at least $10 
million has been spent on the planning process to date. The 
programatic EIS must state a method for review of issues 
addressed in paragraphs 1 through 3 above and the efficacy and 
cost-effectiveness of the entire program. Timetables for goals 
must be set. with at laast a yearly assessment of achievements. 
Timetables must also be set for each project. with a similar 
accounting and review period. 

7'' 

The plan acknowledges that restoration efforts will have to be 
based on real world conditions, which would include taking 
cognizance of activities and projects undertaken oetside of 
CWPPRA. These factors will be addressed to some ee~ent in the 
pnqservation Plan, but will also need to be the sck<ect of 

' ( 5 )  The programmatic EIS Is generic. The public has been asked to comnent on the EIS generally and specific basin plans. The 
EIS is inadequate for analysis of any specific project as it 
relates to an overall. comprehensive restoration plan or to the 
plan for each basin. For example. the EIS states that "teams 
eventually combined the best approaches of all approaches 
(alternatives) considered for each basin into the basin 
restoration plan. In other words. virtually no projects or 
Proposals were eliminated. EIS-26. Proposed projects were then 
grouped into 13 major types. The project types were not 
evaluated for cost-effectiveness or according to basin location 
or hydrology or land use. Hardly a plan. Also. this leaves no 
room for non-structural. "non-project" solutions such as 
acquisition or land-use change incentives. which may in some 
Cases turn out to be the best means for achieving CWPPRA's goals. 

--. 
periodic review. 

RESPONSE 7.4: The CWPPRA provides for up to $5 million to be 
spent each year for planning purposes. 

Approximately $10 million 

was expended during the first two years of funding. 
The CWPPRA 

requires the Task Force to submit an annual status report to 
Congress on all previously approved projects. These reports are 
available for public review. Also, please see Reszonse 7-28 - - 
above. 

RESPONSE 7.5: The EIS is not intended for the analysis of any 
specific project, but rather to disclose the types of impacts 
+hat can be expected from the various types of projects that may --- 
be implemented. 

Several projects have been eliminated in each basin plan. 
Some 

projects interfered with other projects and others were less 
effective than the selected projects. 

Acquisition of lands or land-use change incentives are not the 
focus of the Restoration Plan as provided for in tte CWPPRA. 
This type of project is defined as a coastal wetlard 
conservation project, specifically provided for u?.cer Section 
of the CWPPRA; however, Section 306(b) prohibits tqe use of 
rYPPRA funds for coastal wetlands conservation pro:ects in -. 
Louisiana. 



RESPONSE 7.6: 

Detailed comnents regarding the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Plan: 

As noted above. given the generic tone of the EIS. we are 
uncertain how to comnent meaningfully. We ayree with CWPPRA's 
goals. and believe that the $135 million (not including the 
Bonnet Carre Mississippi River Water Diversion) slated for the 
basin could go a long way toward a valid restoration program. but 
you just can't get there from here. 

(ll%he plan does not address the basln'm u l o r  land loss issues: 
subsidence. and wetlands loss from development. and increased 
salinity. Acknowledging the hydrology and land use patterns of 

basin is critical to any meaninful plan fo restoration. 
is is ignored in the Pontchartrain Basin plan.f;)The EIS f ils the need for sediment rather t an water diversion;&he 

for closure of the llRw:djaM the fact that ship 
channels are still being cut and rivers and streams are still 
being altered. Also. there is virtually no restriction on 
destruction of existing wetlands. Failure to rectify ongoing 
destruction of coastal areas in a restoration plan is 
inconsistent with CWPPRAas mandate. 

a\ 

a.) The major roles that subsidence and salinity play in current 
wetland losses are described on page 11 of the Pontchartrain 
Basin appendix. The role that development has played in past 
wetland losses is discussed on page 15 of the appendix. 

17 

b.) One sediment pumping project was proposed in the draft plan. 
The final plan includes three sediment import projects under the 
long-term critical category. 

(2)-40 are concerned about the plan1. reliance on hard structures 
in open water. If. rs the EIS states. the goal is to use 
"natural" processes for coastal restoration. we tail to see the 
logic in filling the shores of Lake Pontchartrain with rocks. 
There are certainly more innovative. less destructive 
alternatives available. and we suggest that the task force 
contact the scientific comnunity and local citizens for 
information about numerous "soft" alternative (including Project 
Yuletide) and state-of -the-art techniques. %I addition 111. the 

9 plan does not address creation of artificial marsh. a marsh 
restorat ion process, odthc issue of water contamination. 

c.) As described on page 10 of the Pontchartrain Basin appendix, 
the HRGO is an economically viable watemay. 

As described on 

page 23 of the appendix, bank stabilization is the most cost 
effective way to solve the MRGO erosion problem. 

d.) Destruction of existing wetlands for development has slowed 
drastically since 1980. The state, in coordination with local 

governments, industries, and private landowners, has reduced 
wetland losses from permitted activities from 3,000 acres per 
year in 1980 to less than 200 acres per year in 1990. 

RESPONSE 7 . 7  : 

a.) A demonstration project to compare several methods of hard 
and soft shore protection is proposed. As we learn more about 

which structures are most cost effective for the various site- 
specific conditions, these will be utilized as appropriate in 
other shoreline protection projects. 

b.) One of the first priority project list projects to be 
implemented is creation of 204 acres of artificial marsh in the 
LaBranche wetlands. The basin plan proposes to use all Of the 
MRGO dredged material between the GIHW and the jetties in Breton 
Sound to create 1,330 acres of marsh over the next 20 years. 
Other marsh creation projects are also included in the plan. 

c.) We are uncertain what is meant by this comment. 
The basin 

plan proposes a number of marsh restoration processes such as 
shoreline protection, hydrologic restoration, marsh management, 
etc. that would create or preserve 17,325 acres of marsh and 
3,597 acres of swamp over the next 20 years. 

d.) Dealing with water pollution is not a CWPPRA mandate. 
However, projects that would examine the feasibility of creating 

, 

marsh to treat stormwater runoff are proposed in the final plan. 



processb)me task force 
to use the CUP process as a in formulation of the 

RESPONSE 7.8: 

7.f 

a.)  The EPA-sponsored Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) for 
the basin is discussed on page 2 of the Pontchartrain Basin 
appendix. As discussed on page 2 of the Pontchartrain Basin 
appendix, many of the same scientists who developed the CWPPRA 
plan helped develop the CMP. Nearly all the solutions in the 

CWPPRA plan were unanimously proposed for the CMP by the CMP 
Renewable Resources Subcommittee. However, the Lake 

Pontchartrain Basin Foundation (LPBF), who finalized the CMP, 
chose not to include the Bonnet CarrQ Freshwater Diversion, 
numerous shoreline protection projects, or spoil gapping project 

In surmlary. the Coastal Restoration Plan has been called the 
"restoration roadmap for the next generation." 

CWPPRA should provide the framework to draw together a broad-based coalition of 
agencies. public institutions. and citizens comnitted to saving 
our coast and our way of life. But we must show the taxpayers that we have done our homework and their money will not ba 
wasted. Under the current process and the EIS as drafted, 
however. and particularly for the Lake Pontchartrain Basin, each 
project will become a Bonnet Carre. pitting the citizens against 
agencies in an effort that will exhaust all concerned. It is 
unfortunate that what the task force has proposed for this basin 
has become not a road map. but a battle plan. It is not too late for CWPPRA to become the salvation it was intended to be, and we, 
as resources users. citizens and taxpayers. reaffirm our 
comnitment to working with the task force to make the best of 
what has the potential to be our strongest hope for coastal 
restoration. 

in the CMP. 

b.) As described in the Main Report, a Citizens Participation 
Group composed of representatives of 17 highly diverse groups was 
heavily involved in the preparation of the CWPPRA plan. 
Representatives of groups such as the Coalition to Restore 
Coastal Louisiana, the LPBF, the University of Southeastern 
Louisiana, the University of New Orleans, and St. Bernard, St. 
Tammanv. and Orleans Parish representatives helped formulate the 
~ontch&train Basin Plan. 

RESPONSE 7.9: (To resolve this issue, we met with the author of 
this letter.) As a result of the meeting and comments by others, 
we have reduced reliance on hard structures and added projects 
for marsh creation for stormwater treatment, restoration of 
submerged aquatics, and hydrologic restoration through spoil bank 
gapping. We hope that Coast Watch is beginning to regard the 
plan as an important road map in restoring the Pontchartrain 
Basin. 

LZ2z Terri Bewia 25 
North ~hor; Coastwatch 
165 Swallow Street 
Covington. Louisiana 70433 
phone/fax (504) 893-8997 

cc: Senator John Breaux 
Senator J. Bennett Johnston 
Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 



August 17, 1993 

Mr. Richard Boe 
EIS Coordinator 
CELM-PD-RS 
U.S. Army Engineer District, 
New Orleans 

'. P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

I Dear Gentlemen, 

Regarding the plans presented in the Atchafalaya Basin LA Coastal Wetlands 
Restoration Plan. Let me say that first and foremost the Atchafalaya Flood 
Control Plan is just that - A Flood Control Project. The primary purpose is 
to save human beings and their property from severe flooding. This must be 
a deciding factor in any offshoot ideas. 

Perhaps it is hard to realize, but a project flood would be so devastating to 
the Morgan City area that it may set this whole area back 50 years. 

0 l 

I May I also point out that there is absolutely no plan to avert such a disaster . 
except the one proposed to divert the entire flow of the Atchafalaya River 
thru the Wax Lake Outlet. 

Granted, the building of a Delta is a worthwhile endeavor: but, please do not 
give it more importance than the preservation of business on the Morgan City 
and Berwick waterfronts, where 3500 jobs are at stake and very possibly more 
during the next major flood. 

I Whether this is feasable both from a cost ratio basis and an engineering standpoint is up to the U.S. Corps of Engineers to decide. I would hope 
that it is and that it would be put on as top priority. 

I 
I am wholeheartedly in favor of coastal preservation and restoration and 
vish that those who are working so hard vill reach a successful conclusion. 

Yours very truly, 

CONRAD INDUSTRIES. INC. 

RESPONSE 8.1: Under Key Issues in the Planning Section of the 
basin report, the issue of flood control is discussed. Also, the 
impacts of each project on flood control will have to be 
identified and adverse impacts resolved before implementation. 

sQ=++ J. Parker Conrad 

President 



Cormmwr~t LAND & Full Co., INC. 
909 -1s Smas. Sum 2100 

N W ~ W S .  LMWI 70112-1031 

TIU-c 504lSM.1710 TLuEau 50115(Jl-43W 

I August 25.1993 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ~ L M N - P D F E  
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

1 Attention: Mr. Richard E. Bac 

Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CLBF) owns marshlands in the upper Penchant subbasin of 
the Terrebonne Basin CLBF and other owners of marshlands in the Penchant Basin entered into a 
cooperative agreement with the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) to develop a wmprehensive multiuse 
conservation plan for the Bayou Penchant Basin. 

I 
1 The plan has been modified since the preliminary plan was presented in November of 1W. In 
I fact, certain items listed under the description section of FIE-26, insofar as CLaF marshlands are 

concerned, have been revised. 

Additionally, SCS requested our permission to locate the flotant marsh creation/enhancement 
fencing demonstration project (XTE-54B) on CL&F lands. CLaF is willing to allow SCS to build this 
project on our lands assuming a location and form of easement can be agreed upon The three 
proposed sites for XTE-54B discussed during the August 9, 1993 meeting in Houma were selected by 
SCS to depict the wnditions in which the project would be installed. The sites are located in a 
producing gas field whcre the operator is currently conducting a workover program and a 3D seismic 
survey. In our opinion, the aforementioned activities precludes this area from being a suitable site for 
the project. We will meet with representatives of the SCS to review other possible locations for this 
project. 

~ Until such time as a final comprehensive plan is developed and apprwed by the parties, the 

For you information. Robert H. Chabreck, Ph.D.. will submit additional comments on our 
behalf regarding the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. 

; 
,I 

RESPONSE 9.1: A l l  recommended changes have been made. description section of PlE-26 should reflect the plan's wncepts/goals. We have attached a copy of a 
revised page 33 wherein our proposed language is reflected in bold type. A wpy of the original page 
33 is also attached with the deleted language reflected in brackets. Please incorporate the suggested 
changes in the final version of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. 

RESPONSE 9.2: In  t h e  projec t  description i n  the  repor t ,  w e  S t a t e  
t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  loca t ion  is " to  be selected'. 

Sincerely, 

Vice kresident 



TERREBONNE BASIN 
APPENDIX E 

(CUF SUGGESTED W G U A G E  IN BOLD TYPE) 

PROJECI' DESCRIPTIONS 

The benefits presented in the following project descriptions repren t  gross 
estimates based on a rapid estimation procedure developed by the Wetland Valuation 
Analysis (WVA) committee. which will certainly be revised when each project is 
analyzed more fully. There was also no provision for full analysis of potential adverse 
or cumulative impacts. - 
ALTERNATIVE C PENCHANT SUBBASIN. HYDROUXiIC RESTORATION 

Description 

Physical Characteristics. Project PTE-26 refers to a wide array of measures which 
collectively achieve the objectives of Alternative C, hydrologic management in the 
Penchant subbasin. At present, none of the measures have been fully defined; however. 
the planning process is well advanced, and specific measures within this plan are 
expected to be f h e d  within the remaining 3-year period of CWPPRA funding. 
Consequently Project PTE-26 is considered short-term. 

The concept of this management plan is to better ntilia the sediments and 
nutrients in the basin by means of hydrologic restoration. Sediments are introduced to 
the a m  via the Gulf 1ntkco.stsl Waterway (GIWW) and thc Atehddayr River. At 
present, a large pemntage of these sediments are not retained within interior musb 
ueu becanst of rapid water exchange rates. This plan proposes to: 

1) restore some historic water flow patterns through natural bapas 
(distributary channels). 

2) allow better distribution and retention of sediment-laden waters. 

3) increase fmhwater now to intermediate and brackish marsh a r u s  by 
utilizing oilfield and pipeline canals. 

4) provide outlets to reduce flooding during high-water periods. 

5) control outflow velocities at maJor outlets. 
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EPAts comments are arranged in 6 sub-sets as follows. In 
addition, comments were provided by Dr. Gary Shaffer, Dr. Robert 
H. Chabreck, and the LSU Center for Coastal, Energy, and 
Environmental Resources through the EPA. These comments are 
covered separately. Only the comments designated as 11A, 118, 
and 11C below are considered as the EPAps official comments on 
the EIS. 

11A EPAts transmittal letter with Classification of the EIS 
118 EPA1s letter delivered at the formal EIS public hearing on 

August 11, 1993 
11C EPAts comments on the EIS 
11D A review of basin plans by Sherwood M. Gagliano 
11E Comments on the EIS by Lee Wilson and Associates 
11F A review of the Restoration Plan by Ivor L1. Van Heerdan, 

Don Davis, and Mike Barber 

August 30. 1993 

VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

I 
I Dear colonei ~ i t i  ley: 

1 The Environmental Protection Agency (-A) has completed review of 

i 
the Draft Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan (RP) and 
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). This 
review is in accordance with our responsibilities under Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Policy Act 
and the Regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality 

! (CEQ). Our letter presented at the Public Bearing on August 11, 
1993, should be incorporated a8 part of our compents on the RP 
and DEIS. 

We wish to express our sincere appreciation to you for your 
leadership as chairman of the Task Force of the Coastal Wetlands 
Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). EPA continues 
to be mnthusiastic about the CWPPRA and remains supportive of the 
action-oriented approach which Congress has mandated for 
restoration of the nationally significant coastal wetlands of 
Louisiana. We are confident that the Task Force will not only 
turn around the trend of wetlands loss in Louisiana, but 
contribute to national wetlands restoration, through development 
of new scientific information and of innovative partnerships 
between government, industry and the public. 

-a1 c-. Our review has given special consideration to: 
1) whether the RP and DEIS fulfill the goals, objectives and 
priorities established at the outset of the planning process; and 
2) the scientific and environmental soundness of the plan, and in 
particular the extent to which we can expect a successful 
outcome. While we applaud much of what is being proposed, and 
recognize the severe scheduling problem which have constrained 
the planning effort, we find the RP and DEIS contain a 
significant number of deficiencies. Our most substantive 
concerns, which are su~marized below, need to be addressed before 
the plan and impact statement can be considered as providing an 
adequate basis for restoration and protection of Louisiana's 
coastal wetlands. 

1IA.l 
The CWPPRA plan appears to be a compilation of basin plans 
with some generalized introductions. To accomplish the 
CWPPRA objectives, the plan must integrate the plans into a 



- Under natural conditions, sediment accretion was the single I most important process for creating wetlands and maintaining existing marshes against subsidence and loss. It is not 

11b.I 
cmt. 

I possible to sup* a sustainable coastal ecosystem in 
Louisiana unless the available sediment resources are used to 

coherent, coastwide program in Which projects are prioritized 
in order to optimize long-tern, regional benefits. To date, 
there has not been effective integration of the basin plans, 
nor is there a prioritization system which recognizes 
coastvide needs and the value of promoting natural processes. 

1IA.d 

l~he DEIS fails to disclose the cumulative adverse impacts of 
the projects which rake up the adopted strategy. The primary 
purpose for preparing a progr-tic ETS is to ensure that 
impacts of project interactions are addressed. and to 
consider the overall effect of the CWPPRA projects on the 
environment of the Louisiana coast. Until this is done, for 
each basin and for the entire coast, the EIS will not satisfy 
NEPA objectives. 

a maximum extent. In principle, the plan agrees with this 
point, but it does not assign it a proper priority, nor does 
it set forth an effective sediment management strategy. A 
successful plan must implement a program to urgently resolve 
the many conflicts which impede sediment accretion projects, 
SO that there is near-term, large-scale use of river 
sediments to build new deltas. 

. 

111.3 

Project benefits continue to be based in significant part 
upon unsubstantiated judgments about acres enhanced or 
benefitted, when creation and direct, large-scale protection 
are really what counts. Little attention is paid to the 
importance of building computer models that could objectively 
quantify project benefits and that would afford the Task 
Force confidence in the selection of projects for funding. 
Without a long-term focus based on demonstrable benefits, it 
is likely that future priority project lists will resemble 
past ones, that is 1 or 2 projects per year per basin, a few 

The typical basin plan appears to be dominated by a catalog 
of short-tern, small-scale, defensive projects. These 
projects seldom consider or take advantage of the natural 
processes of the Louisiana coast; this is true even for some 
of the hydrologic restoration projects, which will in fact 
create new, artificial hydrologic regimes. not restore old 
ones. The result will be intensive managerent to raxfrire 
the short-term economic productivity of the ecosystem, at the 
expense ot eno-us ongoing maintenance costs and continued 
net land loss. The ecosystem which ultimately resulta will 
be far smaller and less productive than the one which exists 
today. The RP does not demonstrate that this limited. 
defensive strategy is an effective solution to wetland loss 
in the Louisiana coast. 

RESPONSE llA.l: After receiving comments on the draft report. 
the Task Force formed committees of their employees, the academic 
community, and others to revise the basin plans and main report. 
The basin plans together now form an integrated, coast-wide 
restoration program. Projects have been prioritized in a 
consistent way in each basin. The plan promotes natural 
processes wherever possible in each basin adjacent to the 
Mississippi or Atchafalaya Rivers. Restoration of fluvial 
processes is a key objective in these basins. 

RESPONSE llA.2: The main report and EIS have been revised to 
place additional emphasis on the importance of river sediments 
(or *fluvial processesm). One of the priority tasks to be 
performed is a study to determine the sediment budget of the 
Mississippi River below the Old River Control Structure. 

RESPONSE llA.3: The numerous "small" projects contained in the 
basin plans are the result of public input and Task Force agency 
proposals. It would not be prudent to disregard these proposals 
without evaluating them, which has yet to be done in a detailed 
manner. We believe that many of these small, protection-oriented 
projects would serve a useful purpose and may be the most cost 
effective manner by which to address wetland problems, especially 
in areas isolated from river sediments. We agree with you that 
maximum use of river sediments should be used to create, restore, 
and protect wetlands, but we recognize that there are limitations 
on the use of sediments and that protection projects may be 
necessary to reduce the rate of wetland loss until sediment 
diversion projects can be implemented. 

RESPONSE llA.4: A discussion of the cumulative impacts of the 
projects that make up the adopted strategy is an impossible task 
at this stage of Restoration Plan development. At this time, the 
Restoration Plan consists of a "catalog" of proposals which will 
be implemented on a priority basis. Many of the proposals 
overlap each other geographically and many of the proposals are 
mere conceptual ideas for a given area. There is no way to 
determine the cumulative effects of conceptual ideas. It is true 
that a very rough benefits have been estimated for many of the 
projects contained in the plan, but we are hesitant to display 
these numbers as facts in the EIS. Discussions of the 
interactions of all projects proposed in each basin and across 
the Louisiana coast would be a monumental undertaking which is 
not possible under time restraints imposed by the CWPPRA for 
submission of the Restoration Plan and would be too complex for a 
single EIS. 

The EIS outlines the impacts of each project type. Then 'the EIS 
presents lists of the projects currently proposed for each basin 
so that readers of the document can see what the overall impacts 
of the projects would be for each basin. 



million dollars each. It is imperative that the outcome of 
the RP be an implementation strategy which keeps in mind a 
coherent, overall approach to prioritization. 

Even though the CWPPRA recognizes the importance of 
demonstration projects, we find no master strategy for these 
projects in the RP. Demonstration projects provide excellent 
opportunities with limited funding to develop effective 
approaches and new technologies to meet the specific needs 
and challenges of wetland restoration. We need a strategy to 
select demonstration technologies and implement the 
appropriate projects on a priority basis. In many cases, 
this may provide opportunities to build interagency and 
private sector partnerships which will promote long-term 
restoration. 

Usable restoration material is available through maintenance 
dredging of the navigable waterways. The beneficial use of 
dredged material should be an active part of any dredging 
endeavor. The idea that this technique can be used only 
where feasible and when funding is available, should be 
reconsidered on a case-by-case basis. Beneficial use of 
maintenance dredged material for creating wetlands should be 
diligently pursued as projects under CWPPRA. 

- 

llA.8 

RESPONSE llA.5: We agree that the benefits expressed in the main 
report contain unsubstantiated judgements about acres enhanced or 
benefitted. These benefits were formulated by the Environmental 
Work Group, of which EPA was a member. The group used 
professional judgement, based on previous experience in 
determining benefits for proposed projects, to estimate 
environmental enhancement benefits of projects above and beyond 
acres of emergent vegetation that would be protected or created. 
The Wetland Value Assessment methodology, although not a 
numerical model, is a peer-reviewed method based on numerotis 
habitat models. It has been approved by the Task Force for use in 
determining benefits of projects proposed for priority project 
lists. 

EPA is pleased that our previous recommendation to include 
the scientific/academic comnunity in the CWPPRA process has 
been implemented by the Task Force. We now suggest that a 
more formal approach is warranted and recommend that a 
Science Advisory Board be established for the long-term 
continual peer review by recognized scientists. This will 
help to ensure the credibility of Task Force actions and 
would provide current information and suggestions rather than 
after-the-fact comments. 

llA.9 

The Restoration Plan now categorizes critical projects in a 
similar manner in each basin. They are projects that use key 
strategies to achieve key objectives. Thus, the Restoration Plan 
now includes an implementation strategy which provides a coherent 
overall approach to prioritization. 

In summary, unless and until we integrate the basin plans, 
establish overall priorities, and demonstrate a successful 
vision, the CWPPRA plan will not be integrated, prioritized, 
visionary or successful. EPA believes tha vision presented in 
the plan should be of an ecologically complex and largely natural 
system which can sustain high levels of productivity. To this 
end, we must integrate the basin plans, prioritize projects based 
on coastwide and regional considerations, and improve the 
scientific credibility of project evaluations. And a strong 
implementation process must be developed, which secures funding 
adequate to the task at hand. In the process of revision, it 
will be important to add many maps, charts and tables. The 
alternative to an effective plan will be an ill-defined 
accumulation of projects, in which the promise of a restored 
,buisiana coast has little substance. 

As a result of discussions among the Task Force agencies and 
comments received on the draft report, the main report has been 
revised to include proposals for feasibility studies. It is 
likely that such studies will include computer models. 

RESPONSE llA.6: Several new demonstration profects are included 
in the final report. We agree that a strategy to select and 
implement demonstration projects is desirable. If you believe 
this is a high priority, you should bring it up for discussion of 
the Task Force, or develop a draft strategy and submit it to the 
Task Force for its consideration. 

RESPONSE llA.7: The final plan includes numerous projects 
proposing beneficial use of dredged material. Projects for 
beneficial use of dredged material will be subjected to the same 
benefit-cost analyses as other projects proposed for funding. 
The only exception would be for beneficial use projects that 
would be considered as demonstration projects because of their 
use of unconventional materials or technologies. 

RESPONSE llA.8: Task Force agencies are actively pursuing a 
method to more fully involve the academic commcnity, mindful of 
Federal laws governing advisory groups. The EPA is represented 
in this effort. 

RESPONSE llA.9: The Restoration Plan has been revised to reflect 
a strong implementation strategy. The basin plans have been 
revised and integrated, critical projects are defined in a 
consistent manner, and the Restoration Plan presents a vision of 
successful coastal wetlands restoration. 

llrr.l0l We request these issues be addressed and responded to in the Final EIS and Final RP, in order that the documents satisfy the 



w e d  cornmu. EPA's more detailed comments are enclosed. 
In addition, we are forwarding corments prepared by EPA's 
contractor, Lee Wilson and Associates, along with comments by 
Woody Gagliano, an EPA subcontractor. EPA has supported CHPPRA 
reviews by numerous research scientists in Louisiana. Enclosed 
with this letter are comments developed by Ivar Van Heerden, Don 
Davis and Michael Barbat; by Robert Chabreck; and by 
Gary Shaffer. Comments from other scientific advisors ray be 
submitted directly to you. Also, we believe that a set of 
substantive comments will be provided directly from Louisiana 
State University, on behalf of a consortium of academic experts 
supported by EPA funding. This letter, and the enclosures 
designated as EPA comments, are the submittals vhich state EPAns 
official position. 

\ \A.\Q 

&.. 

requirement of the CWPPRA for a comprehensive plan. Full 
consideration of these matters would lead to a strong endorsepent 
by EPA and a determination of *Fully Responsivem on the Final 
Plan and EIS. To resolve these comments within time constraints 
imposed by Congressionally mandated schedules, EPA suggests the 
Task Force agencies follow the same procedure which ouccessfully 
began the planning process -- hold a strategic planning meeting 
and then form an interdisciplinary planning team, including 
science advisors, analogous to the tears vhich prepared 
individual basin plana. EPA is prepared to conrit its best 
effort to this total quality team approach. This integration of 
the basin plans would close the loop begun at the outset of the 
planning process and lead to a cohesive and truly visionary plan. 

RESPONSE llA.lO: A strategic planning meeting was held on 
October 12, 1993 in order develop a strategy for revising the 
report. The meeting resulted in the formulation of two 
interdisciplinary planning teams (work groups), as proposed in 
your comment. One team was tasked with revising the basin plans 
so that they are more consistent and integrated. The other team 
had the responsibility to edit and revise the main report with 
emphasis on developing a strategy for implementation of the 
Restoration Plan. The EPA or its contractors and.academic and 
environmental community representatives were represented on both 
planning teams. 

,Anla 

RESPONSE llA.ll: We have responded to all comments concerning 
the EIS. Comments submitted by Task Force agencies on other 
parts of the report (executive summary, main report, and basin 
plans) have been reviewed and used by the planning teams 
(discussed in previous response) as they felt it appropriate. 
The great majority of those comments were editorial in nature. 
Those comments are reproduced in this document but are not 
responded to in detail. 

asifica- of m. We classify the RP and DEIS as EC-2 
(Environmental concerns - insufficient information). 
Specifically, the EPA has environmental concerns regarding: the 
need to effectively use natural processes, including sediment 
accretion, as the cornerstone of restoration plan; the need for 
high priority demonstration projects, predictive modeling and 
input from a Science Advisory Board, in order to promote 
environmentally and technically sound projects and to develop 
innovative technologies; adverse impacts which ray result from 
projects which promote highly wmaged ecosystems which are costly 
to maintain, vulnerable to failure, and incapable of supporting 
natural diversity; and cumulative impacts, especially from the 
widespread use of marsh management and hydrologic modification 
projects implemented prior to adequate NEPA review. We are also 
concerned that a procedure be adopted and used for NEPA 
compliance and final decision-making by each Task Force agency, 
ensuring adequate public review of environmental assessments and 
EISS. 

RESPONSE llA.12: As described in our responses above and 
elsewhere in this appendix, we strongly feel that the final 
Restoration Plan addresses the EPA's stated environmental 
concerns. Nevertheless, we believe that many of the concerns 
expressed in this comment are relevant to the Restoration Plan 
but not to the programmatic EIS. The adequacy of the EIS should 
not, in our opinion, be based on what one agency's views are on 
the proper course of action for implementing the Restoration 
Plan. We believe that the EIS has performed its function by 
disclosing the potential effects of implementing the various 
types of projects proposed for the Restoration Plan. 

Our classification will be published in the FEDERAL REGISTER 
according to our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act. 



In conclusion, we appreciate the opportunities to reviev the RP 
and DEIS. Should you have any questions or need of assistance, 
contact the Regional EIS Coordinator, Norm Thomas, at 214/655- 
2260. Please send our office five (5) copies of the Final RP and 
EIS at the same time it is sent to the Office of Federal 
Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 401 H Street, 
m. Washington D.C. 20460. 

si $_~b cer ly 

~d D. Winkle 
Acting Regional Administrator 

Enclosures 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

14.45 ROSS AVENUE. s u m  1200 
DAUS. TX 75202-2733 

August 11, 1993 

Colonel Michael   iff ley 
District Engineer 
P.O. Box 6026.7 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160 

Dear Colonel Diffley: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is reviewing the Draft 
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS), in accordance with our responsibilities 
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Our official written comments will be 
provided to you as chairman of the Coastal Wetlands Planning, 
Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) Task Force by August 30, 
1993, the close of the required colmaent period. EPA will rate the 
EIS and publish comments in the Federal Register in accordance with 
our mandates. 

We have identified several areas of concern in our early review, 
which are listed here for your information. 

There is lack of emphasis on 'Demonstrationm type projects which 

l8.l 1 can lead to development of cost-effective approaches with 
innovative and better technology that meet the specific needs and 
challenges of restoration in coastal Louisiana. 

There should be identification of and specific provision for 
predictive hydrologic modellingwhich would allow the Task Force to 
better judge the effectiveness of potential restoration measures, 
and result in better decision making in the funding and 
implementation of projects. 

The plan should provide for a straightforward approach to recognize 
and act on immediate and major needs wherever they occur, rather 
than presenting a "broadcast" of projects across the coast. The 
prioritization process for allocation of resources does not 
adequately address the need for coastal Louisiana wetlands to 
continue to provide for the long term fisheries production 
necessary to help feed the nation; alternative approaches which 
give preference to this resource should be pursued. 

RESPONSE llB.l: See Response llA.6. 

IlboLt 

RESPONSE llB.2: See Response llA.5. 

It should be made very clear and emphasized that without effective 
action to create and restore wetlands the fish and shellfish 
industry and recreational users may see their resource collapse in 
a relatively short time; this impact should be quantified as fully 
as possible. 

RESPONSE llB.3: See Responses 11A.1, llA.2, and llA.3. 
Alternative approaches (projects) that would give preference to 
fisheries resources have not been proposed for CWPPRA funding. 
Any approaches that you believe are appropriate for CWPPRA 
funding should be submitted for Task Force consideration. 

RESPONSE llB.4: We are not aware of any scientific documentation 
available concerning the time until a total colla~se of the fish 
and shellfish industry in Louisiana. We have included a 
reference to Browder et al. (1988) under Section 3.3.6.3. of the 
EIS. They suggest a decline in shrimp yield may begin about 1995 
due to a decrease in marsh-water interface. 



We are concerned and must raise questions regarding marsh 
management and judgments made in the EIS on this type of project. 
Information presented is inaccurate and misleading. Further, long 
term and cumulative adverse impacts have not been addressed. We do 
not believe that marsh management practices have been proven to be 
effective in preserving and restoring wetlands. Certainly projects 
relating to levees, impoundments. and water control structures, 
which may impact the -fish and shellfish industry should not be 
priority projects for implementation. Our previous concerns on 
analysis of this type of project have not been addressed. 

We believe there is need for the establishment of a science 
advisory board to help ensure that the decisions of the Task Force 
are based on most up to date scientific information and analyses. 

We call on you to ensure that the total plan development and EIS 
preparation process is participated in by all the nmaber agencies. 
This opportunity is taken to thank the Task Force for this public 
hearing and for hearing these initial coaents. These and other 
issues will be addressed in our official comments. And, in 
accordance with the requirements of MEPA, these c m n t s  as well as 
those of others must be addressed in a Final Impact Statement and 
Restoration Plan. If it is determined that significant changes are 
necessary, then a Supplemental Draft Plan and EIS must be provided 
for public review and comment. 

Norm Thomas 
Chief, Federal Activities Branch 

RESPONSE llB.5: Although we believe that the draft version of 
the report treated marsh management in a fair and unbiased 
manner, we have substantially revised the report based on 
comments received. You are aware that some Task Force agencies 
feel strongly that marsh management should play an important role 
in coastal wetlands restoration, especially in areas isolated 
from sediment and freshwater sources. Your previous comments 
(submitted for the preliminary draft version of the report) were 
brief and did not address marsh management. Hence, we do not 
understand the last sentence of your comment where you state that 
your previous concerns about marsh management have not been 
addressed. 

RESPONSE llB.6: See Response 11A.8. 

RESPONSE llB.7: The basin plans have been reorganized and now 
showcase long-term strategies for restoration of natural 
processes, especially reintroduction of freshwater and sediment 
from major rivers into the coastal marsh. We do not believe that 
changes in the EIS have been significant enough to warrant a 
supplemental EIS. 



EPA COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

GENERAL COMMENTS. 

It,\ 
The use of natural processes was determined very early in CWPPRA 
planning to be necessary and at the core of successful restoration 
of coastal Louisiana wetlands. The EIS should evaluate the project 
types as to their relation and potential to utilize or maximize the 
natural wetland restoration processes that exist. 

\\LA 

1c.4 I Additional needs basic to the planning effort is a freshwater budget and hydrologic modelling applied in every basin. 

Many of the analyses contained in this EIS are appropriate and 
adequate. However, we are very concerned that information 
presented as assessment of impacts from the marsh management type 
of project is misleading, inaccurate, and very promotional of 
activities in which a few agencies have a vested interest. We 
believe most benefits are speculative and that clearly significant 
adverse impacts will occur to valuable marine fisheries. There 
appears also to be potential adverse impact to endangered species, 
sea turtles, with loss of access to hundreds of thousands of marsh 
acres. The potential for marsh loss due to reduced sediment flux 
and impacts on marsh accretion processes is not addressed. Long 
term and cumulative impacts are not addressed. It should be clearly 
noted that the Corps of Engineers made a determination that marsh 
management activities have potential for significant adverse 
impacts to the environment and is preparing an Environmental Impact 
Statement on that type of project to fully analyze the impacts. 
We are concerned that this type project is shown in virtually every 
basin as a priority. No permitting of this type project should 
occur, until fully analyzed, whether or not CWPPRA funded. 

c 3  
1 

The use of hard structures is an increasingly controversial matter 
or restoration. For example, adequate analysis is not provided on 
proposed segmented breakwaters. 

The EIS must call for development of a sediment budget and a 
sediment management plan in order to meet the special needs of an 
area that is recognized to have sediment deficit as a major cause 
of wetland loss, if successful restoration in coastal Louisiana is 
to be pursued. 

C.1 The State Conservation Plan provided for in CWPPRA should be 
lexplained. CWPPRA provided for funding to the State of Louisiana 

1t.b 

RESPONSE llC.l: We do not believe that it is necessary to relate . 
project types to natural processes. We agree that projects that 
would mimic the natural processes of freshwater and sediment 
distribution ("fluvial processes") should be pursued diligently ' 

and implemented where feasible and we have revised the EIS to 
reflect a preference for these types of projects in areas where 
they are feasible. 

The National Environmental Policy Act compliance procedures 
described for projects that are listed by the CWPPRA Task Force for 
funding are of significant concern to us. The dual process included 
in this document is a policy that has not and should not be 
adopted. The Federal action of funding and carrying out 
restoration should provide for public input to the decision making. 

! RESPONSE llC.2: See Response 118.5. We have revised Section 
3.3.1. of the EIS to more accurately state reasons why the USACE 
is preparing an programmatic EIS on marsh management. 

RESPONSE llC.3: The main report has been revised to indicate 
that development of a sediment and freshwater'budget for the 
Mississippi River below the Old River Control Structure is the 
priority planning study necessary for long-term hommitments of 
resources. Section 2.3.5. of the EIS has been revised to include 
discussion of sediment deposition as the natural process of delta 
development and the need for development of a sediment budget and 
management plan. 

i RESPONSE llC.4: We are not prepared to commit the CWePRAto 
funding hydrologic modelling and freshwater budget studies for 
each hydrologic basin. Such a commitment of resources and funds 
would require a Task Force decision. 

RESPONSE llC.5: We are not aware that the use of hard structures 
is becoming increasingly controversial. We do know that hard 
structures can sometimes cause erosion problems when used along 
the gulf shoreline where they can interrupt the littoral drift 
process. Segmented breakwaters are covered under the category of 
shoreline erosion control with structures. We have included 
additional discussion of segmented breakwaters under the various 
sections that discuss the effects of this project type. 

RESPONSE llC.6: The minutes of the August 12, 1991 Task Force 
meeting contains the following item: 'National Environmental 
Policy Act compliance for projects on the Priority Project List 
will be achieved according to each lead Task Force member's 
existing regulations and administrative procedures. The Task 
Force voted unanimously in favor of this motion.' The minutes 

! were approved at the September 24, 1991 meeting. This decision 
by the Task Force pertained specifically to the 1st Priority 
Project List. Since no further discussions of this topic have 
taken place at the Task Force level, we can only assume that this 
procedure is to be followed for projects on subsequent lists and 

1 for projects implemented through the Restoration Plan. If you 
I 
I believe this is an improper procedure, we suggest that you 

request that it be revisited by the Task Force. 



The statement that the priority 'lists are to consist of relatively 
small-scale projects which can be constructed within five years", 
is inaccurate on both parts. Quotes from the Act should be 
displayed for the public to make their own judgments regarding the 
arbitrary limits on funding of projects that are evolving with the 
planning effort. There is nothing to prevent funds to be dedicated 
for large appropriate projects over multiple years. 

IC.7 
l en t .  

he term NEPA compliance should be used rather than just 
ocumentation. The public should be given the procedures to be 
xpected of each lead agency and estimated time table as to when to 

detailed information on listed projects. It is also 
that all the policies used by the Task Force and 

ommittees be included in the EIS for comment and review, 
specially as there are no implementing regulations for CWPPRA. 

to develop a Conservation Plan when requested by the Governor. The 
Plan is to include measures the State shall take to achieve a goal 
of no net loss of wetlands as a result of development activities; 
a system to account for gains and losses of coastal wetlands for 
evaluating the attainment of no net loss; a program for public 
education on need to conserve wetlands; a program to encourage 
development to use technologies that have negligible environmental 
impact. When the plan is complete and approved, the cost-share 
required of the State for CWPPRA implementation will be reduced 
from 25% to 15%. The required Agreement to be made between the 
designated State agency (which has responsibility for implementing 
and enforcing the plan), the EPA (who administers the Grants), 
Corps of Engineers, and Fish and Wildlife Service, is being 
developed. The Agreement is also to obligate the State to 
implement the Conservation Plan. 

PURPOSE AND N E D  

1.3. Goals of this Programmatic EIS. Paragraph 4 should include 
information on the increased funding available to Year 2000. 

The federal CWPPRA actions of funding and implementing 

404 permitting action to be a cooperating agency, not the procedure 
proposed here. 

ALTERNATIVES 

RESPONSE llC.7: We have included the information contained in 
your comment under Section 2.2.2. 

\ICJI 

RESPONSE 11C.8: The statement in the EIS has been revised to 
more accurately reflect the language of the CWPPRA. 

NO ACTION (WITHOUT CWPPRA) 
This section appears to be stating that restoration will occur with 
CWPPRA about as well as without CWPPRA. The type of restoration 
projects, the resources, and their performance should be described 
for the various programs that exist or would likely exist without 
CWPPRA. A comparison of time required for implementation of 
comparable efforts would be useful. 

RESPONSE llC.9: We have substituted "compliancen as suggested. 
We believe that timetables for development of detailed 
information on listed projects is inappropriate at this time. 
The policies that have been adopted by the Task Force and its 
committees have not been synthesized into a document suitable for 
public disclosure in this format. All policies and other 
information regarding the Task Force are available to the public 
through Freedom of Information Act procedures. 

RESPONSE llC.lO: We have included the information about 
increased funding, as requested. As for NEPA compliance, please 
refer to llC.6. 

RESPONSE llC.ll: We believe we have stated properly that some 
efforts towards coastal restoration will likely occur without the 
CWPPRA, but that the CWPPRA offers the only hope towards a 
comprehensive coastal wetlands restoration program. We have also 
described the types of projects and specific projects that would 
be implemented. We have rearranged the referenced section of the 
report to emphasize the importance of the CWPPRA. 



ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

!It- Id 

2.3.2.1. Passive Management. Clarification of the first paragraph 
is needed, what is meant by 'buffering some relatively minor 
environmental problems"? 

2.3.2. MARSH MANAGEMENT. The information that the Corps of 
Engineers has made a determination that marsh management activites 
may have a significant adverse impact on the environment and is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement should be added here. 
The present status should be given as well as disposition on any 
permit applications in the interim. 

'c.)f 

etermination of whether the potential reduction of bad results in 

This entire. section requires reconsideration and revision. 
Statements of impact should be objective and based on scientific 
understanding, actual measurement and analysis. The last sentence 
of paragraph 6 should be revised to state the uncertainties 
involved when attempting to use these practices to deal with 
wetland loss, or, add 'however, the practice is not proven to be 
effective st reducing or offsetting marsh lossw. 

The dismissal of passive management as unimportant because such 
specific projects are not likely to be developed under CWPPRA, is 
isleading. The management strategy usually contains phases with 

'IC.16 the maintenance phase having structures operated essentially as 
fixed-crest weirs, and the associated adverse impacts of passive I anagement apply. 

The unavoidable impacts must include decrease in sediment 
deposition (Reed, 1992). 

I 2.3.2.1.1. Fixed-crest Weirs. Herke (1987) conducted a long term 
study on this type structure which should be included. Findings 

1\C,l# should be stated including that production was reduced up to 93% 
compared to a control area. 

I 2.3.2.1.2. Slotted Weirs. The last paragraph should be deleted, or 
Paragraph 1. Quantify the adverse effects on marsh soil conditions 

IIC.! (nutrient availability) and the reduction of sediment when 

RESPONSE 11C.12: We have moved the discussion of the USACE'S 
preparation of a programmatic EIS on marsh management in 
Louisiana to Section 3.3.1. Since work began on the marsh 
management EIS, permit applications for marsh management have 
been processed to a decision. We do not believe it is 
appropriate to give an accounting of those permit actions in this 
document. That information will be included in the marsh 
management EIS. 

RESPONSE llC.13: We believe that the section accurately 
describes what is involved with marah management, not what the 
effects may or may not be. All of the effects of marsh 
management, previously included in this section, have been moved 
to Section 3, where we discuss the findings of studies and 
observations about marsh management that are available. 

RESPONSE llC.14: We have made the referenced sentence clearer as 
to the desired effects. 

RESPONSE llC.16: Passive management does not consist of phases. 
We have recognized that active management contains phases, the 
effects of which are discussed in detail. 

RESPONSE llC.15: The information in the referenced paragraph has 
been restructured and is now contained in Section 3. We believe 
that the information portrays logical assumptions, based on 
currently available studies and literature. 

RESPONSE llC.17: We have added the reference to Reed (1992) 
under Section 3.3.2.3. 

RESPONSE 11C.18: Herke (1987) is referenced in Section 3.3.6.3. 



I \ c . \ ~  restricted to moving through the weir. Note also that the reduction 
Cv& lto estuarine-dependent fishery production is significant . 

2.3.2.2. Active Management. Paragraph 1. This section should 
address the uncertainties for success and the many variables that 
can impact on this type of activity, in addition to the inherent 
potential for failure due to the long term loss of sediment input 
and the adverse impacts on sediment accretion process in cases 
where some input of sediment occurs. The potential for drawdown 
phases to alter soil conditions with compaction makes 
future drawdowns more unlikely to succeed. Additional information 

The phenomena of tidal scour should be detailed with scientific 
data. Studies by Wang (1993) should be used which show that 
overmarsh flow rates are insufficient to resuspend sediments from 
the marsh surface. 

rc.ao 

Some of the features of hydrologic restoration as described here 
are similar to marsh management and would have the same adverse 
impacts from those features. 

on drawdown: 

-Drawdown has been used in many areas outside Louisiana to 
alter species composition of emergent vegetation. These are 
not persistent after reflooding and are maintained by repeated 
drawdowns. 
-Drawdown is effective in promoting seed germination if soils 
remain moist and not subject to intense drying. 
-In brackish soils, drawdown can cause changes in salinity and 
soil chemistry which are detrimental to vegetation. 
-There is little evidence to show any effective increase area 
of cover or even vigor of emergent vegetation. 

2.3.5. SEDIMENT DIVERSION. The discussion on limitation of sediment 
points to the need for a factual sediment budget. 

I 
2.3.3. HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION. The historic patterns and rates of 
hydrologic exchange should be explained. Hydrologic restoration 

IC.11 actually is likely to set up a new hydrologic system within a 
relatively small area of wetlands. 

2.3.6. FRESHWATER DIVERSION. A detailed study and report should be 
provided regarding the limits on freshwater available from the 
Mississippi River and distributaries. Information provided is very 
vague. 

' lc.271 2.3.8. MARSH CREATION WITH DREDGED MATERIAL. The "red mud" should 
be described as earth sediments derived from top soil that contains 

1c.a 

RESPONSE llC.19: We have moved the last paragraph to Section 3. 
We believe that our inference is valid. It is reflected in the 
assumptions made for the Wetland Value Assessment methodology, 
specifically in the variable that accounts for access of 
fisheries and exchange of water and sediments. 

2.3.7.OUTFALL MANAGEMENT. Information on outfall management plans 
which are being developed indicates that features of marsh 
management (levees, impoundments, control structures) will be 
included which would have the same types of impacts as marsh 
management. 

RESPONSE llC.20: We have moved all discussion of effects to 
Section 3 where we believe the major uncertainties and potential 
adverse effects of marsh management have been adequately 
disclosed. 

RESPONSE llC.21: It would appear from your comment that you are 
asking for a treatise on the historic hydrology of coastal 
Louisiana. Such discussions are beyond the scope of this EIS. 
We disagree with your comment that hydrologic restoration is 
likely to set up new hydrologic systems within relatively small 
areas of wetlands. Hydrologic restoration projects attempt to 
restore historic hydrology and many proposed projects (including 
one on the 1st Priority Project List) provide benefits to tens of 
thousands of acres of wetlands. 

RESPONSE llC.22: The term "tidal scour" is used to describe the 
effect that tidal water flow has on highly organic soils and 
flotant marshes found in the lower salinity areas of coastal 
Louisiana. It is common knowledge that tidal flows can remove 
organic material which supports live emergent vegetation and 
export it to the open waters of higher salinity areas. 

RESPONSE llC.23: We agree that some of the features of 
hydrologic restoration projects can also be incorporated into 
marsh management projects, but we disagree that the projects 
would have the same effects. We believe that the discussions 
presented in Sections 2.3.2. and 2.3.3. are sufficient to 
distinguish between the two project types and that Section 3 
adequately assesses the differing levels of effects. 

RESPONSE llC.24: We have included a sentence stating that such a 
study is a priority. 

RESPONSE llC.25: We have included a sentence about the necessity 
for a study of freshwater and sediments in the Mississippi River. 

RESPONSE 11'2.26: We disagree that the outfall management 
projects, as currently proposed, would have the same or similar 
effects as marsh management. The methods by which these two 
different types of projects attempt to restore emergent 
vegetation are completely different and the two types of projects 
would be used in different areas. Marsh management would 
normally be used in areas isolated from freshwater and sediment 
input, whereas the opposite is true for outfall management. 



bauxite ore and has been processed for removal of alumina. The 
Falgout Canal South (TE-20) is also a proposed demonstration of a 
prototype for a regional system to mine, deliver, and distribute 
river sediment via pipelines and spray nozzle application. The 
XTE-43 demonstration project is titled Red-Mud Wetlands 
Restoration. XTE-66 is the Sediment System: Distribution 
Demonstration project using gravity flow of various sediments from 
perforated pipeline application. 

2.3.10. SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL. Revise the last statement; 
breakwaters are not preferred even with these conditions - there 
are many other consideration to be made. See above comments. 

IlCa 

2.3.11. SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL WITH VEGETATION. If any of these 
species are preferred by nutria, the information should be included 
for possible avoidance. 

2.3.9. BARRIER ISLAND RESTORATION. The increasingly proposed use of 
segmented breakwaters for barrier island restoration will require 
significantly more information development, as well as modelling 
and engineering, than has been conducted at present. Potential 
adverse impacts include scouring, sediment starvation of other 
areas dependent on littoral drift for maintenance, potential for 
erosion on islands due to effect of waves that overtop barriers, as 
a few considerations to be made. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES AND EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

.3.1. INTRODUCTION. The third paragraph should be revised; it is 
ery speculative and leading. The EIS should include this example 
f project type as one that will need extensive monitoring in order 
o obtain the CldPPRA required scientific avaluatim. There are many 
ariables that may impact on a given project of this type that 
ithe present monitoring set up, if a project is successful, the 

will be unknown; the same is true if the project fails. 
othing new will have been learned. The statement here calling 
arsh management the most connaon form of restoration project is 
isleading: most common use has been for wildlife and waterfowl and 
unter access. Data on actual success of restoration should be 

3.3.5.3. Marsh Management. Paragraph 1. The first sentence should 
be qualified in view of the uncertainties. In the third paragraph, 
the first sentence is misleading. If the rest of the paragraph is 
indicating that this type of project will be utilized for specific 
species management and recreation, then that is not meeting the 

1lC.U 

RESPONSE llC.27: We believe that referring to spent bauxite ore 
as "earth sediments derived from top soil" would be somewhat 
misleading. We have corrected our reference to the red mud 
demonstration project and have included the other demonstration 
projects that are referred to in your comment. 

3.3.2. COASTAL MARSH. The approach to no-action should be 
reconsidered. Statements on the historical success of the other 
program restorations should be included, as well as level of 
funding and speed of implementation. The significant potential for 
CWPPRA should be expanded on, as well as the unique opportunity for 
speedy and positive effort. 

RESPONSE llC.28: Barrier island restoration, as described in the 
EIS, does not include the use of hard structures. We have 
included a discussion of the need for studies on the suitability 
of segmented breakwaters for erosion control along the gulf 
shoreline (including barrier islands) under Section 2.3.10 
(Shoreline Erosion Control with Structures). We have also 
addressed the potential for negative effects from the use of hard 
structures along the open gulf shoreline under Sections 3.3.2.10. 
and 3.3.2.11. 

RESPONSE llC.29: We have rearzanged this section to distinguish 
between protection of inland shorelines and gulf shorelines. 
Many of the concerns over using hard structures along the gulf 
shoreline are not applicable to hard structures used for 
protection of lake, bay, and cznal shorelines. 

RESPONSE llC.30: None of the species mentioned for erosion 
control or revegetation efforts are preferred food for nutria. 
Nutria will, however, eat nearly all species of vegetation when 
they become overpopulated. 

RESPONSE llC.31: We have added a degree of uncertainty about 
- marsh management as per your request. There is nothing in the 

referenced paragraph about the CWPPRA monitoring program. 

RESPONSE llC.32: Most of the information that you suggest adding 
to this section is contained in Exhibit 4 to the main report 
which lists all of the programs related to coastal wetlands in 
Louisiana. We have included a reference to Exhibit 4. 

RESPONSE llC.33: Your comment refers to Section 3.3.2.3. The 
first sentence of paragraph 1 has been revised and relocated to 
the end of the paragraph. The degree of uncertainty is 
irrelevant at this point in the narrative; at this point we are 
only discussing management alternatives. The sentence in the 
third paragraph appears now in the second paragraph. We did not 
believe that the sentence you question was misleading, however 
additional examples are presented to clarify the meaning of the 
sentence. 



of Sweeney (1990) found that no passively 
net gains in marsh area. The information 

Paragraphs 15 and 16 and 17. Straightforward statements are needed 
in order to make the points. This is vague. The statement that 
marsh plants can withstand stressful changes for short marsh 

11c-35periods without lasting ill effects should be referenced for the 
scientific data: the discussion is on soils which do not change 
rapidly. Paragraph 18 should also be referenced. 

I 
The discussions overall lack discussions on sustainability of any 
potential benefits. It also has failed to address the impacts to 
areas outside of and adjacent to marsh managed areas. Sediment 
accretion processes are not addressed. 

this point (Caernarvon) seem to include levees, 

3.3.2.9. MARSH CREATION WITH DREDGED MATERIAL. Add "on the short 
termm to the conclusory sentence. State how marshes created 
naturally (such as at mouth of Atchafalaya River) compare with 

I marshes created with dredged material. 

I 3.3.2.10. SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL WITH STRUCTURES. Segmented 
breakwaters require much more information for a determination of 

\\~.qdirect and associated impacts; for example, the potential for 
sediment deprivation of other areas may be observed. 

13.3.5. WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Paragraph 5 should be revised. CWPPRA 
projects are to focus on restoring and creating emergent 
vegetation. The ~ossibilities described here could be in conflict: . - 
1th;refore. not meeting the goals of CWPPRA. 

3.3.6. FISHERIES RESOURCES 

3.3.6.1. Existing Conditions. The description of causes in the 
third paragraph should be revised to include subsidence and 
inundation. The role of 'saltwater intrusion" as being the thing 
that killed the swamp is not clear. The EIS should be consistent 

the "causes
g 

section of the Plan. 

3.3.6.2. No-Action. Effort should be made to obtain information 
on timing of expected collapse. 

RESPONSE llC.34: We have added the reference to Sweeney et al. 
(1990). 

RESPONSE llC.35: We have restructured these paragraphs to make 
the discussion clearer and more to the point. 

RESPONSE llC.36: Sustain-ability of any restoration project in 
the long-term is uncertain. It is not necessary to mention this 
for every project type. We agree with the second sentence of 
your comment. The narrative points out the inconclusive effects 
of management within the managed areas; far less is known of the 
effects outside of managed areas. We do not believe it is 
appropriate to hypothesize about the potential for such impacts. 
Contrary to your comment, we have discussed sediment accretion 
processes. 

RESPONSE llC.37: There is a statement under Section 2.3.7. that 
no outfall management projects have been built. It is not 
necessary to repeat it in the referenced paragraph. As stated 
previously, we do not believe that the impacts of marsh 
management apply to outfall management. Both have a potential 
for reducing migratory estuarine fisheries access, but to 
differing degrees. 

RESPONSE llC.38: We have revised this section to indicate that 
marsh created with dredged material becomes increasingly similar 
to natural marsh as its age increases. 

RESPONSE llC.39: We have included additional information 
concerning potential impacts of segmented breakwaters used along 
the gulf shoreline. 

RESPONSE llC.40: Projects are not precluded from enhancing 
animals species populations or habitats although, we agree, the 
thrust of the CWPPRA is to address loss of vegetation. 

RESPONSE llC.41: There is nothing in the referenced paragraph 
about saltwater intrusion being the "thing that killed the 
swamp". We deleted the phrase about saltwater intrusion 
destroying fresh marsh vegetation. 

RESPONSE llC.42: See response to llB.4. 

vegetation and emergent vegetation does not appear 



Herke should be included as it is significantly more than 50%. 

3.3.6.7. Outfall Management. This section should be revised to 
include the adverse impacts which would occur from the marsh 
management features of outfall management. 

1 3.3.7. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

3.3.7.3. Marsh Management. The last statements on sea turtles 
occurrence should be revised and utilize the information from the 
Rabelais studies, and additional information available from NMFS 
at St.Petersburg, Florida. 

3.3.7.10. Barrier Island Restoration. EPA has consulted with the 
FWS and with NMFS on the threatened and endangered species 
associated with Isles Dernieres, Phase 0 and I. NMFS concurred 
with the EPA determination that no adverse impact would occur to 
sea turtles from restoration utilizing sediment and vegetation. 
The consultation did not include any potential use of hard 
structures such as segmented breakwaters as are potentially 
proposed by DNR for restoration at Raccoon Island. Whiskev and / ITrinity Islands. 

- 

I 
3.3.7.15. Herbivore Control. Explain the statement that long-term 
beneficial effects would be expected from preservation of 
wetlands. 

ICA7 It appears the impacts should be related to the measures to be 
used for control. 

1 3.3.9. WATER QUALITY. 

3.3.9.1. The statement on cause of wetland loss should be 
revised. Increased salinity levels in wetlands is only a part of 
the analysis and is largely a symptom. 

3.3.10. NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES, STATE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
AREAS, AND NATIONAL PARKS 

3.3.11.1. The question of ownership of new land is important and 
should be thoroughly addressed and included in the EIS. 

".ls 

3.3.16.2. BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 

The effects (beneficial and adverse) of all the project types 
except barrier island restoration should be the same as the 
impacts for coastal marshes and/or swamps. Sediment diversion 
involves potential losses to sea grass beds on refuges as well. 
Mitigation would be a significant consideration. 

3.3.16.2.2. No Action. Reference should be made to Figure 1 in 
the Executive Summary for a graphic realization of the 
relocations required for individual, families, and communities, 

3.3.11. PROPERTY OWNERSHIP AND VALUES 

RESPONSE llC.43: Nowhere do we state that access of estuarine 
fisheries species into managed areas is eliminated, but we have 
clearly stated that estuarine fisheries populations may be 
reduced. We have included information on the reduction in 
fisheries resources as found in studies by Herke and others. 

RESPONSE llC.44: We believe the section is adequate as written. 

RESPONSE llC.45: The sentence referenced in your comment is 
based on reviews of numerous publications on sea turtles 
conducted for preparation of biological assessments for USACE 
projects. The NMFS has offered no comments on this statement. 

RESPONSE llC.46: We have included a statement about the 
potential for segmented breakwaters affecting endangered species 
under Section 3.3.7.11. 

RESPONSE llC.47: The statement you refer to means that efforts 
to reduce populations of herbivores (nutria and muskrat) that 
have become overpopulated would benefit wetlands and thereby have 
beneficial effects on the threatened and endangered species that 
depend on the wetlands for their life requisites. 

RESPONSE llC.48: We have revised our statement to indicate that 
saltwater intrusion often contributes to wetland loss, but is not 
the sole cause. 

RESPONSE llC.49: Section 3.3.10. is meant to give the reader an 
overview of the extent to which projects proposed in the 
Restoration Plan may effect existing refuges, management areas, 
and parks. We mention in Section 3.3.10.6. that diversion of the 
Mississippi River into Breton Sound would have the potential to 
effect seagrass beds in the Breton National Wildlife Refuge. 
Mitigation for CWPPRA has not been brought up before. It is our 
opinion that projects implemented through the CWPPRA should 
produce positive net environmental effects and that mitigation 
would not be necessary. If the positive effects of a project 
don't outweigh the negative effects then it shouldn't be built. 
While projects should be designed to minimize negative 
environmental effects and include environmental enhancement 
features where appropriate, it seems absurd that environmental 
enhancement projects would'require compensatory mitigation. 

RESPONSE llC.50: We have included much of Louisiana Attorney 
General's opinion 92-472 which should clarify the issue. 



nfrastructure lost, individual and industrial property lost in 
less than 50 years if the shoreline exists at the location 

3.3.16.3. COMMERCIAL FISHING AND TRAPPING 

3.3.16.3.3. Future With CWPPRA Projects. The statement here has 
not considered the many adverse impacts to fisheries likely to 
occur from the marsh management, outfall management, and in some 
cases the projects called hydrologic restoration. The claim that 
commercial fishing would benefit cannot be made. A display of 
the acreages affected by these activities indicates a significant 
cumulative impact. 

3.3.16.8. DISPLACEMENT OF PEOPLE AND BUSINESSES 

3.3.16.8.2. No Action. Again note the map, Figure 1, in the 
I \ L . S ~ ~  xecutive Sumnary, to estimate the dislocations expected when the 

horeline is as shown there in less than 50 years. 

3.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

3.4.1. The public should be informed as to procedures for 
the specific project NEPA documents that are mentioned. 

It is very difficult to get any idea of cumulative impacts from 
this section. The matrix of impacts should be used to total 
impacts where possible. 

COMMENTS: TABLE 1 - SUFU'lARY OF COMPARATIVE IMPACTS OF PROJECT 
TYPES 

I This table is very important and will require revision based on the comments provided above. 

"'1 
An important issue to the plan development, as determined in the 
strategy development very early, is the use of natural .y.tems to 
obtain restoration of coastal wetlands. The relation of each 
type project to the natural systems should be included, requiring 
an expansion of the table. 

I Specific comments are provided for each alternative project type on the various resources. 

INO ACTION 

I Coastal Marsh. In 20, 50 years will the loss be significant or insignificant? 

I Submerged Aquatic Vegetation. Consider whether this may be an area where SAV would actually increase as areas break up further 
inland. 

RESPONSE llC.51: We have included a reference to Figure 1 of the 
Executive Summary in Section 3.3.2.2. 

RESPONSE llC.52: We have included an additional paragraph which 
discusses the potential for negative effects from certain types 
of projects. 

RESPONSE llC.53: We have included the information that you 
requested. We have also included a table and additional 
information on the possible dislocations that may be necessary if 
no action is taken. 

I 
I 

RESPONSE llC.54: As far as we know, no procedures or guidelines 
have been developed by the Task Force or any of its committees 
for public disclosure of project-associated NEPA documentation. 
At this point, we can only suggest that anyone who wants to 
receive NEPA documents on CWPPRA projects should specifically 
request to be included on all mailing lists. We have added this 
suggestion to our discussions in Section 1.3. We are compiling a 
mailing list of those to whom the draft EIS was sent, plus those 
who provided comments. This list will be made available to all 
Task Force agencies for their use in distributing NEPA documents 
if they so desire. 

RESPONSE llC.55: See Response llA.4. 

RESPONSE llC.56: The rest of the comments provided in this 
package are suggested changes to Table 1 of the EIS. We do not 
believe that relating the various project types to "natural 
processes" would serve a useful purpose. We believe that 
sediment and freshwater diversions are an attempt to mimic 
natural delta processes and should be the preferred action where 
feasible. We have included this widely-held opinion under the 

i descriptions of these two project types. 

We have used the proposed revisions to the table where we felt 

I they were appropriate. Some of the suggestions were too long to 
be included in such a summary table. We have not specifically 
responded to individual comments on the table. Some of the 

I comments on Table 1 provided by Lee Wilson and Associates . (Comments llE.l through llE.39) are similar to the remaining 
comments in this package and have been addressed individually. 

I~isheries. The fisheries present maintenance is natural, possibl~ 



I elevated due to human developments. Revise and also include the information that decline will be rapid after a certain point of 
degradation is reached. 

I Threatened and Endangered Species. Add sea turtles to the list. Impact should be 'Habitat loss will impact these populations. 

Oyster leases. How is the first statement known to be true in all 
basins - should be checked out. Closure is due to pollution. 
Water Quality. How sificant will the few diversion projects be in 
view of the coast wide problem with salinity? Wetlands provide a 
natural purification process which will be lost, ambient water 
quality in the reduced area of wetlands due to runoff will be 
degraded. Except for the diversion areas, salinity will increase. 

I Natural Processes. No action will see a continuation of alteration and additive fragmentation. 

Fisheries Resources. Fishery production is adversely affected; 
populations of marine species have not increased. Detail the 
impacts on access. State that potential for significant 
cumulative impacts can be demonstrated utilizing the acreage that 
would be leveed and controlled for access and the percent losses 
which have been demonstrated to occur. 

I ~ 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Significant cumulative impacts 
may occur to sea turtles with loss of the access for the 
organisms and reduced input to food to estuarine food chain. 
NMFS Endangered Species Office has pointed out need for 
consultation on the potential impacts to sea turtles. 

Coastal Marsh. The second statement is inaccurate and should be 
made factual; scientific data should be used. The loss of 
sediment and impacts on marsh accretion should be included. 
Subsidence will not be offset. 

Cypress Swamp. State the potential adverse impacts. 

Wildlife Resources. Marsh management does not create new marsh, 
so if successful only the present habitat value would be 
retained, and not increased. 

I Water Quality. Impacts to the adjoining marsh areas provide for a potential reduction in water quality on a more regional basis. 
These effects should be addressed. 

I pand value would decrease with increased loss. 

i I Flood Protection. Managed areas will provide less buffering effect for storms. 

I I Navigation. Delete last sentence. Boat bays are not commonly used. 

I I Water levels for transportation in the project areas may be adversely inundating marsh areas. 

I Recreational Opportunities. Fishing for migratory species likely will be reduced. 

I Socioeconomics. Adverse impacts to commercial and recreational fishing. Does the existing statement mean that hunting and I\tSd trapping income would increase for the landowner? I b h t -  lNatural Processes. Works against natural system. 

I I Coastal Marsh. Benefit related to tidal scour is questionable. Delete until issue is addressed. 

I l~efu~es, Areas, Parks. Same question on tidal scour is pertinent. 

I Flood Protection. Flood protection should be benefitted if channelized flow is reduced and natural flow over marshes is 
obtained. 

I 
I l~atural Processes. Restores natural system to some extent. 

I Wildlife Refuges. Effects of potential land loss, loss to 
fisheries production, etc. would be same as to coastal marsh and 
swamps, depending on the area. 

!property Ownership. 
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\ I  b A REVIEW OF 

LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS W R A T I O N  PLAN 
APPENDIX A 

PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN 

Sherwood M. Gagliano 

August 22.1993 

The report is well done, but the altcmatives selected fail to deal effectively with three major 
problems in the Pontchartrain Basin: 1) marine tidal invasion through the MRGO; 2) 
maintenance of the land bridge between Lakes Pontchamain and Borgne, and; 3) 
restoration of overbank freshwater inooduction into the uppa basin. 

The Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet should be closed at Bayou U t r e .  

A fresh water diversion should be constructed from the Mississippi River into the upper 
end of the Blind River drainage in the Lake Maurepas fresh swamp basin instead of the 
proposed Bonnet Cam location. 

There should be one or several soft shoreline pilot projects utilizing different materials and 

I 
designs before major expenditures are made for rock bw?kw-aters along muddy shorelines. 



pp. 16- 17 Alternative C, Bonnet C ~ r e  Divmion plus M R G O  Bank Stabilbtion/Mmh 

Creation. - The Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet (MRGO) is the single greatest cause of 
land loss in the Pontchvtrain Basin. Losses related to the MRGO are ongoing and 
cumulative. Several alternatives were considered which addrrjs this problem. The one 

chosen (Alternative C), does not provide a realistic solution. Closure of the MRGO is the 
only effective remedy. A solution to a problem is only cost effective if it works. 

p. 17 The area of the Pontchamain Basin with the greatest need for restored overbank 

flooding is the swamp area in the upper end of the basin around Lake Mawpas. The 
Bonnet Carre divenion is the major project in the basin proposed for freshwater 
inmoduction (primary purpose of freshwater divmion is to compensate for loss of 
overbank flooding due to flood protection levees). The Bonnet Cam diversion will direct 
the overflow water into the wrong area of the basin. The fmh water swamps of the 

Yaurepas area will derive only m i n i  indirect benefits from a diversion at Bonnet Cam. 
The major benetits of Bonnet Cam are fisheries enhancements in the Iowa Pontcharuain 
Basin and Mississippi Sound. While these are wonhy objectives, the cost benefits of a 
freshwater divenion at Bonnet Cam are questionable, particularly in reference to wetland 
benefits. The appropriate place for a freshwater divmion designed for wetland bmefits in 

the Pontchvain Basin is into the swamps of the upper Blind Riva drainage. 

pp. 26-27 A large amount of money is proposed for protection of soft shorelines in the 
upper end of Lake Pontchutrain and around Lake Maurepas. The rock breahvater 
structures proposed arc expensive and m y  not be fusible. The sediment in most of the 
project m a s  is too soft to support this type of structure. These structures are unproven in 

this setting. There should be one or seved soft shoreline pilot projects before major 

expenditures arc made for this purpose. 

restoration and creaion in salt manha of the lower basin should have 

\ \  . 
hfll 

RESPONSE 11D.PONTl: The Bonnet Carre Freshwater Diversion deals 
not only with the high salinity aspect of marine tidal invasion, 
but also provides nutrients (and some fine-grained sediments). 
As described on pages 23-24 of the Pontchartrain Basin appendix, 
the diversion, plus the bank stabilization of the MRGO, are more 
cost effective than closing the MRGO, an economically viable 
waterway. 

p. 27 Preservation of PontchdnlBorgne Land Bridge (Feature 3). - Not enough 
priori~ is placed on protecting the critical barrier between Lakc Pontchamain and Lake 
Borgne. The cost effectiveness evaluation utilized falls shon in establishing priority for 

resror~tion and rrrlrcc::on of the wetlands in this criricd barrier. 

RESPONSE 11D.PONT2: In the final plan, two smal'l freshwater 
diversions are proposed for the upper basin (Bayou Manchac and 
Blind River). The USACE considered and eliminated Blind River 
(during the Mississippi-Louisiana Estuarine Areas Feasibility 
Study) as a site for a major freshwater diversion because of the 
cost of the massive number of relocations necessary. In addition, 
the necessary outfall channel would cause extensive environmental 
damage to cypress-tupelo swamp. 

RESPONSE 11D.PONT3: A demonstration project (XPO-92) to compare 
several methods of hard and soft shore protection is proposed. 
As we learn more about which structures are most cost effective 
for the various site-specific conditions, these will be utilized . 
as appropriate in all shoreline protection projects. 

RESPONSE 11D.PONT4: The plan identifies preservation of this 
land bridge as a key strategy and 9 short-term critical projects 
are proposed to prevent the loss of this barrier to marine 
influence. Cost effectiveness is not the only criteria for 
project selection. 

RESPONSE 11D.PONT5: We do not agree. Opportunities for marsh 
creation should not be ignored. The material dredged from the 
MRGO provides a significant opportunity to create marsh in the 
lower basin. 



A REVIEW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WFILANDS RJLVORATION PLAN 

APPENDIX B 
BRETON SOUND BASIN 

Sherwood M. Gagliano 
August 20,1993 

This is the most suitable hydrologic unit along the Louisiana coast for initiating controlled 

freshwater diversions and controlled delta building. 

The selected plan consists of: 1) managing outfall from existing fmhwa!cr diversions; 2) 
repairing of barrier ridges and controlling water flow between ridges; 3) enhancing 

overbank flow below Bohemia; 4) building a new subdelta lobe, and 5) buildiig new 

banien. This is a dynamic, well balanced plan appmpriate for the setting and processes of 

this basin. 

IID* The oudall management plans for the various divwsions and the proposed subdelta should 

B~II be based on a long term conceptual plan for the succession of landform, vegetation, and I process changes that will unfold as the diversions progress. Pr0jcction.s should be made of 
future geography and habitat conditions. The plan should include provisions for channel 
training. The operational plan should include real time monitoring of process parameters 

Ilb 1 ~ h e  report should include refawes. w'l 

lib. 
wc,a 

110. 

m3 

RESPONSE 11D.BRETl: T h i s  t h o u g h t  h a s  been i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  u n c o n t r o l l e d  sediment  d i v e r s i o n  (PBS-4) on page  22 
o f  t h e  B r e t o n  Sound B a s i n  appendix .  

(discharge, hydrology, water levels, tides, water quality, sediment transport, temperature. 
etc.). This data should be used in conjunction with computer models as the basis for 

operating water control structures. 

A feasibility study of the relocation of the Mississippi River into Bmton Sound should be 

conducted. This diversion location should be compared with other alternative subdelta 
locations within the Breton Sound Basin and other areas. The proposed re-muting of the 
navigation entrance of the Mississippi River to Breton Sound should be compared to a new 
entrance on the east dcscmdig bank in the vicinity of Empire, Louisiana A commitment 
of 70 percent of the Mississippi River flow to this subdelta would preclude other smaller 

subdeltas in other critical areas. 

RESPONSE 11D.BRET2: The CWPPRA moni to r ing  p r o t o c o l  w i l l  b e  u s e d  
t o  f i n a l i z e  m o n i t o r i n g  d u r i n g  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s .  

RESPONSE 11D.BRET3: A f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  w i l l  b e  conduc ted  on a l l  
d i v e r s i o n s  sites t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  o p t i m a l  b a s i n  and site o r  
sites. 

RESPONSE 11D.BRET4: Refe rences  have been inc luded .  



A REWW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESORATION PLAN 

APPENDIX C 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA BASJN 

Shewood M. Gagliarto 
August 20, 1993 

The most fundamental question rtgarding this unit is whether or not the lower delta should 

be maintained as a primary area of delta building. The delta building process is very 

ineffxient in the lower delta a m  because: 1) the lobe extends out into deep water beyond 

the edge of the continental she& 2) foundation conditions art soft (the lobe is building out 

over a thick platform of poorly consolidated clays which tend to slide and squeeze from the 
weight of new sediment added by the river); 3) the lobe is exposed to marine processes on 

three sides, and; 4) subsidence rates arc very high (in excess of 4 feet per century and the 

highest found in coastal Louisiana). The modem birdfoot lobe is an anomaly. Most 
prehistoric lobes had broad, fan shaped configurations and built into shallow inner shelf 

areas. 

The selected alternative is for uncontrolled diversion of the river for creation of a new 

delta. while maintaining navigation at the present location and managed retreat of the 
existing delta. This alternative must be compared with the alternative presented for Breton 
Sound, which calls for a new navigation channel and delta building into Breton Sound. It 
should also be compared with an alternative for a new navigation channel on the right 
descending bank of the Mississippi River in the vicinity of Empire, Louisiana md 

redlocation of flow to s d l e r  controlled subdeltas at various locations across the deltaic 

plain. 

I 

hb. 
m l s  I 

lib. I A major study effort, including modeling, is needed to fully m l u u  various alternrtivn 
m1553 for reallocation of Mississippi River !low and tnnsponed sediment 

The report indicates that "The objective for this basin is to distribute the flows and sediment 
in the Mississippi River for the purpose of creating and sustaining wetlands in the most 
effective manner possible." The recommended alternative would achieve this objective. 
However, the rccomrncnded altcmative may pnclude controlled subdelta building in other 

areas of the deltaic plain. 

rferences are inadequate. The list is not consistent with the wealth of f x t u d  data ~54 l:miented in the report. 

RESPONSE 11D.MISSl: The s u b j e c t  o f  r e s o u r c e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  and  of 
where  and  how much o f  t h o s e  r e s o u r c e s  c a n  o r  w i l l  b e  d i v e r t e d  
w i l l  be one  o f  t h e  p r i m a r y  t o p i c s  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  
s t u d y  o f  r i v e r  d i v e r s i o n  p roposed  i n  t h e  b a s i n  p l a n .  T h i s  t o p i c  
may r e c e i v e  i n d i v i d u a l  a t t e n t i o n  f o r  s t u d y  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  
c o n t i n u e d  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s  u n d e r  t h e  CWPPRA. 

1 RESPONSE 11D.MISS2: While  no s p e c i f i c  site a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  
r e l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  R i v e r  n a v i g a t i o n  channe l  was 
p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  t h e  b a s i n  p l a n  h a s  been  mod i f i ed  t o  
r e f l e c t  p u r s u i t  o f  a s t u d y  which would i n c l u d e  a l l  v i a b l e  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  a n  u n c o n t r o l l e d  l a r g e- s c a l e  d i v e r s i o n ,  w i t h  a n d  
w i t h o u t  a l o c k  o r  new n a v i g a t i o n  channe l .  

RESPONSE 11D.MISS3: S t u d i e s  o f  b o t h  major  d i v e r s i o n  f e a s i b i l i t y  
and  f l o w  and sed imen t  a v a i l a b i l i t y  are e n v i s i o n e d  a s  a r e s u l t  of 
t h i s  p l a n .  These  s t u d i e s  w i l l  i n c l u d e  a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l s  o f  
model i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

RESPONSE 11D.MISS4: The b i b l i o g r a p h y  f o r  t h e  b a s i n  p l a n  h a s  been 
expanded t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  r e p o r t s  and  s t u d i e s  which p r o v i d e d  t h e  
b a s i s  f o r  t h e  1990 USACE r e p o r t  on t h e  d i v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  
M i s s i s s i p p i  R i v e r .  Tha t  r e p o r t  s e r v e d  a s  t h e  p r imary  d a t a  s o u r c e  
f o r  t h e  w r i t i n g  of  t h e  b a s i n  p l a n .  O t h e r  p r o p o s a l s  r e c e i v e d  
d u r i n g  t h e  p l a n  f o r m u l a t i o n  p r o c e s s  have  a l s o  been i n c l u d e d .  



A REVIEW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WELWDs RESrORATION PLAN 

BARATARIA BASIN 

Shmvood M. Gagliano 
August 23,1993 

11 b. 
6dM I 

This is a large, resource rich, complex hydrologic unit. The main k a t  and problem is 
advanced marine tidal invasion through the center of the estuarine basin. This includes 

erosion and breakup of the barrier islands and Gulf shore and breakup of land bridges 
which provided hydrologic controls across the basin. High subsidence rates throughout 

'lD' 
BI)LAd 

the middle and Iowa basins arr a major factor in driving the marine invasion. 

Basin objectives include 1) increase freshwater, nutrienr, and sediment input; 2) maintain 

and restore the central basin marsh belt: 3) maintain existing banicr island chain; 4) 

maintain fringe marshes. wd; 5) reduce tidal exchange between the lower and upper basin. 

11 D. 
~ & @ 3  

The alternative selected (Alternative E) includes freshwater diversion, hydrologic 

management, and long enn introduction of Mississippi River water into Bayou Lafourche. 
It also calls for banier island restoration and sediment divmions. Outfall management of 

the diversions is recommended. The projects which make up this alternative addms all of 
the problems and objectives. 

1 1 ~ .  
Mu) 

RESPONSE 11D.BARA1: W e  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e s e  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  w e  have 
conveyed t h e s e  though t s ,  t hough  p e r h a p s  n o t  as s u c c i n c t l y ,  i n  t h e  
Problem I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  B a r a t a r i a  Bas in  appendix .  

Several of the objectives may be mcult, if not impossible to achieve. Thcre are no rradily 

available sand sources to restore the barrier islands and Gulf shore across the central part of 

the basin seaward perimeter. An inland ntreat of the Gulf shore is likely. The land bridge 
across the middle of the basin may be further stressed if the barrier islands and Gulf shore 

110. 
B ~ u 4  

RESPONSE llD.BARA2: B a s i n  o b j e c t i v e s  have been r e w r i t t e n ,  
s t r e s s i n g  t h e  need f o r  f l u v i a l  i n p u t ,  h y d r o l o g i c  management, and 
b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  nour ishment .  

continue to break up. 

As marine invasion and erosion progress stabilization and restoration of features like the 
central marsh belt becomes more difficult A contingency plan for building a stom barrier 
across the central m h  belt should be developed in the event that banier island restoration 

and stabilization of the cenwd marsh belt fails. 

RESPONSE 11D.BARA3: The P l a n  Formula t ion  s e c t i o n  h a s  been  
r e w r i t t e n  s o  t h a t  s t r a t e g i e s ,  n o t  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  a r e  s t r e s s e d .  
However, a l l  o f  t h e  problems and o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  
selected p l a n .  

RESPONSE 11D.BARA4: The d i f f i c u l t y  o f  implement ing some p r o j e c t s  
is  acknowledged. 

RESPONSE 11D.BARAS: S t r a t e g y  4, I n t e r i o r  B a r r i e r  I s l a n d s ,  would 
q u a l i f y  a s  a con t ingency  p l a n .  Al though n o t  s e l e c t e d ,  t h i s  
s t r a t e g y  c o u l d  b e  emphasized l a t e r  i f  t h e  need  a r o s e .  



A sediment management plan for the barrier island and Gulf shore arcs at the seaward end 
of this basin should be developed It should be based on the dynamic sand budgets of 
these features. It must be based on process parameter data related to wave energy. 
longshore cumnts, sand size and sorting, sand movement, etc. All projects for beach and 
barrier restoration, jetties. brrahvatm and other fmturrs should be evaluated in reference 

I to the managmcnt plan. 

Ilb. Erosion control projects along muddy shorelines should be approached on a pilot project 
0-7 1 basis. There is presently no proven technique for stabilizing this type of shmline. 

RESPONSE 11D.BARA6: A b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  f e a s i b i l i t y  Study w i l l  
l i k e l y  b e  i n i t i a t e d  i n  t h e  near  f u t u r e .  The s tudy  should addresd 
wave energy, long-shore c u r r e n t s ,  sand s i z e  and s o r t i n g ,  sand 
movement, e t c  . 

' 
eASAa 

RESPONSE 11D.BARA7: Severa l  s h o r e l i n e  p r o t e c t i o n  p r o j e c t s  have 
been proposed f o r  d i f f e r e n t  s a l i n i t y  t y p e s .  The Lake Salvador 
S h o r e l i n e  P r o t e c t i o n  p r o j e c t  (BA-15) was funded on t h e  Third 
P r i o r i t y  P r o j e c t  L i s t .  This  demonstrat ion p r o j e c t  w i l l  compare 
t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of  s h o r e l i n e  p r o t e c t i o n  on a 
s o f t  s h o r e l i n e  i n  a low s a l i n i t y  marsh. The Oyster  Reef 
Demonstration P r o j e c t  (PBA-50) h a s  been, and w i l l  con t inue  t o  be, 
a c a n d i d a t e  p r o j e c t .  

Project XBA-63, Central Basin Tidal Drag Enhancement, is a major component of the 
recommended plan for this basin. It has an estimated cast of $16,782,060. This project is 
a problem statement rather than a well defined project that proposes a feasible solution. 
This project should be viewed as a research project or reconnaissance level study. The 
proposal is to form a protective barrier acmss the center of the basin with stabilized passes 
controlling water exchange between the upper and lower basins. This will q u i r e  some 

RESPONSE 11D.BARA8: The p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  
p r o j e c t  i s  conceptual  and t h a t  a f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy  must be  
conducted b e f o r e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  planning could  begin.  

I 
closures, as ncomrnendcd. Rip rap constrictions in tidal channels may simply c a w  

I"' localized hydrologic jumps, and may have little effect in diminishing the volume of water 
Omq moving h u g h  the channels. 

RESPONSE 11D.BARA9: The p o i n t  t h a t  you make i s  s t a t e d  a s  a key 
i s s u e  i n  p r o j e c t  XBA-63 and i s  d i scussed  i n  t h e  Problem 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  Sec t ion  on page 10 o f  t h e  b a s i n  appendix. 



A REVIEW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

APPENDIX E 
TERREBONNE BASIN 

Shawood M. Gagliano 
August 24, 1993 

I proposed in this report is too great. Development of a short tcnn contingency plan to 
protect this segment of the coast should be included as a critical project 

Ib. 
TEU 1 

tlD. It is questionable whether one of the major objectives, to create new wetlands on a large I enough scale to offset regional losses, is achievable. 

The plan as presented in this document is comprehensive and ambitious. The o v d  

program recommended addmses the problems and will ultimately result in a favorable 

coastal zone configuration, but the h e  frame f a  implcnuntatim may be too long f a  some 
aspects of the problem. 

This is the most threatened ana along the Louisiana coast. Coastal erosion in the 
Terrcbonne Subbasin has reached a critical and urgent level. T i e  requid for solutions 

Ilb. Additional quantitative process data (hydrology, tidal, bathymetry, water chemistry, 
sediment transport, wave energy, along shoredrift, etc.) data is needed as a basis for long 1 term management and project design. 

I'b' 
The barrier restoration plan needs a "second opinion." The magnitude of the barrier island 
restoration program recommended, and the cost of the pro- Suggests that objective. 

non-local, coastal engineers be utilized to evatuate the overall concepts and the specific 

project designs. 

References should be included. 

" b' 

RESPONSE 11D.TERRl: Marsh management, hydro log ic  r e s t o r a t i o n ,  
small- scale  marsh c r e a t i o n ,  and s a l t w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  b a r r i e r  
p r o j e c t s  a c r o s s  t h e  subbasin,  a s  wel l  a s  b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  
p r o t e c t i o n  have a l l  been des igna ted  a s  c r i t i c a l  ( see  Planning 
Objec t ives  page 1 5  of  t h e  Terrebonne Basin appendix and Rat iona le  
f o r  S e l e c t e d  P lan  on page 2 3 ) .  

Subsidence is one of the major process factors causing shoreline erosion and wetland loss 
in this hydrologic unit More specific geotechnical data is needed related to the location of 

faults, the rates of subsidence, the depth to the Pleistocene and rrlated parameten. 

RESPONSE 11D.TERR2: This  p o i n t  has  been more d i r e c t l y  
acknowledged i n  t h e  r e p o r t  ( see  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  S t r a t e g i e s  5, 6, 
and 7 under S t r a t e g i e s  Considered, pages 20-22 of  t h e  Terrebonne 
b a s i n  appendix; Ra t iona le  f o r  S e l e c t e d  Plan,  page 23; and 

i C r i t i c a l  Long-Term P r o j e c t s  under Implementation, page 3 4 ) .  

RESPONSE 11D.TERR3: A sen tence  express ing  t h i s  concern was added 
under d e s c r i p t i o n  of  b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  r e s t o r a t i o n  S t r a t e g y  2 (page 

I 18). 

I RESPONSE 11D.TERR4: The need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  d a t a  is emphasized 

I i n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  each s t r a t e g y  ( see  S t r a t e g i e s  Considered, page 
15) and i n  t h e  Ra t iona le  f o r  Se lec ted  Plan.  

RESPONSE 11D.TERRS: Such information was amassed dur ing  t h e  
p lanning  s t a g e  and was used i n  planning and e v a l u a t i n g  some 
p r o j e c t s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  s p e c i f i c  subsidence r a t e s ) ;  however, such 
d e t a i l s  were no t  summarized i n  t h e  bas in  p l a n  a s  a concession t o  
l i m i t a t i o n s  on l e n g t h  of  t h e  r e p o r t .  The importance of  t h i s  t y p e  

j of in format ion  f o r  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  planning h a s  been acknowledged 
i n  Problem I d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  Geomorphology and Hydrology, page 5. 



A feasibility study of a divwsion through Bayou Laf0~he or in the vicinity of Bayuu 
Lafourche to provide sediment input into the Tarcbonae Subbasin is needed 

110. Studies and pilot projects to develop effective management of floating marsh. herbivore 
-7 conml and hydropaid restoration in swamps pe necde& I I 
l10. As in other hydrologic units, pilot projects w test alternative designs and mamials for 

erosion protection along soft, muddy shorelines are accded. I I 
I\ b. Additional work is needed to resolve diffcrcnccs of opinion within the technical and 

x ~ ~ q  scientific community of environmental and coastal managers regarding: 1) marsh 1 I management, and; 2) ingress/egms of estuarine organisms. 

RESPONSE 11D.TERR6: A sentence expressing this was added under 
the description of Strategy 6 (see Strategies Considered, page 
21). 

RESPONSE 11D.TERR7: These needs were added to Key Issues in 
Planning, page 38. 

RESPONSE 11D.TERR8: This was added to Key Issues in Planning, 
page 38. 

RESPONSE 11D.TERR9: This need was discussed in Key Issues in 
Planning, page 38. 



A REVIEW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WS RES'ORATION PLAN 

APPENJXX F 
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 

Sherwood M. Gagliano 
August 20, 1993 

is is a concise, well done rrpor~ The recommendations are a l l  feasible. The program as 
addresses the key problem of duction in efficiency of the delta building process 

of maintenance of navigation and manipulation of flows through the two mapr 
utlets. The plan proposes sound principals of management of delta growth and 

maximizing wetland building. 

I 
An increase in the flow allocation to the Atchafalaya Riva may preclude subdelta building 

'ID in other critical areas. Atchafalaya flow increase should be viewed as a short t a n  measure. 
A"'~ Flow should be throttled back as subdeltas in other anas come on line. 

RESPONSE 11D.ATCHl: Comment no ted .  

RESPONSE 11D.ATCH2: Comment n o t e d .  A s t u d y  o f  the Old R i v e r  
P r o j e c t ,  mandated by the CWPPRA, and the sed imen t  budge t  s t u d y  
d e s c r i b e d  i n  the  main r e p o r t  w i l l  d e t e r m i n e  the  b e s t  u s e  o f  the  
f l o w  and sed imen t  from the  M i s s i s s i p p i  R i v e r  and w i l l  i n c l u d e  an  
a s ses smen t  o f  long- term and  shor t- te rm measures  t o  accompl i sh  
o p t i m a l  u s e .  



A REVIEW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WElLANDS RJSTORATION PLAN 

APPENDIX G 
'LECHUVERMILON BASIN 

Shemood M. Gagliano 
August 25, 1993 

Roblems are not unlike those of most small estuaries along the Gulf and Atlantic coasts. 
The problems arc localized shoreline retMt and wetland losa and depddon. 

The problem statement should include a discussion of projeacd environmental changes 
resulting from continuous secondary influences of Atchafalaya delta building and outflow. 

The report lacks a statement of objectives. The inferred objectives are to reduce shmlim 
erosion and marsh loss and to protect tht integrity of the system 

The selected plan includes: 1) shoreline protection; 2) sediment mpping; 3) hydrologic 
restoration, and; 4) management of Atchafalaya River freshwater and transported sediment 
Most of the objectives can be achieved through implementation of the propo~ed plan and 
projects. 

ILb. It is questionable whether complete control of shoreline erosion can be achieved with 

TI* I proposed projects. 

There should be one or more soft shoreline and bankline pilot projects utilizing diifnent 
materials and designs before major expcndituxes are made for rock breakwaters. 

The report should include references. 

l\b- Process parameter data is needed from this hydrologic unit. A -s-form model should 
Th 3 I be developed 

RESPONSE llD.T/Vl:  The i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  you r e q u e s t e d  has been  
added. 

RESPONSE llD.T/VZ: Complete c o n t r o l  o f  s h o r e l i n e  e r o s i o n  was 
d ropped  a s  a g o a l  o f  t h e  b a s i n  p l a n .  

RESPONSE 11D.T/V3: The e x i s t i n g  geomorphology o f  t h e  b a s i n  was 
p r e s e n t e d  i n  c o n t e x t  w i t h  the d e l t a  l o b e  c y c l e  o f  the  M i s s i s s i p p i  
R i v e r ,  i n c l u d i n g  p a s t  and p r e d i c t e d  f u t u r e  c o n d i t i o n s .  
S t r a t e g i e s  were  p r i o r i t i z e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e i r  c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i t h  
t h i s  l a n d s c a p e- l e v e l  p r o c e s s .  



A REVIEW O F  
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

APPENDIX H 
MERMENTAU BASIN 

Sherwood M. Gagliano 
August 20, 1993 

ydrologic management and marsh management have been practiced in this area since 

Wetland conditions demonstrate that the approach taken has worked, but 
problems indicate that the hydrologic management system needs some updating 

The Fresh Water Bayou Locks serve as a model for water control at the seaward a d  of 

navigation channels that cut across the coastal wetlands. This project demonseates that the 
approach is feasible and effective. 

The fundamental question of whether,excessive marsh flooding is caused by drainage 

blockage and improper operation of water control structures, or by subsidence, must be 
answered. 

I A project should be defined for real time water level monitoring, hydrologic modeling, and real time management of water control structures based on models and monitoring. 

" b' 
mtRMa 

The report should include references. 

A clearer statement of the natural system dynamics of this hydrologic unit needs to be 
developed as a basis for long turn management The report should recommend additional 

research and measurement of process parameters (hydrology, water chemistry, tides, 

subsidence, etc.) 

RESPONSE 11D.KERMl: We acknowledge that hydrologic and marsh 
management systems can be implemented properly to restore, 
protect, and enhance marshes in the coastal zone and in this 
basin in particular. This basin has some large hydrologic 
restoration projects in place (i.e. the Freshwater Bayou Lock) in 
the form of the existing lock system which can be used as 
examples for similar projects in other basins with large canals 
that disrupt natural hydrology. However, we acknowledge that the 
existing locks may be causing too much water to be impounded in 
the Lakes region located above Highway 82. 

RESPONSE 11D.MERM2: The basin plan and existing hydrologic data 
indicates that a significant amount of the water level problem in 
the Lakes Subbasin is caused by the lock system surrounding White 
and Grand Lakes. Subsidence is contributing to the high water 
problem. The recent USACE "Grand and White Lakes Studyn 
indicated that it would be difficult to lower water levels with 
existing structures because of Gulf of Mexico tidal influence 
which prevents movement of water to the south most of the time. 
There are also other studies which suggest that the locks are 
large contributors to the ponding or high water level situation 
in the Lakes Subbasin. The USACE, Waterways Experiment Station 
has developed a hydrologic model of the basin. The "projectsm 
recommended are construction or demonstration projects and not 
"researchm projects in keeping with the general intent of CWPPRA. 

RESPONSE 11D.MERM3: Additional references have been included. 



'Ib. p. 1 Water control for manh management goes back to at least 1913, when the Schooner 
Bayou Lock was built to conml movement of salt water into the old Inland Watcnvay. 

pp. 1-5 The natural system model has been poorly defined and developed. This is a 
reflection of the paucity of definitive research in the area 'Ihe evolution, processes, and 
general unhtanding of White Lake. Grand Lake and the Mamntau River have not bem 
adequately studied. 
pp. 2-3 Concise description of existing projects. 

p. 3 This area has the only example of a navigation canal cutting across the coastal zone 
that has been fitted with a lock at the seaward end. The Freshwater Bayou lock 
dernonshxtes that this approach is feasible and that it works. 

)be partially comct, but subsidence is undoubtedly a major contributing factor. 

I 

mml, 

,, lp. 14 The report states that "...the focus in the Mementau Basin must be on prevention and 

p. 4 Existing conditions - 
The area consists of a large hydrologic management experiment Ihe marshes in this basin 
are generally in better shape than in the other hydrologic units. The condition of the 
marshes is a tribute to management 

p. 9 Periods of prolonged high water have been cited in much of this unit as the cause for 
marsh deterioration and loss. The cause of the excessive flooding has been attributed to 
blocked drainage and improper operation of water control shucturcs. This explanation may 

.,$ stontion rather than on creation." This is a realistic goal. The overview of Basin 
traiegy is good. 

RESPONSE 11D.MERM4: W e  a g r e e  t h a t  t h e  Schooner Bayou Lock is a 
hydro log ic  r e s t o r a t i o n  p r o j e c t ,  b u t  it is  n o t  a marsh management 
s t r u c t u r e .  The COSPPRA d e f i n i t i o n s  f o r  hydro log ic  r e s t o r a t i o n  and 
marsh management i n c l u d e  l o c k s  and s i m i l a r  s t r u c t u r e s  under t h e  
ca tegory  of  hydrologic r e s t o r a t i o n .  For  purposes o f  t h e  CWPPRA 
R e s t o r a t i o n  Plan, we d e f i n e  marsh management a s  be ing  e i t h e r  
a c t i v e  o r  pass ive  manipulat ion of  water  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  purposes 
of  r e s t o r i n g ,  p r o t e c t i n g ,  o r  enhancing marshes. The lock  was 
i n s t a l l e d  t o  p revent  s a l t w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  i n t o  White Lake 
p r i m a r i l y  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  purposes, w i t h  s a l t w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  
prevent ion  b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  marshes a s  a secondary b e n e f i t .  

RESPONSE 11D.MERMS: P l e a s e  r e f e r  t o  Response 11D.MEW. 

RESPONSE 11D.MEFW6: We a g r e e  t h a t  t h e  Mennentau Basin marshes 
a r e  i n  b e t t e r  shape t h a n  marshes i n  most o t h e r  b a s i n s .  The 
e x i s t i n g  marsh management p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  two subbasins,  coupled 
wi th  t h e  lock  system t h a t  f u n c t i o n s  a s  a l a r g e  hydrologic 
r e s t o r a t i o n  system h a s  enabled t h e s e  marshes t o  be p r o t e c t e d  from 
s a l t w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  and t i d a l  scour  from t h e  e a r l y  20th cen tury  
t o  t h e  p r e s e n t .  However t h e  locks  may a l s o  be  caus ing  i n c r e a s e d  
water  l e v e l s  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e  which may be  exaggerated by 
subsidence.  

RESPONSE 11D.MERM7: W e  agree.  This  b a s i n  i s  i n  a sediment- 
s t a r v e d  a r e a  of t h e  Louisiana c o a s t  except  f o r  t h e  a c c r e t i o n  of  
mud t h a t  i s  occur r ing  a long  t h e  Gulf s h o r e l i n e  from Freshwater 
Bayou Canal t o  t h e  e a s t e r n  end of Rockefe l le r  Refuge. 



A RJNEW OF 
LOUISIANA COASTAL WFZLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

APPENDIX I 
CALCASIEUISABINE BASIN 

Sherwocd M. Gagliano 
August 20,1993 

A natural systems dynamics model should be developed for this hydrologic unit as a basis 
for long term management. The report should recommend additional research and 
measurement of process parameters (hydrology, water chemistry, tides, subsidence, etc.) 

pp. 4-5 The roles of the Sabine and Calcasieu Riven and their estuaries are not adequately 

considered. Water circulation through the Sabine and Calcasieu Navigation Channels and 
their effect on the GIWW is poorly understood As in the Mcnnentau Basin, a good 

physical process-fonn model remains to be developad. This needs to be listed as a resckh 
objective. 

10. 
ckl 

p. 11 The report recommends that wata control structures in the Cameron-Creole 
Watershed project should be automated to improve management. This is an excellent 
recommendation that should be applied to a number of other projects throughout the coastal 

zone. 
A system of real-time monitoring of wata level and salinity should be developed for the 
Cameron-Creole watershed area. It should be used m conjunction with a computer model 

of the hydrology and water chemistry to provide the basis for operating automated water 
control structures. This should serve as a pilot area for an instrumented/automated 
hydrolqical management program 

Feasibility of navigation locks at the mouths of the Sabine and Calcasieu Ship Channels 
should be investigated m the event that Pmimcter Control Restcnation (Alternative B) daes 

not work. 

pp. 12-13 Alternative B (Perimeter Control Restoration) and parts of Alternative C 

t ( S  (Interior Restoration) w m  selected and recommended in the report. This is an appropriate 

I ! " I c h o i c e .  

pp. 14- 15 Good presentation of alternatives. 

RESPONSE l lD.C/Sl :  The s t u d i e s  and mode l l ing  t h a t  you s u g g e s t  
c o u l d  b e  added t o  t h e  l is t  o f  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  t h a t  need t o  be 
done f o r  l a r g e r  p r o j e c t s .  

lib. 

qsg 

RESPONSE llD.C/SZ: Concur.  

pp. 24-50 Project descriptions are too abbreviated. The projects are too fragmented. 

Small projects should be consolidated and discussed collectively. For example, the eight 
erosion control projects along the GIWW should be grouped into one or two projects with 
consolidated budgets and evaluation. 

RESPONSE 11D.C/S3: The d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  have been  
expanded. 



Cements on En~iro~ental Impact Statement 
for Restoration Plan 

Lee Wilson & Associates - 
The approach of summarizing the effects of each category of 
project type by major resource category in a table (Table 1) is 
very good. However, the content of the table requires 
substantial expansion and correction. There are a number of 
broad issues that, on the whole. are poorly represented. 

3 2 9 

/I .( . 

The relationships and impacts, either beneficial or adverse, of 
each project type to long-term restoration, e .  , to 
sustainable solutions that at least approach the goal of no net 
loss, is missing from the table. This should be added as a 
row, perhapa titled Natural Ecology. 

Delete sentence 'All project types except herbivore control are 
structural" measures'. It is not clear why this sentence is 
included, or what constitutes a gstructural measure*. For 
example, how is "shoreline erosion control with vegetative 
plantings" a structural measure while herbivore control is not? 

There is, at best. a very weak impraaaion given of any positive 
impacts associated with creating marsh, either by larger scale 
"delta buildingn processes (e.g.. diversions) or by amall scale 
sediment placement. It leaves the impression that little is 
gained by creating marsh compared to protecting existing 
marsh. No positive functional value of created marsh is 
mentioned. For instance, the water quality improvement and 
storm surge protection functiom of marshes are not attributed 
as a benefit of created marsh. It is very important, 
especially in the EIS, that the reader be left with a full 
understanding of the beneficial as well as the adverse impacts 
of alternatives. 

Hany potential adverse impacts are also omitted from the 
table. Specific examples will be diacursad below; however. it 
is a flaw that prevents the table from tramitting a complete 
and dynamic picture of the comparative impacts of the various 
project types. 

Specific coesnts on content of EIS Table 1 follow. 

RESPONSE llE.l: We have eliminated this sentence, as suggested. 

RESPONSE llE.2: The suggestion to relate the various project 
types to 'natural ecologyn is similar to Comment llC.57. Your 
comment suggests that projects that would more closely mimic 
natural "ecologyn or 'processesn should be preferred over 
projects that would rely on more structural measures, with the 
underlying reason being that natural processes would promote a 
more natural ecology and be more likely to provide long-term, 
sustainable solutions. We agree with this general concept. We 
also believe that there are only two types of projects that could 
be considered as contributing to natural processes: freshwater 
diversion and sediment diversion. All other projects, in our 
opinion, do not promote natural processes. Pumping sediments 
through pipelines and hardening shorelines is not natural. In 
the text of the EIS we have identified diversions as attempts to 
restore natural processes, but we have not included this 
information in the table. 

We have modified many of the blocks within the table to more 
equally display positive and negative effects and to accomraodate 
comments as much as possible. Please understand that this is 
only a summary table of the discussions contained in Section 3 of 
the EIS and that it is not necessary to include all of the 
positive and negative effects of the projects. Responses to your 
specific comments are as follows: 

Page 1 Comments on EIS 



Comnts on content of EIS Table 1 

Coastal Marsh - the rate of loss may decline in the future, but indicate 
whether total losses would be large. significant, insignificant , etc . 
Submerge Aquatic Vegetation - to some extent. as marsh loss progresses 
inland. the areas that support SAV would also migrate, rather than be 
wholly lost. 

. Threatened and Endangered Species - change .Habitat 10s. could possibly I reduce their populations.' to 'Habitat loss would reduce their 
11c.6 populations." There should be no question with regard to the 

relationship. 

. 

I IC .~  

Oyster bases - change "... leases are closed to hamest for pollution 
reasons." to "... leases are closed to harvest because of pollution.' 

Fisheries Resources - fisheries are not being "artificially maintained* 
- delta.degradation with increase in estuarine habitat and export of 
organics from the marsh to the estuary are natural processes (although 
degradation processes are accelerated by man's activities and natural 
renewal processes are interfarred with). Perhaps substitute the 
f ollowing - .Fisheries populations and harvests flourish as marsh 
initially degrades, and as estuarine (ahallow vater) areas open up and 
organic export from the marsh to the estuary is high. However. as marsh 
loss continues past the threshold capable of supporting current levels 
of fish production, fisheries harvests would decline dramatically." 

Water Quality - move first sentence ("Freshwater diversion projects will 
restore favorable salinity levels in eastern basins:) to the column on 
freshwater diversions. Uhy are no other significant water quality 
effects expected? If wetlands provide a significant water quality 
function, then it must be anticipated that their wholesale loss will 
have a progressive adverse effect on water quality. Perhaps substitute 
the following - .As wre m d  more extensive areas of marshland are lost. 
the filtering function of the marsh will be lost, and water of 
increasing turbidity. conductivity. and contaminants content will reach 
the estuary. Salt water intrusion also will increase." 

Wildlife Refuges. etc. - what is meant by 'Available funds may not be 
sufficient to maintain infrastructure"? 

Coastal Harsh - stating the marsh mahgement can *enhancen existing 
marsh is vague. If in some cases marsh management reduces stress on 
vegetation and so increases its vigor. the associated resistence to 

Page 2 Coments on EIS 

RESPONSE llE.3: We have indicated that the rate of marsh loss 
would remain significant. 

RESPONSE llE.4: Most SAV occurs in the fresh and intermediate 
marshes. We believe the overall extent of SAV would be reduced 
with continued marsh loss and saltwater intrusion. 

RESPONSE llE.5: Your suggested substitution is too long for a 
summary table. We agree that .artificially maintained" is not 
the best choice of words and have substituted other language. 

RESPONSE llE.6: While we agree that suitable habitat is critical 
for wildlife populations, we disagree that a blanket statement 
can be made as suggested. By definition, populations of these 
species are critically below their historic levels. In some 
cases, especially for those species mentioned, factors other than 
habitat loss have been primarily responsible for their current 
predicament. For instance, populations of piping plovers are 
thought to be so low because of widespread market hunting that 
extended well into the 20th Century and because of problems with 
predators and disturbance on their breeding grounds. Continued 
loss of wintering habitat in Louisiana may not be that critical 
to the survival and recovery of this species. There may be a 
threshold at which they may be affected, but at the present time, 
more than adequate wintering habitat for the birds wintering 
along the gulf coast is probably available. Similar arguments 
could be made for other species. We are not trying to slight the 
importance of Louisiana's coastal wetlands for these species, 

I only that we cannot make a definitive statement that their 

i 
populations would be further reduced from continued loss of this 
habitat. 

I - RESPONSE llE.7: We have made the suggested change. 

I RESPONSE 11E.8: The first sentence of the block is there to 
indicate that the authorized freshwater diversions (Davis Pond 
and Bonnet Carrel), which we assume will be constructed under the 
no-action scenario, will significantly affect the salinity regime 
of the Barataria and Pontchartrain Basins. The two diversions 
represent the greatest change in water quality, from a salinity 
and turbidity standpoint, to be expected in coastal Louisiana 
under the no-action scenario and therefore shouldnlt be moved 
from where it is. We agree that salinity increases would be 
expected to continue to occur in areas not influenced by the 
freshwater diversions and the Atchafalaya River, but we do not 
agree that continued coastal wetland loss would necessarily mean 
increased turbidity and contaminants. 

RESPONSE llE.9: We meant that the funds available to the refuges 
and management areas through their normal funding sources may not 
be sufficient to maintain the wetlands encompassed within these 
areas. We have revised the block to make our point more clear. 



1IE'10 

bnt. 

Fisheries Resources - state specifically what it means to 'restrict 
access"; i.e.. use of that marsh area as fisheries nursery, spawning, 
and/or feeding grounds is reduced, and production (i.0.. the mount of 
fisheries supported) is reduced. It is also very important to indicate 
the potential for cumulative, long-term impacts in this regard. That 
is, compensation or mitigation may be possible for any one individual 
marsh management area, but if large enough regions of coastal Louisiana 
were put under ursh management, the cumulative loss of access to 
habitat (as well as other functions) could be highly significant. 

erosion and increase in organic deposition will be reflected in a 
decrease in marsh loss rates. It mould be more meaningful to state this 
directly. Stating that marsh management can cause new marsh to develop 
is largely inaccurate. This is only rarely the case. Most research (as 
cited in this EIS) indicates that submerged aquatic vegetation is 
increased much lore often than emergent vegetation (and while SAV is 
valuable fisheries habitat, etc., the primary objective of CWPPRA is 
directed toward creation/protection of emergent marsh). It should 
furthermore be stated that marsh management affects soil properties and 
accretion by reducing mineral sediment input to the managed area. and 
thus in the long-te

e

ha does nothing to address subsidence of the marsh, 
vhich is usually a major underlying cause resulting in the marsh 
inundatipn that is trying to be controlled. 

. 

Ilk-ll 

Water Quality - turbidity and salinity levels are only lowered within 
the managed area; the managed area is effectively removad from 
functional interaction with the surrounding region, and thus would have 
a reduce function in moderating regional water quality. 

Wildlife Resources - since ~ r s h  management may protect an area of 
existing marsh (though not stop loss altogether) but not create new 
marshland, it would not increase habitat value, but maintain existing 
levels of value. The exception would be if levees and structures are 
used to maintain pooling conditions for waterfowl during huntins season. 
which may increase local w e  and apparent habitat value, but may have 
nothing to do with ursh function or preservation. Better habitat for 
one species doesn't count a 'increased habitat value". 

)Ie,l~I~ildlife Refuges, etc. - only plans are listed, not effects. 
Flood Protection - regarding the suggested cumulative/benefit, managed 
marshes should provide less buffer for storm surges than unmanaged 

J)c,( marshes. since the levees and structures are there to keep excess water . Iout. 
Recreational Opportunities - change "Fishing for migratory species may 
be reduced" to *Fishing for migratory species would likely be reduced'. 

Page 3 Comments on EIS 

RESPONSE llE.lO: We have substituted .invigoratew for "enhance" 
as suggested. Otherwise, we have let the block intact because we 
do not believe that it is necessary to go into the details 
suggested in this summary table. 

RESPONSE llE.ll: We have revised the block to read more closely 
with your recommendations. 

I 

RESPONSE llE.12: We have revised the block to be more specific. 
The effects of all types of restoration projects are cumulative. 
The more projects of each type that are built, the more effects 

i there are, both beneficial and adverse. It is not necessary to 
single out marsh management when discussing cumulative impacts. 

RESPONSE llE.13: We have included a statement that the effects 

I would only apply within the managed areas. 
I 

RESPONSE llE.14: Your comment is true, but the effects of marsh 
I management on refuges and management areas would be fundamentally 

i the same as on privately owned wetlands, assuming that structures 
would be maintained and operated similarly. 

RESPONSE llE.15: Levees, canal banks, and natural bayou banks, 
and lake rims used to delineate marsh management areas normally 
have elevations well below developed areas. However, such is not ' always the case, as in the Cameron-Creole project. We maintain 
that typical marsh management projects would not increase the 
flooding potential of developed areas. We have revised the table 
to state less definitively that marsh management would provide 
flood protection benefits. 

RESPONSE llE.16: We believe that "may be reducedn is more 
appropriate. 



Socioeconomic Items - add negative impacts of reduced comercia1 and 
recreational fishing. These inpacts could be long-term and cumulative 
if large proportions of marsh critical as fisheries habitat are put 
under management. 

Hvdroloeic Restoration 

. Flood Protection - why wouldn't hydrologic restoration - which often I reduces channelized flow, increases more natural sheet flow, etc. - 
116*10 improve the marshe? ability to buffer storm surles (i.e.. reduce the 

direct, channelized conveyance of storm flow). 

Sediment Diversim 

Coastal Marsh - indicate that asdiment diversions could be the only 
approach capable of building enough marsh acreage to substantially 
offset losses from other sources (or add this to the new row on natural 
ecology). 

. Oyster bases - add that the area optinal for oysters would also be I shifted; thus total oyster productivity could be maintained or even 
l(6.8 enhanced, even though oyster areas proximal to the diversion would be 

harmed. 

. 

l(C.@ 

Cypress-Tupelo Swamps - there is no logic to the statement presented 
(proposed diversions contain swamp, therefore there will be no 
effects). There could be positive effects - increase inundation and 
stress on swamps is often a result of subsfdence plus the lack of 
natural sedlment input because the major rivers are leveed. Negative 
effects could include increased flooding if hinderances to drainage 
exist. 

Flood Protection - w h i s t h e  diversion of water (with the sediment) 
itself may create local water level issues and flooding concerns, the 
new marsh created would function in storm surge and flood protection. 

. 

ll&.a.) 

. Socioeconomic Items - large-scale marsh creation will have long-term, I regional benefits to fisheries resources as it will extend the time 
11 E during which the productive marsh-estuarine interactions persist. 

Water Quality - add that the creation of large areas of new marsh would 
greatly increase the water quality benefits for the region. On the 
negative side, issues of possible sediment (or source water) 
contaminants would have to be addressed for each project to assure that 
contaminant or toxicological problems are not introduced to the 
recieving area. 

RESPONSE llE.17: We have added a statement on the possibility of 
negative effects from reduced access of estuarine species into 
managed areas. 

RESPONSE llE.18: We agree with your comment and have revised the 
table. 

RESPONSE llE.19: We agree with your comment and have revised the 
table. 

RESPONSE llE.20: We have modified the table to more closely 
reflect your comment. 

I RESPONSE llE.21: We have modified the table to more closely 

i 
reflect your comment. 

RESPONSE llE.22: We believe that the major points have been made 
in the table. We are not aware of any toxicity problems with 
Mississippi or Atchafalaya River sediments, and therefore do not 

! believe it is necessary to mention. 

I 

RESPONSE llE.23: We have modified the table to more closely 
reflect your comment. 

RESPONSE llE.24: Your comment is more appropriate under 
fisheries resources where the information already appears. 

Comments on EIS 



I water Diver- 

Cypress-Tupelo Swamp - adverse impacts from increased flooding ind 
periods of inundation of the swamp could occur if any impediments to 
appropriate drainage exist in the outfall area. 

I Water Quality - possible contaminants from source water should be 
llt,& checked to avoid adverse impacts to the recieving area. 

Socioeconomic Item%.- add that region fisheries harvests may increase, 
even though shifts in the locale of greatest harvests would occur. 

Coastal Harsh - organic content of #oil of created marsh would be lower 
in&L?u. 

Oyster bases - what evidence is there that oyster leases adjacent to 
areas where marsh is created would be adversely affected by .altered 
tidal flows'. 

Water Quality - add that the addition of new marsh adds to the net water 
quality improvement function of marshes in the region. 

Flood Protection - marsh creation has a direct effect on flood 
protection by adding marsh capable of buffering storm surges. 

Coastal Marshes - change 'Protection may be provided to mainland 
marshes" to 'Protection would be provided to mainland marshes". 

. Submerged Aquatic Vegetation - by protecting interior oarshes and I buffering the energy of the system, barrier island restoration would 
llC.33 help maintain SAV in interior marshes. 

on Control Structures 

Coastal Harsh - add that adverse impacts may arise from structures 
'stealing' sediment from downdrift areas, cawing an increase in erosion 
in locations outside of the project area. 

Wildlife Resources - delete *Brealnaters would have only beneficial 
effects." 

Fisheries Resources - delete 'Breakwaters would have only beneficial 
effects." Depending on their placement, breakwaters can interfere with 
migratory pathways and inshore use by aome species of fish. 

Page 5 Comments on EIS 

RESPONSE llE.25: We agree that adverse impacts could occur, but 
the possibility would be remote because we would expect projects 
to be designed to minimize inundation problems. We have included 
a discussion of this under Section 3.3.3.7. 

RESPONSE llE.26: We agree and have included this information 
under Section 3.3.9.7. 

RESPONSE llE.27: Your comment is more appropriate under 
fisheries resources where it already appears. 

RESPONSE llE.28: We have rewritten this block. 

RESPONSE llE.29: We have deleted "from altered tidal flowsn. 

RESPONSE 11E.30: Louisiana's estuaries, except for some isolated 
areas near industrial sites, do not have problems with water 
quality except fecal coliform bacteria. Circumstantial evidence 
suggests that the high populations of herbivores occurring in 
some marshes contribute to the fecal coliform problems. We do 
not believe that we should suggest that created marshes could 
improve water quality because we are unaware of any areas 
proposed for marsh creation where water quality problems exist, 
except for fecal coliform bacteria. 

RESPONSE llE.31: We agree and have included your suggestion. 

RESPONSE llE.32: We believe that there are enough uncertainties 
about the value of barrier islands providing protection that we 
should not make an absolute statement that barrier island 
restoration, in all cases, provides protection to mainland 
marshes. We have changed the "mayn to 'cann to indicate that, 
under the correct conditions, the barrier islands can protect 
mainland marshes as opposed to saying that they might be able to 
protect marshes. 

RESPONSE llE.33: We believe that our revised write-up in the 
table captures the point of your comment. 

RESPONSE llE.34: We have added the fact that breakwaters can 
have mixed effects when they are used along the gulf shoreline. 

RESPONSE llE.35: Instead of deleting the sentence that you 
suggest, we have modified it to indicate that breakwaters 
constructed along the shorelines of lakes, bays, and other inland 
waters would benefit wildlife. 

RESPONSE llE.36: We have added a sentence that mentions that 
breakwaters in inland areas would have mainly beneficial effects. 



Threatened and endangered Species - questions as to whether shoreline or 
offshore structures could interfere with onshore movement or shoreline 
use by listed species should be addressed. 

, 
Wildlife Refuges, etc. - what is meant by '. . . m d  sometiws m r e  
importantly, by maintaining existing managed areas."? This should 
probably be deleted. 

1 11b3qI 
Why wouldn't the i&rease in marsh area directly iprove flood control 
capabilities of marshes in the area? 

1 END OF COMMENTS ON TABLE 1 

I Eomments continue on content of rest of I$= 

- 1  Lim 

Section 1.2 needs at least one map. 

1(~.lflll8 1 Need to mention the effect of levees. 

Who decided that large-scale projects are ineligible for the 
priority list? 

24 3 3 Giving preference to a particular type of project would not be 
contrary to CUPPRA if it were determined that the project type 

I 
we e a cost-effective approach to the - restoration of 

1rc.J tht Louisiana coast. Indeed. an impor?- in the EIS is 
to develop a basis for deciding if, progr-tically. some 
types of projects are commonly more cost-effective than others, 
irrespective of conventional UVA analyses. 

I 

19 5 The list of .significant resources' listed in this paragraph 
represent the categories for which potential project impacts 
are s-rized. An addition to this list should be lade to 
capture impacts of projects to marsh processes or functions - 
such as sediment introduction and accretion, marsh creation by 
natural delta-building processes to offset losses, etc - that 
are not captured in the categories already listed. The new 
category night be titled .Natural Ecology". 

Page 6 

1lt.9b 

Comments on EIS 

25 1 5 The sentence beginning .Coastal wetlands conservation' is 
confusing. What does it mean that *conservation projects are 
specifically addressed in a separate section of the CUPPRA 
(Section 305)" ... ? Does it mean that conservation projects 
have their own EIS? Or does it mean that this EIS only 

RESPONSE llE.37: We have included a discussion of the 
possibility of structures interfering with listed species under 
Section 3.3.7.11. 

RESPONSE llE.38: We believe that our presentation in the table 
is appropriate. The phrase in question is meant to indicate that 
although shoreline protection projects for refuges and management 
areas are important for the protection that they provide against 
shoreline retreat, they often form a more important function by 
protecting areas that are under some sort of management. An 
example is the Cameron Prairie project from the 1st Priority 
Project List. A large area of managed fresh marsh is being 
threatened by shoreline erosion along the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway. Stabilization of the shoreline will protect hundreds 
of acres of freshwater marsh from the scouring effects of 
navigation traffic. 

RESPONSE llE.39: We believe you have misinterpreted the table. 
We meant that terracing projects would have no direct effect on 
the ability of flood control systems to perform their function. 
In the second sentence, we indicate that terracing would serve to 
reduce storm surge flooding. 

RESPONSE llE.40: We have referenced Figure MR-2 of the main 
report. 

RESPONSE llE.41: We have added in a brief discussion on the role 
of levees in contributing to the current loss of coastal 
wetlands. 

RESPONSE llE.42: This section has been rewritten to address your 
comment and comments of others. 

RESPONSE llE.43: This is the same comment that was made about 
the summary table, Table 1. We agree that projects that use 
"natural processes

g 

or promote "natural ecologyn should be 
preferred over those that would work against nature. We are not 
aware of anyone who would disagree. The problem is that the 
natural processes of sediment introduction and accretion can only 
be carried out in certain areas. There are many isolated areas 
of the state where some sort of management or protection may be 
the only option available. We have included discussions under 
the descriptions of sediment and freshwater diversions about how 
these projects attempt to mimic the natural process of delta 
development and are preferred over protection-type projects 
wherever they are feasible. 

RESPONSE llE.44: In your comment, you make a basic assumption 
that we know enough about all of types of projects that can be 
used for coastal wetland restoration to make some determination 
as to which ones are commonly mote cost effective than others. 
In reality, most restoration projects have been constructed only 
recently and there is simply not enough information available for 
anyone to make a determination of their relative long-term 
effectiveness. That is the'main reason why an extensive 
monitoring program will accompany the projects implemented under 
the CWPPRA. 
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57 6 1 The paragraph on herbivore control is too brief, even when one 
refers to the description under 'Alternatives", which the text 
should do. For example. would herbivore control be more 
effective in some areas than in others. such as on barrier 
island projects? Are some plantfngs to be avoided or 
emphasized? Timing of plantings? Seeds versus shoots? 1 Ilt.d ("1 6 4 As the last area of seagrass beds in huisianr, the potential 
to negatively affect them by PMR-6 seems a significant impact. 

62 3 1 If the Chandeleur Islands are key to providing suitable habitat 
.for seagrass. would not barrier island restoration potentially 
benefit sea grass? 

1 , , e , a 1 7 3  
6 1 What long-ten benefits to herbivore control would be expected 

from presenration of wetlands? 

Would new wetlands created by sediment diversion replace 
existing refuges that would be lost by PUR-67 

11 

8 1  7 1 While not publicly owned, the Terrebonne Barrier Island Refuge 
is operated under lease by Louisiana with public funds, and 
would be impacted by proposed actions on the Isles Demieres. 
The Refuge is an important brown pelican nesting area; 
shouldn't the Refuge be included on Table 3 and at 3.3.10.101 
Are there other such areas not included? 

81 3 6 Sediment diversion represents an example where impacts occur to 
numerous resources, including p o s s i ~  loss of existing 
National and State wildlife refuges, sea grass beds and 
oysters. Check the matrix (Table 1) to see that a11 impacts 
show up there. For example, the table should include potential 
impacts from sediment diversion to sea grass bed. 

,,,,(Ol85 4 1 DO proposed diversions from the Wssissippi involve any state 
or private water rights? Do farmers hold water rights that 
must be retired? 

11t.sq 

8 4  6 3 As a goal of CWPPRA is to create wetlands. a single sentence 
regarding ownership of new land may be inadequate, especially 
as the sentence indicates that *it is possible that some 
conflict will arise

g

. Hasn't more thought been given to this 
issue? Where land has been lost, does new land belong to the 
previous landowner? Could some created land be used to 

RESPONSE llE.53: We have expanded our discussion of herbivore 
control. Some of your suggestions were not applicable. 

compensate for loss of National Wildlife Areas (e.g. Delta WA)? 

IlE.61 

RESPONSE llE.54: We agree and have indicated that this could be 
considered a significant impact. 

90 5 11 Need to explain to the reader how it is that removing sediment 
from a river results in increased sediment deposition in the 
river; and how it is that water depth becomes a problem when 
river levels are high. 

RESPONSE llE.55: No proposals have been made for projects on the 
existing barrier islands east of the Uississippi River because 
these islands are designated as a wilderness area under the 
National Refuge System. A long-term strategy in the 
Pontchartrain basin is creation of barrier islands adjacent to 
the fringing saline marshes. It is possible that seagrasses may 
develop on sandy substrates behind those islands. The only other 
place in Louisiana that we know seagrass has occurred in the 
recent past is behind the Isles Dernieres. Seagrass beds were 
extensive behind the islands prior to a hard freeze during the 
winter of 1983-84. Since that time seagrass has not re- 
established there. Whether or not restoration of the Isle 
Dernieres, or other barrier islands west of the Mississippi 
River, is debatable since there is apparently no seagrass beds 
existing now. 

RESPONSE llE.56: We meant that herbivore control would benefit 
threatened and endangered species by helping preserve wetlands 
that are being stressed by an overabundance of herbivores. We 
have made the sentence clearer. 

RESPONSE llE.57: We have checked the table and believe that it 
displayed the major effects possible from sediment diversions. 
The answer to your second question is unknown at this time. 
Ownership of any newly created deltas would depend on many 
factors which are discussed in Section 3.3.11.2. 

RESPONSE llE.58: The Terrebonne Barrier Island Refuge complex 
should have been included in Table 3. We have included it there 
and in Section 3.3.10.10. 

RESPONSE llE.59: We have added information contained in a recent 
opinion of the Louisiana Attorney General's office under Section 
3.3.11.1. It is possible that new delta lands formed through a 
major sediment diversion could be used to compensate for loss of 
the refuge and management area in the present active Mississippi 
delta, but the final decision would depend on many factors that 
are not known at the present time. 

RESPONSE llE.60: We are not aware of any state or privately held 
rights to Mississippi River waters within Louisiana. 

RESPONSE llE.'61: We have included a brief explanation of the 
reason why sedimentation becomes a problem with decreased river 
flow and why water depth is a problem when river levels are high. 

Page 8 Colments on EIS 



I 102 5 1 Here, and elsevhere, the EIS fails to support the assumption 
that deterioration of the wetlands has a significant economic 
impact. 

.For example, this sentence is concerned that cotmercial 
fisheries wi 11 become increasingly unstable. Yet 
previously it was stated in several places that commercial 
(and recreational) fishing vas thriving due to the loss of 
wetlands. Oyster leases are expanding, and oyster 
fisheman fear impacts from CUPPRA. 

*And it is not at all clear vhat wildlife operations are 
currently unstable; for exaaple, page 106 indicates that 
*alligator hunting is now legal, and production has 
increased'. Decreases in the harvest of furbearers is 
attributed to aarke t conditions, not wetlands 
deterioration (page 106). 

.How will mineral production and energy activities be 
affected by vetlands loss; the wetlands are mostly in the 
way of oil and gas operations, which thrive in the open 
Gulf. 

*As stated earlier, flood protection will continue to be 
upgraded regardless of CUPPRA. 

*It vas indicated earlier that farmers may resist CUPPRA 
projects (p. 85) .  

*National wildlife refuges vill be eliminated by diversions 
that vill bury remaining sea grass beds. 

*Major and minor projects could interfere vith navigation. 

Employment is driven more by the oil and gas industry (p. 
110) than on wetlands deterioration. 

IlC,~p3 1 1 Again. exactly how vill business and industry be more likely to 
maintain current levels of activity u a result of CUPPRA? 

105 Need to reconcile prediction of harm to fisheries with current 
congruence of wetlands loss and increasing catches and values. 
If there are impacts to area cowrcial fisheries, they appear 
to be from competition from Alaska and foreign sources (or from 
recreational fishing, as indicated on the next page), not from 
vetlands deterioration. Make the case that fisheries vill 
benefit in the long-term. 

RESPONSE llE.62: 

a) Section 3.3.16.3.1. includes published information on the 
decline of the commercial and recreational fishery as wetlands 
continue to be lost. 

b) In Section 3.3.16.3.2., the predicted decline' of commercially 
harvested wildlife is attributed to the projected loss of nearly 
800,000 acres of coastal wetlands in Louisiana over the next 50 
years, under the future without-project condition. 

I C) AS wetlands are lost, the cost of mineral extraction would 
increase. When wells and production facilities are exposed to 

I greater wave energies, there is more maintenance costs and the 
structures must be designed more sturdily. 

d) Section 3.3.16.6.2. describes how it will be more costly to 
maintain flood protection and other public infrastructure when it 

I 
is more susceptible to hurricane damage. At the same time, 
wetland loss will cause a decline in the tax base that must be 
used to maintain this infrastructure. 

I e) Comment noted. 

f) Loss of some or all seagrass beds may be necessary in order 
to build a significant amount of wetlands to offset losses 
occurring elsewhere. If nothing is done, many of the wildlife 
refuges would suffer loss of wetlands. 

I . g) Comment noted. 

h) Regardless of what happens with the oil and gas industry, 
loss of major resources used by significant local industries 
still implies employment losses; a negative impact to the 
community. 

RESPONSE llE.63: It is not known if the net effect on oil and 
gas operations will be negative or positive. As a part of an 
ongoing effort of the CWPPRA, this will be investigated further 

i in an attempt to determine what the net impact is. 
I RESPONSE llE.64: See Response 11E.62a above. 
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113 2 1 This section, 3.3.16.4.3, about the general benefits of CVPPRA, 
and similar sections that follow, is not supported by previous 
statements of fact. 

117 8 1 Need to improve discussion of cumulative impacts. one approach 
could beto summarize and integrate the matrix. See the 
colrnents for page 102, for example, which basically address 
cumulative economic impacts and thus should be dealt with in 
the CumulatJve Impacts section. 

The EIS should be thoroughly combed for impacts which can be 
.added to the matrix. and particularly any numeric values. Ihe 
impacts should be 'totaled" for each mresource" and *project 
effect", to provide the basis for the cumulative discussion. 
For example, herbivore control appears to benefit all 
resources, while large-scale sediment diversion appears to 
impact most resources. 

1 I\t.~l I~eneral Where in the EIS do we discuss prospective mitigation measures? 

Editorial comments 

11 3 1 Change -a oveniewm to -an oveniawn . 

I 11 4 3 Insert a coma after -Also-. 

11 4 4 Insert a coma after mconsideredn. 

At intersection of "Barrier Island Restoration" and "Threatened 
and Endangered Species", change "to constructed

g 

to .to be 
constructed". 

19 2 7 Change .haven to 'has". 

25 1 7 Change .this Restoration Plan" to .this CIS'? 

4 7 Change "marsh losses, in* to "marsh losses in.". 

131 5 3 Insert a co- after "located where
g

. 

I3l 
4 Insert a coma after "what schedule". 

133 3 12 Change "They commented* to -The authors comnented". 

I 39 3 2 Change .maintained navigation channel
g 

to 'maintained 
navigation channels". 

RESPONSE llE.65: We believe that, in a general sense, the 
previous sections do lead to the conclusion that implementation 
of the CWPPRA will benefit economic development. 

RESPONSE llE.66: We do not believe that enough is known about 
how the Restoration Plan will be implemented to go into detail on 
how the various projects that will make up the plan will 
cumulatively effect the environment. 

RESPONSE llE.67: We do not discuss mitigation in the EIS simply 
because the Restoration Plan is composed of projects that are 
supposed to be environmental enhancement projects. We believe 
that if the projects do not produce net environmental benefits, 
then they should not be built. Project designs should obviously 
be modified as necessary through the NEPA and the 404 permitting 
processes and through sound environmental engineering to minimize 
adverse impacts and maximize beneficial effects, but beyond that, 
we do not believe compensatory mitigation should be necessary. 

141 3 7 Change "shallow. calm water" to 'shallow. calm waters' 
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149 2 7 Change .an d ra f t  EIS' to  *a d ra f t  EIS". 

I 51 2 1 The paragraph beginning 'The ef fec ts  of fixed c r e s t  weirs "... 
makes no sense as  a paragraph of i t s  ovn. It apparently goes 
with the preceding paragraph. and should be so arranged. 

54 3  13 In the l a s t  sentence of 3 . 3 . 2 . 5 ,  there appears t o  be a double 
negative of sor ts  (" i f  negative ef fec ts  ... would not be 
expected") ... 

1 170 2 13 Inser t  a comma a f t e r  *although l i s t e d  i n  the table".  

1 lC.(J 
I 

I CO't 1 

I 79 2  4 Change 'of because" t o  "because of. 

54 4 7 Change *proposed diversions s i t e s"  t o  'proposed diversion 
. s i tes

g

.  

56 2 6 Inser t  a coma a f t e r  'bend i c i a l l ym . 

I I100 5 4 There i s  a word missing a f t e r  aeconomicallym. 

1 1100 5 8 Too many madvantagean. Suggest changing wphysical and 
loca t ioml  advantages' t o  'physical resources and locationa.  

Page 11 

RESPONSE llE.68: We have incorporated your suggested editorial 
revisions as appropriate. 
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On contemporary maps of delta switching more than 10,OM) years of geomorphic history are 
recorded. Superimposed on this natural sequence of deltaic events arc the engineered structures 
that harnessed and bained the Mississippi River's 54 tributaries to follow a designated route. 
Unfortunately, these levea deprive the coastal low lands of sediments, that if deposited in the 
natural way, would renourish and promote emergent vegetation within the marshes. No longer 
can the river werflow at random; it must follow a course outlined by earthen mounds construct- 
ed to control spring floods. 

Before construction of thesc M c i a l  lcvces along the Mississippi River, a number of natural 
orocesses d i t e d  sediment out of the main channel and reduced flood stane down river. 
Xrchaeological evidence suggests these geomorphic features wae a natural p;enomenon that 
often functioned for several hundd years. Once the river broke through its natural containment 
levee, it flowed at will. For example, in 1849 wmbank flooding inundated the upper Barataria 
basin to a depth of four feet, depositing a thin layer of new sediment onto impacted sugar and 
rice plantations and within the alluvial wetlands. In that same year, Sauve's crevasse submerged 
New Orleans for 48 days. In addition all of the major riven and bayous of south Louisiana 
served as natural conduits for flow. In the annual spring-high-water events these channels 
directed valuable mineral-rich sediments into the coastal marshes and swamps. 

More than 150 yean ago, many engineers advocated thes natural outlets should be emulated 
by conshucting artificial outfalls that would act as conduits to move flood waters into the coastal 
lowlands, depositing after each flooding event a nnea of delta-building sediment. A 
comparable plan, using funds dedicated for this purpose in the Coastal Wetlands Planning, 
Protection, and Rfi%ration Act (CWPPRA) (Public Law 101-646 also called the Brcaux- 
Johnston Bi), is currently being proposed for renourishing Louisiana's disappearing wetlands. 
Thue actions include: 

* uncontrolled diversion of the h4ississippi River into Breton Sound; 

* reconnecting Bayou Lafourche to the Mississippi River and build control 
diversions along its course to renourish the fringing wetlands; 

expanding the flow down the AtcWaya River to increase the sediments 
available to create emergent vegetated wetlands; 

* construction of controlled fresh water diversions; 

regulating dredge and fill activities; 

* promoting the beneficial use of dredge material; and 

* promoting land building in the Atchafalaya ddta and the surrounding parishes 
either naturally or with the use of sediment conduits engineered to move large 
quantities of sediments into region's experiencing an accretion deficit. 

In the long-term, protection, preservation, and restoration of Louisiana's wetland resource base 
cannot be accomplished without diverting sediment-laden water from the Mississippi River. 
Bayou Lafourche, and the Atchafalaya. The driving principle should be a system that mimics 
natural proces~es as close as possible, with emphasis on projects large enough to make a regional 
diffaena in meeting the federal no-net-loss guidelines. 

After the devastating 1927 flood, the URited States Army Corps of Engineers began to construct 
the Mississippi's 'guide levees.' Today this levee W o r k  protects cities, towns, villages, 
fnrmland, and indushial complexes. In mtmqect, the levees had a dramatic impact on the 
g d  ecology of the wetlands, and modified the orderly distribution of fnsh water out of the 
riva into the marshestuary complexes. Natural wetlands prpcessu, interlevet-basin drainage 
,qima, and vegetation patterns were altered permanently. Engineers brought about these 
changes through their use of I-, internal drains, and pumps. Through time, the Mississippi's 
levees me stmgthcmd, eliminating overbank flooding and the systematic sediment recharge 
to bmishds subsiding coastal lowlamis through cmasses. Sediment flow was effectively shut 
off. Natural accn%ion, derived from wdank f ld ing ,  was terminated. An artificial levee 
system is responsible. Engimaed to protect the population living within the river's alluvial 
valley, this levee also altered the region's natural topography. 

Deprived of the neaYary Jedimmts to maintain its vegetative character, the wetlands began to 
change. In less than 100 yean the surface of the marshes began to open up. Land loss became 
an issue of critical concan. Recognizing this problem, funding provided under the CWPPRA 
has been used to implement a strategy that will restore, preserve, and enhance the state's eroding 
wetlands. Projects support through the CWPPRA process arc designed to counteract site-specific 
erosional problems. Each project is designed to address a specific land loss issue within the 
narrow limits of a specific geographic am. 

No single solution will solve Louisiana's land lo= problem. It will take a multiple approach 
based on creative and innovative ideas and engineering methods. In assessing, therefore, from 
a scientific and technical point of view the plans presented there are a number of positive and 
negative elements that need to be a d d d .  Each plan has its limitation. Even though a 
number of visionary ideas are incorporated into each plan, they are not serving as the guiding 
principles behind each plan's philosophy. Thuc coast-wide ideas need to become CWPPRA's 
blueprint, with all other elements coupled into the wmprehmsive design. The program should 
molve uwnd amst-wide issuts by adopting a pncess-oriented approach to management 
decisions, not one based on a map of land loss. This does not mean ignore individual projects; 
it dou mean these projects should function like the natural system. They should duplicate, as 



close as possible, natural processes which in the long term qresents the region's restoration 
future. Natural process built the region, use them to restore it. 

Although the introductory text and general outlines of strategies presented appear to be well 
intended, they do not have a well defined focus, as suggested by the list of projects presented 
for consideration as priority issues. Therefore, the projects presented, while important for site- 
specific areas, do not often consider larger issues. The project lists represent catalogues of basin 
concerns. While generally well meaning, the basin concept was adopted to simplify the process 
of assembling alI of the projects into clearly defined geographidgeomorphic regions. The 
problem is the natural system operates across these boundaries. The driving mechanism should 
be on the entire ecosystem. Without this guiding principle, the end mult is plans tied 
exclusively to these geographic units and are not incorporated into a larger strategy. 
Consequently, each basin should be merged into a much braader plan that consolidate several 
basins into one restoration design. 

Currently, many of the mtoration efforts on the priority lists are weak, because they only 
confront a particular area of concan. At the local level these issues may be quite significant .. 
and justify the expenditure of CWPPRA funds to correct or amst the problem. However, in 

. 
the long term they should b part of a larger, systematic, proce~s-oriented approach to utilize 
natural forces to stabilize or rebuild Louisiana's coast. The object should be a management 
strategy that emphasizes the entire system-not one user group, species, habitat, or natural 
element (such as salinity)-with a clearly &tined wnccptd design that will move the process 
into the 21st cmtury-regardless of the funding source. This type of solution should not be 
disregarded simply because funding may have to come through a separate authority. Time scale 
are important and have been superficially disrrgarded, because of the five-year time frame 
associated with CWPPRA. , 

Whether the project is a levee, plug. segmented breakwater, impoundment, or barrier. each of 
these 'solutions" will eventually require considerable maintenance. Maintenance costs are 
ncuning expenditures. It behooves all participants to look at solutions that yield maximize 
benefits with minimal long-term annual expenses. If no net loss is to be achieved, it is prudent 
and critical the Task Force adopt an aggressive philosophy of managing for gain by 
incorporating into their collective attitudes, an approach that will produce long-term sustainable 
benefits. 

Overall, all plans reviewed lack sufficient graphics and tables to substantiate a number of points 
made in the text-numbers are used without reference to sources. This problem is particularly 
annoying when reading about the number of acm each project will create. enhance, or benefit. 
Enhanced and benefitted acreage should be removed from the equation. These are misleading 
terms. Certainly most projects will enhance and benefit the wetlands. Our immediate concern, 
however, is building new vegetated wetland, or protecting what is currently available. The 
enhanced and benefitted portion of the discussion cannot be calculated accurately. In most casts 
this is pure conjecture. 

Sediments are a major component in reaching the no net loss objective. They are critical. Yet 
in the final analysis, the concept of aggmively managing the Mississippi's. Bayou Lafourche's, 
and Atchafalaya's flow is only mentioned in the text. It is not considered an element that can 
serve as a source of net gain. For example, Bayou Lafourche should be used as a distributary. 
This is its natural hrnction. Historically, it has introduced large volumes of water and sediment 
into the wetlands. In some cases, the objective appears to be to build a levee and protect against 
the inevitable demise of the wetlands, rather than searching for a solution that will mimic the 
natural system. Bayou Lafourche is there and it should be used. It is in the plan and should 
be manipulated to mat the basin's sediment deficit needs. 

In aU basin plans hydrologic restoration is mentioned as a critical area of concern. However. 
in many cases this is not reestablishment of the natural hydrologic regimes, but creating new 
hydrologic pathways. Hydrologic changes arc important. Consequently, the restoration effort 
should restore, as close u possible, the original drainage patterns, which may be the easiest 
means of mtoration and perhaps the most cost effective. Morwver, 'hydrologic restoration' 
is inunporated in many of the basin's plans, but is not clearly defined. 

Additionally, usable mtoration material is available through maintenance dredging of the area's 
navigable waterways. The beneficial use of dredged material should be an active part of any 
dndging endeavor. The idea this technique is only used when feasible and when funding is 
available should be mnsidered on a case-bycase basis. It should not be ignored. With rare 
exception, the beneficial use of this material is feasible, but is not used because of long-standing 
practices against its use. This attitude is beginning to change, with positive result. In the 
emerging Atchafalap delta, where dredgers are creating 100s of acres of wetlands a month, the 
process is demonstraring how this process can enhance wetland creation. 

PEsToRA'I'IoN PfTfLOsOPHY -NATUR- MODEL FOR H A B W  
RESTORATION 

In development of any large-scale habitat rutoration plan it is important to formulate an 
understanding of the natural physical and biological processes operating within each major 
geomorphological unit. This is basic to the success of any plan. Once this process-oriented 
approach has been achieved, individual plans or projects mging in scale from large, long-term 
to smaller, shorter-term efforts, can be developed. In order to use natural pmceses as the basis 
for any plan development. the following assumptions are made: 

* it is implied the plan wiU not favor any individual species, marsh type (ie. 
flotant), aquatic organisms (ie. oysters) or wildlife (ie. ducks); 

by working with a natural process model all ecological units will be represented; 
and 

that maintenance costs will be low as the plan is working with the natural 
system-rather than against it. 



S;EOh.IORPHOLOGICAL UMTS AND DOMINANT PROCESS- 

Within coastal Louisiana we recognize three major geomorphological units-Active .Delta, 
Abandoned Delta, and Chenier Plan. The following discussion assumes that the impacts of man 
on these physiographic units are minimal. 

1. ACI?VE DELTA 

In an active delta the dominant physical processes are those related to the input of fresh water 
and sediments. Thus fluvial prorrsses (sediment input and fresh water) dominate over the 
b a s i i  proceJses of subsidence, wind-wave and mean swell erosion, tidal scour etc. The net 
result is the expansion of the mtland surface over time and the dominance within the syltem of 
fd-water  habitats. Implied in active delta processes is the flooding of wetland areas, to a 
greater extent than before the unit converted to an active delta setting, as the delta and associated 
fluvial channel system progrades and fills in topographic lows on the landscape. 

2. ABANDONED DELTA 

In the abandoned delta geom6rphological unit basinal processes dominate over fluvial. However, 
the fluvial input of fresh water and sediment, although reduced from when the system ,was an 
active delta unit, leads to the maintmance of l q e  parts of the wetlands. This maintenance 
almost balances the combined erosionlwetland loss basinal processes. 

Generally an abandoned delta area shows a marked gradation of marsh types from saline at the 
coast to Fresh along interior portions of the basin. T h e  wetland typw slowly migrate 
landwards with the fresh and,intermediatc marshes gemrally being reduced in area of 
distribution. Some areas of the basin, where basinal processu strongly dominate over fluvial, 
are characterized by marsh segmentation and pond formation. These procusu work to the 
detriment of the emergent wetlands. 

A short time after abandonment is initiated, ie. Bas i i  pmasscs start to dominate. the outer 
beach or shoreline scpates from the manh as a string of barrier islands. The intervening ama 
converts to a productive estuary. The barrier islands march slowly landwards, generally at a 
rate less than the outer shoreline of the marshes and the estuary enlarges. The estuaries of 
abandoned delta geomorphological units are very productive and sustain a large percentage of 
the commercial fisheries (ie. Barataria Bay). 

Ultimately the outer coastal marshes are eroded down to a series of islands with the barrier 
islands being a long way to seaward. The estuarine system is now replaced by a Sound fie. 
Breton Sound) and the estuary is now restricted to small bays within the marshes that have tidal 
connections to the Sound. 

3. CHENIER PLAIN 

When an active delta is in the vicinity of Fourchon, or west thereof, significant amounts of 
sdiment are deposited along the shoreline, which progrades seaward as a vegetated mud flat. 
Fluvial prarsse~ dominate over Basinal. When active deltas are located east of Fourchon. 
Basii T. overshadow the Fluvial and the shoreline reworks into a beach ridge or 
chenia, which mlgrates landwards. 

The majority of the material in the beach are shell fragments, reflecting shells out of the eroded 
mud flats, but also shells from organisms on the shallow inner shelf. Ocean swell processes 
incoqmate the shells into the beach. 

The interval during which the dominant Chenier Plain processes switch from Basinal to Fluvial 
is marked by rapid shoreline erosion. The onset of the fluvial phase increases the turbidity of 
the shallow inner shelf immctine ihe ~roductivitv of the invertebrates. This in turn reduces the 
amount of material that I& be Lco&rated in h e  beach. 

The Chenier Plain wetlands, until the intervention of man, wen maintained by fluvial sediment 
input from a number of inteiior rivers draining Louisiana and Texas. 

An active system of artificial diversions, u propod in 1829, 1850, 1866, and 1874, would 
have qlenished the marshes and offset the accumulated damage caused by leveeing the 
Mississippi Riva. A comparable plan is currently being proposed for renourishing Louisiana's 
d i g  wetlands. It was not, however, until the 1970s that Louisiana's wetland loss 
problem began to receive special attention from the rc~*uch and public community. Over the 
last two decades interest and research increased dramatically. State officials began to take action 
in the design of a plan to reduce land loss and its immediate impacts. 

Cumntly, siphons an being designed to imitate and mimic natural crevasses, while diversions 
will supply fresh water and mind-rich sediments from the Mississippi River, Bayou Lafourche, 
md the Atchafalaya to restore and maintain wetland habitats. Diversions projects at ten points 
dong the Mississippi-Bonnet Cam, Davis Pond, Violet Caernarvon, Hero Canal, White's 
Ditch, Naomi, West Poiintea-la-Hache, Bohemia, Bayou La Moqutwill emphasize fresh water 
introduction into the wetlands. It should be noted these arc not sediment projects. Yet, 
sediments are the key to managing the ecosystem and associated environments and not managing 
for aparticular habitat or species. All of thue endeavors augment the Mississippi River's ability 
to rcplacc the sediments necessary to nestablish the wetlands being lost. 

In conjunction with funding provided under the CWPPRA and Louisiana's Coastal ~etjands 
Conservation and Restoration Plan, state and federal planners are implementing guidelines to 
restore, prtsem, and enhance Louisiana's eroding wetlands. Both endeavors include projects 
designed to counteract sibspecific erosional problems. Each project is designed to address a 



specific land loss issue within the narrow limits of a specific geographical area. No single 
solution will solve Louisiana's land loss problem. It will take a multiple approach based on 
creative and innovative ideas and engineering methods. 

Current restoration techniques include marsh management, shallow-bay terracing, sediment 
capture, structural shoreline protection against erosion and emulating crevassing through 
diversion projects that promote sedimentation within the wetlands. Regardless of the technique 
employed, mineral-rich sediments arc considend critical. The simplistic natural process model 
presented in the previous section should be used to guide CWPPRA's comprrhensive plan. The 
strategy, therefore, should include the following elements. 

1. What are the dominant natural processes within the basin under discussion, and 
how have these bear impacted by human activity. In othu words, how'have 
humans changed the FluviaVBasinal processes relationships. Have we pushed the 
balance too much to one end or the otha? 

2. What long-term stmtegy can we develop to reinstate the nawral processes? One . 
goal should be mstablishing the RuviaVBasinal processes ratio back to its natural 
relationship. 'This implies &ting up a long-t&n natural proms-oriented plan. 
In short, what largescale (big-picture) projects can we start to initiate and finally 
construct to get the natural processes going? 

3. What short-term projects can we initiate that will support our long-term strategies 
and big-picture pmjccts. 

The p r m t  ddopment  of the CWF'PRA plan is smrely flawed because it lacks a number of 
key issues. 

1. It has not followed this simplistic natural process model, most of the basin plans 
do not reflect an understanding of natunl proctsscs, both modern and those prior 
to the leveeing of the river &d the c l o s k  of diskibutary channels (ca 1604 - 
1927). 

2. A number of basin plans (strategies) do not pay any heed to long-term, big- 
picture conceptual solutions presented in the main document-solutions aimed at 
long-term natural process restoration. 

3. Many basin plans (strategies) appear to have started with a list of projects and 
then tried to fit these into a strategy. Many times, proposed or suggested projects 
do not fit into the basin's strategy. If they do not fit, they do not belong in the 
plan. 

4. Many projects appear to be aimed at a specific marsh type or arc designed to 
benefit a single species, usually ducks. 



5. The cost and benefits claimed often appear to be skewed. The cost to re-instate 
the natural long-termpraesses and to approach a no-net-loss scenario will exceed 
$ 1.1 billion. It will be more like $ 4.0 billion. Only with this sort of 
expenditure rcprcsmting a mixture of long-term, large-scale projects and 
supporting short-tam small projects will a no-net-loss scenario be achievable. 
We have to get the FlwiaVBasinal procuses ntio of each basin back in line with 
what it would be if man had not interfered. 

1. THE MISSISSIPPI RlVER DELTA BASIN 

The Mississippi River Delta Basin is an Active delta geomorphological unit. nuvial processes 
should dominate over basinal and increase in wetland expression should be the dominant 
consequence of fluvial process dominance. However, this basin lost 105,298 acres of wetlands 
between 1932 and 1990 (ie. more than 20 % of the basin area). Such loss should be compared 
to the period 1880 - 1930, when Plaquemines Parish, in which the basin is located, gained 
49,280 acres-a gain of 986 acres evay year! 

The reason for dramatic wetland loss in the basin is partially because man forced the 
FluviaVBasinal prawsse~ balance towards the Basinal end due to navigation interwts and 
flooding controls; and partially beaux the Mississippi River has reached the edgi of the 
continental shelf. 

1. Placement of as much dredged sediment as possible within a thrce mile strip seaward of 
SW - NE line passing through Venice. Such sediment will ensure the development of 
a substantial barrier island system once the delta is abandoned. 

\If. 
,,,GI 

2. The immediate initiation of the necessary scientific, engineering and sociueconomic 
fea~ibilityl-smentldesign studies to get the Breton Delta divenion project under 
construction. 

The long-term strategy for this basin should be the relocation of the Mississippi River into 
Breton Sound at the meander the river opposite the town of Nairn. Thus the Mississippi 
birds-foot delta would eventually be abandoned. As a amsequence, the now abandoned delta 
will rework into an outer beach-barrier system and some inner marshes. Thus the short-term 
strategy for this Win should be: 

We applaud the Mississippi River Delta Basin Planning Team in stating that their selected plan 
is the pursuit of the full-scale uncontrolled diversion of the Mississippi River. 

RESPONSE 11F.MISSl: A s p e c i f i c  s i t e  f o r  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  of  t h e  
M i s s i s s i p p i  River ' s  main channel  w i l l  be determined through a 
f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy  proposed i n  t h e  b a s i n  p lan .  The Nairn site 
p o s s e s s e s  s e v e r a l  d e s i r a b l e  f e a t u r e s  and w i l l  be given due 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

1 
! RESPONSE 11F.MISS2: The concept  of p l a c i n g  dredged m a t e r i a l  f o r  

t h e  enhancement of  b a r r i e r  development is  extremely va luab le .  
This  concept  h a s  been incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  bas in  p l a n  bo th  a s  a 
p l a n  formula t ion  need and a long-term suppor t ing  p r o j e c t  concept.  

RESPONSE 11F.MISS3: The i n i t i a t i o n  of  some f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  
is a l r e a d y  be ing  contemplated by t h e  t a s k  Force. Should t h e  
S t a t e  recommend t h i s  p r o j e c t  be  an immediate p r i o r i t y ,  t h e  
necessary  f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy  could  begin i n  t h e  very near  f u t u r e .  
Should t h e  S t a t e ' s  recommendations become a v a i l a b l e  p r i o r  t o  
submission o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  t h e y  w i l l  be inc luded  i n  t h e  document. 



2. THE ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 

The Atchafalaya Basin is an Active delta geomorphological unit. In most of the basin Fluvial 
pro- dominate over basinal. We agree with the Atchafalaya Basin Planning Team that the 
long-term strategy for this basin should be the modification of the operation of the Old River 
Control Structure to increase the amount of flow conveyed to the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway 

1 If. system to Atchafalaya Bay. All of this extra discharge should be allowed to flow down the Wax 
1 Lake Outlet Channel to maximize the progradation of the natural Wax Lake Delta, presently 650 

acres per annum @.a.). Whether this is achieved by removing the Wax Lake Outlet weir and 
connecting levees or through construction where the channel exits the basin, is an engineering 
question. Certainly, in the short-term, if the discharge from Old River was today increased by 
at least an average of 50,000 cfs, removing the outlet weir and connecting levees would result 
in an increase in the growth rate of Wax Lake Delta, 

In addition to building two deltas in Atchafalaya Bay. Atchafalaya sediments arc also responsible 
for shoreline progradation along the Gulf shoreline of the Mementau Basin. Atchafalaya 
sediments arc also effectively reducing land loss in the western Terrebonne Basin and move 

Ilf. down the GlWW as far cast as the Houma Navigation Canal during Atchafalaya floods. In West 
filtba Cote Blanche and VermilionBays significant amounts of sedimentation arc also occurring where 

short channels link the bays to the GIWW. To increasc the present Mississippi discharge 
d i t e d  down the Atchafalaya River, e m  for only limited parts of the year, could only expand 
the area benefitted by this sediment source. 

Relocating the navigation channel to Shell Island Pass will be an engineering nightmare and 

1 .  would not be cost-effective. Literally millions of cubic yards of material would have to be 
dredged to establish a new navigation channel across the Bay and inner continental shelf. Major 

8-3 weir construction would, no doubt, also be necessary to ensure the whole Atchafalaya River does 
not jump in to the new channel. Rather, the status q w  should remain. 

One structure that may have to be engineered and conshuaed, in terms of the long-tmn , strategy, is a spillway upstream of Morgan City, to ensure that incnaxd Atchafalaya River 
discharges do not raise the flood regime at Morgan City. Additionally, communities in the 

fimt Verrct Sub-basin of the Terrcbonne Basin, m y  haw to be relocated. , arc prcratly 
experiencing higher flood levels than in the past due to the Atchafalaya River Basin starting to 
reach a sediment-filled state. 

The short-term strategy of making delta growth and navigation complementary, as developed by 
[If. the Basim Team, is supportive of the long-term strategy. The premt beneficial use of dredged 
4a( material in the Atchafalaya bay should result in a rapid expansion of new wetlands in the 

Atchafalaya Delta. The reopening of distributary channels and the use of booster pu~nps!large 
capacity dredgers will ensure that the delta system expands at a rate compatible with what would 
be expected if the delta were totally natural. 

RESPONSE 11F.ATCHl: Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH2: The text of the basin plan'has been reworded 
to include the effects of Atchafalaya sediments on other basins. 

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH3: The navigation channel is the primary reason 
that the growth rate of the Lower Atchafalaya River delta is 
significantly less than it would be without human intervention 
and even less than the Wax Lake Outlet delta that receives half 
the flow and sediment. It makes sense to solve this problem by 
moving the channel if possible. The status quo will not maximize 
the effective use of flow and sediment when the majority of that 
sediment bypasses the Lower Atchafalaya River delta. Engineering 
studies will tell us if this project will work. Other reviewers 
also support this concept. 

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH4: A spillway upstream of Morgan City would 
reduce the growth rate of the Lower Atchafalaya River delta and 
should only be considered if the majority of the flow is diverted 
down the Wax Lake Outlet to counteract the reduced delta growth 
of the Lower Atchafalaya River delta. That alternative was 
eliminated. See section on Rationale for Selected Plan. A 
barrier levee to prevent flooding in the Verret Subbasin is a 
more acceptable and feasible solution to the flooding problems to 
the east of the Atchafalaya Basin than moving communities. 

RESPONSE 11F.ATCHS: Comment noted. Making delta growth and 
navigation complementary is a long-term, rather than short-term 
component of the basin plan. 



The Atchafalaya Basin is one basin in which there has been a very positive link up between 
Federal and State agencies, and the academic research community. The latter, through their 

IIf. understanding of the natural physical and biological procacs operative in the a m ,  do the 
conceptual designs for the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as to when and mL how dredge material should be placed. The Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries, as trustees of .ii 
area, work with the designs and the USACE to come up with the final disposal sites. This 
teamwork will ensure that over the next few yean, many 100's of acres of new wetlands will 
be created through the beneficial use of dredged material in Atchafalaya Bay. 

I 3. THE TECHUVERMILION BASIN 

The TecheIVennilion Basin is in transition from an abandoned delta geomorphological unit to 
an active delta. Thus the strategy, both short-term and long-tam, should be to enhance fluvial 
P-- 

The CWPPRA Planning team identified reducing shorelii erosion along bays and waterways 
as a major objective for this basin. Bay and pond shodhe erosion within the basin is part of 
the natural process. To expend energy and fmancu in bay shonline protection is fruitless and 
goes against the re-instate natural process mode. Shoreline protection along man-made and other 
navigational channels, should when necessary, be undufakcn. In the past the strategy with 
these channels has been to place riprap along the bank. raise bank lines or build shear wooden 
walls. However, engineered shorelines, the banks of navigation or oiygas access canals, cut into 
wetlands mandate a totally different approach to stabilization. The reasons being the relatively 
deep water immediately adjacent to the bank; the shear vutical aspect of the bank and the 
relatively high energy associated with boat wakes. In several ovasas countries, a flexible 
concrete mat placed on top of?  geo-fabric on a bank slopad at 15 to 20 degrees, has proved 
succcs~ful in the stabilization of dredged watcrwavs. This method has rcar limited use in 

I I Louisiana, by petroleum companies &pally, b d  the 1&1ts arc mco&ing. Ultimately, 
such technology may have to be used on a l a w  scale to stabilize the myriad of dredged channels 
and canals in-&G Louisiana. An import& aspect of bank stabilifation is thatbank caving 
and associated wetland m i o n  is dramatically reduced, and as a consequence, so is the need for 
expensive channel maintenance. 

The second major objective for this basin is the reduction in wetland loss in the 'hot spots", 
reading the project list this is supposed to be achieved by hydrologic restoration. Projects, such 
as TV-4, that consider reducing the input of sediment-laden waters into the wetlands, for 
whatever reason, should not be part of any short-term sbatcgy for this b u m .  Projet TV4. 
which is estimated to cost S 4,579,428 will effectively impound a large area of marsh that, 
because of fresh water and sediment input from Atchhlaya Bay, has mnvertcd from 
brackishlsaline marshes in 1949 to fresh marsh at present! This project is nothing but a marsh 
management scheme and goes totally against the natural proftsw~ of a basin becoming !nore 
fluvially dominated. The same comments apply to TV 517. 

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH6: Comment noted.  P r o j e c t  XAT-5, D e l t a  
Management, i s  p a t t e r n e d  from t h e  p o s i t i v e  link-up and 
coopera t ion  of  v a r i o u s  agenc ies  i n  regards  t o  b e n e f i c i a l  use  of  
dredged m a t e r i a l .  De l ta  Management w i l l  i n c o r p o r a t e  t h i s  e f f o r t  
i n t o  i ts  o v e r a l l  management p lan .  

RESPONSE l lF.T/Vl:  Your concerns about s h o r e l i n e  e r o s i o n  ~ 0 n t t 0 1  
measures be ing  very c o s t l y  and no t  being e f f e c t i v e  i n  t h e  long- 
term have been incorpora ted .  P r o j e c t s  t h a t  would reduce o r  s t o p  
t y p i c a l  e r o s i o n  problems occur r ing  i n  t h e  b a s i n  a r e  no t  g iven  a 
h i g h  p r i o r i t y .  

RESPONSE llF.T/VP: The p r o j e c t s  you r e f e r  t o  (T/V-4 and T/V-5) 
do n o t  i n c l u d e  l e v e e  systems. Thus, t h e  marshes w i t h i n  t h e  
p r o j e c t  a r e a s  would st i l l  f l o o d  each s p r i n g .  Nevertheless ,  your 
concern h a s  been incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  b a s i n  r e p o r t .  



The long-term strategy for this basin should be the management of the dispersal of fresh water 
and sediment that enters the basin from the Atchafalaya River along the GIWW and directly 
from Atchafalaya Bay. Short-term strategies should take cognizance of the fact that Atchafalaya 
discharges will be increasing in the future. Short-term strategies should thus be the protection 
of the banks of man-made canals to reduce erosion of adjacent wetlands; hydrologic restoration 
to ensure that natural waterways or drainage lines will function to ensure the full penetration of 
the sediments coming from the Atchafalaya. The basin plan as it presently stands appears to be 
a case of strategy thought up to link a bunch of previously devised projects. 

1 4. THE BARATARlA BASIN 

Historically, cnvasses served as natunl safety valves in di i t ing flood waters away from the 
river's main channel. These natural outlets should be emulated bv conJtructinn artificial outfalls 
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that would act as conduits to move spring flood waters into the co&tal lowland;, depositing after 
each flood a veneer of delta-building sediments. This process would renourish the wetlands 
annually. In retrospect, an active system of artificial diversions would have replenished the 
marshes and offset the accumulated damage caused by leveeing the Mississippi :Riva. 
Consequently, this type of controlled mvasing should be an integral part of the comprehensive 
plan. Bayou Lafourche is mentioned in the text, but it is not incorporated into a comprehensive 
approach to solving the basin's wetland problems, which in most cases is d a t e d  with an 
accretion deficit. The maps on page I5 should add a Bayw Lafourche crevasse component- 
particulariy to the upper basin. 

In the Introduction to the Barataria Plan there is clear conam over the amount of fastlands 
withii the ngion. This is a good point and should be incorporated in all plans, as it is the 
fastlands that m e  as the region's high ground. These are the arcas that have historically 
served as the focus for settlement and economic development. Further, the plan calls for the 
use of siphons and diversions to enhance-and create wetlands. This is the type of management 
strategy that should be aggressively considered and promoted. The Mississippi has during its 
annual cycle of spring floods the necmary flow to easily build land through a larger number 
of well designed crrvas~cs. -Gaping and d i t i n g  flow across Bayou Lafourche's eastem levees 
will also serve as a valuable source of mind-rich sediments. 

RESPONSE 11F.BARA2: Both t h e  t e x t  and t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  
Bayou Lafourche Freshwater Diversion p r o j e c t  (PBA-20) have been 
expanded. The s t r a t e g y  maps inc lude  a d i v e r s i o n  from, o r  re- 
connec t ion  t o ,  t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  River  and numerous smal l  
d i v e r s i o n s  from Bavou Lafourche t o  marshes i n  t h e  B a r a t a r i a  

116. 
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RESPONSE 11F.T/V3: Management of  sediments  from t h e  Atchafalaya 
River  th rough  t h e  GIWW and d i r e c t l y  from Atchafalaya bay have 
been made t h e  f i r s t  s t r a t e g y  i n  t h e  b a s i n  p lan .  

Long-tcnn protection, preservation, and restoration of Louisiana's wetland resource base cannot 
be accomplished without diverting of sediment-laden water from the Mississippi. Historically, 
crevasses and overbank flooding renourished the wetlands. Crevasses served as conduits to 
direct sediment-laden water throughout the corridor affected by the break. Sediments are critical 
in rebuilding the wetland. They are neassary in order to help offset accretion deficits partially 
induced by channeling the Mississippi. Mississippi delta projects that emulate crevasses will 
provide valuable baseline data in the analysis of the succw of small-scale diversion efforts. 
These controlled crevasses should be monitored carefully, because they represent a cost-effective 
way to maximize movement of sediment-laden waters into sediment-starved arcas. 

RESPONSE 11F.BARAl: S t r a t e g y  1 emphasizes bo th  f reshwater  and 
sediment d i v e r s i o n s ,  a s  wel l  a s  o u t f a l l  management, t o  c a p i t a l i z e  
on t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of f r e s h  water  e s p e c i a l l y  d u r i n g  s p r i n g  
f lows.  

RESPONSE 11F.BARA3: The monitoring pro toco l  has  e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  
minimum amount of  monitor ing f o r  CWPPRA p r o j e c t s .  Large- scale 
c r e v a s s e s  c o n s t r u c t e d  with o t h e r  funding should have pre- and 
pos t- cons t ruc t ion  monitoring c o s t s  f a c t o r e d  i n t o  t h e  t o t a l  
p r o j e c t  c o s t .  





this concept appears in the Key Issues Section, it should be add& much earlier in the text 
s)IC( Ito assure individuals reading this document that every attempt will be made to use appropriay 
cp&, funds in a prudent and judicious manner. 

41 A discussion of process used to obtain the Wetland Value Analysis should be incorporated in 
every section. What is a WVA? How are WVA's calculated? Why were WVA's established? 
These questions should be answed in a WVA section. Cumtly, without this discussion the 
reader has no idea what these derived number mean. 

Ilf' 
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In general thm are many excellent ideas presented in this plan that are worthy of note. 
However, most of the ideas are lost in the text. They should be highlighted to show the reader 
that the plan does, in deed, address short- and long-tam issues in the development of the 
mandated Comprehensive Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Plan. The Terdonne 
Basin is a complicated rcgion, because many consider it isolated from a source of miner-rich 
sediments. That may not be the case. As is the case in the Barataria system, Bayou Lafourche 
may have to be used as the sediment conduit. 

In many sections, landowner approval is considered essential. It is important this constituent 
group be contacted and informed of what is happening, or may happen, in or on their land. 
Workshops and seminars should be incorporated in the planning process to ensure this group is 
not the last to be informed. They need to be an important part of the decision-making process. 

\ I  f. 
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6. THE MERMENTAU BASIN 

The suggested & encourages developing marsh management plans that seem to focus on 
impounding marsh areas, or designing projects that promote tidal exchange. The debate 
continues on the structural modifications required to maintain andlor rcguhte wetland habitat 
quality and quantity. The problem is that impoundments t ad  to 1) limit some species of 
vegetation, and fish and wildlife 2) alter hydrologic regimes and nutrient cycles 3) eliminate 
sediment 4) reduce public aaxss and 5) restrict movement of estuarine organisms. Although 
considerable discussions center around the merits of impoundments, there are other techniques 
that need to be at least evaluated. They are apparently not being amsidmd. Regardless of the 
technique employed, sediment is considered critical and there is a good case made for the use 
of the available nutrient-rich sediments. The object should be managing the system to enhance 
and build vegetated wetland. The goal is an offense designed to manage gain not manage for 
a patticular species or habitat. , 

D k t  sediment input from deltas d m  not appear to have been the process responsible for 
building the Chenier Plain. Rather, shoreline progradation as mud flats occurred during periods 
when the center of Mississippi River deposition activity was west of Fourchon. As is the case 
today, coastal mud streams were responsible for moving the sediment westward where it was 
deposited along the coastline. Chenier ridges are products of shoreline retreat that took place 
when signifi,cant mud inputs to the near-shore marine environment did not occur. Sand and shell 
berms and dunes developed along mainland beaches. These coarse materials stabilized the 

RESPONSE 11F.TERR4: This  h a s  been was done under d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  
s t r a t e g i e s  ( see  S t r a t e g i e s  Considered, page 1 5 ) .  

RESPONSE ~ I F - T E R R ~ :    his information is i n  t h e  main r e p o r t .  

RESPONSE 11F.TERR6: The Task Force is i n s t i t u t i n b  a new p u b l i c  
ou t reach  program, t h a t  w i l l ,  v i a  newsle t te r ,  mail ings,  and 
r e g u l a r  p r e s s  r e l e a s e s  and conferences,  n o t i f y  t h e  p u b l i c  of  t h e  
s t a t u s  of t h e  R e s t o r a t i o n  Plan,  hearings,  meetings, and t h e  
expendi tu re  o r  commitment of  r e s t o r a t i o n  funds.  

RESPONSE llF.TERR7: Basin o b j e c t i v e s  were r e w r i t t e n  t o  emphasize 
r e s t o r a t i o n  of  f l u v i a l  i n p u t s  a s  t h e  f i r s t  o b j e c t i v e .  The 
importance of  long-term s t r a t e g i e s  t o  b r i n g  sediment i n t o  t h e  
b a s i n  was a l s o  re-emphasized, and t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  o f  t h e  shor t -  
term p r o t e c t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  was explained.  





to only this issue. Saltwater is only one element of concern, it can be countered but will require 
more than short-term management decisions. The solution is in the long-term introduction of 
sediment and fresh water. The management team's thesis should revolve around natural 
proce~ses, not artificial systems. 

Because mud flat accretion is not yet occurring along the western Gulf shoreline, the segmented 
!If. breakwaters constructed by the State may have to be augmented with direct sediment placement 

rfJ&,b n the beaches. Any extension of the breakwater system should only be undertaken once the C tential negative impacts of these structures on mud flat accretion has been determined. 

7. PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN 

In selecting the so-called 'best' basin alternative. the USACE in effect pdeterminu the 
outcome by factoring in the cost of replacing the MRGO. Whether or not the MRGO should 
be replaced by another canal should be based on economic and environmental analyses which 
are consistent with the goals of all governing agencies. It should not be a foregone conclusion 
that a new channel is necessary. Claims of job loss are exaggerated since the underlying 
assumption is that all ship currently using MRGO would be diverted to a port other than 
New Orleans. Although this may sound like blasphemy, it may not be a horrible solution to 
spread out the jobs to other ports where the environmental consequences may not be as great. 
Furthermore, the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) position concerning 
MRGO should not be based on economics any more than iB position on cigarette smoking. 

/If. 
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Environmentally, the best scientific solution to wetlands loss in the Pontchartrain Basin (and 
perhaps Breton Sound) would involve closing the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO); once 
and for all ending the environmental nightmare it has caused. The MRGO, desigl~ed to be a 
500-foot wide, 36-foot deep tidewater channel, is now more than 2000-foot wide in some places. 
The USACE estimates that over 2,400 acres of marsh have been lost since 1968 and that ship 
induced waves erode the north bank at a rate of 15 feet per year. Furthermore, MRGO permits 
higher salinities to inhude into Lake Pontchartrain and the surrounding area. 

RESPONSE 11F.MERMS: We f e e l  t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  b a s i n  s t r a t e g y  does 
n o t  dwell  on prevent ion  of s a l t w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  through a r t i f i c i a l  

! means. The b a s i n  p lan  c e n t e r s  on lowering of  water  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  
Lakes Subbasin and br ing ing  f r e s h  water  t o  t h e  Chenier  Subbasin. 
This  b a s i n  s t r a t e g y  involves  r e t u r n i n g  n a t u r a l  p rocesses  t o  t h e  

i a r e a  through t h e  u s e  of man-made s t r u c t u r e s  ( i . e .  c u l v e r t s  under 
Highway 82 t o  r e t u r n  f reshwater  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h e  Chenier 
Subbasin) .  An at tempt is  made t o  lower water  l e v e l s  t o  a p o i n t  
t h a t  is  more conducive t o  emergent v e g e t a t i o n  i n  t h e  Lakes 
Subbasin and t o  implement f reshwater  d i v e r s i o n s  t o  t h e  sou th  t o  
mimic what had happened n a t u r a l l y  p r i o r  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  hydro log ic  
a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  bas in .  

RESPONSE 11F.MERM6: We agree  t h a t  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  p r o t e c t i o n  
a f f o r d e d  by segmented breakwaters  can p o s s i b l y  be  i n c r e a s e d  by 
sediment d e p o s i t e d  along t h e  s h o r e l i n e .  We do no t  accep t  t h e  
premise t h a t  segmented breakwaters may have " p o t e n t i a l  nega t ive  
impacts w t o  mud f l a t  a c c r e t i o n .  No one has  cons t ruc ted  t h e s e  I breakwaters  i n  t h e  a r e a s  where mud f l a t s  a r e  a c c r e t i n g  i n  
Louisiana t o  d a t e .  However, t h e  e x i s t i n g  d a t a  from t h e  LDNR 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  breakwaters  near  h o l l y  Beach . in  Cameron P a r i s h  

i 
a r e  s u c c e s s f u l l y  reducing s h o r e l i n e  e r o s i o n  and s t i m u l a t i n g  beach 
a c c r e t i o n .  

11 f. 
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RESPONSE 11F.PONTl: Since t h e  MRGO a lone  is  not  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
i n c r e a s e d  s a l i n i t i e s  i n  t h e  basin,  c l o s i n g  it does no t  s o l v e  t h e  
problem. The major problems a r e  subsidence and l a c k  of  
f r e s h w a t e r  input  from t h e  r i v e r ,  wi th  its accompanying n u t r i e n t s .  

We have examined the proposed Bornkt C a d  diversion project from numerous angles and still 
can not, in all good consciousness, recommend this project as a band-aid for the environmental 
damage caused by the MRGO. As currently proposed, the potential negative environmental 
effects to h k a  Pontchartrain and Borgne, and the questions regarding the lack of hard scientific 
justification concerning many of the beneficial claims by proponents of the Bonnet Card 
diversion project, outweigh the probable positive project features. The management plan for 
Bonnet C a d  diversions is based on salinity concentrations in Mississippi Sound, not near the 
MRGO. The highest diversions would be in early spring and would, therefore, not benefit the 
lake during the more critical autumn months where prevailing wind and storm conditions are 
more likely to drive the salt water wedge into the lake. The diversions wem determined based 
on fresh water deficits created by drought conditions in the Pearl River basin and there is little 
or no justification as to whether or not the assumed mixing would occur. 

RESPONSE 11F.PONTP: We do not  understand t h i s  comment. A new 
channel  i s  n o t  proposed i n  t h e  b a s i n  p lan .  

Most o f  t h e  damage caused by t h e  MRGO is a l ready  done. The only 
. ongoing damage i s  bank e ros ion .  The most c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  s o l u t i o n  

t o  t h i s  problem i s  bank s t a b i l i z a t i o n .  Closing t h e  MRGO would 
cause  t h e  l o s s  of  10,000 Louisiana jobs would have a s i g n i f i c a n t  
adverse  e f f e c t  on t h e  S t a t e ' s  economy. 

I 
RESPONSE 11F.PONT3: The nega t ive  impacts of t h e  MRGO i n  Lakes 

I 
P o n t c h a r t r a i n  and Borgne a r e  minimal. The e f f e c t s  of e x i s t i n g  
f reshwater  d i v e r s i o n s  lower i n  t h e  r i v e r  provide s c i e n t i f i c  
ev idence  t h a t  b e a r s  o u t  our  conclusion t h a t  t h e  Bonnet Car re  
Divers ion  w i l l  p r e s e r v e  wetlands and improve f i s h e r i e s .  

I It is mainly s a l i n i t i e s  i n  t h e  B i l o x i  marshes of  Louisiana t h a t  
would d r i v e  t h e  opera t ion  p lan  of t h e  Bonnet Carre  d i v e r s i o n .  



The statement concerning water quality at the bottom of page 18 is misleading at best because 
it is baxd on numennu assumptions not clearly indicated including a very limited number of 
data points and the premise that US EPA will not require municipalities to improve water quality 
based on storm water permits. Since no mention of a water quality index for the lake is made, 
one must assume that .improvement

g 

is for evuy parameter for all time. Moreover, the water 
quality in the Mississippi River is highly variable so it is conceivable that mass loadings into the 
lake may be significant. 

The US EPA sponsored a Lake Pontchartrain Basin Management Plan which expressed the 
concerns of many local &d&ts. This plan does not e m  acknowledge the existence of such 
a document. This oversight should be comxtcd. 

'If' 
~4 

'There is an overwhelming lack of demonstration projects slated for this basin given the 
environmental activity of groups such as the Lah Pontchartmin Basii Foundation and the 
Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana, the potential media wvaage, and public opinion from 

1 New Orleans and North Shon area &dents. 

The Pontchartrain Plan does very little in the way of introducing sediments into the upper basin. 
Additional fresh water and sediments, pahaps even from a redesigned Bonntt Card project 
wuld be muted through the upper wetlands to filter out sediments and nutrients. Additional, 
long-term nutrient cycling studies in wetlands would be needed to evaluate the possible negative 
impacts to the recdving waters. 

One, highly visible potential project exists within the City of New Orleans at Bayou St. Johns. 
Bayou St. Johns is located at the east side of City Park. Thc entrance to Bayou St. Johns from 
Lake Pontchartmh was once w y d  by a beneficial grass bed. However, development of hard 
structures along the shoreline caused wave energy to be reflected into the mouth of the bayou. 
The increased energy scoured the bottom so the sediments which ona covered the mouth of the 
bayou have now been replaced with an annored surfaa consisting primarily of shells. Sediment 
fence structures could be placed in Like Pon(chartrain and in the mouth of Bayou St. Johns. 
The density of the fence, angle of wave approach, height could be varied and the amount of 
sediment accumulated in the area could be closely monitond. When (if) sufficient sediments 
were deposited, the am wuld be megetated and the biodiversity of the grass bed could be 
examined to determine the benefits of grass beds in coastal d a n d  areas as well as the 
regeneration time. 

RESPONSE 11F.PONT4: M i s s i s s i p p i  River  water  would n o t  

I s i g n i f i c a n t l y  impact t h e  water  q u a l i t y  of  Lake P o n t c h a r t r a i n .  
D e s p i t e  e x t e n s i v e  a n a l y s i s  of  d a t a  by t h e  USACE, t h i s  is a 
c o n t i n u i n g  argument. However, t h e  weight o f  evidence b e a r s  o u t  
the conc lus ion  above. W e  recognize t h a t  EPA w i l l  r e q u i r e  a 
c leanup  o f  stormwater, b u t  u n t i l  then,  t h e r e  a r e  fewer f e c a l  
c o l i f o r m  b a c t e r i a  i n  r i v e r  water  t h a n  l a k e  water  a long t h e  s o u t h  

I 
s h o r e .  You can  s w i m  i n  t h e  r i v e r  a t  Lul ing and cannot  s w i m  a long  
the s o u t h  s h o r e  of  t h e  l a k e .  

'If. 

(bd lq  

I USACE a n a l y s i s  does no t  b e a r  ou t  your a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  water  
q u a l i t y  i n  t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  River  i s  s o  v a r i a b l e  t h a t  mass 
l o a d i n g s  i n t o  t h e  l a k e  may be  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Numerous other projects are likely to exist in the Pontchartrain Basin including the beneficial 
uses of urban storm water, nonpoint source erosion control on wetlands along the North Shore, 
Cypress restoration projects, and the beneficial uses of recycled waste products such as a 
combination of finely crushed glass and biosolids as a stable base material in a wetland area. 

RESPONSE 11F.PONTS: The d r a f t  p lan  proposed one such d i v e r s i o n .  
The f i n a l  p l a n  proposes two f reshwater  d i v e r s i o n s  and two 
sediment import  p r o j e c t s  i n t o  t h e  upper b a s i n .  

I I t  is h y d r o l o g i c a l l y  impossible  and economically i n f e a s i b l e  t o  
r o u t e  wate r  from t h e  Bonnet Carre  d i v e r s i o n  through t h e  upper 
b a s i n  wetlands.  The proposed Bonnet Car re  O u t f a l l  Management 
p l a n  would d i r e c t  5-20 percen t  of  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  through t h e  
LaBranche wetlands.  

RESPONSE 11F.PONTC: This  p lan  is d iscussed  on page 2 of  t h e  
P o n t c h a r t r a i n  Basin appendix. 

RESPONSE 11F.PONT7: S i x  demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s ,  address ing  a 
v a r i e t y  o f  problems, were added t o  t h e  f i n a l  p lan .  

RESPONSE 11F.PONTB: This  is  an e x c e l l e n t  idea  f o r  a 
- demons t ra t ion  and it has  been added t o  t h e  p lan .  

RESPONSE 11F.PONT9: Three ou t  o f  your f o u r  sugges t ions  have been 
i n c o r p o r a t e d  a s  demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s .  The on ly  one t h a t  h a s n D t  
is non-point source  e r o s i o n  c o n t r o l  on wetlands a long  t h e  North 
Shore (of Lake Pontchar t ra in )  . 



I 8. BRETON SOUND BASIN 

'As cumntly envisioned, the mtoration plan for the Bnton Sound Basin is totally inadequate. 
The short-term plan will create, enhance, protect, andlor raton only I948 acres of niarsh, 1100 
acru of submerged aquatic vegetation and 2320 acres of wetlands over the next twenty year 
period. During that same period, it is estimated that marsh acreage alone will be reduced by 
19,780 acm. In effect, the plan will save less than 10 percent of the loss at a cost of $4200 an 
acre (58,225,000 total project costs). 

The so-called long-term strategy for mtolation canies a $55,000,000 dollar price tag and 
benefits only a few acres of marsh and submerged aquatic vegetation. Table 4 identities a total 
of 1911 benefitted acru. As a result, even if this project was implemented (not currently 
recommended), the loss of marsh in this area over the mxt 20 yean would still outpace the 
acreage that the plan will create, enhance, protect andlor mton. 

The plan properly identifies subsidence, saltwater intrusion, erosion, levees, and the oil and gas 
industries as the causes of wetland loss in the basin. Except for the fresh water diversions effect 
on salinities and some secondary long-tmn sediment delivery schemes. the projects included in 
the plan seem to neglect the'causceffect-solution procedure developed in other basins. In short, 

projects must be pmposed for the basin which attempt to overcome the problems of 
visions of the future. Thtse projects, including demonstration projects, should 

lnclude the use of alternative sediments such as Kaiser's red mud and the mixing dredge spoils 
with fresh wakr diversions (especially at Carmawon) to replre sediment deficiencies. Locating 
and filling of abandoned andlor redundant canals to prevent or reduce salt water intrusion should 
also be examined and proposed where feasible. The w d  height of the spoil banks should be 
cut and the spoil banks should be gaped to allow more realistic hydrologic and manh conditions. 

e long tam goal should be to create additional acreage not offset 10 percent of the losses. 

9. CALCASIEUISABINE BASIN I 

II~. 
B Q ~  

The "Perimeter Control Restoration" strategy selected for implementation is nothing more than 
a gigantic marsh management project. The plan calls for surrounding the area with levees and 
d w  little or nothing to address long-term needs for sediment and fresh water. The alternatives 

Beneficial use of dredge material will be Limited by perceived financial constraints until steps 
are taken to force dredgers to properly dispose of the material. Each year millions of cubic 
yards of mataial arc disposed of in ocean disposal arcas or in places such as Pass a Lou- 
where the cumnts axe strong enough to cany the sediments out to sea. Before dredging, such 
sediments would have built up manh areas and changes the course of the river. Now, this 
sediment is lost to the system. The USACE has been developing and implementing beneficial 
use plans but, despite their succw to date, such plans an used only when the disposal area in 
convenient. Navigation interests should barr the cost of proper disposal even if the Kdiments 
have to be barged or pumped miles to an appropriate site. The use of a demonstration project 
could play an important role in such an endeavor. 

RESPONSE 11F.BRETl: Acreage e s t i m a t e s  have been o b t a i n e d  f o r  
more p r o j e c t s .  The p l a n  prevents  t h e  l o s s  of  39 percen t  of  
Breton Sound Basin wetlands over 20 y e a r s .  

RESPONSE 11F.BRET2: The $55 m i l l i o n  c o s t  of  F i d d l e r  I s l a n d  has  
been removed from t h e  t a b l e .  This  p r o j e c t  w i l l  n o t  b e  b u i l t  
u n l e s s  c o s t s  of  b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  r e s t o r a t i o n  a r e  d r a m a t i c a l l y  
reduced. B e n e f i t s  have been developed f o r  o t h e r  long- term 
p r o j e c t s  and t h e  p l a n  prevents  t h e  l o s s  of  39 percen t  of  t h e  
wetlands i n  t h e  b a s i n  over  20 years .  

RESPONSE 11F.BRET3: Many of  t h e s e  measures were a l r e a d y  i n  t h e  
p lan .  Plugging c a n a l s  and gapping and shaving of  s p o i l  banks is  
major component of  t h e  PBS-9 p r o j e c t .  Addit ion of  sediment t o  
t h e  Caernarvon d i v e r s i o n  s t r u c t u r e  was deemed i n f e a s i b l e .  

RESPONSE 11F.BRET4: The Miss i ss ipp i  River  ad jacen t  t o  t h e  Breton 
Sound Basin, does no t  r e q u i r e  dredging. I f  Congress dec ides  t h a t  
n a v i g a t i o n  i n t e r e s t s ,  and eventua l ly  consumers, should bear  t h e  
c o s t  of  moving dredged m a t e r i a l  from t h e  mouth of  t h e  r i v e r ,  t h e  
m a t e r i a l  cou ld  be  used more c o s t  e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  
Del ta  Basin.  



examined in the plan are a joke. No effort at all was p l a d  into obtaining reasonable cost or 
benefit estimates for Alternative A, and Alternatives B and C are actually one plan (perimeter 
and intuior) so it is more than likely that Alternative B and parts of C were chosen. It war 
obviously a foregone conclusion that nothing was going to be done that would in any way affect 
ship traffic. 

The project plans are very terse and are not consistent with the format used in several other 
basins. As such, project summaries are difficult or impossible to evaluate. Depending on the 
~ i f i c  details of a project, the plan may or may not be environmentally sound. 

Given the lack of natural sediment. this basii appears to be an ideal candidate for demonstration 
projects involving alternative sediments or the distribution of sediments from other basins using 
abandoned oil and gas pipelines. Fresh water and sediment diversions from the Sabine River 
or other potentially feasible rivm should be examined. 

The pq'ect summaries listed in Table 4 are all based on 'bemfittcd acm' rather than created 
and protccW. This substantially d u c e s  the cost per rn of these projects to an artificially low 
number. This should be corrected. 
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EDWIN W. EDWARDS 
GOVERNOR 

JOHN I. ALeS 
SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

August 23, 1993 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
District Engineer 
Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

RE: Comments on Draft Restoration Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (June, 1993) 

Dear Colonel Diffley: 

The Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the above 
referenced draft document. As you are probably aware, our Coastal 
Restoration Division staff members met with the appropriate Corps 
of Engineers (COE) personnel to review and discuss the first (April 
1993) draft EIS. We feel this meeting was very productive and that 
we achieved a better understanding and balance between COE and DNR 
on several major restoration program issues which are of mutual 
concern. As a result, DNR has minimal comments on the current 
(June 1993) public review draft (see attached). 

Unfortunately, DNR must disagree with several of the issues 
and positions expressed by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) concerning deficiencies in the draft EIS. In our view, the 
EIS adequately and fairly addresses the environmental concerns 
relative to the various coastal restoration techniques (solutions) 
presently available in Louisiana. We strongly urge your agency and 
other participating Task Force agencies to continue pursuing a 
balanced approach in the EIS and in the development of the final 
Restoration Plan. It is important to remember that Louisiana's 

August 23, 1993 
Colonel Diffley 
-2- 

geology is unique and the conventional ideas in other coastal 
regions (e.g., regarding "hard structures" and "marsh managementn) 
is not always applicable here. To be successful, this program must 
be broad and flexible yet capable of addressing site-specific 
problems, many of which are practically unique5 to Louisiana's 
coast. 

Sincerely, - 
Dave Soileau 
Assistant Secretary 

DS:BS:ks 

Attachment 
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Draft EIS Comments (August, 1993) 

Para I Line I Comment 
4 1 last I Instead of '...induce the desired plant andlor animal community 

3&6 
all 

last 

responses.' It would be better to say that marsh managers 
attempt to increase vegetative extent, productivity, and 
diversity. That is the desired rrsponse in all modem marsh 
management plans to be permitted. 
Sameasabove. 
This paragraph should be omitted. Marshes in South Carolina 
u e ' i t  very comparable to Louisiana managed marshes. 
Furthermore, there are plenty of local studies that provide 
'insight' to Louisiana marsh management practices. The Devoe 
and Baughman reference should probably be deleted throughout 
the document. 
'Producing favorable effects on controlling marsh loss rates are 
less definitive ...' Delete this sentence. It shows bias and is not 
an accurate finding. Them are, in fact, many marsh 
management plans that have been demonstrated to reverse land 

\a 4 

RESPONSE 12.1: We have retained our phrase at this point in the 
text because we believe it is an appropriate summary statement. 
However, we have eliminated any subsequent use of that phrase 
because it was redundant and both our phrase and your suggested 
change need additional explanation that we believe is not 
appropriate in this section of the report. 

1 

RESPONSE 12.2: We believe that it is common and appropriate 
practice when discussing scientific issues to reference 
applicable literature. We have alerted the reader that there are 
differences in the marsh management practices of Louisiana and 
South Carolina, and have made efforts to point those differences 
out when the South Carolina studies are referenced. 

28 
28 

(Herkc, Rogers, and Knudscn, 1984). boweve;,-otherkudia 
(Wicker, 1983; Herke, 1971; Herke, 1992; Gagliano and 
Roberts, 1987; Chabreck and Hoffpuir, 1962; Nyman, et 
al, 1990; H m e  and Konikoff, in press) from the same area 
shows no noticeable impact on these same o q a n k .  

Although this can somewhat Umft sediment introductlon, 
many areas in Louisiana's marshes are not totally dependent 
upon sediment, and there may be limited sources of 
sediment. The deep organic soik of the marshes indicate 
that sediment has played a minor role in marsh creation In 
many areas and much greater dependence on organic 
accumulation which Increased plant growth, both possible 
through w of passive management. (Nyman, Chabreck, 
Dehune, and Patrick, 1993). 
"Proposals to use only fixed-crest weirs to manage areas are 
e H w d y m e  useful In areas to stop or reduce erosion. 
More active structures re required to regenerate marshes 
(Carney and Chabreck, 1977, Hm, et PI, 19??. 
'Developed in the late 1880's ... conventional fixed-crest weirs. 
It has fmw&&b been indicated that it might be an 
improvement In thin regard (Rogers, Herke, and Knudsen, 
1992), however the final analysis is still incomplete. 

RESPONSE 12.3: We have moved this sentence to Section 3 since it 
deals with effects of management. We have modified the sentence 
to specifically refer to passive management. During our 
discussions, you agree that this is an appropriate statement for 
passive management. 

RESPONSE 12.4: The sentence has been deleted. 6 
6 

RESPONSE 12.5: We do not believe that the conclusion that you 
offer can be drawn from the references cited. As for the second 
part of your comment, that discussion has been moved to the 
second paragraph in Section 3.3.2.3. where we believe that we 
have captured your suggestion in our own words. 

I RESPONSE 12.6: During discussions, this comment was withdrawn by 
LDNR . 

1 
2 

RESPONSE 12.7: During discussions, this comment was withdrawn by 
LDNR . 

loss. 
Change '...unavoidable effects.' to '...variable effects 
'BAteFfceeh One study indicates that some types of passive... 



Page ( Para 1 t i ne  ( Commeht 
30 1 6 1 7 1 '...naturally drained areas. The voids between rocks allows 

I I I in cypress swamps 
52 1 3 1 all I What is the significance of this paragraph? Why include it if 

37 

there is nothing at all concluded by the authors? Omit this 
m r a p h .  
The statement that created marshes may not function equally to 
natural marshes is valid. However, nearly all marshes created 
with CWPPRA funds will be adjacent to natural marsha and 
over time will in all probability function equally as well. The 2 
lo 5 year old marshes in Miello's study are too young to make 
the point that CWPPRA created marshes may have less 
ecological value than natural marshes. The proximity of newly 
created marshes to natural marshes and the degree that sediment 
types will be comparable, will to a large extent, determine how 
quickly biodiversity and species richness will reach an 
equilibrium. 

RESPONSE 12.8: We have moved the discussions of the effects of 
marsh management to the third paragraph of Section 3.3.2.3. We 
have included the idea presented in your comment, but have 
phrased it in our own words. 

1 

RESPONSE 12.9: Your suggested addition has been used. 

RESPONSE 12.10: We have removed duckweed from the list of plants 
occurring in brackish marshes. 

D u c M  (Lmm spp.) docs not grow in brackish marshes. It 
is  found only in fresh and intermediate wetlands. 
The common name for Tmodim &churn is bald cypress. 
Alligatorweed (Altemunrha philareroides) is also very common 

46 

last 

RESPONSE 12.11: We have used "bald cypress* as you suggested. 

quicker of water than earthen or other strueturn 
and may in fact allow access to a very limited extent of 
organisms. The extreme tidal fluctuations causing souring 
are greatly lessened, as in other measures, than those of 
open channels. Use of rock wein is limited to areas ...' 
"...as an example of this type of sediment diversion. 
In the western part of the state, and other areas, sediment is 
not available in sufficient amounts to utilize a project of this 
type. The growth of marshes in these areas are more 
dependent upon organic accumulations ( Nyman, et al , 
1993; Gagliano and Roberts, 1987) and the use of other 
project types are more appropriate. 

RESPONSE 12.12: We have added alligatorweed to the list of 
plants occurring in cypress-tupelo swamps. 

47 2 1 
47 2 

2 

RESPONSE 12.13: The main point of this paragraph is that the 
literature base, up to 1990, on the effects of marsh management 
on emergent vegetation is sparse. We have retained this point in 
the seventh paragraph under Section 3.3.2.3. 

10 

RESPONSE 12.14: The paragraph has been modified to indicate that 
- created marshes become increasingly similar to natural marshes 

over t ime . 
I 



I Page 1 Para I Line I Comment 1 
1 56 1 4 1 all I You could emphasize more some of the drawback of c u & T  

RESPONSE 12.15:  We have added some of  your sugges t ions  t o  t h e  
r e p o r t .  

12.14 

RESPONSE 12.16:  During d i scuss ions ,  t h i s  comment was withdrawn 
by LDNR. 

barrier island kstoration techniques. For example. We know 
that the back barrier marshes and shallow bays provide the 
platform for natural island transgression. So why arc we 
spending millions dredging out this platform to reinforce the 
islands physical integrity. This is a classic example of 'robbing 
Peter to pay Paul' and will, in the long run, wind up costing 
even more money as the islands continue to transgress into the 
hole that we are digging 'to save them'? We should do a kttcr 
job of educating the public as to the controversial nature of 
banier restoration. No doubt baniem play a role in tidal 
amplitude regulation and freshwater retention, but we haw no 
clear idea how important they arc in terms of these functions 
nor in their total value in reducing wetland loss within the 
landward interior marshes. This EIS should bring to light that 
many of the functions and values of banier islands arc not 
clearly defined and understood in coastal Louisiana. The 
combined benefits of such projects may not greatly reduce 

RESPONSE 12.17: We have inc luded  some o f  your sugges t ions .  

interior marsh loss in all cases. 

1.2 .L 57 3 all Vegetative plantings to restore marsh should be placed unda its 
own heading as a distinct project type. 

57 5 all Wan dampening fences could be a component of the sediment 
trapping or shoreline erosion control with structuns or headings 

RESPONSE 12.18:  During d i scuss ions ,  t h i s  comment was withdrawn 
by LDNR. 

RESPONSE 12.19:  In  t h e  t h i r d  paragraph under Sec t ion  3 . 3 . 4 . 1 .  we 
s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  term "submerged a q u a t i c  vege ta t ion" ,  a s  used here,  
a l s o  i n c l u d e s  f l o a t i n g  a q u a t i c  vege ta t ion .  

RESPONSE 12.20:  During d i scuss ions ,  t h i s  comment was withdrawn 
by LDNR. 

RESPONSE 12.21: We have made t h e  suggested c o r r e c t i o n .  

RESPONSE 12.22: We have inc luded  your suggested a d d i t i o n .  



ra I Line I Comment 
- 

( last ( '...managed areas, the impact is might be significant. (Herke, RESPONSE 12.23: We do not believe that the referenced studies 
could lead to the conclusion that passive management's effects on 
fisheries resources is negligible. In contrast to the referenced 
Herke (1979) study, which was a controlled experiment, the other 
studies used survey data to conclude that estuarine fish were 
present in managed areas. 

1243 

12.d 

IZ# 
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1 2 ~ 7  

12-28 

RESPONSE 12.24: We have reviewed the Hoese and Konikoff paper 
and we do not believe that the data presented in the paper 
supports some of the conclusions that have been drawn. 

RESPONSE 12.25: During our discussions, you indicated that this 
comment could be disregarded. 

67 

67 

67 

78 

84 

RESPONSE 12.26: We have added the main point of your suggestion. 

RESPONSE 12.27: We have modified the sentence as per our 
discussions. The second part of your comment was not used as we - had agreed during our discussions. 

3 

4 

5 

1 

1 
RESPONSE 12.28: We agree that this paragraph was an 
oversimplification and it has been deleted. We have included 
information from a recent Louisiana Attorney General's opinion 
which details the complicated nature of the subject. 

Note: The rest of LDNR's comments are directed at the main 
report and basin plans. It was the consensus of Task Force 
agencies that resolution of those comments would be accomplished 
through work groups made up of Task Force agency representatives. 

last 

2 

I 

I 

all 

1979). or it may be negligible (Hoese and Konikoff, in p-; 
Herke, 1992; Wicker, 1983; Herke, 1971; Gagliano and 
Roberts, 1987; Chabreck and Hoffpauir, 1962; Nyman, et 
al, 1990). 
Hoese and Konikoff (in press) is cutting edge research in marsh 
management and it's importance should not be down played as 
you have here. Include this statement. 'This study indicated 
thd the w e d l  populations of managed systems is maintained 
despite partial restrictions on organism movements due to water 
control structuns. In addition, this study suggest that 
recruitment, growth and eventual export rapidly increases in 
managed areas.' 
'...enhances growth of SAV is sometimes claimed as a benefit 
of marsh management.."? You have claimed it yourself already 
in previous sections (see pg. 31.51, 61. 63) 
'However, improving ... management.' There are exceptions 
to this in that some of the landowners are extremely 
interested in maintaining fisheries resources (CSZO, Mud 
Lake), and recognize the 10s of habitat to have a long-term 
negative impact on the fiiheries resource that want to 
maintain. Landowners need to continue to have a major 
impact on methods for protection of their lands since they 
are the one impacted the most by these decisions. 
"Historically, ...' 
'...management projects is that salinity levels, on the average, 
would nef be increased 
decreased where active management scenarios are planned 
to meet this objective. 
Other studies suggest that improved water quality 
parameters would be benefited under managed areas after 
temporary adverse effects during construction (Chabreck, et 
al, 1978) 
This entire paragraph should be omitted. As stated in the 
previous paragraph, ownership of tidal and emergent wetlands is 
very complicated and often requires case by case analysis. 
Furthermore, all tidal overflow lands are not claimed by the 
State of Louisiana. This paragraph was reviewed with Mr. Glen 
Kent, Director, Office of State Lands. 



COMMENTS 

DRAm LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

MAIN REPORT 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

D M  strongly suggests that the individual barin review the Problems and 
Solutions sections of the Main Report for consistency with the individual Basin 
Reports. h t l y  the Problems and Solutions sections appear to lack consistency with 
the presentations made within several of the individual Bash Reports. 

The original draft report (April, 1993) contained a fairly extensive d o n  on herbivore 
problems as a major biological factor contributing to wetland loss. The present draft 
(June, 1993) does not address or mention the herbivon problem. We strongly urge 
that this section be re-incorporated within the Problems Section. 

page 74 Sixth line, delete 'and'. 

Last sentence, the text regarding the development of a more 
diversified economy does not relate to the previous text in this pangraph 
or the previous one. 

page 75 Seventeenth line of text, 'alternative' should be 'alternatives'. 

page 79 Table BS-2: add the abbreviation 'OM Outfall Management' to the 
notes at the bottom. 

Under note U after '...Island
g 

add ', nor projects w h m  cost ir not 
shown'. 

Revise table to reflect groupings of projects by category, e.g., ST, LT, 
Considered but not included, and listed in numerical sequence within 
each group. 

page 103 Eighteenth line, 'extending' should be 'extend'. 

page 104 Thirty-third line, 'appendix F' should be 'Appendix Dm. 

Line forty includes a term 'influence'. Docs that mean 'Project Type, 
e.g. BI, FD, HR, I%.? 

page 105 Cost of Plan and acreage at bop of the page do not agree with Table BA- 
3. 

Critical Projects XBA-54, XBA-63, and XBA-69 are not included on 
Figure BA4. 

pages 106108Rearrange Table BA-3 into categories of 'Selected for Implementation', 
and 'Considered but not Selected", Group in numerical sequence by 
Project Type under each category. 

page 109 The 'FORD LINE' is not discussed in the text of the report. Empire 
and Venice Diversions are omitted from the Figure. 

page 11 1 Only some of the 'Selected' projects are included on this Figure. 

Thirty-sixth line, Table BA-3 and Figure BA4 also include projects 
considered, but not selected, as part of the plan to be implemented. 



Reference : 

marsh creation, marsh management, 
sediment trapping, vegetative 
planting, sediment diversion, outfall 

1,2b,3,5,6a,6b,8,11,14,16,18,21,22,23, 
2 4 , 2 5 , 2 6 . 2 9 , 3 0 , 3 2 , 3 3 , 3 4 , 3 5 , 3 7 3 9 , 4 0 , 4 1 ,  
42,43; XPO- 44,53,54,56a,56b,57. 
Several of these project lines in 
Table 8 do not contain any information 
as to their status. I suggest as a 
minimum, giving a brief comment on the 
status of each line item in this 
summary table. 

BASIN (APPENDIX A) REPORT COMnENTS(P0ntchartrain Basin) 
I I I I 4 

Line 

----- 
Comment 

Reference Project Maps: Figures 9, 11, 
18, 19, 22, 25, and 27 should be 
improved for clarity and consistency 
with the quantity and types of 
features listed in the accompanying 
project descriptions. Consideration 
should be given to increasing the 
scale of the maps thus improving the 
quality and usefulness of the exhibit. 

critical/supporting project: PO-8,9; 
P P O - 1 , 2 B , 3 , 5 , 6 A , 6 B , 8 , 1 1 , 1 4 , 1 5 , 1 6 , 1 8 , 2 1  
, 2 2 , 2 3 , 2 4 , 2 5 , 2 6 , 2 9 , 3 0 , 3 2 , 3 3 , 3 2 , 3 3 , 3 4 ,  
35,37,39,40,41,42,43; XPO- 
44,53,54,56A,568,57. Several of these 
project lines in Table 8 do not 
contain any information as to their 

I 

i,iii, 
iv, v, 1 
etc. 

19 and 
2 0 

17 

94,95 
L96 

I 

----- 

----- 

Alt. C 

Table 
8 

I 

- ---- 

------ 

----- 

----- 
I 

Insert a page number on every sheet in 
the report to assist the reader in 
tracking information listed in the 
Table of Contents. Also, numbering all 
pages will eliminate the possibility 
of missing pages due to binding error. 

Consider replacing the'word 'Featuret 

with 'Element' to indicate alternative 
measures. Also revise all references 
to 'Feature' if this suggestion is 
adopted. 

The discussion of Alternate C attempts 
to quantify the benefits associated 
with the Bonnet Carre Diversion plus 
MRGO Bank Stabilization/Harsh 
Creation. I suggest giving more 
information about salinity reductions 
in this paragraph. What is the 
estimated salinity reduction ? 

Ref. Table 8, Sumary of Pontchartrain 
Basin Projects: The following projects 
have not been selected as a I 



COMMENTS 

I DRAFT LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

I BRETON SOUM) BASIN 

I APPENDIX B 

page ii Under ' ~ u ~ b r t i n ~  projects, long term', organh them to be grouped by 
two categories: (1) Considend projects but not included in the 
Comprehmsive Restoration Plan, (2) Projects beyond Ule scope 
of PL 101-646. 

page 1 Regarding the Bohemia Freshwater Diversion, indicate what entity failed 
to maintain the existing facility following its construction. 

1 page 3 Change 'Divert" to 'Diverting' in last sentence of first paragraph. 

1 page 7 Delete 'arc' from last sentence on page. 

page 8 Delete 'and' from the fourth sentence, first paragraph, following 
'project" 

page 9 Delete 'of" following 'categories' in second line of first sentence under 
'OVERVIEW OF BASIN STRATEGY ". 

page 13 Organize projects by 'Short Term". 'Long Term", 'Not Included", and 
'Beyond Scope of PL-101-646'. 

page 16 Indicate that the basis of the Cacmanron Diversion is a 50 year life. 
Change '104,W to '104.000" in next to last line of BS3A Description. 
Replace Plate 3 with revised Plate which cornsponds with the revised 
project dexription. 

page 17 The cost estimate of $1,850,000 dm not comspond with economic 
analysis wst of $2,522,200 used in the CWPRRA XI report. 
Under 'Status". the lead Federal agency (SCS) is undertaking a detailed 
design study; delete reference to the state. 

page 18 Replace Plate 2 with revised version matching the project description. 
The basis for the Key Issue assessment should be specified. 
Under "Status", LDNR has no detailed feasibility study currently in 
preparation. 

page 19 Replace Plate 4 with revised version matching the project description. 



page 20 

Page 22 

page 24 

page 31 

Page 33 

Plate 7 

The estimated cost is 5567.459 lwed on the latest project design 
summary. 
Explain why this project is not independent of the outcome of Project 
BS-3a. 

Replace Plate 5 with revised version matching the project description. 
Project description (BS4AIB) does not describe the project as reflected 
in the cost qtimate shown on page 21. The project summary calls for 
one small pump station with 3 pumps and in addition to what is stated, 
two rock weirs with boat bays, spoil bank gapping, shoreline protection, 
and plug removals. 

Under 'Key Issues' (1) delete 'other' from second l i e ;  
(2) What is the basis for the conclusions drawn in the second paragraph? 

In first sentence show '20-year project life'. 

Third paragraph, last sentence, change This' to 'These'. 
Last line fourth paragraph, 'in to' should be 'into'. 
Last line indicates a project of $55 Million which u beyond the scope of 
current guidelines for project$ to be included in p h s  for PL 101-646 
projects. 

Under "Key Issues' (PBS-5), explain how a project which is not cost- 
effective can be critical to the restoration plan when its shear cost 
magnitude interferes with the completion of otha mom feasible 
projects. 

PBS-11 comment that any amendment to the Cacrnarvon Diversion 
authorization was determined to be inappropriate for inclusion in the 
restoration plan needs to be explained as to who made the determination 
and the basis for it. 

Second line, insert " o r  between 'study" and 'effect
g

. 
Supporting Research is now underway by whom? 
Under 'SUMMARY', Ulird paragraph, change 'constructed' to 
'construction', insert 'PBS-5' before '(Fiddler Point Barrier Island)', 
and change 'created' to "create'. 'restored' to 'restore', and 
"protected' to 'protect"; and in the next to last line delete 'and". 

In the last line change "project' to "projects" 

Identify it with the number '7'. and indicate the extent of oyster leases 
involved. 

COMMENTS 

DRAFT LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

nIssIssIPPI RIVER BASIN 

MAIN REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACl' STATEMENT 

APPENDIX C 

Appendix C and the Main Report write ups appear to follow each 
other closely with consistency of content. However there are some 
cost numbers that do not seem consistent. 

Page 45 of Appendix C indicates that estimated cost for 
Mississippi River Basin projects is $948,082,00, where as page 1 2  
of the Main Report shows the restoration plan for the basin to be 
only $426,949,000. 

The selected plan for the basin in Appendix C is the full 
scale uncontrolled diversion of the Mississippi River with a cost 
of $910,000,000. This cost is not included in the summary report 
cost data on page 1 2  of the Main Report. 



COMMENTS 

DRAFT LOUISIANA COASTAL WEIZANDS RESMRATION P U N  

BARATARIA BASIN 

APPENDIX D 

page i Critical projkts listed in the Table of Contents include more than $100 
Million of unfunded and long term type proposals with additional major 
projects only in the very basic conceptual stage of development. Calling 
these critical at the point of having no technical or ccanomic fcasiiility 
basis for execution of the project is a bit far-fetched. 

Definitions of the terms 'Critical', 'Near Tam', and 'Long Tam' 
need to be stated. 

Projects BA-4c, BA-6, BA-8, k BA-9 are not included on Table 5. 
pages 26-28. 

page ii Projects PBA-50. XBA-50, k XBA-51 are not included on Table 5, 
pages 26-28. 

Beginning at project BA-IB, insert the heading 'Long Term'. 

Projects BA-IB, BA-10, k XBA-49 are not included on Table 5, pages 
26-28. 

page iii Figure 5, page 23 includes only near term projects; t h m  needs to be a 
similar Figure for long tcrm projects. 

The page number for Plate No. 1 is not indicated. 

Page 2 Revise last sentence of second paragraph to d e c t  the correct Davis 
Pond time frame: Construction  tart late 1994, completion late 2001. 

Fifth paragraph, Use of the word 'cossetw is confusing to the average 
d e r ;  substitute 'itu for the second *breakwaterg in the last sentence of 
this paragraph. 

page 19 Sixth paragraph refers to Table 5 as a list of projects implementing the 
selected plan. Table 5 in fact contains many more projects than arc 
included in the selected plan and excludes some projects that are 
included in the selected plan. 

Figure 6 is not clear as to the type of projects presented, sina more than 
the type indicated are shown. 

In the last line of this paragraph, the phrase 'lid the influence' is not 
clear. Is that refmnce to project type? 

The costs and benefited wetland acreage sited in the seventh paragraph 
do not agree with Table 5. Explain variance. 

page 20 . Projects cited in the third and eighth paragraphs as the most critical 
projects do not agree with the main report, page 105. 

Project XBA-63 cited in fifth paragraph dou not appear on Figure 6. 

page 21 Figure 4 makes refmnce to a 'FORD LINE' which is never discussed 
in the text of the basin report. Delineation of the barrier island 
restoration should be enhanced for ready obsuvation. Figure 4 should 
agree with projects identified as critical on pagc 105 of the Main Report 
as well as those projects shown as critical in the Table of Contents, page 
i of this basin report. All critical strategies are identified. 

page 22 Figure 5 makes reference to a 'FORD LINE' which is nem d i d  
in the text of the basin report. This figure includu some long term 
strategies as well as short t m  strategies. A supplemental Figure 
showing only long term strategies would be helpful. 

page 25 The fourth paragraph disagrees with page 105 of the Main Report. 

The fifth paragraph indicates two projccls as the critical one for the 
freshwater introduction component which are not identified as critical on 
pagc 105 of the Main Report. 

page 26 Projects XBA-lal, XBA-lbl, XBA-lcl, XBA-ldl, XBA-lel, and 
PBA-45 shown in Table 5 are not Listed anywhere in the Table of 
Contents. 

page 27 Projects XBA-68, XBA-70, and BA-2 shown on Table 5 are not listed 
anywhere in the Table of Contents. Elements of BA-la and BA-lb are 
combined and incorporated in the BA-1 project. Projects PBA-62a and 
PBA-62b are identified in the Table of Contents under one project 
number PBA-62. 

page 28 Projects BA-16 and BA-19 shown on Table 5 are not listed anywhere in 
the Table of Contents. Proiects BA-17a and BA 17b are identified in the 
Table of Contents under one project number BA-17. 



Add [ ] symbol to the chart to indicate their meaning as they apply to 
data in the Table. 

page 29 The title of this Figure does not describe what is presented. There are 
24 projects included in the Table of Contents which are not plotted on 
this Figure; there are 3 projects on the Figure which are not in the 
Table of Contents; thue are 8 projects that are not on the map and are 
not in the Table of Contents but are included on Table 5; thm are 8 
projects on the map which are not in the Table of Contents and not on 
Table 5; and only one of the Research and Developmart pmposals is on 
the map but 5 are indicated in the Table of Contents and shown in Table 
5. 

page 31 Critical Projects list in components d i m  on pages 19,20, and 25, 
do not coincide with the projects in thii text. 

In first sentence, delete '.' after the word 'applied'. 

Under BA-I, P & 0, project XBA-57 is not in the Table of Contents or 
shown on Table 5; Under Description, 'Figure BA-I' should be 
'Figure I"; Estimated cost is $70,000,000 and is funded by separate 
legislation; Under Benefits, explain why the WVA team has not 
assessed the benefits of the project; Under Key Issues, explain why no 
CWPPRA funding is an issue and clarify the significance of 'Project 
will cause southerly movement of some oyster leases into historical 
oyster producing areas'. 

page 32 In the first paragraph, state how the project is funded, instead of how it 
is not funded. Change the project completeion date from '1997' to 
'2001'. 

Reference is made to projects PBA-2 and PBA 53 in the sixth paragraph. 
Neither of these projects is included in The Table of Contents or Table 
5. 

The cost per benefited acre is too high and the total cost of the 
refurbishment and bredamten is beyond the scope of PL 101-646. 

page 33 The Table entitled 'Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration 
Plan' is not included in the report as indicated in the first paragraph. 

Under Key Issues, add ',' before and after the phrase 'although 
significantly". In the next paragraph project PBA-2 is not described 

anywhere, nor included in the Table of Contents, nor included on Table 
5. 

Under Status, designation of a project, which is economically unfeasible, 
as 'critical, near term' does not compatible. 

page 34 In the third paragraph reference is made to project XBA-57 which is not 
included in .the report. 

A project estimated to cost more than 967 Million will require wparate 
funding. 

Under Key Issues, clarify what is meant by 'Project will cause southerly 
movement of some oyster leases and brown shrimp harvesting into 
historical production areas'. 

page 35 Under P & 0, Capitalize first word of scumd sentence. Change fmt 
sentence of second paragraph to read 'Freshwater cumntly W i g  
introduced via the West Pointc-a-la-Hache Siphon will be managed 
under project BA-4c. 

Under Description, last paragraph, indicate whue k~ fmd referenced 
plan. 

Under Benefits, clarify how this project adds to the management plan of 
BA-4c or better yet have this project combined with BA-4c. 

page 36 The Table referenced in the second paragraph is not included in the 
report- 

Under P & 0, in the second paragraph, reference is made to project 
XBA-46 which is nowhere described nor included in the Table of 
Contents or on Table 5. 

Explain how a downstream Myrtle Grove Sediment Diversion would 
enhance the Tidal Drag concept. 

page 37 The estimated cost of almost $17 Milion would require separate funding 
above the PL 101-646 levels. 

The Table referred to in the last paragraph is not included in the report. 

page 38 Under Key Issues, the second paragraph begins with a question (add 
*?.). 



Under Status, a project which requiru separate fundiig is not likely to 
be accomplished "near term'. 

Under P & 0 ,  add 'to' after 'due', second sentena. Change 'sits' to 
Sites' in the fourth sentence. 

In the last line , re fmce  is made to project BA-16 which is not 
described anywhere, nor is it in the Table of Contents or included on 
Table 5. 

page 39 In the first, third fourth, and sixth paragraphs, projects PBAdSa and 
PBA-65b art described as projects XBA-65a and XBA-65b on Table 5, 
and XBA 65 in the Table of Contents. 

Under Key Issues, referena is made to project BA-16, which is not 
described in the report nor included in the Table of Contents. 

Under Status, thne projects totaling $33 Mion are not likely to be 
accomplished 'near term', because special funding would be required 
above and beyond PL 101-646. 

Under XBA-67, Description and Estimated Costs, and Benefits @age 40) 
reference to the four project numbers without a page rcfmnee q u i m  
looking back at the Table of Contents to find whae these projects art 
described. 

page 40 Under Key Issues, the last l i e  of scond paragraph should end with a 
.?.. 

Under Status, if this is a 'supporting, near term ' project, then it should 
follow that heading on page 41. However, the Table of Contents and the 
Main Report classifies this project as 'Critical'. 

Under P & 0 ,  first paragraph has a statistical expression of island 
disappearance in '1996, give or take 23 yewsw. This is not a rational 
statement given the island is still present. 

Under Estimated Costs, and Benefits, refer to project costs and acreage 
benefited on Table 5 or state them here. 

page 41 Under Key Issues, state the Key Issues instead of refemng to the Key 
Issue sections of each project. 

Add *," before and after 'although significantly'. 

Under NEAR TERM SUPPORTING PROJECTS, the phrases "generally 
support', 'Most of them', and 'Many of them' do not seem appropriate 
because they all should support, bolster, be described, and be enhanced 
or enhance each other. If they don't, they should not be part of the 
plan. 

Under P 8 0 ,  change the last word from 'tested' to 'used'. 

Under Location, delete 'proposed' since the facilities art in place. 

Sited benefited acm does not agree with W A  outcome of 1637 acm. 

The latest Estimated Cost is $1,428,963 with cost pu benefited a m  of 
$873. 

page 42 Project BA-4c is not listed on Table 5. 

Under Location, change 'deterioration' to deteriorating', line 3. 

Under Description, reference to the original siphon const~ction and its 
enlargement is not neceJsary since this project deals only with outfat1 
management. 

The latest Estimated Cost is $585,084 with cost per benefited a m  of 
$215. 

page 43 Project BA-6 is not on Table 5. 

The Estimated Costs shown do not include any land rights. 

page 44 Project BA-8 is not included on Table 5. 

The latest Estimated Cost is $376,437 with cost per benefited acre of 
$5,456. 

Project BA-9 is not shown on Table 5. 

page 45 Project BA-9 cost estimate should be $844,444 with cost per benefited 
acre of $12,063. 

In the last sentence of the Description of Project BA-14. 'David" should 
be "Davis'. The estimated cost for this project is $1,111,969, with cost 
per benefited acre of $1,677. 



page 46 Under P & 0 of Project BA-15, the Project BA-5b referred to in the last 
sentence is neither described nor shown in the Table of Contents, and it 
is not in Table 5. 

The estimated cost is currently $1,260,739 with cost per benefited acre 
of $1,103. 

page 47 Under project Description, reference is made in the last smtena to 
Project XBA-la1 which is not shown in the Table of Contents. 

Estimated costs of $21 Million and cost per benefited acre of $148,000 
are not considered economically feasible and are beyond the scope of PL 
101-646. This would require ~cparate funding and thus is not 
compatible with the designation of 'supporting, near term ' under Status 
on page 48. 

Under Benefits, third line, 'obsave' should be 'observed' 

page 48 Under Key Issues, the fourth Paragraph turt is duplicated in the @ow 
paragraph. 

In the fifth paragraph, reference is made to Project PBA-2 which is not 
described in the report nor listed in the Table of Contents, and it is not 
included in Table 5. 

Under Status, this project is too costly to be classed as a near term 
project. 

Under P & 0, the statistical expression of projected disapp*uamx of the 
island should be reworked to give a more current projection. The range 
of time is 1978 to 2034. 

page 49 Under Description, fourth l i e ,  add 'ft.' after 500; sixth line insert 
'ac.' after '83' and 'ft: after '800"; delete "ac' after ')'. 

Under Benefits. third line. add "ft.' after '4.500': fourth line. 
'e~tendin~..~iject longevity..unpredictably' is titamount to &ing the 
project may not be effective. Give some reasonable basis for suggesting 
project life will be extended. 

Under Key Issues, the first line should end with a question ,mark. 

page 50 In first line, insert ",' before and after "although significantly'. 

In the second paragraph, rrfmnce to Project PBA-2 is made but the 
project is not described in the rrport, shown in the Table of Contents or 
listed on Table 5. 

Under Description, sixth line, add "ac.' atkr '165' and 'Re after 
'800", and delete 'ac' aAu ')'. 

page 51 Under Estimated Costs, the cost per benefited acre is.too costly for the 
first 5-year program under P L 101-646, thus designating it a 'near term 
project" under the Status section is inconsistent. 

Under Benefits, add 'ft.' after "9,000'. Provide basis of 
'unpredictability" of island longevity. Describe the nature of the 
'additional estimations' that arc being developed. 

Under Key Issues, the first line should end in a '7'; In the fourth 
paragraph, mfemce is made to Project PBA-2 which is not described in 
the report, included in the Table of Contents, nor listed on Table 5. 

page 52 Under Estimated Costs, this Project is not economically feasible under 
the cumnt P L 101-646 authorizations, thus a designation of 'near term 
project' under Status (page 53) is inappropriate. 

Under Benefits. add 'ft.' after '74.520'. 

page 53 Under Key Issues, the first line should end in a '?'; insert ',' before 
and after 'although significantly", fourth l ie ;  reference is again made to 

Project PBA-2 which is not described in the report, listed in the Table of 
Contents nor included on Table 5. 

page 54 In first line add 'ft.' after '500"; in third line add 'ac.' after '124', 
'ft.' after '800" and delete 'ac' afta ')'. 

Under Key Issues, Project PBA-2 is again referenced which is not 
described in the report, listed in the Table of Contents, nor included on 
Table 5. 

Under Status, at the current cost per benefited acre, the likelihood of 
this project being a near term one is minimal. 

page 55 Cost per benefited acre of both Projects PBA-I2 and PBA-16 is too high 
to class either project as 'near term'. 

page 56 Under Benefits, last sentence, the table 'Coastal Wetlands Conservation 
and Restoration Plan' is not incllided in the report. 



page 57 Under Estimated Costs. the $2,770,660 figure does not agree with the 
10130192 report to Congrw of $3,012,800 or with the Executive 
Summary figure of $4,303,000. 

page 58 In the second paragraph, the table 'Coastal Wetlands Conservation and 
Restoration Plan' is not included in the rqmt. 

The total cost and cost per benefited acre of Project PBA-38 is too high 
. to class it as a near term project. It is beyond the scope of cumnt P L 

101-646 authorization. 

page 59 The estimated unit costs for Project PBA-39 are not consistent with those 
used for estimating PBA-39, therefore the likelihood of it being a near 
term project is minimal. 

page 60 Project PBA-50 is not included on Table 5. At a cost per benefited acre 
of $68,790, there is no need to demonstrate the technique multiple times. 
The statement that a duplicate project is already included in the 2nd 
Priority List for Breton Sound is not correct. Project PBA -13 was 
considered but was not selected. The status as a near tenn project is 
questionable. 

page 61 Under Description, explain who will determine criteria and select 'ideal 
marsh enhancement materials'. 

The Estimate Cost should be $13,628,677 ($49,201 x 277). This project 
is beyond the current scope of P L 101-646 funding, thence not a near 
term project. 

page 62 Project XBAdl is not included in Table 5. 

This project is not ax,nomically feasible. When added to Project XBA- 
IB, C, or D, the total cost makes it even further beyond the scope of 
funding under P L 101-646, thus it is not a near term project. 

page 63 Under Description, second paragraph , the phrase 'or 1,000,000' is a 
dangling expression which has no tie to earlier or subsequent text. 

Under Key Issues, funding extensive research under P L 101-646 was 
not the intent of the legislation. 

page 64 In the second paragraph, concern for the aesthetic impact is e x p r d .  
The appearance would be dependent upon the severity of storm for 
which they are designed to withstand. 

In the third pangraph, a ehoia of bmkwata construction schedules is 
suggested, but no schedules arc indicated. 

Under Status, classification of the project as a near term one without any 
cost estimates is unnasonable. Construction could extend over a verv 
long period of time. 

Under P k 0, last paragraph, the text is confusing and of awkward 
structure. 

page 65 Under Estimated Costs, identify the construction method intended to be 
accomplished with this fundiig. The cost per benefited acre indicates 
480 acres would be involved which does not agm with the '126' acm 
shown under Benefits. In any event, the cost figum used seem low for 
the type of project s being suggested. 

Under Status, designating this project as a near & one is not 
appropriate if segmented breakwaters an used, because of the magnitude 
of the fundiig required. 

page 66 k 67 Reference to Table 12 under Estimated Costs should be 'Table 5'. 
Under Key Issw at bottom of page 67, 'acccu' should be 'Access'. 

page 68 Under Estimated Costs, reference should be made to Table 5 instead of 
Table 12. Better yet, showing the figum would be mom consistent with 
the format of the rest of the report. This project is too costly to be 
classed as a near term project. 

Under Description, and Benefits, reference is made to Project PBA-35, 
which includes PBA-60 within it. The armored earthen plug feature, 
however, is not included in the Description of Project PBA-35. 

page 69 References to Table 12 under Estimated Costs for both projects should 
be Table 5. Show actual cost figum to be consistent with the mt of the 
report format. Both of these projects arc too costly to be included as 
near term projects and arc outside the current scope of P L 101-646 
funding. 

Project PBA-62, is shown elsewhere in the report as two projects. PBA 
62-A and PBA-62B. ' 

Under P & 0, referring the reader to another project description, include 
the page where that discussion can be found (i.e.. 'See XBA-65, page 
38). 



page 70 Under Key Issues, Project BA-16 is not described in the report nor 
included in the Table of Contents, nor shown on Table 5. 

Under P & 0, fourth line, make 'site' 'siteso, and add "ac" after 
"1,165'; in seventh line add 'ac' after '37.8' 

page 71 Under P & 0, fourth l i e ,  add 'ac' after 1,165, change 'sits' to 'sites'; 
in seventh line add 'ace after '37.8'. 

' Under Description, reference is made to 'marsh buggy'. T h m  needs to 
be a bansition from marsh buggies to a newer class of less damaging 
vehicles; in fifth l i e ,  '600,00' should be '600.000'. 

The mining locations withii Bayous Perot and Rigolettes would be wry 
critical and an important consideration. Describe screens which will be 
used to retain sediment. 

Under Estimated Costs, 'Table 12' should be Table 5'. 

page 72 Under Key Issues, sediment borrow sites as hr away from the shoreline 
as possible is not the only consideration. Recognition of conditions to 
prevent deep channeling as a result of mining is my critical. 

Under Description, describe 'Bight'. 

The Cost per Benefited Acre is too high to warrant classification of this 
project as near term. 

page 73 Under P & 0 , third line, '172,00' should be "172,000'. 

Under Location, second l ie ,  add ",page 31' after 'See BA-1'. 

Under Description, eighth line, change 'maintain' to 'sustain'; t h i i  
paragraph, Project BA-I0 is not included on Table 5, and include page 
reference. 

The estimated costs reference should be to Table 5 instead of Table 12. 
The cost for this project, however, is not shown on Table 5. 

Under Benefits, following last word on the page, change '.' b '-' . . 

page 74 Under Key Issues, the feasibility of this project is questionable to the 
extent that its inclusion as a project becomes serious considering the 
extent of unknowns 0.e. a p p r o p r i a t a ~ ~  of delta building). project BA- 
10 is not included on Table 5. 

Under Status, near term designation is not compatible with the 
uncertainties of the nature of the project. 

Under P & 0, third line, clarify 'estimated limited ac'wetland'. 

Under Description. second line. Project XBA48a is not described in the 
report. There is no need to re demonstrate the same principle in Project 
XBA-67b; in line 5, change 'maintain' to 'sustain'. 

page 75 Under Estimated Costs, Table 12 should be Table 5; the cost is not 
shown in Table 5. 

Under Key Issues, the feasibility of this project is q"estionable to the 
same extent as Project XBA-67a; lines 5 and 11 should end with '7'. A 
near term designation is not compatible with the vagueness of the 
project. 

Under P & 0, last l i e ,  clarify 'limited ac wetland'. 

page 76 Under Description, third line, Project XBA48a does not describe deep 
river siphons. There is no need to do multiple demonstration projects 
showing the same principle; in l i  6, change 'maintain' to 'sustain'; 
last line, explain why the siphon may be removed. 

Lack of costs, vagueness and uncertainty of outcomes and suitability of 
other solutions does not support the classification of this project as near 
term. This would be a long term project at best. 

page 77 Under P & 0, third line, '172.00' should be '172,000". 

Under Description, first and second paragraph an not compatible. 
Discussion of a 30' cutter head is a moot point when the project calls for 
16" or 24" heads. 

page 78 In the eighth line, change 'maintain* to 'sustain'; in fifteenth line, add 
'.page 81' reference following '(See BA-10)'. 

Under Estimated Costs, Reference should be made to Table 5 instead of 
Table 12. State the cost of $4,579,000 here. The cost per benefited 
acre is $ 676. 



Under Benefits, second paragraph, the table 'Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation and Restoration Plan' is not included in the document. 

page 79 Under Key Issues, third line, '1997' should be '2001'; the second 
paragraph should end in a '?'; the third paragraph semnd line should 
end with a "?'; the fourth paragraph, m d  line, states 'Once 
... management plans ...are filled. ..'. Plans cannot be fdled. 

Under Status, arc other enrichment altrmativa possible?. 

Under Long Term Supporting Projects, third pamgnph, XBA-48 
reference should be set up in the same prrsentation format or give page 
reference to quickly find the description. 

Under P & 0 . and Description, change 'siphon' to 'gated structure'. 

Project BA-1B is included in Project BA-1, therefore there is no need to 
include it in this report. 

page 80 The need and feasibility of Projects BA-3b and BA4b are undetermined. 
Therefore including them as possible projects is pure conjecture. 

page 81 For BA-10 Title. include redirection of flows into the Salvador WMA 
as part of the title. 

page 82 hliminary cost estimate is 56,848,551; Benefited ams of 1,888; 
Cost per benefited acre of $3,627. 

Projects BA-11 & BA-12 are combined; Total cost is $5,669,500; 
Benefited acm of 1,361; Cod per benefited acre of $4,166. 

page 83 In first line, delete the word 'not'. 

page 84 Preliminary cost estimate is 58,396,918; Benefited ams of 775; Cost 
per benefited acre of $10.835. 

Project BA-17 consists of two project areas, Happy Jack and 
Homeplace. The preliminary cost estimate for the Happy Jack project is 

$2,014,341; Benefited acres of 152; Cost per benefited acre of 
$13,502. The need for the Homeplace project is minimal, at best. Note 
under Key Issues for this project that long term benefits may offset the 
impacts on the shellfish industries. 

page 85-90 Projects listed are based on so minimal information that puhaps a 
sqmate 'Potential Future Project Development List' would be more 
approphte than the format pmcnted. 

page 85 PBA-I 1 appears to be an innovative technology demonstration type 
project. No commitments arc given as to the time frame for grrater 
detail development. 

page 86 PBA-21, under P & 0, describe how the Algiers Locb management 
would change. 

Under Benefits, 'e table 'Coastal Wctlandr Conservation and 
Restoration Plan' is not included in the report. 

Under Key Issues, the first sentence is duplication of text already 
mentioned in the P & 0 section. 

page 91 Under Supporting Research, Project RBA-1, last word of text should be 
'passes' instead of 'pass'. 

page 92 Under Project RBA-3, first paragraph, frst line, specify who the large 
investors are who are doing predictive modeling; second paragraph, 
specify which diversion implementation plan is being referenced; fourth 
paragraph, second line, change 'developed' to 'utilized'; fifth 
paragraph, second line, change 'fothe' to 'for the'. 

page 93 Project RBA-4, paragraph 2, line 5, delete 'be" following 'might"; 
third paragraph , Project PBA-33 is not described in the report, listed in 
the Table of Contents, nor included on Table 5; Project PBA-45 is not 
described in the report nor listed in the Table of Contents; Projects BA- 
4c BA-10 are not included on Table 5. 

Project RBA-5. third paragraph, last sentence suggests that this is a new 
approach to project development. In fact this pmcedure has been 
ongoing for years. 

page 95-97 Only two of the references cited arc specifically mentioned in the text of 
the report. Cite the others in the text or remove the references. 





COMMENTS 

DRAFT LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

.. ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 

MAIN REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

page 125 In table AT-1, under Projected Loss/50 Years, (acres), 
the number 23,410 should have a dash "-" in front of it 
to denote that this is a negative number. 

page 127 In the section "Selected Planw Alternative B is not 
discussed as an alternative that was not selected. 

page 129 It is difficult to match up the verbiage in the wResultsw 
section of the report and the tabulation of the projects 
in Table AT-3 on page 130. 

page 129 In the section ssResultsw, implementation costs of 
$400,000,000 are listed as possible for long term 
supporting projects. This possible cost may not be 
included in the total cost of the Restoration Plan. 

page 130 Listing project XAT-12 as a demo project for $11,350,000 
makes this a very expensive demonstration project. 

APPENDIX F 

page 21 XAT-12, DELTA HMAGEMENT is listed as a critical project. 
Delta Management is not a construction project for the 
CWPPRA program, it is more of a procedural or operational 
concept which may be good for the long term for the 
basin. However, funding for this activity should be 
outside of the CWPPRA program. 

COMMENTS 

DRAFT LOUISIANA COASTAL W E T W D S  RESTORATION PLAN 

--TECHE/VERMILION BASIN 

MAIN REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

page 140 TV-3 and PTV-21 are not shown on map but are 
shown in the Table TV-2 on page 141. PTV-16 
and PTV-16 AND XTV-21 are shown on the map but 
not shown on the Table TV-2 on page 141. 

page 141 The cost of TV-10 should be $1,206,000 instead of 
$530,000. This would increase the cost.of the basin from 
$25,524,000 to $26,200,000. 

APPENDIX G 

page 12 Same comment as for page 140 above. 

page 13 Same comment as for page 141 above. 



MAIN REPORT COMMENTS(Ca1casieu-Sabine Basin) 

Page Para Line CoIment 

7 ---- ---- Reference : Figure 2-Comprehensive 
Restoration Strategy. Revise/expand 
strategy types to correspond to the 
project summary indicated on Table CS- 
3, page 167-70 and Figure CS-5, 
page165. For example, Calcasieu-Sabine 
projects include marsh creation, 
freshwater diversion, vegetative 
plantings, marsh management and 
terracing as well as shoreline 
protection and hydrologic restoration. 

166 last ----- Reference: Selected Plan Project 
para. List.Tota1 selected plan cost and 

benefitted acres ( $77,672,000 and 
86,000 acres ) differ from the data 
presented in Table 1 Restoration Plan 
Summary, page 12. Should this 
information be consistent? 

Fig. 
CS-3 h 
cs-4 

Ref.: Figures CS-3 S CS-4. Consider 
revising these figures to indicate 
project types by using symbols in the 
deliniated interior and exterior 
control zones. These figures should 
compliment the selected project types 
listed in Table CS-3., Summary of 
Calcasieu- Sabine Basin Projects, 
pages 167-170. 

BASIN (APPENDIX I) REPORT cOMI¶ENTS(Calcasieu-Sabine Basin) 
r d 

Comment 

~ef.: Figures 465. Consider revising 
these figures to indicate project 
types by using symbols in the 
deliniated interior and exterior 
control zones. These figures should 
compliment the selected project types 
listed in Table 4, Summary of 
Calcasieu- Sabine Basin Projects, 
aaaes 20-23. 

l 
Page 

15.16 

Para 

Fig. 
4,s 

Line 

---- 



MAIN REPORT COKMENTS(Mermemtau Basin) 

on as well as 

I I 1ist;d in Table ME-3. -should the two 
listings be consistent ? 

Constance Bayou is a significant 
saltwater source and should be 
labeled. 

Fig 
ME-3 

~ ~ --- I recommend that the author make a 
comprehensive check of Fig. UE-3, 
Table ME-3 and the critical/supporting 
project lists. There appears to be 
inconsistencies in the projects listed 
in each of these areas. However, if 
these inconsistencies are intended 
indicate so in a note near the 
exhibit. 

BASIN (APPENDIX H) REPORT COMIYENTS(Mermemtau Basin) 

I I I improving the graphics .to make these 
elements easy to identify. 

I 

18-19 

2 

The Calcasieu ship channel should be 
marked as a saltwater source also. 

Label all important saltwater entry 
sources such as Constance Bayou/Lake 
svstems. 

Table 
4 

Fig 1 

6 

6and 
15 

2 0 I recommend that the author make a 
comprehensive check of Fig 5 ,  Table 4 
and the critical/supporting project 
lists. There appears to be 
inconsistencies in the projects listed 
in each of these areas. If these 
inconsistencies are intended indicate 

I I I I so in a note near the exhibit. 
I I 

----- 

---- 

fig 2 

Figs. 
264 

Fig 5 

Table 4, Summary of Mermentau Basin 
Projects does not contain the complete 
list of critical/supporting projects 
indicated on pages 17, 21 C 22. For 
example, XME-19 through XME-31 are not 
listed in Table 4. Should the two 
listings be consistent 7 

Locks and water control structures 
such as Calcasieu Lock, catfish Point 
structure, Freshwater Bayou Lock and 
others are critical features yet they 
are difficult to see. I suqqest 

---- 

---- 

----- 



DWlN W. EDWARDS 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

P. 0. Box 94245 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9245 

September 7, 1993 

U D E  W. P. PATIN 
SECRETARY 

Mr. Richard E. Boer " 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer 
CELMN-PD-RS 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

Dear Mr. Boe: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, including the Main 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement, prepared in accordance 
with the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration 
Act (CWPPRA) . 

We note a number of the proposed projects may have some 
impact in areas of concern to this Department, i.e., transport- 
ation infrastructure, navigation, flood control, and drainage. 
We, therefore, will reserve our comments until such time as more 
site specific data is available for each individual project. 

13.1 

1 If the Department can be of further assistance, please feel 
free to contact me, or Mr. Curtis Patterson, (504) 379-1294. 

This Department firmly supports this comprehensive approach 
to restoring and preserving Louisiana's valuable coastal wet- 
lands, and feel all of the proposed projects are worthwhile. In 
concept, we agree with the programmatic approach to addressing 
environmental impacts associated with the Coastal Wetlands 
Restoration Plan, recognizing that it is general in nature and 
does not document the specific effects of each of the various 
proposed projects. We understand that additional detailed 
documentation will be provided for each project prior to its 
construction. 

Sincerely, 

L~ Dempsey D. White w 
~ h i k f  Engineer 

RESPONSE 13.1: Comment acknowledged. 

cc: Curtis Patterson 
A1 Dunn 
Vince Pizzolato 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
A DRUG FREE WORKPLACE 



Joe L Herrlng 
- h r ~  

August 30, 1993 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New Orleans District 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

Dear Colonel Diffley, 

The following are comments of the Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries on the nLouisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan* that 

' 

was prepared by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and 
Restoration Task Force. 

The Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task 
Force is to be commended for the monumental effort that has been 
put forth to develop the "Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration 
Plana. The Department supports this effort and the broad concepts 
contained in the plan although the Department reserves the right to 
comment on the individual projects separately. 

RESPONSE 14.1: A discussion on herbivory has been added to the 
Problems section of the Main Report (page 31). In addition, 
several basin reports acknowledge the herbivory problem. 

1 

1f.1 

An Equal Opportunity Emy!oyer 

The problems section in the main report concentrates on geologic 
problems, i. e., the leveeing of the Mississippi River that has 
contributed to sediment deprivation and subsidence, the dredging of 
navigation channels that has altered hydrologic flow patterns and 
contributed to saltwater intrusion, global sea level rise, etc. 
However, there is no mention of the major biological cause of 
wetlands loss and that is herbivory. The loss of vegetated 
wetlands from the activities of nutria and muskrats is a major 
problem in many of the basins across coastal Louisiana. A section 
on herbivory that was developed by the Departments of Wildlife and 
Fisheries and Natural Resources was contained in the first draft of 
the main report. A eection on herbivory should be placed in the 
problems section of the main report and in the basin reports where 
appropriate. The Department's staff is available to work with the 
Task Force and/or the Corps to develop this material. 



Colonel Michael Diffley 
Army Corps of Engineer 
August 30, 1993 

Page 2 

The maintenance of the barrier islands is an essential component in 
coastal restoration. The continued deterioration of the barrier 
islands will, as some of the recent modeling has indicated, 
increase the tidal prisms in the bays, thus increasing saltwater 
intrusion, erosion, and wetland loss. The continued deterioration 
of the barrier islands will also reduce the effectiveness of 
coastal restoration projects that are initiated in the upper 
portion of the basins. A separate comprehensive barrier island 
initiative .to restore the barrier island chain between the 
Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers should begin immediately. 

A major diversion of the Mississippi River into Breton Sound and 
the abandonment of the existing delta would have significant 
negative impacts on the fish and wildlife resources throughout a 
large portion of coastal Louisiana, not to say what it would do to 
the lives of the people in that area. Additionally, this project 
could destroy the Department's 66,000 acre Pass a Loutre Wildlife 
Management Area which provides wintering habitat for thousands of 
waterfowl and other migrating birds. 

There are areas in coastal Louisiana where freshwater and sediment 
resources are not readily available. In these areas we recognize 
the value of marsh management and hydrologic restoration as 
wetlands restoration tools. These activities may have impacts to 
some fishery resources and we recommend that conthued research and 

14.4 1 monitoring be carried out to further identify these impacts and 

One issue that has been left out of the solutions section of the 
report is the rate at which these coastal restoration activities 
will cause change in the distribution of fish and wildlife 
resources and, in some instances, relocation of people in the 
coastal zone. The rate of change will have a major effect on how 
the public perceives the benefits of any particular project. One 
way to lessen the sociological impacts of coastal restoration 
activities is to preform the restoration activities at the same 
rate at which coastal deterioration took place. Atimetable should 
be included as part of the plan. A conflict resolution 
subcommittee within the Task Force may be an appropriate approach 
to developing a plan on this issue. 

. .-. 

lThe Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is the agency of state 
government charged with the responsibility of protecting, 
conserving, and replenishing the renewable natural resources of the 
state, including all aquatic life. Additionally, the Department 
owns and/or manages approximately 500,000 acres of coastal wetlands 

ways to minimize them. Additionally, the impacts -of major 
navigation channels, i. e., the Houma Navigation Channel, the 
Calcasieu Ship Channel, the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet, etc. and 
their contribution to salt water intrusion must be further 

RESPONSE 14.2: Restoration of existing barrier islands is a key 
strategy of the Restoration Plan in both the Terrebonne and 
Barataria Basins. Several critical projects in these basins 
involve barrier island restoration. In the Pontchartrain and 
Breton Sound Basins, artificial near-shore barrier islands are 
part of the long-term strategy. 

identified in the problem section of the report. 

RESPONSE 14.3: The short-term damage to fishery resources and 
wildlife refuges that would be effected by a large-scale sediment 
diversion into Breton Sound Basin is acknowledged in both the 
Breton Sound and Mississippi Delta Basin plans and the EIS. At 
the same tine it is recognized that such a diversion would create 
large areas of marsh. 

RESPONSE 14.4: All types of projects will be monitored to 
determine their contribution to wetlands restoration and their 
degree of impacts. The impacts of major navigation channels on 
wetland loss are recognized in both the Main Report and in each 
basin plan where such a channel exists. 

RESPONSE 14.5: This is a good idea but the Restoration Plan has 
not yet evolved enough to develop such a timetable. We will 
consider preparing such a timetable during future revisions in 
the plan. 



Colonel Michael Diffley 
Army Corps of Engineer 
August 30, 1993 

Page 3 

I We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Louisiana Coastal 
Wetlands Restoration Plan. 

1t.b 

q2%kC cretary 

and has been actively managing wetland habitats for almost 100 
years. As such, the Department recognizes the vital role habitat 
plays in fish and wildlife production. The Department has, to this 
point, been left out of the coastal restoration planning process. 
coastal restoration in Louisiana will have significant impacts 
(both beneficial and adverse) on the fish and wildlife resources of 
the state that we are legislatively mandated to manage. The 
benefits to these resources are used as an integral part of the 
benefit-cost analysis of the these restoration activities. The 
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries must be brought into the 
coastal restoration process in a formal capacity. 

Cc: Dr. Lan Bahr 
Dr. Jim Stone 
1. S. wCorkyn Perret 
Lee Caubarreaux 
John Roussel 
Phil Bowman 
Division Chiefs 

RESPONSE 14.6: The Governor's Office of Coastal Activities is 
the official State representation on the Task Force. We suggest 
that you contact them to insure future close coordination between 
your agency and the CWPPRA Task Force. 



COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 

Augumt 20, 1993 

Ilr. Richard B w  
EIS Eoordinatpr 
CBLUN-PD-RS 
U.S. A m y  Engineer District, New Orleans 
Post Office Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

R E  COASTAL NETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION ACT 

Dear Ilr. Boet 

I5.l 

We appreciate thia opportunity to comment m d  look forward to helping implement 
thin Plan in a timely manner. 

On behalf of Lafourche Pariah Council Coastal Management Advieory Committee, I 
would like to tske this opportunity to expresa our opinions regarding the Coastal 
Wetland. Planning, Protection, and Restoration A c t .  Aa I have atatmd at the 
Barataria-Terrebonne Public Hearing at the C.O.E., w support the plan and feel 
it is long overdue. In Lafourche Parish, there were no projects on the critical 
liat in the Barataria Baain and there ware two projects in the Terrebonne Basin. 
One of the projects in the Terrebonne Basin calla for the reatoration of East 
Timbalier Ialand. We feel restoration of the barrier ialands is a priority that 
is needed to maintain the integrity of marsh and continue as r front line of 
defense from hurricanes. The project propoaed, (XTE 67). calls for the 
reatoration of the washouts cauad by Hurricane Androw at a coat of approxLP.tely 
1.6 million dollar.. 

l a  

LAPOUR PARISH COUNCIL 

4P-1;5;6 

The Cornnittee also realizes the need for public education and support of the 
plan, the need for large projects such as sediment diversionm, and most 
importantly a streamlined approach to implementing projects. Bare in Lafourche 
Parish m have b e m  working on the federally funded project 'GIWW TO CLOVICUY 
s ,  A -  for the s t  two year. we have encountered problems with 
developing the landrighta agreements; however, w feel that for future projects 
this agreement ahould be developed by an agency and acquired by the s u m  agency. 

Roy P. rranci6 
CzM Administrator 

xc: Mr. Len Bahr, Office of the Governor 
Mr. Phil Pittman, DNR 
Mr. Steven D. Wilson, Parish President 

101 WEST 112TH ST. . CUT OFF, LA 70345 632-4666 FAX 632-8653 

RESPONSE 15.1: We acknowledge your support for barrier island 
restoration. The Terrebonne, Barataria, Breton Sound, and 
Pontchartrain Basin plans all recognize the role of barrier 
islands in protecting wetlands. These basin plans select 
strategies that restore barrier islands. 

RESPONSE 15.2: The Task Force has established a work group 
charged with streamlining the project implementation process. 
The lead agency on each project is responsible for acquiring any 
land rights. 



Hessrs. Stanley Green and Bruce Baird 
CEIWN-PD 
P.0.Box 60267 
New Orleans, La. 70160 

I Dear Stan and Bruce: 

The Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation strongly supports 
coastal restoration. The Comprehensive Coastal Wetlands Planning 
Protection and Restoration Act (CCWPPRA) provides a unique 
opportunity to develop projects which could truly benefit our area. 

The Foundation request that the roposed Bonnet Carrat 
Diversion Project be removed from the l k t  of projects for the 
Draft Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement (DRAET). As currently designed, the risks of the 
proposed Bonnet Carrel Project to Pontchartrain appear to far 
outweigh any possible benefits. The proposed hroject targets 
maximum benefits in the Mississippi Sound/Biloxi Harsh area. We 
recommend that any diversion planned into Pontchartrain, consider 
as a primary goal, targeting maximru benefits in Pontchartrain. 
Enclosed are the Foundation8s conments on the Juno 1993 
Environmental Assessment for the proposed Bonnet Carre8 Diversion. 

' 

RESPONSE 16.1: The Task Force does not concur with your belief 
that the Bonnet Carre diversion should not be a,part of the 
Restoration Plan. 

The Plan Formulation Section of Appendix A of the DRAFT states 
on page 14: "The salinity problem is solved either by adding fresh 
water to the basin or by preventing salt water from entering the 
basin via the URGO (Hississippi River Gulf Outlet). Solution of 
the salinity problem is related to the solution of the URGO erosion 
problem because one strategy, closing the MRGO, solves both 
problems.* All organizations, groups, and agencies agree that the 
MRGO is the source of the basin's salinity problem. 

The problem should be addressed at its source, the HRGO. 

Maximum benefits of the Bonnet Carre diversion are mtargeted 
in Mississippi Sound/Biloxi marshes. Oysters are the only 
benefits to be realized mainly in this area. All of the 10,000 
acres of wetlands preserved by the diversion are in the 
Pontchartrain Basin of Louisiana and an estimated 70 percent of 
these acres surround Lake Pontchartrain. 

16.3 

Responses to your comments on the USACE June 1993 environmental 
assessment (EA) will be included in the final EA scheduled for 
release in December 1993. 

Attempting to dilute the salinity problemby artificially injecting 
additional fresh water into the basin far away from the HRGO does 
not address the source of the problem. We suggest that Alternative 
B (Navigable Gate in the MRGO) be given further consideration by 
the Wetlands Task Force. ~lternative B would restore salinities to 
their historic regimes, allow continued deep draft navigation in 
the MRGO, provide tremendous hurricane protection benefits to St. 
Bernard and Orleans parishes, and cost less than 108 more than the 
selected plan, Alternative C (proposed Bonnet Carrel Diversion). 
If hurricane protection benefits are included, Alternative B'S 

RESPONSE 16.2: Scientific evidence provided by Sikora and Kjefve 
I and USACE shows that the NRGO only raised mean salinities by 2.4 

ppt at Chef Menteur Pass and 0.3 ppt at Pass Manchac. This 
increase is less than the overall variability in salinity at each 
station. Subsidence rather than construction of the MRGO is 

I responsible for the presence of brackish water in western Lake 
Pontchartrain. 

! 

total benefits will far outweigh those of Alternative C. 



Page 2 
August 30, 1993 

Alternative B should have strong support from the public, user 
groups, and agencies. 

We look forward to continuing to work with the Wetlands Task 
Force in your efforts to restore coastal Louisiana. 

Very truly yours, 

u __- . .--- ... 0 

Carlton Dufrechou 

Encl 

RESPONSE 16.3: Subsidence and lack of fresh water, rather than 
the MRGO, are a major cause of salinity stress in the basin's 
wetlands. The MRGO caused a slight increase in salinity 
immediately after its construction, but salinities have 
stabilized. Restoring fresh water flow reduces salinity and 
restores nutrients. The nutrients help ameliorate subsidence by 
increasing plant productivity thereby augmenting the amount of 
organic matter in the soil. 

Comparison of historic isohalines with those which would exist 
with a gate on the MRGO indicates that the gate could not achieve 
historic mean salinities. Subsidence is the main reason for 
this. 

The MRGO does not increase hurricane risks in the parish by 
serving as conduit for a hurricane surge. The waters driven in 
front of a hurricane approach the parish as a 40-mile wide surge 
over the marsh. The damage in the Parish during Hurricane Betsy 
occurred as improperly designed local levees overtopped or failed 
catastrophically. Since then, the USACE had provided protection 
where local levees failed. Since there are no hurricane 
protection benefits for a gate, the diversion continues to have 
more benefits and costs less than the gate. 



August 10, 1993 
~ r .  Richard Boe 
EIS Coordinator 
CELMN-PD-RS 
U.S. Army Engineer District, New Orleans 
P.O.Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

Mr. Boe 

I am a registered professional engineer in Louisiana and 
Mississippi. The attached proposal is an expanded and more 
detailed version of comments which I made at the Barataria Basin 
public meeting in Larose. La. on July 27, and at the Breton Sound 
& Mississippi River Delta Basins public meeting in Belle Chasse, 
La. on July 28, 1993. 

I have read and studied the June 1993 Louisiana Coastal ' 

Wetlands Restoration Plan draft and appendices A thru 8. In 
general most of the proposals appear worthwhile and the selected 
plans for the various basins seem well reasoned and are probably 

I good short term policy. I suggest, however. that long term 
measures and policies have been given inadequate attention. 

Thanks for your atte tion and consideration, 
Si3erely. . ?  

17.1 

Baton Rouge, LA. 70810 
Ph (504) 766 0861 

I offer this proposal in the hope that it can serve as a 
basis for reversal of the deterioration of our coastal marshes and 
wetlands. I think that if enacted it can do exactly that. I very 
much want my great-grandchildren to be able to enjoy the marshes 
and fishing as I did thirty some years ago. 

cc: Senator John Bream 
Senator J. Bennett Johnston 
m. James stone, La. Governor's Office of Coastal Activities 
Dr. Paul Kemp. Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 



1 , v,, PROJECT PROPOSAL 
- .  

It seems clear that restoration of existing marsh and 
Con?. creation of new marsh can only be accomplished by the same process 

which originally built the marshes. that is sediment accumulation 
from river discharge. At present almost all Mississippi River 
sediment is lost by discharge into deep water at the current 
mouths of the river. At all but the highest river stages the vast 
majority of sediment carried by the river is to be found in the 
deepest parts of the river channel. With perhaps one exception 
the proposed river diversions take water from the upper part of 
the flow and miss most of the sediment. The remaining flow, being 
reduced, is less able to carry sediment which will then accumulate 
in the river channel below the diversions. Substantial increase 
in dredging will then be required to maintain channel depth. The 
bulk of the sediment will still be lost in deep water. 

The only clear means for capturing all river sediment in 
I 

shallow areas where marsh building can occur is to divert the 
entire river flow. The further upriver such a diversion is made, 
the greater marsh area which can be benefitted thereby. In 
consideration of individual and commercial interests the furthest 
practical upstream diversion point appears to be between Dalcour, 
River Mile 72, and Jesuits Bend, R.M. 68.5. 

In order to block flow below the diversions without blocking 
access to the river for large ships a pair of dams with large 
locks would be required. Such locks should be able to pass the 
largest ships which the rest of the river can handle. I suggest 
a maximum draft of 60 feet and a maximum vessel width of 300 feet. 
Dams should be perhaps three to five miles apart, permitting 
vessels of almost any length. At least three gates in each dam 
would be required. Four gates per dam would be better for 
maintenance and dredging as required. Since no flow would exist 
below the dams the requirements for dredging would be greatly 
reduced for the river channel below the dams. This plan could 
accommodate the largest vessels which we can foresee in the next 
century. 

Diversion near Jesuits Bend should be both to the east and 
west, controlled roughly at one third westerly into Barataria 
Basin, two thirds easterly into Breton Sound. The Mississippi 
River Gulf Outlet channel would be heavily silted by the easterly 
flow and would probably be impractical to maintain below Shell 
Beach. A set of locks near Shell Beach could then serve to 
minimize salt water intrusion thru the MRGO and permit major barge 
tow access from the Mississippi Sound and Lake Borgne into the 
intracoastal waterway and New Orleans facilities. 

I£ this proposal were put into motion today it would take 15 )7,I years to have the facilities complete and operational. Stubborn 
opposition, from whatever source, could add several more years to 

ht-that. There would, of course, be some opposition. With a well 
prepared plan and sufficient public notice and input, the long 
time scale should minimize serious opposition. The potential 
benefits over the next 200 years are very great. The total 
sediment load of the lower Mississippi river is approximately 
460,000 tons per day.l This amount would build one Inch of 
sediment on 840,000 acres per year. That is equivalent to a strip 
13 miles wide by 100 miles long. For a 200 year time span this 
represents.a 4 foot thick deposit over an area of 5460 square 
miles. This is very substantially greater than current loss rates 
from subsidence, erosion, and sea level rise over the area which 
can be fed from the Mississippi river from any point south of New 
Or leans. 

Many other areas need sediment deposits besides Breton Sound 
and Barataria basin. At high river levels many, if not all, of 
the currently proposed diversions above New Orleans would likely 
be worthwhile. Particularly, diversions into Bayou Lafourche, 
Lake Pontchartrain, and Lake Salvador seem likely to be 
productive. Additional diversion into the Atchafalaya during high 
river stages also seems indicated. These diversions plus the 
shorter proposed river course from Jesuits Bend to sea level would 
likely postpone for centuries the ultimately inevitable total 
diversion of the Mississippi river down the Atchafalaya's channel. 

Design and construction of such control structures, dams, and 
locks as proposed herein are indeed a major undertaking. Very 
long term commitment is absolutely required. Political will over 
a long period is necessary. The long term nature of the benefits 
of such a project surely justify such commitment. 

Given the will, the project is certainly possible of 
accomplishment. The Dutch have built substantially larger and 
deeper dams on their North Sea coast.' The gates on the Thames 
River below   on don^ are of a type potentially suitable for 
enlargement to the requirements for the Mississippi river. The 
difficulties of such construction upon the soft and ill 
consolidated sediments of the lower Mississippi can be met by use 
of dynamic stabilization. The entire structure with deep support 
caissons can be designed positively buoyant and stabilized by 
water pumped in or out to keep the structure neutrally buoyant. 
Entrance and exit wings at either side of each gate, of length 
perhaps 1000 feet, can assist in achieving lateral stability of 
the structure. The gates also can be made buoyant and opened by 
sinking them with pumped in water. or closed by pumping out water 
to float them. Small locomotives running upon the gate entrance 
wings can be used much as in the Panama canal locks for control 
and guidance of even the largest vessels. A vehicle roadway above 



L o u i s i a n a  A u d u b o n  C o u n c i ~  
355 Napoleon Street Baton Rouge. Louisiana 70802-5964 

1522 Lowedine St 
New Orlcans, La 701 18 
August 30. 1993 

Mr. Richard Boe 
US Coordinator- CELMN-PDRS 
US A m y  Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 ' 
New Orleans, La. 70160 

Re: Louisiaw Coastal Wethods Reatomtion Plan 
and Ihafi Eurironmc111.I Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Boe. 

W e  have reviewed the Draft EIS for the Caastal Wetlands Restoration Plan required by the 
CWPPRA. The Task Force has produced a document which identifies most of the problem 
causing coastal land loss. This was an ambitious undertaking and theTask Force should be 
commended in this fist step in identifying problems and proposing dutioas to coastal wetlaads 
loss. 

We have been critical of Public Works projects in the -tal Zoac fa twenty-five yean 
and COE navigation projece in particular. Many of the basin alternatives and projects included in 
the Restoration Plan arc designed to undo damage caused by large public works projects such as 
the: 

Cal&cu Ship Channel 
Houma Navigation Channel 
Barataria Watmva 
Mississippi ~iver dulf~utlet 
Gulf lntrscosstal Waterway 

to name the more simcant o w .  

The Draft QS should include data on the direct and indim adverse environmental impacts 
of these Public Works Rojects. Rather than creating small projects to combat saltwater intrusion. 
why not consider the major causes of land loss in each basin and then develop measures to 
decrease advene impact of these projects listed above? Many of the north-south ship channels are 
major cauw of saltwater intrusion and tidal surges. What structural changes could be made to 
these projects where they enter the Gulf to lessen adverse impacts inland? 

Hydrologic Units: 

Each Basin should be considered as a unique hydrologic unit All propod fedeial, state 
and local pmjects should be reviewed within each basin to determine their effects on the hydrology 
of the &In. m e  present effects of past projects need to be evaluated also. Only then can projects 
be designed to comct damage as the result of hydrologic alteration. The EIS does not address 

RESPONSE 18.1: The EIS does not go into detail about the causes 
of wetland loss in coastal Louisiana but rather references the 
discussion of nProblems" in the main report. We felt that there 
was no reason to repeat the same information twice. 

The Restoration Plan embodies a phased approach that focuses on 
smaller, more diffuse projects in the early years that can help 
"hold the linen while larger, more complicated projects are 
studied, evaluated, and designed. The CWPPRA was written in a 
way that favored implementation of rather small-scale projects 
prior to completion of the Restoration Plan. The priority 
project lists submitted before completion of the Restoration Plan 
could only contain projects that could be substantially completed 
within five years of the submittal date. The revised Restoration 
Plan contains an implementation section which describes the 
future course of action to be taken. Large-scale projects of the 
types you suggest will be a primary focus of restoration efforts. 
Detailed studies are necessary before implementation of these 
types of projects to minimize impacts, maximize benefits, and 
hold costs to a minimum. 

RESPONSE 18.2: The EIS is not meant to analyze impacts of all 
existing projects in the coastal zone. Certainly these projects 
have altered the wetlands but they perform vital socioeconomic 
functions including navigation, flood control, and hurricane 
storm surge protection. Major modifications to these projects 
will require much more study than what has been undertaken up to 
this point. 

RESPONSE 18.3: we do not know enough about the various projects 
that make up the Restoration Plan to determine impacts for all 
projects. Large-scale projects that would affect large parts of 
a basin, an entire basin, or multiple basins would require 
thorough evaluation and public disclosure through the NEPA 

- process. Also, in the W P A  documents, alternatives to the 
proposed projects would have to be analyzed and considered. 

RESPONSE 18.4: The Task Force has agreed to a comprehensive 
monitoring program for CWPPRA projects to be administered by the 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources with support from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Department of Natural 
Resources is the only agency with direct involvement in the 
implementation of every CWPPRA project since the department 
serves as the cost-sharing partner. The department will 
standardize and integrate data collected for all projects. 

I RESPONSE 18.5: 

a) The objectives of the basin plan, described on page 17 of the 
basin appendix, are to restore fluvial inputs, maintain and 
restore marshes and barrier islands, and reduce tidal exchange. 
In so doing, fisheries production should be increased. 

Acadimr Audubon Society. Bamn Rouge A u d u h  Society. Nalchiwhcr Audubon Society, h l c w  Audubon S&icly 

@ wmn( m r-ln( P a m  



i Data Acqoistlon-Monitoriog: 

adequately the impacts of present major federal projects in the coastal zone. 

18.3 

I Barataria Basin: 

The Draft EIS needs to be restructured to consider the Environmental Impacts on a besin by 
basin basis. The projects need to be evaluated within that framework to determine the impacts on 
the basin's hydrology etc. When basins arc now inter-connected because of man induced changes, 
these changes need to studied to determine the affects on adjacent basins and comctive action 
ltcommended 

\8,4 

There are monitoring projects ongoing in many ofthe basins included in the draft EIS. One 
pmblem that exists is that many agencies are gathering data using different measuring devices. 
The resulting data sets are either incompatible with other agencies' infomation or there is no inter - 
agency communication at all. Water quality monitoring in the Bmmia Basin has ban undertaken 
by the National Rrk Service, USGS. Jeffenoa Parish. consultants etc. and these data, in some 
instances, are not compatible. Years of valuable data have been lost because they were wt  
included in a digitized database or the data could not beintepted. 

There should be a basin-wide, inter-agency monitoring program with common parameters 
measured and similar instnunentation used so that the data can be compiled into one database for 
each basin (salinity, hyb'ldity, fecal cdld~ll~. heavy metals, pesticides etc). By standardizing the 
measurement and duration of monitoring and keeping a digitized database, a basin-wide 
information system can be mated for use in mooltonng the truction and postconshuction 
impacts to the basin. ~ixed monitoring stations within each n wth shared information between 
agencies would help. 

I I".- d be following need to be addressed in the Final EIS I Restoration Plan regarding.btaria Basin: 

I 

~ q' 

11 .< 
I 

l . b a I  w m  the quanti -ve effects of the deepening of the sill depth in 1963? mpacts on 
basin hydroIogy@mpacb on commercial fisheries? 

7 
2!ha t  is the optimum depth to maintain the sill?Tbe COE was discharging dredged material 

from the pass into the offshore d d  disposal site which dccmscd the net amount of 
sand for barrier island nourishmen&as this policy been changed? 

3 h a s  the Task Fnre used computer modelling to determine the effect of maintaining the natural 
sill depth of the ~ass$Jfthe sill depth is restored would this have a positive affect on 
the basin's hydrology I aquatic environment?  how will the other pmjectsof beach nourishment I island restoration affect sill denth at 

Rior to 1963, lower Barataria Bay was a major producer ofoysters. A detailed report 
published by La. Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries documents the deterioration of this wmmcrcial 
fishery. The removal of the natural sill between Grand Isle and Grand Tme Island by the COE as 
part ofthe Barataria Waterway Rojcct increased saltwater intrusion and tidal surges into the lower 
Barataria Bay. killing the productive oyster leases. 

The dredging of the Dupre Cut. as part ofthe Barataria Waterway, provides an avenue for 
the northward movement of salt water into the upper Badaria Basin causing deterioration of 
vegetation and land Ims. The continued maintenance ofthis 12 foot deep channel has caused a 
conversion of fresh water marsh into intermediate marsh. Catfish fisheries in Lake Salvador have 
almost disappeared because of increased salinities. One ofthe goals ofthe Restoration Plan should 
be the re-establishing of bistkc fishcries production lev& (oyster, catfish dc.). 

We support the Davis Pond Divemon Project and other freshwater1 dint-introduction 
projects but these are only one part of the solution. 

Barataria Wss?fie normal proms of long shore drift is to fill in the a h  ma'ntain 
it at shallower depths. Th COE dredges the pass to maintain the artificial dep&ow 
will the other Coastal Restoration Projects in  the area be affected by the dredg~ng of 

b.1) Although no t  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  B a r a t a r i a  Waterway, t h e  
e f f e c t s  of deepening o r  c o n s t r i c t i n g  waterways on t i d a l  volume i s  
d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  Problem I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  S e c t i o n  on page 10  of  t h e  
b a s i n  appendix. 

b.2) The d i s c u s s i o n  o f  problems and f u t u r e  without- project  
c o n d i t i o n s  is very  g e n e r a l  f o r  t h e  bas in ,  t h e r e f o r e  s p e c i f i c  
impacts  a r e  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d .  

b.3) The f u t u r e  without- project  impacts  t o  commercial f i s h e r i e s  
is v e r y  g e n e r a l l y  mentioned under F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Resources and 
Economic Resources on page 1 4  of  t h e  b a s i n  appendix. The p lan  i s  
more concerned with t h e  f u t u r e  c o n d i t i o n  of  t h e  b a s i n  r a t h e r  t h a n  
t h e  h i s t o r i c  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  B a r a t a r i a  Bay Waterway. 

c .1)  The a u t h o r i z e d  dep th  of  t h e  B a r a t a r i a  Bay Waterway is -12 
f e e t .  Any change would r e q u i r e  a f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy  and a change 
i n  p r o j e c t  a u t h o r i z a t i o n .  

c .2)  The B a r a t a r i a  Bay Waterway b a r  channel  is  dredged every 
t h r e e  y e a r s  on t h e  average and t h e  m a t e r i a l  is d e p o s i t e d  o f f s h o r e  
i n  a d e s i g n a t e d  d i s p o s a l  a r e a .  I f  funded, t h e  PBA-66 p r o j e c t  
would supply funds f o r  t h e  incremental  c o s t  of u s i n g  t h e  m a t e r i a l  
b e n e f i c i a l l y  t o  nour i sh  Grand Ter re  I s l a n d .  

d .1)  Some computer models a r e  being developed f o r  t h e  Bara ta r ia -  
Terrebonne Nat iona l  Es tuary  Program. A model p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  
i n f l u e n c e  of  b a r r i e r  i s l a n d s  on i n l a n d  marsh l o s s  r a t e s  has been 
developed by r e s e a r c h e r s  a t  Louisiana S t a t e  Univers i ty .  

d.2) T h i s  a s p e c t  of  t h e  bas in ' s  hydrology has  no t  been 
researched .  However, s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  t h e  presence of 
b a r r i e r  i s l a n d s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  Grand Isle, Eas t  and West Grand 

j Terre ,  and Cheniere Ronquil le  a r e  important  i n  main ta in ing  t i d a l  
d rag .  Shallowing o f  t h e  b a r  should n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  
a q u a t i c  environment. 

e.1) Four b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  sediment replenishment p r o j e c t s  a r e  

I cons idered  c r i t i c a l  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  b a s i n .  Even i f  implemented 
s o  t h a t  t h e  sediment supply i n  t h e  long- shore d r i f t  i n c r e a s e s  and 
t h e  b a r  channel  s i l ts  i n  more f requent ly ,  t h e  dep th  of  t h e  
waterway w i l l  con t inue  t o  be  maintained a t  -12 f e e t  u n l e s s  t h e  
p r o j e c t  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  is changed. 

I e.2)  The Task Force w i l l  l i k e l y  i n i t i a t e  a s tudy  of  b a r r i e r  
I i s l a n d  nourishment i n  t h e  near  f u t u r e .  E f f e c t s  of  t i d a l  passes  

w i l l  b e  included.  

f )  C r i t i c a l  long- term p r o j e c t  (XBA-63) proposes a p o s s i b l e  
c o n s t r i c t i o n  of  t h e  Dupre Cut a s  a component of t h e  Cent ra l  Basin 

I T i d a l  Drag concept .  

i 



Bmcaria Pass? 
'* 415. Consider a structure (lock) in the Dupre Cut to reduce ulinities and tidal suqes in the 

C O ~ .  upper Barataria Basin. 

1 Pontchartrah Basin: 

1 CalcaLa I Sabime Basin: 

a. 

18 ,b 

b. 

We would like to see more infonuation evaluating the effects of a sill in the Seabrook Canal 
and other structural soiutions which prevent the saltwater iat~sion into S t  Bernard Parish and 
Lake. Pontchattrain. Tbe alternatives d i d  in the EIS arc deficient and sidestep issues that 
should be addressed. Emphasis should be placed on modifying the MRGO. What is its life 
expectancy? What happens to th'i Port of New Orleans when tbe MRGOcan no longer provide the 
shipping access for which it was designed? 

Maybe weshould look at tbe long view. How can the port be redesigned without the 
MRGO? What are the alternatives to the MRGO? When will it become obsolete? Is the Mississippi 
River Levee the place to build a new container porr? The Task Force needs to be more imovative 
hen and p r o p  other solutions to the stated problems. 

1. Has a hydrologic model been designed which dosdy resembles the historic hydrology ofthe d' l  Basin? 

' 
11*' 

acceptable alternative. 
3. What is the benefit 1 cost ratio for a structure in Calcasieu Pass? In Sabine-Necbes 4 I waterway? 

The peak lossu of wetlands in the two subbasins w m  between 1955 and 1974. 
according to the Draft EIS. The deepening and widening of the Calcasieu Shi Chanoel and 
Sabiae-Naches Waterway took place in 1951 and 1968.  his coincides with t& initiation of the 
greatest rate of wetlands loss. I attended the CemermCrcde Watmbed public bearing oo 
December 20,1972 when the local citizens and many envirwmeotal groups pointed ont that the 
wetland loss around Calcasieu Lake was a direct a result ofthe deepening of the Calcasieu Ship 
Channel. 

Tbe selected alternative is neither A. B or C Why not designate the p d e m d  alternative as 
'Alternative D' and spell out what the objectives an? This cbosen alternative does aot re-establish 
natud hydmlogic regimes (which is a stated sbategy). 

The Alternative chosen by the Task Force docs oot address the major cause of wetlands 
loss around Calcasieu Lake whicb is & elevated salinities produced by the Calcasieu Ship 
Channel. Rather than the 'Fhfemd Alternative' we believe that a modified Alternative 'A" 
should be investigated. We r o w  tbat a modified Alternative 'A". (which would include a 
moveable ill)  to A water inh ion  w ~ e  allowing the passage dsbips and ingress and 
egress of fisheries resources in the Basin. A sbuctun properly designed and o rated would 
negate the need for many of the manh management prnposed fortbe &ns. 

The following are summary comments on the full document: 

RESPONSE 18.6: 

1 

a )  A s i l l  i n  t h e  Inner  Harbor Navigation Canal would do no th ing  
t o  reduce s a l i n i t y  i n  S t .  Bernard Par i sh .  As d i s c u s s e d  on page 
11 o f  t h e  P o n t c h a r t r a i n  Basin appendix, s l i g h t l y  i n c r e a s e d  
s a l i n i t y  is  no t  t h e  only problem i n  t h e  b a s i n  and t h e  d i v e r s i o n  
of  r i v e r  water  h e l p s  s o l v e  bo th  t h e  s a l i n i t y  and n u t r i e n t  
problems. As d i scussed  on page 23 of  t h e  P o n t c h a r t r a i n  Basin 
appendix, r ip- rapping t h e  MRGO i s  t h e  most c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  
s t r a t e g y  t o  s o l v e  t h e  MRGO e r o s i o n  problem. 

I. We request that the value of present and past fisheridshellfish prudu&oo be provided for 
each basin. Either in dockside value or in tonnage. This would provide an index of the 
relative value of wetlands in each basin and would assist in determining the priority 
of each basin as it related to commercial fisheries. These fisheries resourca arc renewable. 
unlike the oil and gas resources, and they could sustain local economies throughout the 

As long  a s  t h e  MRGO is maintained,  it can provide i t s  designed 
sh ipp ing  access .  I t  w i l l  b e  maintained a s  long  a s  t h e  c o s t  of  
maintenance i s  less t h a n  t h e  b e n e f i t s  produced. There i s  no 
reason t o  assume t h a t  t h e  benef i t- cos t  r a t i o  w i l l  d r o p  below 
u n i t y .  

b)  Re-design of  t h e  P o r t  o f  New Orleans t o  func t ion  without  t h e  
MRGO i s  a d e c i s i o n  f o r  t h e  New Orleans Dock Board. At t h e  
p r e s e n t ,  t h e  MRGO i s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of  t h e i r  o p e r a t i o n s .  

Severa l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  cont inued opera t ion  of  t h e  MRGO were 
cons idered  and found i n f e a s i b l e .  P lease  r e f e r  t o  page 20 of  t h e  
P o n t c h a r t r a i n  Basin appendix. 

The M i s s i s s i p p i  River  would be  t h e  only l o g i c a l  p l a c e  t o  p u t  a 
new c o n t a i n e r  p o r t  t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  on t h e  MRGO s i n c e  
such a p o r t  r e q u i r e s  deep- draft access .  Any new channel  would 
cause ex tens ive ,  and unacceptable  environmental damage. 

RESPONSE 18.7: 

a )  We concur. 

b)  The s e l e c t e d  s t r a t e g y  i s  per imete r  c o n t r o l  which can s o l v e  
t h e  b a s i n n s  problems a t  a lower c o s t  and i n  a s h o r t e r  t ime t h a n  
locks .  

c )  The per imete r  c o n t r o l  s t r a t e g y  would reduce s a l i n i t y  l e v e l s  
and t i d a l  scour  wi th in  t h e  wetlands. Other "long-term" 
s t r a t e g i e s  c e r t a i n l y  remain p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a f t e r  a d d i t i o n a l  
s t u d i e s  have been made. I n  t h e  in te r im,  t h e  per imete r  p lan  w i l l  
p rov ide  p r o t e c t i o n  and r e s t o r a t i o n  f o r  a t  l e a s t  a 20-year per iod .  

d )  None t h a t  we know o f .  

e )  The t o t a l  number of  p r o j e c t s  by category i n  t h e  s e l e c t e d  p l a n  
a r e  : 

Marsh Management - 12 Shore l ine  P r o t e c t i o n  - 25 
Hydrologic Res tora t ion  - 38 Terracing - 1 
Freshwater  Diversion - 9 Sediment Trapping - 8 
Marsh Crea t ion  - 5 Vegetat ive P l a n t i n g s  - 4 

f )  The b e n e f i t / c o s t  r a t i o  is  unknown, bu t  locks  i n  t h e s e  
waterways would c o s t  $750 m i l l i o n  t o  cons t ruc t ,  opera te ,  and 
maintain.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  per imete r  c o n t r o l  c o s t s  only 
$5.4 m i l l i o n .  



coastal zone if properly managed. 
2. Then needs to be a comprehensive EIS for each basin which would be a separate hydrologic 

11.9 unit The effect of each proposed project should be addressed. The specific causes of 
hydrologic problems in each basin need to be identified. Any basin plan should be 

I designed to-testore original drainage patterns if possible. - 
3. Projects seeking wetlands permits through the Corps of Engineers and State CZM need to be 
I reviewed within the context of the Basin's hydrology. There rue projects being 

considered now by the Corps and State which wodd negate projekts-included Fn the ' I. a . I Restoration Plan. e . ~ .  hint au Fer flembonnc Poi&) and Bavou Perot Cut (Jefferson 
I 10.1 I Parish). ~riteriandto be establisl;ed for mrmit revik in the zone wbch 

takes mto account the gods ofthe restorati6n plan in each basin. Rojects which are I counter to the goals ofthe plan should be denied. 
I 

4. Many of the pmjects presented in the plan have separate goals, and in some eases the goals 
I I conflict Since the task f- is made up of agencies eacb with its own agenda we 

reconunend that tbm be a panel of scientists, not directly involved with the process, to 
review the recommendatiok of the Task Force and p~&de an unbiased anaiysis. It is II.II I am-t that in sevd basins the agency bias hu mvailed and the comct alternative has - - 1 nbi been chosen. 

5. The Barrier Island portion ofthe mtontion plan is given high priority. yet the hydrologic 
impacts of the navigation canals which cut through sane Banier Island Complexes and 
other coastal anas are not fully discussed. Please discus the negative impacts to each 11181 basin's hydrology as a -It of these federal projects. 

6. Because of the inhaent problems with marsh managemenl this solution should not be the III,I~I P'W &a. 

revtew. 

Tbank you for the opportunity to comment 

Sincerely. 

Barry KOM Ph.D. 
Vice President 

a: Ms. Doris Falkenheiner, Res. LAC 
Mr. Norman Thomas. EPA. Dallas 
Sierra Club, New Orleans Group 
Mr. Dave F~ge, U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Lafayette 
Mr. Rick Ruebsamen. National Marine Fisheries Service, 

Baton Rouge 

RESPONSE 18.8: We do not believe that prioritization of 
restoration projects by basin, based on fisheries production, would 
be a proper method. The CWPPRA is focused on wetlands, not 
commercial fisheries production. Even if we tried to develop 
fisheries production for each basin, the figures would be very 
misleading. Landings data are based to a large degree on the point 
of sale and not the point of catch. For instance, fishermen 
selling their catch to seafood dealers in Orleans Parish would have 
much of their catch reported as coming from the Pontchartrain 
Basin. In reality, much of the seafood sold to New Orleans dealers 
comes from other basins, but there is no way of knowing howmuch 
from current landings information. Similar situations exist at 
other major seafood ports across the coast. A limited amount of 
landings data is included in each basin report. 

RESPONSE 18.9: Please refer to Response 2.1. 

RESPONSE 18.10: Section 304 of the CWPPRA provides for development 
of a Conservation Plan which shall have a goal of achieving no net 
loss of wetlands in the coastal areas of Louisiana as a result of 
development activities. As stated in Section 2.2.2. of the EIS, - 
regulation of developmental activities is covered under a separate 
section of the CWPPRA (Section 3041, and therefore will not be 
discussed in this EIS. 

The plan acknowledges that restoration efforts will have to be 
based on real world conditions, which would include taking 
cognizance of activities and projects undertaken outside of CWPPRA. 
These factors will be addressed to some extent in the Conservation 
Plan, but will also need to be the subject of periodic review. 

RESPONSE 18.11: In a Task Force comprised of five Federal agencies 
and the State of Louisiana, all of whom have different missions, 
any single agency's bias is lost. 

. RESPONSE 18.12: The Barataria Basin plan states that channel 
construction is one cause of barrier island deterioration. 

RESPONSE 18.13: We believe that projects to use available 
sediments to the maximum extent practical are to be favored over 
protection type projects such as marsh management when cost-benefit 
ratios are comparable. Unfortunately, projects to move sediments 
are often extremely costly compared to the cost of projects to 
protect wetlands, such as hydrologic restoration and marsh 
management. These protection-type projects may be the only logical 
approach to wetland preservation or restoration in areas far 
removed from sediment sources. 

RESPONSE 18.14: Much of the information you request is in Section 
1.3 of the EIS. All projects will require Section 404 permits. 
Some projects, like the ones to protect and maintain existing dikes 
on Federal refuges may be covered by Nationwide or general permits. 
As it stands right now, each Task Force agency will gain 
environmental compliance for projects that they sponsor by using 
their own policies and procedures. The EPA has objected to this 
approach and has requested that a standard procedure be used by all 
agencies. Also, please see Response llC.6. 



STATEMEM REGARDING THE DRAFT 
LOUlSlANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

Charles G. Groat, Executive Director 
Center for Coastal. Energy. and Environmental Resources 

Louisiana State University 

The academic scientific community of Louisiana played a major role in documenting the loss of 
Louisiana's coastal wetlands and in developing an understanding of the processes responsible for 
the loss. We supported efforts to enact legislation at both the state and federal levels to restore 
our coastal wetlands and we applaud the work that has been accomplished under the 
BreauxlJohnston act. Through the Center for Coastal, Energy, and Environmental Resources 
(CCEER) at Louisiana State University. the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has contracted 
for a review of the draft Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan by the academic scientific 
community. This review will not present EPA's ofticid position on the plan. rather it will provide 
an independent review useful to the agency. We will provide our preliminary comments to EPA 
by August 3 0  with a final report due September 30. Based on our progress to date. we offer the 
following observations and comments. 

The coastal wetland loss problem relates to increasing inundation of marsh soils over time. the 
inundation eventually leading to the collapse of marsh plant function followed by wetland loss. 
Increasing inundation or water-logging of marsh soils results from: 

1. Subsidence 

2. Increasing tidal prisms due, principally. to the disappearance of our barrier islands (eg. 
East Timbalier could be gone in 4 years). 

3. A deficiency of minerd sediment, that is river sediment, resulting from the cessation in 
natural flooding events due to the flood prevention levee system and the sealing of 
distributaries such as Bayou Lafourche. 

The plan is an important step in dealing with coastal wetland loss and will make a significant 
contribution to restoring wetland habitats. We support the organization of the plan on a basin 
basis which makes it necessary to recognize the interdependence of habitat and landform elements 
and the effects restoration projects in one area will have on other parts of the basin. Given the 
aforementioned. we to express the following concerns : 

The lack of recognition of the role barrier islands play in protecting the wetlands in the 
Iq'I I basins behind hem and of the very red and urgent need to restore our barrier islands RESPONSE 19.1: The Terrebonne, Barataria, Breton Sound, and 

Pontchartrain basin plans all recognize the role of barrier 
islands in protecting wetlands. These basin plans select 
strategies that restore barrier islands. 



The presence of only a few sediment diversion projects in the priority lists developed to ~ ~ ' ~ l  date 

19.3 1- Most of the projects are defensive rather than offensive 

The inclusion of a large number of marsh management projects which appear to prevent 
much needed sediment input and generally restrict marine and estuarine organisms from 1 4  1 utilizing the impoundm~ 

The use of hard structures without consideration to how they may disrupt local longshore 
,131 sediment distribution 

We encourage CWPPRA program to further develop the "big picture" or systemic conceptual 
restoration ideas presented in the Solutions to Wetland Loss in Louisiana section of the main 
document, such as: 

1q.b lcreation of the Breton Delta 
1q.f bconnection of Bayou Lafourche 
ll,f pcreasing the discharge down the Atchafalaya River 

We urge the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force chairman to 
seek out the necessary funds to initiate the scientific and enlineering feasibility studies that will 
be necessary to lay the groundwork for implementation of big picture solutions. For our part, 
CCEER will direct its data gathering and bmic and applied r e d  programs in directions and 
areas that will support big picture solutions. 

We are excited to read in the draft plan that the CWPPRA program will be developing a formal 
mechanism for organized involvement by the academic scientific community, something that has 
been missing in the past. 

We congratulate the Task Force on io accomplishments in producing this much needed plan and 
look forward to participating with the Task Force in the development of a long-term wetland 
restoration strategy for coastal Louisiana 

New Orleans. LA 
August 11. 1993 

RESPONSE 19.2: The p lan  provides f o r  a number o f  p o s s i b l e  
d i v e r s i o n s  and it can be modified from t i m e  t o  t i m e  t o  p rov ide  
f o r  more. The Task Force i n t e n d s  t o  conduct f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  
t h a t  w i l l  b e  needed f o r  a l l  major d i v e r s i o n s  and t o  conduct a 
s tudy  t o  determine how much c a p a c i t y  t h e  system h a s  f o r  such 
p r o j e c t s .  

RESPONSE 19.3: The p lan  embodies a phased approach t h a t  focuses  
on smal le r ,  more d i f f u s e  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  e a r l y  y e a r s  t h a t  can  
h e l p  hold-the-l ine while  l a r g e r ,  more comprehensive p r o j e c t s  a r e  
s t u d i e d  and designed.  

RESPONSE 19.4: The p lan  is not  intended t o  f a v o r  marsh 
management over  any o t h e r  technique.  The p l a n  recognizes  t h a t  
marsh management is  a c o n t r o v e r s i a l  r e s t o r a t i o n  technique  b u t  
f e e l s  t h a t  t h e r e  is ample support  f o r  inc lud ing  it a s  a 
r e s t o r a t i o n  t o o l  i n  c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n s .  

RESPONSE 19.5: The p lan  does no t  encourage t h e  u s e  of  hard  
s t r u c t u r e s  where o t h e r  techniques would be  a p p r o p r i a t e .  Through 
t h e  u s e  of  demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s ,  va r ious  s h o r e l i n e  p r o t e c t i o n  
techniques  w i l l  be  eva lua ted  f o r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and 
a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  b e f o r e  committing t o  t h e i r  widespread use.  

RESPONSE 19.6: The p lan  provides f o r  a number of  p o s s i b l e  
d i v e r s i o n s  and it can be  modified from t ime t o  t ime  t o  p rov ide  
f o r  more. The Task Force in tends  t o  conduct f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  
f o r  a l l  major d i v e r s i o n s  and t o  conduct a s tudy  t o  determine how 
much c a p a c i t y  t h e  system h a s  f o r  such p r o j e c t s .  

RESPONSE 19.7: The B a r a t a r i a  Basin p lan  inc ludes  a p r o j e c t  t o  
reopen Bayou Lafourche. Any such la rge- sca le  p r o j e c t  would 
r e q u i r e  a f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy and would be implemented i n  a l a t e r  
phase.  

RESPONSE 19.8: This  w i l l  be  s t u d i e d  pursuant  t o  S e c t i o n  307b of  
CWPPRA . 
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'Man-made modification in Louisiana wetlands, which are changing the 
conditions of existence from its very foundations, are the result of flood 
protection, deforestation, deepening channels, and the cutting of 
navigation and drainage canals ... Reclamation and flood control as 
practiced in Louisiana have been more or less a failure, destroying 
valuable resources without producing the permanent compensating benefits 
originally desired. Reclamation experts and real estate promoters have 
been killing the goose that laid the golden egg ... our future conservation 
policy should be restoration of those natural conditions best suited to an 
abundant marsh, swamp, and aquatic fauna, but under some degm of 
control at all tima, to the end that the state and nation may enjoy a man 
balanced diet, healthful recreation, and enduring prosperity." 

Viosca, P., 1928. 'Louisiana wetlands and the value of 
their wildlife and fishery resource.' E&gy 9:216 - 229 

This review of the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act - Louisiana 
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan was made possible by grant CD-996177-01-0 from the 
Environmental Protection Agency to the Center for Coastal, Energy, and Environmental 
Resouras (CCEER) at Louisiana State University. 

On 19 August 1993 a group 22 scientists assembled in Baton Rouge. Louisiana to participate in 
a workshop to miew the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. The day-long 
symposium focused on concerns compiled during the three weeks prior to the mating. The 
scientific panel was composed of researchers from a variety of disciplines familiar with physical 
process, biology, geology, soil science, geomorphology, ecology, natural resource management, 
and engineering. This document represents the results of this meeting, along with the concerns 
of other scientists who could not attend the workshop. All material collected from the 
conference and from others was syntheJized by an editorial panel into this short, but complete 
manuscript. 

The Editorial Panel consisted of: 
Dr. Ivor L1. van Heerden, (Chairman), Natural Systems Management and Engineering 
Program, CCEEWLSU 
Dr. Donald Davis, Louisiana Applied Oil Spill Research and Development Program, 
CCEEWLSU 
Dr. Paul Kemp. Coastal Ecology InstitutelNatural Systems Management and Engineering 
Program, CCEERILSU 
Andy Nyman, Wetlands Biogeochemistry, CCEWLSU 
Dr. Paul Templet. Environmental Studies, CCEERILSU 
Dr. Eugene Turner, Coastal Ecology Institute, CCEWLSU 



Additional contributors included: 

Dr. Bill Herke, Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries, LSU. 
Dr. Bruce Thompson, Coastal Fisheries, LSU. 
Dr. Charles Groat. CCEER, LSU. 
Dr. Charles Sasscr, Coastal Ecology, LSU. 
Dr. Charlie Adams,Coastal Studies Institute, LSU. 
Dr. Denise Reed. LUMCON. 
Mr. Eric Swenson, Coastal Ecology, LSU. 
Dr. Gary Shaffer, S.E. Louisiana University 
Dr. Greg Stone, Department of Geognphy, LSU. 
Dr. Harry Roberts,Coastal Studies Institute, LSU. 
Dr. Irv Mendelssohn, Wetland Biogcochemistry. LSU. 
Dr. Joe Suhayda, Civil Engineering. LSU. 
Mr. Johan Sydow, Coastal Studies Institute, LSU. 
Dr. Mark Bymes, Coastal Studies Institute. LSU. 
Dr. Mike Barber, Civil Engineering. Tulane University. 
Dr. Nan Walker, Coastal Studies Institute, LSU. 
Dr. Paul Templet, Environmental Studies. LSU. 
Dr. Robert Chabreck, Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries, LSU. 
Dr. Shea Penland, Coastal Studies Institute. LSU. 
Dr. Steve Faulha,  Wetland Biogcochemistry. LSU. 
Dr. Steve Murray.Coastal Studies Institute. LSU. 

The panel's views arc summarized and discussed under the following headings: 

1. Executive Summary 
2. The hoblem statement 
3. The Solution statement 
4. A Process Model for Wetland Rutoration 
5. Conclusions 
A draft comment to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration P h  is included as an appendix. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The executive summary, as currently written, certainly sets the stage for the remainder of the 
document. It has, however, one critical omission. The large-scale, long-term restoration 
conceptual plans and ideas are not incorporated into the text or listed as appendices. This 
material should be an integral part of the goals and objectives outlined in the executive summary. 
Once the long-term conceptual ideas are integrated into the summary, it should be stressed that 
the smaller short-term initiatives, that comprise the Priority Projects Lists, arc projects that 

support each basin's long-term strategies. In other words, the smaller projects support the long- 
term, large-scale (big-picture) plans. 

On page 11 the statement: 'The Task Force did not develop nor did CWPPRA r e q u i e a  
process for analyzing, designing, or obtaining Congressional approval for large projects beyond 
the scope of CWPPRA's Priority Project List' appears. This assertion implies the CWPPRA 
has no recommendations for the future. We need a l i t  of recommended 'point forward' steps 
that take CWPPRA into the 2lst century. CWPPRA has an opportunity to have a major impact 
on achieving a no-net-loss of mtlands in Louisiana. It should rise to the occasion. If it d m  
not choose to do so, many scientists and members of the general public will question the validity 
and value of a program that so limits itself to the short-ten. 

The cost and benefits claimed in the plan often appear to be skewed. The cost to re-instate 
natural long-term pmcesscs and to approach a no-net-loss scenario will no doubt exceed the 
estimated S 1.1 billion discussed in the plan. The cost could be as high as S 4.0 billion. Only 
with this kind of expenditure, representing a mixture of long-term, large-scale projects and 
supporting short-term, small-scale efforts will the no-net-loss objective be achievable. It is 
imperative that natural fluvial/basinal processu be reestablished in a manner that duplicates, as 
dose as possible, the natural system prior to human interfern. 

' 

THE PROBLEM STATEMENT 

As most scientists involved in this mre part of the peu review team that assisted Drs. Kemp. 
Van Heerden, and Davis prepare the problem statement for the CWPPRA Task Force, there was 
strong consensus and only general comments about the draft plan. Some remrchen felt nrm 
emphasis should be placed on the influence of canals and impoundments. One of the major 
changes proposed was the development of a Proem Solution Model linking problems to 
praxsJes to solutions. 

THE SOLUTIONS STATEMENT 

As most scientists involved in the pwmt evaluation w e n  a part of the peer review panel that 
assisted Dn. Van Heden. Kemp, and Davis assemble and prepare this document for the 
CWPPRA Task Force, there was strong consensus as to the validity of the solution statement. 
It was felt additional figures demonstrating the various concepts would add to the document. 
The fact that if Bayou Lafourche was wnnected, it would aid wetland restoration in two niajor 
basins. Tembonne and Barataria, was not emphasized strongly enough. Additionally, the 
section on Sediment Transport should be expanded as should the section on Inut Industrial By- 
hoducts. In the latter section the fact that composted sewer sludge could be utilized in wetland 
restoration should be wgnited. More importantly, the scientific community is proposing that 
a ROcm Solution Model be the basic philosophy behiid the generation of solutions to coastal 
Louisiana's wetland lo= problem. A model of this nature was utilized in the development of 
the conceptual ideas in the Solution statement. Incorporating such a model in the Main 
Document will serve as the link betwan the problem and solution sections. 



A PROCESS MODEL FOR WETLAND RESTORATION 

Most of the panel's comments did not conam the specific projects or strategies outlined in the 
basin plan appendices. It was ncognized these plans were developed independently of each 
other and did not include the overall regional approach identified in the main document's 
solution section. The basin planning process was extremely valuable in obtaining general public 
and agencies perspectives on what measures were deemed appropriate to resolve specific wetland 
problems. It is, in that regard, a valuable document that outlines citizmlagency concerns. From 
this standpoint, the plans provide a useful catalog of issues, problems, and m a w  relevant to 
each basin. They are, Urnfore, an excellent starting point for the feasibility work required to 
set priorities withim each management unit and for the coast in general. 

The basin planning method was, on the whole, map-, it was not conceived as a process- 
oriented approach to solving the wetland loss issue. Land-loss pnmsses are used anecdotally 
to explain the need for various site-specific projects. These 0bse~ations may turn out in the 
future to be full of insight, but cannot cumntly be tested, or even subjected to in-depth critical 
scientific analysis. Further, evaluations of alternatives listed in the basin plans must be 
considered preliminary and speculative assessments. What is naded is an axlogically and 
geomorphically sound restoration model that can be utilized at both the basin and system 
levels--a PROCESS SOLUTION MODEL. 

The Natural System 

Prior to European settlement along the Mississippi River, the naturally subsiding deltaic plain, 
not only sustained itself above sea level; but also increased in area and elevation. This was a 
produGof various fluvial proce~ses, such as overbank sedimentation during spring flood events, 
cma~sing, channel bifurcation, and delta switching. The sedimentation process is illustrated 

Deltas and rivers, like all natural systems arc continually in a state of change evolving toward 
a new set of conditions. Ecologists see the prcccss rcflccted in plant and animal community 
succession. It is important to understand this natural adaptability as m seek to manage wetland 
sustainabilities. The major sedimentation cycle, delta switching at about 1000 year intervals, 
is an example of succession. Delta switching armn when the Mississippi River abandons an 
inefficient channel and finds a new and shorter channel to the Gulf of Mexico and begins to 
build a new delta at its mouth. The delta which has lost the majority of the flow then begins 
to degrade, however, the switching occurs gradually and the old delta and it's wetlands still 
receive mind-rich sediment during the spring flood which has an important maintenance 
function, although the volume of sediment declines with time. The switching process call be 
visualized by viewing the characteristic processes of riven and basins (or estuaries). Those 
processu are listed below. 



k i n  Rocesses (land-10s) Fluvial Processes (land building) 

1. Subsidence 
2. Tidal Action 
3. Storms 
4. Wave Action 
5. Sedimentation (organic) 

1. Sedimentation (inorganic) 
2. Spring Flow 
3. Delta Switching 
4. Fresh Water Introduction 

Basii processes generally lead to wetland loss, while natural fluvial systems lead to land gain. 
Each basin is in a different state of succession and can be viewed as a continuum with basin and 
fluvial processes as end members. Those basins losing land the fastest are primarily affected 
by basin processes. Those gaining land the fastest am controlled by fluvial processes. The 
remainder of the basins arc governed by basin and fluvial procesxs. Human actions tended to 
curb fluvial land building processes and favor the dominance of basin processes. They, 
therefore, enhanced the land-loss equation (see Figure 2). 

GEOMORPHOLOGICAL UNITS AND DOMINANT PROCESSES 

Mthii coastal Louisiana we recognize three major gwmorphological units-active delta, 
abandoned delta, and chenier plan. The following sections will discuss the relationship between 
basinal and fluvial processes within each. The discussion assumes the human impacts on these 
physiographic units arc minimal. 

Active Delta 

In an active delta the key physical processes arc those related to the input of fresh water and 
minerd-rich sediments. Thus, fluvial processes (sediment input and fresh water) dominate and 
control the basinal processes of subsidence, wind-wave and ocean swell erosion, tidal scour etc. 
The net mult is expansion of the wetland surface over time and creation within the system of 
extensive fresh-water habitats. Implied in an active delta is annual wetland floodi~ig that is 
considerably greater than before the area was consumed by an active delta. With time, the delta 
and associated fluvial channels pmgrade and fill in the landscape's topographic lows--creating 
vegetated wetlands. 

Abandoned Delta 

In the abandoned delta, basinal processes dominate over fluvial. However, fluvial inputs of 
fresh water and nutrient-rich sediments, although reduced from when the system was an active 
delta, lead to the maintenance of large parts of the wetlands. This maintenance effort nearly 
balances the combined erosion/wetland loss basinal proceues. 

Generally, an abandoned delta shows a marked gradation of marsh typcs from saline at the coast 
to fresh along interior portions of the basin. These wetland types slowly migrate landward. 
Fresh and intermediate marshes are generally decreasing in and extent. Some parts of the 



basin, where basinal processes strongly dominate fluvial events, are characterized by marsh 
segmentation and pond formation. These processes work to the detriment of the emergent 
wetlands. 

Immediately following abandonment, basinal processu begin to control the system. Further, 
the outer beach or shoreline separates from the marsh as a string of barrier islands. The 
intervening area converts to a productive estuary. The barrier islands move slowly landwards, 
generally at a rate lower than the outer shoreline of the marshes. In the process, the estuary 
enlarges. The abandoned delta estuaries become very productive and sustain a large percentage 
of the area's commercial fisheries (e.g., Barataria Bay). 

Ultimately, the outer wastal marshes are eroded into a series of islands, with the barrier islands 
separated from the marshes by large, open bays. The estuarine system is eventually replaced 
by a Sound (e.g.. Breton Sound). Moreover, the estuary is restricted to small bays within the 
marshes that have tidal connections to the Sound. 

Chenier Plain 

Marine prowses dominate throughout, but sediment introduction waxes and wana. When an 
active delta is in the vicinity of Fourchon, or further west, a significant volume of sediment is 
deposited along the shoreline that progrades seaward as a vegetated mud flat. Fluvial processes 
dominate. When active deltas are located east of Fourchon, basinal processes exceed the flitvial. 
The end mult is the shoreline reworks into a beach ridge or chenier that migrates landwards. 

The majority of the beach matwials are shell and shell fragments. These arc derived from the 
eroded mud flats and from shell organisms on the shallow inner shelf. Ocean swell processes 
rework the shells into the beach profile. 

The interval when the dominant chenier processu change from basinal to fluvial is marked by 
rapid shoreline erosion. The onset of the fluvial phase increases the turbidity within the shallow 
inner shelf s water column. This impacts the productivity of the region's invertebrates, which 
in turn reduces the quantity of material that can be incorporated in the beach. The Chenier Plain 
wetlands, until human intervention, were maintained by fluvial sediment input from a number 
of interior riven draining Louisiana and Texas. 

1 A PROCESS SOLUTION 

The long-term solution to Louisiana's wetland loss problem is tied directly to reestablishing the 
hydrologic processes that created the wetlands. Principal among the processes to be reinstated 
is increased sedimentation, (i.e., introducing sediments from riven into wetlands and 
discontinuing activities that restrict sediment movements). 

A hydrologic-process-oriented solution to correct the wetland loss problem seeks to reestablish 
natural water and mineral-rich sediment flow mechanism that duplicate, where feasible, those 

that dominated before human intervention (see Figure 3). The wetlands were created by a series 
of dynamic processes-short- and long-term sedimentation pulses that initiated continuous 
change. Trying to stop andlor alter those natural occurrences is detrimental, expensive. and will 
ultimately fail. For those rrasons, and others, we ncommend a p r w  approach to restoring, 
enhancing, and creating new wetlands. This approach was utilized in the generation of the 
conceptual ideas presented in the Solution Statement in the main document of the CWPPRq draft 
restoration plan. We would encourage the use of this model in the refinement of the basin-by- 
basin plans. The process approach has a number of advantages over solutions that seek to 
preserve particular landforms, species, or site-specific issues. Seven elements illuJaate the 
importance of the process-oriented approach. 

1. A process approach captum natural energies and works wirh nature's forcu 
rather than against them. This mults in large benefits from a relatively small 
input or cost--favorable benefitlcost ratio are obtained. 

2. A process approach will result in a natuml system whose landforms are 
determined and maintained by the reinstalled or reconnected hydrol

ogi

c forces. 

3. A process approach avoids species management problems. That is it refrains 
from trying to maintain a species in an area that is no longer favorable for that 
@a. In the long-term, species distributions may change. The net effect will, 
however, be positive. For example, more alligators may be present. but they 
may be shifted in space. 

4. A process approach bypasses the tendency to manage for a specific landfuumrr 
(managing for the map). For example, it is not feasible to maintain brackish 
marshes in an area that no longer is suitable for brackish marshes. 

5. A process approach m g w  fir gain; it is a positive approach and does not 
manage just to prevent m n t s  from occuning. Louisiana's existing coaslal zone 
is testimony to the building powen of deltaic processes-reestablishing those 
pnxx~su  can result in net wetland gains. 

6. Since nature maintains the natural system and dollars are saved, a process 
approach provides the lowr~l m a i n f e ~ ) ~ ~ ~  cosu over time. The alternative, 
trying to manage for particular species or landforms, will result in much higher 
maintenance costs. Ultimately the approach will fail because the ecosystem 
changes to non-optimum conditions for those managed species. 

7. Because all projects, regardless of basin, seek to reestablish the same natural 
processes, a process approach results in conristenf pmjecrs across ach  basin. 
This means the projects are much easier to justify and defend to all interested 
parties. 





Reestablishing natural sedimentation processes will result in existing wetlands being maintained 
from sediment accretion each year and the creation of new wetlands. It requires much less 
sediment to maintain existing wetlands than to create new ones. The process will result in the 
same typu of landforms that we see today. They may, however, be in somewhat different 
places-fresh marshes will form in areas that may be cumntly brackish, as water and mineral- 
rich sediments "freshen up' an area. The process will not alter species diversity. The same 
species will utilize these new habitats. In fact, as wetland health improves they may be in 
different places, perhaps in greater numbers, and certainly in different areas as they adapt to 
optimum conditions or habitats. The -ion will readjust to the new process conditions and 
achieve a 'steady state" that is much easier, and less expensive, to maintain. Trying to mai~ltain 
landforms and species in particular places, over time condemns one to perpetual maintenance 
and very large costs. 

A DISCUSSION OF INDIVIDUAL BASIN STRATEGIES 

The scientific panel applied the process solution model to each basin and made the following 
suggestions as to the possible strategies in each basin. 

Pontchartrain Basin 

The Pontchartrain Basin is an abandoned delta geomorphological unit. Sediment and fresh water 
input has been drastically reduced due to the closure, in 1812, of Bayou Manchac and the 
leveeing of the Mississippi River. Additionally, the dredging of the Mississippi River Gulf 

Aa Outlet (MRGO) combined with the reduction in fresh water input has created a situation whm 
P ~ ~ T I  dimities are elevated. The upper fresh water swamp region has been impacted by the dredging 

of the Amite River Diversion Canal. Artificial I m u ;  associated with this canal have impounded 
swamps that are now severely stressed. The scientific panel suggests the long-term strategy 
should be to create a fluvial regime in the system, and to connect impounded wetlands to natural 
rainage systems. Additionally, the scientists would support, on environmental grounds, the 
losure and sealing of the MRGO-if such wen ever undertaken. I 

Breton Sound Basin 

e Breton Sound is an abandoned geomorphological unit which has been pushed to a dominance 
processes due to man's activities. The suggested long-term strategy is the 

tablishment of the fluvial regime through a series of controlled and uncontrolled diversions. 
e creation of a new Breton Delta through an uncontrolled diversion should greatly benefit this 

The Mississippi River Delta Basin 

RESPONSE 2O.PONTl: Res tora t ion  of f l u v i a l  input  t o  t h e  b a s i n  is 
a key s t r a t e g y .  I n  t h e  s h o r t  term, t h e  Bonnet Car ra  Freshwater  
Diversion ( a  non-CWPPRA p r o j e c t )  is  a c r i t i c a l  component. The 
long- term phase of t h i s  s t r a t e g y  inc ludes  s e v e r a l  s m a l l e r  
f reshwater  d i v e r s i o n s  and a l s o  recommends p r o j e c t s  t o  import  
sediment from t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  River. Gapping s p o i l  banks t o  
reconnect  impounded wetlands t o  n a t u r a l  d ra inage  systems is  
inc luded  i n  t h e  p l a n  a s  one demonstration p r o j e c t  and two s h o r t-  
term suppor t ing  p r o j e c t s .  

The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  e l i m i n a t i o n  of numerous methods suggested t o  
s o l v e  t h e  MRGO problem is  found on page 20 of  t h e  P o n t c h a r t r a i n  
Basin appendix. The r a t i o n a l e  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  bank s t a b i l i z a t i o n  

. is more c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  t h a n  a g a t e  is  found on page 23 of  t h e  
appendix. 

RESPONSE 2O.BRET1: The b a s i n  p lan  inc ludes  a 20,000 cubic  f e e t  
p e r  second sediment d i v e r s i o n .  I f  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  a major uncont ro l led  d ivers ion  should be  i n  t h e  Breton Sound 
Basin, t h e  l a r g e r  d i v e r s i o n  would be s u b s t i t u t e d .  

The Mississippi River Delta Basin is an active delta geomorphological unit. Fluvial processes 
should dominate over basinal and increase in wetland expression should be the dominant 
conxquence of fluvial process dominance. However, this basin lost 105,298 acres of wetlands 



between 1932 and 1990 (i.e., more than 20 R of the basin area). Such loss should be coniparcd 
to the period 1880 - 1930, when Plaquemines Parish, in which the basin is located, gained in 
excess of 40,000 acm (Fisk et al. 1936). 

The reason for dramatic wetland loss in the basin is partiaUy because man forced the 
FluviaVBasinal processes balance towards the Basinal end due to navigation interests and 
flooding controls; and partially because the Mississippi River has reached the edge of the 
continental shelf. In the short-term reactivation of former crevasses and the creation of new 
subdeltas would result in local reversal in wetland loss. 

We applaud the Mississippi River Delta Basin Planning Team in stating that their selected plan 
is the pursuit of the full-scale unwntrolled diversion of the Mississippi Rivcr. 

~ 1 1 %  I 

The Barataria Basin I 

It is suggested that the long-term strategy for this basin should be the relocation of the 
Mississippi River into Breton Sound, possibly at the meander in the river opposite the town of 
Nairn. Such an action would cause the Mississippi buds-foot delta to eventually be abandoned. 
As a consequence, the now abandoned delta would rework into an outer beach-barrier system 
and some inner marshes. 

RESPONSE 2O.MISSl: A s p e c i f i c  s i t e  f o r  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  
M i s s i s s i p p i  River ' s  main c h a ~ e l  w i l l  b@ determined through a 
f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  proposed i n  t h e  b a s i n  plan.  The Nairn s i t e  
possesses  s e v e r a l  d e s i r a b l e  f e a t u r e s  and w i l l  b e  g iven  due 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

2 0 -  The Barataria basin has changed from an active delta geomorphological unit in the 1700's to an I 

6RmI abandoned delta unit. Presently, the activities of man, being principally the leveeing of the 
Mississippi River and the closure of Bayou Lafourche, have pushed this to a basin dominated I 

by basinal proces~es. The long-term strategy suggested is to reinstate and enhance the fluvial 
processes. The proposed rrconnection of Bayou Lafourche and asscciated gapping and directing 
flow across Bayou Lafourche's eastern levees will save as a valuable source of mineral-rich 

In addition, an active system of artificial diversions would mplenish the marshes and offset the 
accumulated damage c a d  by leveeing the Mississippi River. It is further suggested that 
restoration of the barria islands will have an impact in ducing some of the basinal processes. 

I The Terrebonne Basin is an abandoned delta geomorphological unit. As such, basinal processes 
dominate over fluvial. The lone-term trend would be shoreline erosion along the oum (seaward) 

RESPONSE 2O.BARAl: The problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  s e c t i o n  on pages 
7-16 o f  t h e  b a s i n  appendix h a s  been r e w r i t t e n  and t h e s e  f a c t s  a r e  
emphasized. 

RESPONSE 2O.BARA2: Twenty o f  t h e  twenty-two c r i t i c a l  long- term 
p r o j e c t s  involve  f reshwater  o r  sediment d i v e r s i o n s  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h e  
reconnec t ion  o f  Bayou Lafourche) o r  o u t f a l l  management. 

RESPONSE 20.BARA3: B a r r i e r  i s l a n d  p r o j e c t s  compose h a l f  o f  t h e  
c r i t i c a l  short- term p r o j e c t s .  Other b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  p r o j e c t s  a r e  
inc luded  i n  t h e  suppor t ing  s h o r t  and long-term c a t e g o r i e s .  

2'. 
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fringes of the marsh and a slo; migration of the saline and brackish man-k landward, to the 
detriment of the freJh and intermediate wetland types. The western half of this basin is slowly 
becoming more and more influenced by the Atchafalaya River and is moving from a basinal 
process dominance to a greater fluvial influem. Parts of the western basin arc experiencing 
flooding which for the most part is a natural phenomenon, before wetland creation processes set 
in. 



I The Atchafalaya M n  

20. 
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F O ~  the long-term strategy the scientific panel suggests establishment of a fluvial process regime 
which will ensure that mineral-rich sediment and fresh water are spread over as large an area 
as possible. Additionally, the barrier islands should be substantially restored as this will have 
an impact on reducing some of the basinal processes. 

In addition to building two deltas in Atchafalaya Bay, Atchafalaya sediments are also responsible 
for shoreline progradation along the Gulf shoreline of the Mermentau Basin. Atchafalaya 
sediments are also effectively reducing land loss in the western Tembonne Basin and move 
down the GrWW as far cast as the Houma Navigation Canal during Atchafalaya floods. In West 
Cote Blanche and Vermilion Bays significant amounts of sedimentation are also occurring whm 
short channels link the bays to the GIWW. To increase the present Mississippi discharge 
directed down the Atchafalaya River, even for only limited park of the year, could only expand 
the area benefitted by this sediment source. 

do. 
f l ~ f l l  

I The TechdVermilion Basin 

The Atchafalaya Basin is an active delta geomorphological unit. In most of the basin fluvial 
pr- dominate over basinal. The scientific panel agreed with the Atchafalaya Basin 
Planntng Team that the long-term strategy for this basin should be the modification of the 
operation of the Old River Control Structure to increase the amount of flow conveyed to the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway system to Atchafalaya Bay. 

J 

2 0 .  
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I TheMemmntau Basin 

The Teche/Vermilion Basin is in transition from an abandoned delta geomorphological unit to 
an active delta. As such it is still experiencing wetland loss and shoreline erosion. However, 
wetlands close to sediment source (eg. Gulf Intracoastal Waterway) are experiencing some 
natural rutoration. 

ao. The suggested long-term strategy for this basin is the management of the dispersal of fresh water 
and sediment that enten the basin from the Atchafalaya River along the GIWW and directly 
from Atchafalaya Bay. Short-term strategies should take cognizance of the fact that Atchafalaya 
discharges could be increasing in the future. 

In the area of the large lakes in the northern half of the basin, a series of control structures and 
highway embankments have restricted natural drainage to the south. This effort is part of a 
project to transform the lakes into fresh water storage reservoirs serving inland rice-framing 
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RESPONSE 20.TERR1: We have made re- establ ishment  o f  f l u v i a l  
p r o c e s s e s  t h e  f i r s t  b a s i n  o b j e c t i v e ,  w i t h  corresponding re- 
emphasis of  c r i t i c a l  long-term s t r a t e g i e s  t o  accomplish t h i s  
o b j e c t i v e  (i.e., t o  b r i n g  sediment i n t o  t h e  basin,  page 15). 
B a r r i e r  i s l a n d  r e s t o r a t i o n  h a s  been i d e n t i f i e d  a s  a c r i t i c a l  
short- term s t r a t e g y  i n  Terrebonne Basin (page 2 7 ) .  

The area stabilized by permanent mud deposits from the Atchafalaya is currently spreading from 
east to west at about 0.5 to 1.0 miles per year. If this pace continues, it can be speculated that 
the Gulf shoreline of the CalcasieulSabine Basin will begin to see permanent mud acct~mulation 
and shoreline stabilization in about 75 yean. 

RESPONSE 2O.ATCHl: Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 20.ATCH2: The t e x t  of  t h e  b a s i n  p lan  h a s  been reworded 
t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  Atchafalaya sediments  on o t h e r  bas ins .  

RESPONSE 20.T/Vl: The f a c t  t h a t  wetlands and s h o r e l i n e s  near  
sediment sources  a r e  exper ienc ing  n a t u r a l  r e s t o r a t i o n  is  
acknowledged i n  t h e  b a s i n  p lan .  

RESPONSE 20.T/V2: U t i l i z a t i o n  of water  and sediment from t h e  
Atchafalaya,  is  a key s t r a t e g y  i n  t h i s  bas in .  

RESPONSE 2O.MERM1: This  is good information,  bu t  it is not  
d e f i n i t e  t h a t  t h e  mud d e p o s i t s  w i l l  con t inue  t o  move westward a t  
t h e  r a t e s  i n d i c a t e d .  We have added t o  t h e  r e v i s e d  b a s i n  p l a n  a 
d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  phenomenon of t h e  mud d e p o s i t s  c u r r e n t l y  
forming from Freshwater Bayou westward t o  near  Rollover  Bayou and 
R o c k e f e l l e r  Refuge. 



interests. This has resulted in maintenance of unnaturally high water levels that have caused 
submergence and wave erosion along lake margins. The practice has also limited the supply of 
fresh water to manha south the Chenier ridges and highway 82. 

The propard re-connection of Bayou Lafourshe and increased discharge down the Atchafalaya 
River will cause a corresponding increase in the amount of sediment in the coastal mud stream 
heading west. Gulf shoreline progradation should be enhanced by the spread of mud flats along 
the coast. A potential restoration technique involves utilization of the pumping power of water 
level setuplsetdown associated with cold front passage as a mechanism to force coastal mud 
stream waters into coastal manhes. This could become a significant sediment input source for 
the coastal marshes. 

Ao. 

A long-term policy of water-level management is needed for this basin. The plan could 
incorporate major fresh water siphons and pump structures over highway 82 from the lakes, 
especially White Lake, into the coastal marshes. The object is to establish more natural 
condition in the lakes. Lowering water levels will also reduce marsh stress due to sub~nergence 
and facilitate drainage. Fresh water input to the coastal marshes should reduce salinities 
significantly. 

a. Because the mud s t n a m  from the Atchafalaya is inhibiting shell production to the detriment of 
the beach"s'shoreline, an alternative source should be determined. Mining of sedimentlshell I from the inner shelf and deposition along the beach would significantly reduce shoreline erosion. 

20 .  
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20. i~edicated mining of shelf sediments and their dispersal in coastal marshes through pipeline 

Long-term solutions would appear to be the construction of loch or water control structures at 
both Sabine and Calcasieu Passes. A detailed scientific feasibility study needs to be 
implemented. This effort should include computer modelling of the expected hurricane surges. 
The purpose would be to meal if complete lock, were needed. It may also be beneficial to 
instaJl a lock system on the GIWW to n-establish the historic separation of the Sabine and 

4~31 conveyance is a possible method in raising marsh elevations locally. Hydrologic manipulation. 
shoreline orotection human-induced and natural). sediment trapping and beneficial use of dredge - -  - 

[material & rrstoration techniques applicable &'this basin. 

FUTURE DIRECTION 

The following steps are required before scientifically sound long-term restoration strategies can 
be devised. 

RESPONSE 20.MERM2: P l e a s e  r e f e r  t o  Responses 11F.MERM2 and 
11F.MERM3. 

RESPONSE 20.C/Sl: These locks  were cons idered  i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  1 
i n  t h e  r e p o r t .  They would need t o  be cons idered  f u r t h e r  under 
some o t h e r  a u t h o r i z a t i o n .  

RESPONSE 20.C/S2: A s  we begin t o  understand more about t h i s  
. phenomenon, a s t r a t e g y  could  be  dev ised  t o  a l l e v i a t e  t h e  problem. 

RESPONSE 20.C/S3: The a r e a  of  l o s s  is f a r  from t h e  shore  and 
pumping sediment t o  t h e s e  a r e a s  from t h e  Gulf o f  Mexico would be 
very  expensive.  Furthermore, t h e  h igh ly  s a l i n e  m a t e r i a l  would 
probably k i l l  e x i s t i n g  vege ta t ion .  The o t h e r  i t e m s  l i s t e d ,  a s  
w e l l  a s  o t h e r s ,  a r e  a l l  a p a r t  of  t h e  b a s i n  p lan .  



1. Because these systems are so dynamic, it is necessary to determine within each 
basin exactly where the basin sits on the geomorphologic continuum. This can 
be determined from our present scientific understanding of delta development and 
abandonment. No new studies arc required. The data are available. 

a. What are the existing water, sediments, and nutrient budgets? 
b. What wen the historic water and sediment pathways? 

20.6 

3. Basic restoration concepts must take into account the morphodynamic and 
ecological nature of each basin, as well as the primary sediment and water 
pathways. 

2. Having a basic understanding of water movements within each basin is a 
fundamental requirement of the planning process. These elements are considered 
critical and the following questions need to be asked. 

4. We need to examine where projects on the list, as presently delineated in the 
basin-by-basin draft restoration plan, fit into the conceptual process model being 1 suggested by a scientific community. 

This approach to addressing wetland loss d m  not imply any additional major or extensive 
studies. To build a plan around the process model concept, it is necwsary to undertake some 
limited hydrologic modelling and compare the results with existing data and then incorporate the 
synthesis into a process model framework. This strategy will ensure the data arc synthesized 
into a document that focuses on the connectivity between basins and how current site-specific 
projects fit into a proccs-oriented plan. 

The conceptual natural process model presented should be used to guide CWPPRA's 
comprehensive plan. Development of a rational plan, thus, will require answers to the following 
questions. 

What long-term strategy is necessary to reinstate the natural processes? One goal 1 2' should be reestablishing the natural fluvial/basinal processes ratio. This implies 

do. E 

setting up a long-term natural process-oriented In short, what large-scale do'F I 
projects can be initiated that will reestablish the natural pm-? 

1. What arc the dominant natural processes within the basin under discussion, and 
how have these been impacted by human activity? In other words, how have 
humans changed the fluviaVbasinal processes relationships? Have we pushed the 
balance too much to one end or the other? 

I 3. What short-term projects can we emphasize that will be in support of our long- 
0% term strategies? 

RESPONSE 20.A: In the newly revised basin plans, we have 
determined where each basin sits on the geomorphologic continuum. 

RESPONSE 20.B: The existing water and sediment budget for the 
Mississippi River will be determined in a study to be commenced 
in the near future. Once this is done, it will be appropriate to 
determine water and sediment budgets within basins. The historic 
water and sediment pathways within basins are fairly well known 
already. 

RESPONSE 20.C: Revised basin plans not only take into account 
the morphology and ecology of each basin as well as water and 
sediment pathways, but try to use natural processes to work with 
these factors to restore wetlands. 

RESPONSE 20.D: Nearly all of the critical projects within each 
basin fit the conceptual process model. In choosing projects for 
future priority lists, the fit of a project to the conceptual 
model will likely be a factor in selection. 

RESPONSE 20.E: This has been done in the revised basin plans. 

RESPONSE 20.F: The long-term strategies in all of the basins 
near the Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers have the goal of 
reinstating natural fluvial processes. 

RESPONSE 20.G: The critical short-term projects in each basin 
now support the long-term strategies. 



CONCLUSIONS 

I 11. 
A long-term management and rrYoration plan is n d e d  for coastal Louisiana. 

I I 2. We applaud the efforts of the Task Force and its committees in assembling all of the 
elements nece~sary to put a plan together. 

I I 3. We encourage the Task Force to step beyond the small, short-term, site-specific projects 
and solutions and move into the large-scale, 'Big Picture Arena". 

5.  We recommend the Task Force adopt the concept of a process solution model and that 
all future planning efforts u t i l i  this pnmss approach. The scientific community is 
willing to help to rewrite the problems and solutions section of the main document 
incorporating the Process Solution Model wncept. Additionally, we would be willing 
to help basin captains and their teams use this model in future plan developments or 
refinements. 

2od 

6. We request the Task Force develop a meaningful relationship with Louisiana's scientific 
community coordinated through the offices of Louisiana State University's Center for 
Coastal. Energy, and Environmental Resources. The contract that made this review 
possible-an applaudable effort by the Environmental Protection Agency at the 11th 

, hourdefused a potentially disastrous situation for the whole CWPRA process. Unless 
I the scientific community stands behiid CWPPRA and its mtoration plans. CWPPRA's 

efforts will have a hard time being accepted by Congress and the general public. Until 

4. As academic nprrsentatives of a large portion of Louisiana's scientific community, we 
feel we can support the basis of the restoration plan as presented in the main document's 
solutions section. 

Colonel Michael Diffley requested the dentific community's input and encouraged this 
review. the ~rocess had onlv token scientific involvement. Individuals involved in the 

wt;o happed & be scientists, did not have any support from the 
academiclscientific community or the institutions they rrpruent. In conclusion, we look 
forward to the establishment of meaningful and sincere formal relationships between 
CWPRA, its basin captains, and Louisiana's scientific community. 

RESPONSE 20.1: W e  have added t h e  reques ted  in format ion  i n  t h e  
I n t r o d u c t i o n  of  t h e  Summary and i n  Sec t ion  1 .3 .  . 

RESPONSE 20.2: W e  acknowledge t h a t  h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  and q u a n t i t y  
h a s  been t h e  b a s i s  f o r  e s t i m a t i n g  t h e  b e n e f i t s  of  proposbd 
p r o j e c t s .  Using only a c r e s  of  marsh c r e a t e d  o r  p r o t e c t e d  f o r  
c a l c u l a t i o n  of  b e n e f i t s  was no t  used because it was acknowledged 
t h a t  a l l  marshes a r e  n o t  equa l  i n  q u a l i t y  of  h a b i t a t .  The 
h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  c a l c u l a t i o n s  a r e  heav i ly  dependent on a c r e s  of  
emergent marsh v e g e t a t i o n  and h a b i t a t  q u a l i t y  and q u a n t i t y  i s  
shown t o  i n c r e a s e  a s  emergent vege ta t ion  i n c r e a s e s .  The l a s t  
sen tence  of  your comment d e a l s  with an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
s u b j e c t .  The piecemeal countermeasures r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  your 
comment may be  a r e f l e c t i o n  of  t h e  p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t  lists. The 
p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t  l ists have, s o  f a r ,  con ta ined  r e l a t i v e l y  small ,  
more d i f f u s e  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  can he lp  hold t h e  l i n e  while  l a r g e r ,  
more comprehensive p r o j e c t s  a r e  s t u d i e d  and designed.  The 
R e s t o r a t i o n  P lan  has  been r e w r i t t e n  t o  p l a c e  added emphasis on 
t h e  need f o r  t h e  l a rge- sca le  r e s t o r a t i o n  e f f o r t s  t h a t  you 

I suppor t .  
I 



COMMENT TO 
DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR 
THE LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN 

Summary 

The EIS has the nearly impossible task of predicting the impacts of the 

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan even though the Plan is still a 

concept rather than a specific course of action (p19). The EIS mentions that the 

impacts of the Plan cannot be determined at this time because they will depend 

on the specific projects that the Plan funds, but this should be more strongly 

stated. 

Presently, there is no guarantee that the Plan will reduce marshloss even 

though it has tremendous potential to do so. This could be corrected if the Plan 

prioritized projects according to their relationship with large scale and long term 

processes that build, maintain, and destroy wetlands. Instead, the Plan 

prioritizes projects according to expected gains in habitat quality. Project 

selection should be tied to the large scale processes operating in coastal 

RESPONSE 20.1: We have added the requested information in the 
Introduction of the Summary and in Section 1.3. . 
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RESPONSE 20.2: We acknowledge that habitat quality and quantity 
has been the basis for estimating the benefits of proposed 
projects. Using only acres of marsh created or protected for 
calculation of benefits was not used because it was acknowledged 
that all marshes are not equal in quality of habitat. The 
habitat quality calculations are heavily dependent on acres of 
emergent marsh vegetation and habitat quality and quantity is 
shown to increase as emergent vegetation increases. The last 
sentence of your comment deals with an entirely different 
subject. The piecemeal countermeasures referred to in your 
comment may be a reflection of the priority project lists. The 
priority project lists have, so far, contained relatively small, 
more diffuse projects that can help hold the line while larger, 
more comprehensive projects are studied and designed. The 
Restoration Plan has been rewritten to place added emphasis on 
the need for the large-scale restoration efforts that you 
support. Louisiana so that the Plan will not merely be a funding mechanism for 

piecemeal countermeasures. Without this, the tremendous potential of the plan 

is negated because much of what will be funded is not likely to be successful. 

Given that the EIS cannot predict the impact of the Plan. it attempts to 

predict the impacts of the different types of projects likely to be funded by the 

Plan. This is a good idea and the EIS has a made a good start to that end, but 

some of these sections are inadequate. A major and consistent problem is that 

the EIS assumes that individual projects types always achieve slated goals 

(~21). By this reasoning, there is no risk of wasting funds, the only limit to 

restoration is funding, and the negative impacts of different project types are 

always outweighed by positive benefits. In reality however, some project types 



RESPONSE 20.3: Our expectation is that the sorting and 
prioritization processes employed by the Task Force will result 
in projects that will produce positive net wetland benefits. We 
have acknowledged in the referenced section that some project 
types more than others are able to address specific wetlands loss 
problems and restoration opportunities. 

do.3 

d0.4 
RESPONSE 20.4: We have added additional information about 
natural processes under the descriptions of freshwater diversion 
and sediment diversion. These are the only types of projects 
that we consider as attempts to mimic natural processes. 

are more likely than other types to be effective, and the success of different 

projects of a given type is likely to vary with the dominant marsh creation and 

maintenance processes as well as the marshloss processes operating at the 

project site. This must be acknowledged in the EIS. 

The bulk of this comment Is suggestions to help overcome the current 

inadequacies of sections that describe the different project types. Although 

these are important, the large scale processes and time frames that different 

projects fit into, such as subsidence and the ever present delta lobe cycle, are 

equally important. We recognize that much effort has already gone into this 

EIS, but It will not be complete until Ls looks at the Plan and different project 

types with these fundamental large scale and long time processes in mind. 

Likewise, the Plan will not be complete until project selection tied to large scale, 

long term processes that build, maintain, and destroy wetlands, as well as the 

human driven wetland destruction processes. 



1. Purpose and Need for the Actlon 

The EIS should more strongly present the possibility that without the 

Plan, protection and restoration efforts will continue to be small scale and lack 

integration. Much of the need for the Plan resub from a need to address the 

large scale processes at work. Briefly. the marsh creation and maintenance 

processes of bay filling and spring flooding are not operating because of the 

nation's energy, flood protection, and transportation needs. Furthermore, the 

JQS natural marsh decay processes of sediment starvation, subsidence, and saC I water intrusion associated with the delta lobe cycle continue (Coleman 1988) 

RESPONSE 20.5: We have rearranged and modified Section 2.1 to 
emphasize that, without the CWPPRA, protection and restoration 
efforts would continue to be small-scale and lack  integration. 
Additional information, extracted from your comment, has been 
added to Section 1.2. 

and have been greatly accelerated by the same needs that prevent natural 

marsh creation. Preventing further marsh loss given such large scale natural 

processes and human activity will require an integrated series of large scale 

and small scale projects such as those listed in this Plan rather than continued 

piecemeal and weakly coordinated efforts. 

2. Alternatives 

RESPONSE 20.6: We are aware that new wetland loss data will soon 
be available from the USFWS. It is our understanding that the 
data is not yet finalized and has not been published. 

20.6 

20.7 

The estimation of no action is based on loss rates from the 1974 to 1990 

data average. However, the loss rates are now less than those averages as the 

EIS notes. Furthermore, Dunbar et al. (1990) measured gross change rather 

than net change, which omits natural restoration. Thus, the loss rates are 

probably much lower now than stated, and will likely continue declining. This 

means that the need for protection is declining and that the Plan must instead 

emphasize creation. This also means that projects that protect marsh, as 

opposed to create marsh, were probably over-valued during the prioritization 

process. 

The EIS points out that all possible alternatives are likely to be parts of 

the proposed Plan as well, but would not occur in a timely fashion or at the 

funding level that the Plan offers (p24). This accurately describes the current 



RESPONSE 20.7: The information that you suggest including is to 
be found in Section 2.3.1. 20.7 

cor9 

RO.8 RESPONSE 20.8: This comment is virtually the same as the first 
part of comment 20.3. 

Plan as nothing more than a funding mechanism for what will othedse occur: 

greater funding of piece-meal efforts to counter wetland bss. The EIS should 

more clearly point out that despite the Plan's great potential, virtually no 

proposed projects were eliminated from it and it lacks a big enough frame of 

reference to sort these out. Presently, it offers little else than what would occur 

without it. 

If the Plan were modified (1) to acknowledge the overriding marsh 

creation. maintenance, and decay processes and (2) to include a mechanism 

that assures that only projects that take these large scale processes into 

account were funded, then it might be possible for the EIS to confKlently state 

that the Plan will have a net positive impact. The Preliminary Evaluation Sheet, 

Screening Information Sheet, and Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee 

described in the Plan make no mention of methods to assure that only projects 

with a high likelihood of success will be funded. Instead, too much emphasis 

appears to be given to 'projected' benefits such as habitat quality rather than 

wetland area. The EIS should stress this point rather than meekly accept this 

flaw in the Plan. 

RESPONSE 20.9: The quote in your comment appeared on page 50 of 
the EIS, but was under Section 3.3.2.3, not Section 2.3.2. The 
referenced quote has been rewritten and now appears near the end 
of the 4th paragraph under Section 3.3.2.3. Section 302(6) of 
the CWPPRA defines a coastal wetlands restoration project as "any 
technically feasible activity to create, restore, protect, or 
a n h c o  coastal wetlands...". We believe that projects to create 
more desirable habitats would be included in the "enhance" 
category. 

2.3.2. Marsh Management 

d0.q 

20.10 

Marsh management will be implemented when (1) the overall (net) 

productivity of the managed areas can be increased andlor (2) the conversion 

of marsh to open water or in some cases a less desirable marsh type can be 

prevented, delayed, stopped, or reversed. or simply slowed to some meaningful 

degree @SO). There Is nothing wrong with conversion of less desirable marsh 

to more desirable marsh, but why is it funded by the wetland protection act? 

It should be pointed out that many projects will likely fail if they are not 

rigorously screened with large scale processes in mind; Cahoon and Groat 

(1990) noted that only one third of marsh management projects reversed marsh 



RESPONSE 20.10: Even though your comment refers specifically to 
marsh management, the same argument could be made for many of the 
other project types. That is, without recognizing and evaluating 
the processes that are occurring, we cannot properly design and 
implement projects. We agree that matching the solution to the 
problem is vital to success. We expect that the proper match of 
solutions will be implemented through the integrated efforts of 
all those involved in the CWWPRA. 

loss. The fact that a landowner sincerely believes that marsh management will 

slow or reverse marsh loss is not suffiient to insure that only successful 

projects will be implemented. 

RESPONSE 20.11: Discussion of the delta lobe cycle of the river 
would be totally out of context in the referenced paragraph. 

Jo.11 

RESPONSE 20.12: Please refer to Response llC.16. 

It is not until page 52 that it is stated that how much is actually realized by 

a particular project is influenced by a number of factors. Some Important factors 

are then listed, but they do not Include long term and large scale processes 

such as the delta lobe cycle of the river and associated subsidence and 

saltwater intrusion. This may be especially important h southeast Louisiana in 

part of the Barataria and Terrebonne Basins. 

- RESPONSE 20.13: Although you have singled out marsh management, 
other types of projects are "new sciencen which doesn't make them 
any more or less desirable of a tool for addressing marsh loss. 
We believe that the other issues in your comment are addressed 
under Section 3.3.2.3. 

More attention needs to be paid to the impacts of passive marsh 

management because phase 2 of active management functions very similar to Ao.l passive marsh management. Thus any negative effects of passive 

management, such as decreased mineral sedimentation (Reed 1992) will likely 

occur. 

*'I3 

~?o.\L( 

The EIS should acknowledge that marsh management to prevent or 

reverse marsh loss is a brand new science unlike marsh management to 

improve waterfowl habitat, which is well understood. Much of the increase in 

emergent vegetation resulting from drawdowns is annual vegetation that is 

temporarily established on dried pond bottoms. No new marsh is created 

because these areas revert to pond upon intentional or accidental reflooding. 

Exclusion of sediments may limit also plant productivity, because mineral 

sediments provide plant nutrients (Broome et al. 1975, DeLaune et al 1979, 

DeLaune and Pezeshki 1988). 

Furthermore, traditional active management is not likely to promote 

marsh vertical accretion, which depends on peat production. Traditional active 

management keeps the marsh surface too drained to stimulate the vegetative 

growth process of vertical accretion, which depends on flooding to stimulate 



adventitious root production (see pg. 11 of this comment). Thus traditional 

marsh management, with it's emphasis on drawdowns, Is not likely to be 

sustainable because of subsidence and global sea level rise, which is 

substantial in Louisiana (Penland and Ramsey 1990). 

2.3.3. Hydrologic Restoratlon 

The ability of this type of activity to have a positive impact should not be 

automatically accepted. Hydrologic Restoration will probably have a positive 

effect where it seeks to restore interrupted freshwater flow, such as restoring 

freshwater flow from White Lake to the southern marshes In the Mermentau 

Basin. It might reduce marsh loss where they correct human-made hydrologic 

alterations that accelerate marsh loss processes of boding, saltwater Intrusion, 

and sediment starvation. But they are not likely to reduce marsh loss or create 

marsh where rapid subsidence causes marsh loss. Unfortunately, there seems 

to be no screening process that directs hydrologic restoration projects away 

from areas where rapid subsidence is the primary cause of marshloss. This is 

particularly troublesome because much of southeast Louisiana has been and 

will always be in a gradual but unstoppable cycle of marsh building, marsh 

death, and renewed marsh building. Projects that attempt to restore 'histork' 

(p54) water flow patterns to such areas @54) might be trying to make this cycle 

run in reverse. In such cases efforts to block canals, restrict tidal flow, and even 

reduce the size of natural bayous will not likely be effective. The only way to 

promote marshlands in those areas is to accelerate the marsh building 

processes of river flooding with freshwater and sediments. Thus, a net positive 

impact cannot be assured. 

2.3.4. Hydrologic Management of Impoundments 

Again, there is no screening mechanism to assure that impoundments 

are used only in slowly subsiding areas. Lacassine Pool at the Lacassine 

RESPONSE 20.14: You have described root zone stimulation as a 
contributing factor in the accretion process. Others believe 
that active management can increase organic matter production 
(leaves, stems, and roots) and that the organic material is 
retained within the managed area enough to maintain and 
eventually increase soil elevation. 

RESPONSE 20.15: We agree that net positive impacts cannot be 
assured for hydrologic restoration. There hasn8t been one 
hydrologic restoration project constructed and monitored yet to 
determine if they are effective. We'll never know how effective 
they can be unless we carefully design, build, construct, and 
monitor some to determine their effects. 

Your entire package of comments is very promotional of projects 
that would restore "natural processesw and very critical of those 
that would attempt to protect what is left of the wetlands. We 
believe that the best approach to wetland restoration is through 
the wise use of available sediments where feasible. However, we 
realize that moving sediments, either through gravity flows or by 
mechanical means can be very expensive. In the case of 
diversions, the potential for significant socioeconomic impacts 
can make projects impractical and politically unacceptable. 
Large-scale sediment diversions will take years to study, plan, 
design, and implement. We believe that protection projects are 
vital in critical areas while we investigate and plan large-scale 
projects for using sediment beneficially. 



RESPONSE 20.16: You may have missed a very important point 
stated in the EIS about this type of project. We would only 
implement this type of project in areas where impoundment 
currently exists and the infrastructure (levees, pumps, culverts, 
and structures) controlling water levels in the impoundment are 
in need of upgrading or maintenance. No new areas are proposed 
for impoundment. In a classic example, like the impounded areas 
of the Bayou Sauvage National Wildlife Refuge, years of 
mismanagement have contributed to soil compaction and subsidence 
resulting in soil elevations considerably less than that 
necessary to support marsh vegetation in an open, tidal system. 
Reopening of the area to tidal flow would result in rapid loss of 
the freshwater wetland plant species within the impounded areas. 
These impoundments could never receive enough sediments from the 
tidal system to rebuild soil elevations t o  levels that would 
support emergent vegetation. The only approach for dealing with 
these areas is intensive water level management. 

a0.16 

RESPONSE 20.17: We believe that you are wrong about sediment 
diversions not needing a great deal of engineering to be 
effective. True, the small-scale diversions in the active deltas 
of the Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers can be constructed 
easily with little more than a barge mounted dragline. It's a 
completely different story for sediment diversions that would 
have the real potential to significantly affect existing 
development, navigation, flood control systems, and various other 
socioeconomic resources. 

National Wildlife Refuge and some impoundments at Rockefeller State Wildlife 

Refuge are examples of successful impoundment. However, impoundment 

management will not likely be effective in southeast Louisiana even though they 

will likely be funded. Thus, a net positive impact cannot be assured. Even 

those projects that have been judged successful to date will have to be 

monitored because it may take several decades for any vertical accretion 

deficits to become noticeable. 

We believe that you are also wrong about sediment diversions 
being temporary. In reference to geologic time they are 
certainly temporary, but any projects designed to operate for 50 
to 100 years, as in the case of most large-scale civil works 
projects, are not considered temporary. Certainly, large-scale 
sediment diversions should be designed to operate for at least a 
period of 50 to 100 years; anything less would never justify the 
expense. Judicious periodic dredging of passes in the emerging 
deltas formed by sediment diversions to kept to the diversions 
operating would extend the lives of the projects and maximize 
benefits. 

2.3.5. Sedlment Diversion. 

ao.fl 

Sediment diversions attempt to speed wetland creation and enhance 

marsh maintenance processes, and is the project type most likely to be 

successful. However, sediment diversions do not require a great deal of 

engineering to be effective as stated. That position fails to view sediment 

diversions as being temporary. Sediment diversions fill a bay, which creates 

marsh. The resulting marsh is too shallow to accommodate sufficient water flow 

to allow sediment delivery. Peat accumulation prolongs their lie, but they 

eventually subside away. After some time. the resulting bay is deep enough to 

accommodate sufficient water flow again and the process can repeat. Attempts 

to force them into permanent landscape features are too expensive and a waste 

of limited resources, and should therefore not be undertaken. Larger scale 

diversions may require engineering to assure that they do not capture too much 

flow of the River, but they should not be engineered to make them permanent. 

Such large scale diversion are likely to have natural life spans of tens of 

decades to centuries, but they should not be viewed as permanent features. 

2.3.6. Freshwater Diversion 

&.I8 

The EIS should more clearly point out that freshwater diversions also 

work with the large scale processes of marsh maintenance. The EIS presents 

these projects types as benefiting primarily habitat quality. but in some areas 



RESPONSE 20.18: We have added some of the information that you 
suggest. 

a. 18 
cDtrt. 

RESPONSE 20.19: Over-freshening saline habitats won't 
necessarily cause adverse effects to the marsh vegetation, but 
would significantly affect the ability of many estuarine fish 
species to utilize the area. Fisheries harvest, both 
recreational and commercial, is one of the primary reasons why 
people want to protect wetlands and we cannot ignore the effect 
of restoration projects on fisheries resources. The blanket 
statement you make about "the more freshwater habitat there is, 
the more estuarine habitat there is" is simply not true for all 
cases. If freshwater input reaches all the way to the gulf 
shoreline, there would be no estuarine habitat available for 
estuarine-dependent species that are intolerant of fresh 
conditions and need shallow, protected areas during their early 
life stages. 

they are likely to reduce marsh loss rates as well. This is because sediment 

requirements are greater in the saltier marsh types (Templet and Meyer-Arendt 

1988, Nyrnan et al. 1990). Thus, converting intermediate marsh to fresh marsh. 

brackish marsh to intermediate marsh, and salt marsh to brackish marsh should 

slow marsh loss rates in sediment starved marshes. 

We have never hard of 'over-freshening' nor of il being related to marsh 

loss or it being negatively related to habitat quality (p38). In fact, the fresher 

marsh types generally have a higher quality for a greater variety of wildlife 

(Palmlsano 1972). Estuarine fisheries would also be positively affected 

because the more fresh habitat there is, the more estuarine habitat there Is. If 

this is supposed to negative ecocomic impacts to holders of some oyster 

leases, then it should be clearly stated but not In this section. In this section it 

should be clearly stated that oyster populations will be positively affected. 

RESPONSE 20.20: Outfall management of sediment diversions would 
be considerably different than outfall management of freshwater 
diversions. Conceptually, outfall management for sediment 
diversions would include sediment trapping devices and dredging 
of outflow passes to maximize deposition of sediments in 
favorable locations to prevent the diversions from being silted- 
in. 

RESPONSE 20.21: A key word in your comment is the word -mightm. 
Fact is, we really don't know what barrier island restoration 
will do for mainland marshes, just like we don't know for sure 
what some other types of projects will do. 

2.3.7. Outfall Management 

aoao 

The EIS cites the dangers of waterlogging stress. but it should also point 

out that flowing fresh water has a much less severe impact on wetland plants 

than standing water (Jackson and Drew 1984). Thus the need for outfall 

management might not be as severe as anticipated. Their use sediment 

diversions is probably short sighted as noted earlier. 

2.3.9. Barrler Island Restoratlon 

&.a1 

This is an example of a project type that fits in well with the large scale 

processes at work in southeast Louisiana, and this point should be highlighted. 

This type of project might greatly slow marsh loss rates by slowing the gradual 

saltwater intrusion and increased tMal prism and Rooding associated with the 

delta lobe cycle. They therefore reduce the need for marsh management and 

it's associated problems. 



I 3. Affected Environment Environmental Effects 

2.3.11. Shoreline Erosion Control with Vegetatlon 

This section states that vegetative plantings may also be used in broken 4 marsh or shallow open water areas within marshes to reestablish emergent 

vegetation. This is not likely to have a positive impact because whatever killed 

the pre-existing vegetation is likely to kill the planted vegetation as well. This 

therefore seems a great waste of resources. 

2.3.1 2. Terracing 

3.1. Descrlption of Habitats 

The description of coastal Louisiana provides an excellent snapshot of 

these habitats. But it ignores several important and very relevant processes that 

drive the gradual change that these habitats are undergo. It is extremely , 

do. 23 

RESPONSE 20.22: The object of revegetation efforts is to 
introduce plant species that did not occur in these areas when 
the marsh disappeared. Plant species more tolerant of flooding, 
like giant cutgrass, may be able to thrive in areas where soil 
elevation is insufficient to support the species that were there 
originally. 

The impacts of Terracing seems more beneficial to estuarine habitat than 

emergent vegetation. While that is desirable, it has only minimal marsh creation 

potential. Wouldn't these project types be better suited to an estuarine 

management plan7 

RESPONSE 20.23: Terracing is simply one of the tools that have 
been proposed for wetland restoration. It is unlikely that 
terracing will play a major role in the restoration of wetlands 
but could play a minor role in areas suitable for this type of 
project. Success of projects is not totally dependent on "acres 
of grass". Improvement of wetland habitats for dependent fish 
and wildlife resources is, in our opinion, a valid reason to 
implement restoration projects. It may help to read the 
definition of a coastal wetlands restoration project in Section 
302 ( 6 )  of the CWPPRA. 

RESPONSE 20.24: We have included some of the suggestions in your 

I comment. 

2.3.13. Sediment Trapplng 

&at/ 

Sediment trapping is probably best in sediment rich areas such as bebw 

the Head of Passes and in the Atchafalaya and Wax Lake delta's. There are 

probably many other places where is it also benefkial. But it is probably 

harmful in sediment poor marsh brackish and intermediate marshes where It 

may steal sediments that would otherwise be destined for the marsh surface 

where it would nourish existing vegetation and promote peat formation, which 

counters submergence. 



&.as 
Cont. 

important to describe the processes because the proposed projects types will 

be affected by these processes, and vice versa. 

The most important process is the delta lobe cycle of the Mississippi 

River that creates and destroys marshes (Coleman 1988). Embedded within 

this cycle are the marsh creation and marsh destruction processes. Marsh 

creation and maintenance depends on bay filling that creates new marshes, 

and spring flooding that maintains marshes for quite some time before they 

subside away. The important marsh loss processes are sediment starvation, 

subsidence, and saltwater intrusion. So far, humans have turned off the 

creation processes and accelerated the marsh loss processes. 

The role of saltwater intrusion needs to be clarified because it is a 

lustification for many projects. Some saltwater intrusion in southeast Louisiana 

Is associated with the delta lobe cycle of the Mlssissippl River (Coleman 1988). 

This is often ignored because it is assumed to be too slow to be important, but 

that is debatable. Much saltwater intrusion occurred in the early part of this 

century because of navigation canals (Viosca 1927). Some likely continued as 

canals were constructed during the 1950's when oil exploration was and drilling 

was important. Many of these areas affected by saltwater intrusion were likely 

lost long ago (Viosca 1927). But today, there is likely little saltwater intrusion 

continuing, and Wiseman et al. (1990) found that tide gauge data indicated only 

localized areas affected by saltwater intrusion. A great number of projects that 

are designed to counter saltwater intrusion therefore seem unneeded, and will 

not likely provide any positive benefits. Furthermore, marsh management 

projects, as opposed to freshwater diversions, have a host of negative effects. 

In many circumstances only the negative benefits will be realized because there 

will be no positive benefits. 

I &.as I 

Shorter time scale marsh processes are also Important. The vegetative 

growth mechanism of marsh vertical accretion needs to be described fully 

because it is how marshes maintain elevation in New England (McCaffrey and 

Thomson 1980. Bricker-Urso 1989) as well as Louishna (Hatton et al. 1983. 

DeLaune et al. 1988, Nyman et al. 1993). Briefly, peat production results hwn 

the production of adventitious roots just above the soil surface. Roots from one 

stern link up with roots from adjacent stems to form a tightly interwoven root 

network that forms the new, more elevated marsh surface. This process 

depends on flooding that induces anoxia and hypoxla in the plants. Although 

death often results in the deeper parts of the plant where anoxia develops. 

ethylene production stimulates adventitious root growth in the hypoxic portions 

at the soil surface (Hook 1984, Kozlowski and Pallardy 1984, Jackson 1985). 

Mineral sediments are important to the vegetative growth process, and 

seem absoluteiy essential in brackW and saline marsh (Bricker-Urso 1989. 

Nyman et al 1993). Thus another important short time scale process is mineral 

sedimentation. The most important sedimentation process in Louisiana seems 

to be winter storms rather than tidal action (Reed 1989). This is because winter 

storms have two things that tidal flooding lacks: enough energy to suspend bay 

bottom sediments in flood water, and a long enough drying period that allows 

the newly deposited sediments to dry and consolidate so that they do not 

merely wash back into the bay with next high tide or rain. 

3.4. Cumulative Impacts of Alternatives 

2o.a  
The EIS predicts that there will be no cumulative adverse effects of the 

Plan (p117). However, just because this is the goal does not make it so. The 

Plan has an equal chance of benefiting the resources as well as harming them 

because of a fundamental flaw in the Plan: there is no screening process to 

assure that the proper mix of projects are chosen to address the long term and 



3.4.5. Barataria Basin. 

I 
%he eastlwest system of levees that divides the basin in two are not likely 

to be effective because they seek to turn the clock back rather than 

acknowledge the ever present delta lobe cycIlrbkreshwater and sedlment 

diversions into the basin combined with barrier island restoration provide the 

most effective means stimulate the marsh maintenance processes and slow the 

marsh destruction processesc&lowing freshwater fbw through the basin will 

require that the flood protection levees run parallel to Bayou Lafourche rather 

than perpendicular. 

3.4.10. CalcasieulSabine Basin. 

The perimeter protection plan seems an expensive way to combat the 

problems associated with ship channels. The perimeter protection plan is also 

likely to interfere with the storm induced sedimentation that provides nutrients 

for marsh plants. Why wasn't the underlying problem of the ship channels in 

basin addressed? 

20.46 
b n t .  
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large scale processes that build, maintain, and destroy marsh in Loulsiana. 

This also highlights a fundamental flaw in the EIS: the EIS assumes that 

expected project goals will always be realized. 

RESPONSE 20.25: We have referenced the "Problems" and 
"Solutions" sections of the main report where the natural 
processes that you describe are discussed in detail. We feel 
there is no compelling reason to repeat it in the EIS. 

RESPONSE 20.26: You have taken the statement made in the &IS out 
of context. The EIS states that the Restoration Plan will not 
add to the cumulative adverse effects that human development has 
had on the natural environment. Certainly, many of the projects 
that are included in the Restoration Plan would produce effects 
that would be considered adverse by some members of the public. 
These adverse effects may not be related to wetlands, but rather 
to socioeconomic resources. 

Another comment you make is also misconstrued from what is 
presented in the EIS. We never say that project goals will 
always be realized. What we do say is that projects are expected 
to produce a net increase in emergent and/or submerged vegetation 
over conditions without a project. We fail to see what the 
problem is with that statement. If we don't expect to produce a 
net gain in wetland vegetation, then we shouldn't build a 
project. Its true that we can't guarantee positive results. 
But, if the consensus of the Task Force, based on input from all 
those associated with the process and the public, is to build a 
project based on anticipated benefits to wetlands, then we should 
be able to state that we anticipate beneficial effects. 

RESPONSE 20.27: 

a) The east/west hydrologic barrier is not part of the plan 
selected for the Barataria Basin. 

b) The large number of critical short and long-term projects in 
the diversion and barrier island categories attest to the 
importance of such projects in the restoration plan for the 
Barataria Basin. 

C) Prior to implementation, a feasibility study will be 
conducted for each diversion. Flood control will be an integral 
part of any study. 

RESPONSE 20.28: The perimeter plan was selected as the 
recommended alternative at agency/public meetings in April and 
May of 1992 and at present is probably the most economical way of 
treating coastal erosion problems in the basin. Of course, other 
long-term alternatives remain a possibility after additional 
studies. The perimeter alternative should not significantly 
interfere with sediment introduced by storm tides as natural 
channels are left open, except for Kelso Bayou. 
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Commenb on hc b u i s i r u  C o a b l  We(l.nQ Restomtion P l ~ n  
G m g o l ~  B. Miller 
937 Scna Dlive 

Met.ilic, La 7000S 

1. Executive Sumnumy 
page 1: Which projects are already under construction? 

page 2: h there a monetary d u e  for 78 million visitor days? It should be included if 
, available. 

I page 4: *active management of water levels' does this mean marsh management? 

age 5: Was the 1981 Gagliano. et al.. study used to produce the projections of the 2040 
Louisiana coastline? If so then the map contained in Figure 1 @. 5) should 

Ex \ I be adjusted using current land loss projections. 

I page 10: line 2. use "restorationn not 'restoringg 

page 11: "In summ ary..." should include reference to citizen involvement 
in preparation of the plan. 

2. M i a  Report 
page vi: indicates that Exhibit 1 contains President Bush's signing statement-the statement 

does not appear in the exhibit. 

I page 1: Which four projects have construction approval? 

page 2: Preident Bush's signing statement is referred to but the statement does not 
appear in Exhibit 1. 

Under paragraph 3 should include the designees from each federal 
agencyldepartment, not just the designee from the USACOE. 

page 7: Paragraph 3. examples of the man.induced and natural components of& primary 
cause should be given- not just for subsidence. 

page 8: Last paragraph, 'land clearing..incread sediment load" sentence should begin the 
paragraph. 

page 9: To be consistant, "Exhibit Four" in paragraph 2 should read "Exhibit 4". 
Paragraph 4, beginning "Pursuant to the..." should be indented. 

RESPONSE 21.EX1: The map is based on projections derived from 
actual losses from 1956 to 1983. The line of demarcation is a 
5 0 / 5 0  line; that is, the region south of the line is greater than 
5 0 %  water while the area north of the line is more than 50% land. 

page I I: Paragraph 1. the efforts of scientists at Louisiana's and other universities should 
be mentioned here. 



age 12: 

rncl \ 

age 13: 

page 15: 

page 18: 

page 19: 

MRL) I 
page 21: 

page 24: 

Paragraph 5, does the Chenier Plain extend beyond the Louisiana border into 
Texas? If so, this would be an opportunity to point out the importance or 
effects of Mississippi River influences outside of Louisiana. 

Paragraph 2. The first use of RSLR should not be abbreviated. It should read 
"Relative Sea Level Rise (RSLR)". 

Paragraph 3, is the 5390 feet average retreat per year? per 100 years? per storm? 
This is an impressive statistic that should be clarified. 

Last paragraph. was the 1981 Gagliano, et d., study used to produce the 
. projections of the 2040 Louisiana coastline? If so then the map contained 

in Figure 1 (Executive Summary. p. 5) should be adjusted to reflect 
current land loss projections. 

Paragraph 1 under "Background Loss'. "wave of failed agriculrurd reclamations" 
should be descibed in another section of the main report. It is referenced 
here, but the important history of the events are not detailed in the 
restoration plan. 

"excess loss" should be defined 
Paragraph 2, delete "Sequentially", use "Below we consider ..." 
Paragraph 3, to what extent are the Calcasieu Ship Channel and Port Arthur Canal 

currently used? Are wetland bmefitting alterations to the existing use 
patterns possible? In planning for restoration of this basin, was closing 
these waterways or attempting to reduce associated impacts considered? 
If so, a discussion of these considerations should be included in the plan 
or basin appendix. If not, consideration should be given to the potential 
for such actions. 

Last paragraph, in sentence 1 "limited" l o u l d  be "limit". In sentence 2, land loss 
is more complex than what? or where? 

Under Deltaic Plain, paragraph 2, is the use of "Despite" meant to indicate that 
increased land losss should have occurred because of dredging for the 
MRGO and the GIWW? Because of the controversy surrounding the 
MRGO, this sentence should be clarified to avoid future misinterpretations. 

Paragraph 3, oil field canal networks are dredged. The word growth is not 
ippropriate in this context. 

Why has Shell Island dissentegrated while the rest of the islands haven't? This 
should be explained. 

Under "Sedimentation And...", paragraph 2.1 think the citation (Nyman et d .  1990. 
1991) is misplaced. Shouldn't it follow the first sentence instead of 
appearing within sentence 2? 

This page is blank. 

RESPONSE 21.MR1: The retreat figure is based on average changes 
over the past 1 0 0  years. 

RESPONSE 21.MR2: Please refer to Response 21.EX1. 

RESPONSE 21.MR3: The Calcasieu and Port Arthur Ship Channels are 
both heavily utilized. Wetland benefitting alterations to 
existing use patterns are possible, but would be very costly and 
would need to be considered under authorities other than the 
CWPPRA. Closing these waterways was not considered. Reduction 
of associated impacts was considered by Alternative 1, which 
included locks in Calcasieu and Sabine Rivers, but these would 
need to be considered under another authority. 

RESPONSE 21.MR4: All barrier islands in the Barataria Basin are 
deteriorating. The reasons for differing rates and patterns of 
deterioration will be studied as plans are developed for the 
restoration of specific islands. 



page 32: 

page 35: 

page 36: 

page 40: 

page 52: 

page 56: 

page 92: 

21. page 97: 

mRS I 
page 98: 

page 108: 

a\, page 120: 

mRC I 
page 154: 

A\. page 181: 

m117 I 
Exhibit 1: 
page vi: 

Exhibit 4: 
page 1: 

page 10: 

This page is blank. 

North edges of maps. pictures, etc. should be oriented towards bindings and 
towards tops of pages. 

North edges of maps, pictures, etc. should be oriented towards bindings and 
towards tops of pages. 

N o d  edges oP'maps, pictures, etc. should be oriented towards bindings and 
towards tops of pages. 

This page is blank. 

second pangraph, first sentence. should be plural 'to avert critical problems" 

This page is blank. 

Under Coastal Wetland Problems. oil well recess and pipeline canal construction 
should be included as a causs of wetland loss. 

This page is blank. 

The Table listing Barataria Basin Projects contains a section of "Research and 
Development Proposals

g

-this appears to be a valuable list that should be 
developed for each of the basins. 

Project number BA-17a117b is not shown on the basin map (Figure BA-4). 

Project number XTE-65 is now a hydrologic restontion project under consideration 
for Priority Project List #3. 

This page is blank. 

Fisheries monitoring should be inchded as an 'Additional Variable or Substitution" 
for "Sediment Diversion", 'Vegetative Planting", and "Beneficial Use of 
Dredged Material" projech. 

"Text of the Act'. does not contain President Bush's signing statement as indicated 
in "List of Plates p. vi.". 

paragraph 5, "provided"'instead of "provide". 

paragraph 1. should list all of the species with Fisheries Management Plans. 

RESPONSE 2 1 . W :  The plan does identify oil and gas access 
canals as a contributing cause of wetland loss. Future plan 
modifications may deal more with this issue. 

RESPONSE 21.MR6: The XTE-65 project was originally designed, and 
remains, a marsh refurbishment project utilizing spray dredging. 
Thus it should be referred to as a marsh creation with dredged 
material project. 

RESPONSE 21.HR7: Specific monitoring plans are to be developed 
for each project. The monitoring of fisheries impacts as well as 
sedimentation impacts has been a controversial matter, with cost 
as a factor preventing their inclusion in most cases. 



page 10: paragraph 3, "recomments"?, use "recommends" 

3. Envi~onmentd Impact Statement 
over page: Why is marsh management listed first out of the thirteen project categories? Is 

it the most effective? Is it the most common strategy? This list should be 
9) logically organized(alphabetically, by most common project type, or largest 

expenditure category, etc.). 
L ) ~ ~ d r o l o ~ i c  management of impoundments? Is that marsh management? 
 herbivore control? Where is this discussed further? 
+ % e r e  is no date for the comment period. 

S-2: Under Plannine Constrain& the "availability of sound. verifiable data 
regarding specific projects...". This implies that there is sound verifiable 
data suporting the thirteen restoration project categories. There are 
questions about the benefits of some of these project categories. 

1. Under Alternatives. again marsh management is listed first out of the 
thirteen project categories. This list should be organized logically. 

EIS-4tElS-6: 1. Marsh management is listed first in Table 1. Why? The other parts of the 
Restoration Plan do not offer evidence that marsh management is the most 
effective restoration method. 

I ~ S ~ H S - 1 2 :  I. This page is blank 

1 a,@-16: 1. This page is blank. 

I S - 7 :  1. Under 1.1 Study Authority. Priority Project Lists are to be submitted each 
year for five years following the passage of the CWPPRA. This paragraph 
implies that lists will be submitted indefinitely. 

2. Under 1.2 Brkgmund, The Chenier Plain includes portions of south- 
A.8 I Texas. 

1 4.q IEIS-144: This page is blank. 

General Comments. 
The summary (EIS-I through EIS-3) of the EIS fails to address or acknowledge the potential 
social impacts associated with the Plan. This is important because these impacts may result in 
further environmental impacts. An example of this would be the displacement of fishermen from 
traditional harvesting areas. Displacement may result in redirected efforts that will burden 
fisheries in the new target areas or in areas already stressed by overfishing. This could also lead 
to increased user conflicts between commercial and recreational fishermen. 

21. Based on my own limited general knowledge and comments others have made at several of the 
h N ~ J  I public hearings, it would be beneficial to reevaluate the possibility of closing the Mississippi 

RESPONSE 21.la: Marsh management is listed first for two main 
reasons. First, there is more information available on the 
effects of marsh management than for any other project type. 
Second, we did not want to be accused of trying to "hide" marsh 
management among the other project types. The order in which 
projects are listed is not indicative of their respective levels 
of controversy or their likelihood of successfully restoring or 
preserving wetlands, although based on the comments we have 
received on the draft report, marsh management is, far and away, 
the most controversial restoration method. 

RESPONSE 21.lb: The difference between the two projects types 
lies in the existing condition of the project area. Hydrologic 
management of impoundments would be used for existing 
impoundments where little to no tidal exchange presently occurs. 
Marsh management would be used for tidally influenced areas in 
need of the benefits that marsh management can offer. It is true 
that both types of projects are a form of management, but 
hydrologic management projects would not have fisheries access 
controversy surrounding them as would marsh management projects 
since the existing impoundments are isolated from estuarine 
fisheries access. Other controversies about marsh management 
also wouldn't apply to improved management of existing 
impoundments. We feel this difference in the level of effects is 
sufficient to separate the projects into two types. 

RESPONSE 21.1~: Herbivore control is discussed in several places 
within the EIS. Please refer to the Table of Contents and Index. 
A discussion on herbivory has been added to the Problems section 
of the Main Report (page 31). In addition, several basin reports 
acknowledge the herbivory problem. 

RESPONSE 21.ld: The date indicating the end of the comment 
period was inadvertently left off. The comment period for the 
draft report officially ended on August 30, 1993. 

RESPONSE 21.2: We believe that all thirteen restoration project 
categories have the potential to benefit coastal wetlands. In 
the referenced paragraph, we discuss specific projects, not 
project types. What we are saying is simply that we don't know 
enough about many specific proposed projects to determine their 
benefits due to lack of details. 

RESPONSE 21.3: Same as Response 21.la. 

RESPONSE 21.4: Same as Response 21.la. In no way do we imply 
that marsh management is the most effective restoration method. 

RESPONSE 21.5: The page was intentionally left blank to start 
the next section on the right side of the document. 

RESPONSE 21.6: The page was intentionally left blank to start 
the next section on the right side of the document. 



4. Appendix A 

'I' 

5. Appendix B 

River Gulf Outlet. Consideration should also be given to dtering use of the outlet through 
speedlimits or the construction of locks. I believe this will result in greater public support for 
the Restoration Plan. Citizens and commercial fishermen in the Ponchartrain Basin appear to be 
mobilizing against the Bonnet Cane diversion and a concession on the MRGO may help dispeil 
some concerns about other pmjects in the basin. 

6. Appendix C 

7. Appendix D 

8. Appendix E 

9. Appendix F 
Table of Contents-Big Island is misspelled "Bib Island" 

10. Appendix G 

11. Appendix H 

12. Appendix I 
To what extent are the Calcasieu Ship Channel and Port Arthur Canal currently used? 
Are wetland bennefitting alteratiors to the existing use patterns possible? In planning for 
restoration of this basin, was closi~~g these waterways or attempting to reduce rrrsociated 
impacts considered? If so. a discision of these considerations should be included in the 
plan and basin appendix. If not, consideration should be given to the potential for such 
actions. 

RESPONSE 21.7: We have made your suggested change. 

RESPONSE 21.8: We have included your suggestion. 

RESPONSE 21.9: The page was intentionally left blank to start 
the next section on the right side of the document. 

RESPONSE 21.10: We have added a sentence to capture your 
suggestion in the last paragraph of -Planning Constraintsw. 

RESPONSE 21.PONT1: The rationale for not considering speed 
limits on the MRGO is found on page 20; for not considering locks 
on page 23; and for eliminating a gate on page 24 of the 
Pontchartrain Basin appendix. 

RESPONSE 21.C/S1: Please refer to Response 21.MR3. 



NlUonrl Oommlc m d  Avnomphrrlo A-a- I i J I NATIONAL MARNE FSHEFUES SERVICE 

Mr. Richard Schroeder 
Chief, Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, L o u i s i i  70610-0267 

Dear Mr. Sduoeder: 

Enclosed please find the National Marine Fisheries Service Restoration Center 
comments on the Draft Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan and Executive 
Summary. Ric Reubsamen of the NMFS Southeast Regional Office in Baton Rouge 
will be providing you with comments on the Environmental Impact Statement and 
the Basin Plans, and Tom Minello of the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Sdence Center 
in Galveston will be providing comments on the draft monitoring plan. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 

Sincerely, 

NOAA/NMFS Restoration Center 

Enclosure 

Comments designated a s  22: The following comments on t h e  
Executive Summary and Main Report submitted by t h e  National 
Marine Fisher ies  Services' Restoration Center i n  S i lve r  Spring, 
Maryland, a r e  not responded t o  i n  d e t a i l .  A s  s t a t e d  e a r l i e r  i n  
t h i s  repor t ,  w e  have not responded t o  comments by Task Force 
agencies on t h e  Executive Summary o r  Main Report. These comments 
have been resolved by work groups made up of Task Force agency 
representa t ives .  



total restoration cost estimation) can be found. 

Comments on the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act 
Restoration Plan 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Executive Sununary is going to be published under separate cover from the 
main report and appendices. Thii will require that the summary be 
comprehensive while brief in order to inform the reader of the important 
highlights of the Plan. 

Within the Section Introduction," the Act should be cited when quoted. 

Within the Section Introduction," the text should be revised since CWPPRA 
funded restoration projects are under construction. In the absence of an esaow 
agreement, no project can move forward. 

Within the Section "Introduction," reference should be made to the 
involvement of citizen and environmental groups. A listing of the groups 
should be appended to the back of the summary. 

Under the Section 'The Resource," the summary should indude a table similar 
to Table 6 showing the value of fisheries that are landed in coastal Louisiana. 

Within the Section "Strategy," the summary should describe the approach the 
Task Force used in developing the Plan. Specifically, the summary should 
indude a desaiption of the hydrologic basins and how restoration strategies were 
built for each basin. A map of each basin should be induded in the summary. 

Within the Section 'Strategy," each strategy (creation, restoration, protection, 
etc.) should be expanded to provide a more thorough desaiption. Each strategy 
should indude, where possible, an example (actual proposed project) to provide 
the reader with a better understanding of the types of coastal protection projects 
Wing proposed in the report 

Within the Section 'Strategy," each basin description should indude a map of 
the basin and the number of projects currently funded by the Priority List process. 
Identification of the Basin Captain should be considered. 

Within the Section "Implementation," a desaiption of the main report should 
be provided. Thii should provide the reader with understanding that the report 
discusses each hydrologic basin in the main report and in an appendix, the 
reason that an EIS has been written, and where other parts of the report (such as 

The Executive Summary refers to Plate 1, and accordingly, it should be induded 
in the Summary. Additionally, since the basins are referred to by roman 
numeral designation as well as by name, both the names and numbers should 
appear on the map. Furthermore, the colon used on the map make it difficult to 
read. It should be simplified and bolder colon should be used. 

In both the main report and the Executive Summary, there should be consistency 
between the uses of "the CWPPRA" and "CWPPRA." 

MAIN REPORT 

Page 14, Figure 2, the three graphs should all have the same x and y axes in order 
for the reader to easily determine the rate of land Loss relative each graph 
(chertier vs. deltaic plain, etc.). 

Page 15, "Background Loss," should consider simplifying this section. The 
discussion of background vs. natural loss doesn't contribute much to the reader. 

Page 21, "Why the Plants are Dying," should indude a dearer explanation that 
land loss and vegetative loss are related Consideration should be given to 
another title to this section such as "Vegetative and Land Loss." 

Page 25, 'The Value of Coastal Wetlands," this entire section should be moved 
forward in the report follow the introduction. The present placement interrupts 
the report as it describes the causes of land loss and moves into 
solutions/strategies. 

Pages 35,37: These maps are very confusing. Either the land areas or the water 
areas should be shaded for contrast 

Page 57, Pontchartrain Basin Map, this map and other maps should provide a 
dearer boundary of the basin. Each basin map should also be induded in the 
executive summary of the report as well as a map identifying the critical and 
supporting projects. 

NOAA/NMFS Restoration Cmer Draft CWPPRA Restontion Plan Gunmeno 



I TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS, ETC. 

Executi~e Summary 
Page Paragraph Comments 

1 2 When listing the Task Force members, started out with 
commas and went to semi-colons in the middle. The 
commas are the correct punctuation. 

2 2 Again, the use commas instead of semi-colons to separate the 
ideas. 

3 5 Should merge this paragraph with the previous one. 
3 6 .  First sentence should have commas: "Flood control works, 

comprising ... nearly $12 billion, protect..." 
9 1 Need to state what h4RGO stands for. 
10 last Last sentence: "...the Task Force and its committees have: 

establish ed..." 

Main Report 
Page Paragraph 

8 last 
9 first 
11 1 

Comments 
Last sentence. "bird foot"= ? 
Need to explain what delta lobe construdon. 
Second sentence starting "Much new insight" is a run-on 
sentence." 
Need to capitalize "Chenier Plain." 
Define "cfs." 
Explain the process of crevassing. 
The "Mississippi and Atchafalaya Deltas" at the top of the 
page need to be justified to the left. 
Remove the comma "...concepts is ambitious, and ..." 
State that "I#'= cubic yards. 
In the third sentence, add a comma between "continue to be 
excavated, althou gh..." 

NOAA/NMFS Restoration Center Draft CWPPRA Restoration Plan Comments 



Cdonel Michad Diffley 
D i s b i d ~ , N e w ( M e a r r ~ d  
Departrnadof~Army,Capsdfb3i-  
Post CUXce Box 60267 
New (Meam, Lakiana 7016(F0261 

Dear C d a d  Diffly: 

'kIwFshasrevidthesubjedQamrds. ~ V i e r n t d t h e M a i l I R r g a t ~ ~ b a  
Lmkimacoaddandvslues.~amadpobeatielsohrtiaa. E b v m ~ , t h e ~ t o t b l c t t a  
provide nviewcanna*l d h s i q  s p d c  daiaencia ad rccumndql M a t e  rcvisiaa to the 
MfIinRepatdeppndices. 

Tofacil~fidueanendmntsb~rePtaation@~dnd~ofgri&pmj~lish, 
inplrmaaationofthe~onplanthe~,udatheadnritydtheF&adWil~ 
Coordination Act (FWX), mxrmmcir the fdl- 

1.  Active amrdination md consultation 4 t h  the NMFS should be mirtained dnwghd 
devdopnsltofpioritypojed~revisiamtotherestorationplarSddevdopnadd 
impleanatdm ofpoject monitoring plans 

2. An dfective &sn should be M o p e d  to inmdiatdy initiate mayisition of 
i n f d o n  on and inplunmtatim of aitical rePtaation pmjcdp. 

3. Sciarce advisas (e.g, laiMsity scientists) should aPsist in fidue priority list d e v d w  
and review of projed monitoring d b .  

4. Eadr priority projed list should include ane a mre d ' rim projab, within Task 
Force established &rdq to evaluate new d a n d  roddon tcdmdogies a techniques. 

5. Where fdble, hy&uIogicaVecologicel d i n g  efforts shadd be mde&ken to d e  
prediction of d a t i q  synagistic, and m b p i s t i c  &kc& ofpnjed inpl@on 

6. Manh mmagmmt. projeds utilizing levees ad v&cr d Jtructures to c o d  dd 
h y d r d o g y m d d u e h a m ~ y ~ t o a d v a s d y i n p a d ~ ~  
fishaies should not be implemented d l  such pcjects ae refined through fiatha study to 
armn that they will pruvide lwtam dd W t s  md rnaintain existing d a n d  
fincticm. 

7- -, Jr. 
Ansis ta r tReg ianam 
Habitat Cansedan Division 

Conrments designated as 23: The following comments on the Main 
Report and Basin Plans submitted by the National Marine Fisheries 
Servicest Southest Regional Office in St. Petersburg, Florida are 
not responded to in detail. As stated earlier in this report, we 
have not responded to comments by Task Force agencies on the Main 
Report or Basin Plans. These comments have been resolved by work 
groups made up of Task Force agency representatives. 



.-!m~~*alqe)*~~=?plyu!s~~dl~aq~~3! -01 dnp-* 
PUB~~~~~S~!~!WP~~!S~J~~~~~~W~~ '5-8- 

rn80tld A.IlNlws mm 
&VI80Xd SUtWUM WUVa 

v XI- 
NIm - 



C a a n w r o n O l d s l l ~  
-3. This~mshouldnktothe~~CapsofEngineas'pojectontheperiors~~ 
idcntift overall benefits and daae attributable to d l  V onlv. 'Ihe aaea~e in this d m  

Page 9. The first mnplde mtenm should read: Pwulatim of mxt bidopical nsouas will bq 
maintained until the tnarshwak intafscc reache3 its oltocimm As the interkc declinn &mine- 

d a t i m  arc wffted to Wine reeadless ofthe salinitv fenink 

PLANFCRMULATION 
QVERVIEW OF BASIN STRA'IEciy 
A L m m  EJtaIDFRED 
fl&w B - Freshvkda Divasim 
Page 10. Deldetheuord"divasim"atthe~ofline3and&tutewtaowalannaariod 
ofticne. 

sB€mzmm 
Page. 10. Item (5) w not d a d  in any of the altamtives. 

PR- c(3lrsIDERED 

CABWARvm FRESHWATER MVERSION - 
Staas. 
Page 16. Add the fdlowirrg cpa&iavrl infandon: The. sbuchn wap d v e  a tctal of255 d m  
1992. The avaaPe dischaoe for the v*r was 714 c!% M& a nuxirmm oeak flow of 5.777 Q. 

PROJECIS.LONGlERM 
PBS-5 FlDDLER POINT BARRW ISLAND - 
Phwical M s t i c s .  
Page 24 and fdlowing pjed dkmsiom. The. M n g  "F%pical am&aidcam n p l d  "F'mbl- 
and Opprbities" and "Dgaiption" in the previous sedan For darity and rmsistsrcy, the e d i a  
Mr@ should be wd 

PBS-4 RELOCATION OF lHE MISSISSIPPI RIVER INlU BREION SOUND 
Page 26. lhis project should be mwed to the Critical, Lmg Tam Pmject sedim to cornspad to the 
discussion in the Muissippi R i v a  Delta Basin (hlRDB). We suggest indrsion of the fdlowing 
paragaph.at the beginning of this project to refa the reader to the MRDB h i o n :  Jhis uuiect is 
disnssed In nrrata detail in the Mississiwi Rim aelta b i n  (AaKndix (3 which c d m  the variotq 
odors conamim distribution offlow of the Missiimi River lhis aoiect is smmrarid ed 
the Brdon Sound k i n  vmdd be the most bcnefiaal location for a maia divasion 

lZS!L 
Pqc 27. The I& tun, ssltaas should be ddetcd and the hllowhg dstimd Ho\kmr. the scdimm~ 
~ d b e ~ t o ~ d a m u i s h b a r r i a i s l ~  

MISSEIPR luvER DELTA BASIN 
APPENDIX C 
I N I R ~ O N  - --..-. 

m P R o J E a s  
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENQNWS 
Pqc 1. The s d  peagreph stabs comtructim of a 45-kc4 deep chamd was corrpleted and planing 
isudarreyfathesanedephadarca lhshoddbecorrected 

PLANFORMLATION FOR THE BASIN 

-14. ?hissectionshouldacknom4sdgetheaCisting~divasiarqthoseeudmizedand 
poposed in otha bapira and the need to all& tk availde ma to ans, of gradst benefit 

Page23,pagqh2 'IhelaPtsentamMdbe4ttenareJtpandtdtotdicateamrhmaepasitiw 
land building scenario in which sediment vmdd continue to accrete byond the 89,300 aaes pojected 
lk5&yeafiofthisprq'cd. D d t a f a r d i a n a n d ~ b y ~ c a n d t a r r s t r i a l ~ s h o u l d b e  
greats than the Atchafaaya R i v a  and Wa Lake Outlet ddtas mnbined, since owr Mce their flow 
d d  be divated into Briton Sornd 

p a g q h 3 .  Ithasbrmsha\ka&+~disndappodudiveapestsbl ishEd 
mashes, hov.cw, ve arc mawre of researdr m nahrally m i n g  vasrs established irrarshes. ?his 
paragraph should be d t t m  to e l i d e  the mrtramdim in the first tun, senten-. A h ,  if not 
~ b y t h e a b o v e ~ ~ t h e ~ " ~ y p o l i ~ n g " s h o u l d b e r e p l d b y ~ o f  
inthefirstsmtenccandjnhabiti~mline9. 

BARAliUUA BASIN 
APPENDIX D 

- - 

F'age 1 I, pagraph 4. The second smtcncc should indicate that laa of metland habitat and hi& 
salinitis gg~ lead to 1- biodiMsity and poductivity (e.g, f i s h  divasity and s a m  and 
algal production could inrrase). 

PLAN FORMUATION 
OVERMEW OF BASIN STRATEGY 
Page 13, pampph 2 Item 1) is unclear. We Rcomnad deletion of the phrase, " d t i n g  in the 
expansion. . . marsh build-up." 
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October 20.1992 

MEMORANDUM TO: Ric y Ruebsamen 

FROM: & ~ G o r d o n &  

SUBJECT Comments on CWPPRA Projects 

We have some concerns regarding impacts of Coastal Wetlands Planning . 
Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) projects on marine fishay production in 
coastal Louisiana. The CWPPRA is intended to provide for the long-term conservation" 
of coastal wetlands and dependent f d  and wildlife populations (Section 303 a1 of Public 
Law 101-646). The exaemely productive fisheries in coastal waters of the northern Gulf 
of Mexico are supported to a great extent by the large  rea as of intermediate. brackish and 
saline wetlands in Louisiana Rehionships between coastal weUands and fishery 
production are complex, howeva, and thm exists the potential to develop CWPPRA 
projects with extensive Jetrimenlsl effects on fishery resources. Although we understand 
that maintaining fishery production is only a partial goal of the ACL it is important that 
project selection and monitoring consider fi5heries. The attached pages outline our 
concerns. 

Attachment 

cc: A. Mager 
B. Brown 
T. Osborn 
A.- 



Effects of CWPPRA Projects on Fishery Resources 

Types of Projects Selected 

A wide variety of projects have been proposed to prolect and restore wetlands in 
coastal Louisiana Some projects will have 1) immediate beneficial effects on wetland 
dependent fisheries, some will have 2) immediate delrimental effects (e.g.. replacement 
of shallow open water with land) but long-term beneficial effects, while other projects are 
likely to cause 3) immediati and lasting reductions in fishery ~roducli~ihr  of the area 
We sipport selection of projects in the-first two categories. -G addition. & support pro- 
active projects where wetlands arc built. over reactive projects intended to slow wetland 
loss. 

Projects that involve reduction of access to marine f h e r y  organisms through 
impoundments and marsh management have negative impacts on production of marine 
fisheries (Herke et al. 1987. Rogers and Herke 1985. He* a al. 1992. Rogers et al. . 
1992ab). Thus. selection of these projects under the W P R A  is disconcerting. .. 
especially when available evidence brings into question whether such projects even will 
achieve the goals of preventing wetland loss or reducing saltwater intrusion (Cowan et al. 
1988. Turner and Cahoon 1988. Turner et al. 1988. Cahoon and Groat 1990. Turner 1990. 
Reed 1992). The incentives for supporting these projects are not always clear 
(improvement of duck huntina, retention of oifand aas rights. flood control). but what is 
clear is that these projects m n o t  intended to inc& m&e-fishery prod&vity. Such 
projects certainly should not be "sold" with the objective of improving fisheries. 

The project review and selection process is partly responsible for thin problem. 
Descriptions are developed by project proponents and are filled with undocumented 
statements-such as "the project will be beneficial to fish and wildlife'. An unbiased 
scientific review of the project goals and the likelihood of success is needed. Project 
statements should document use of the am by marine fishery organisms, and benefits 
gained by the project should be weighed against potential losses in fishery production. 
The Wetland Valuation Assessment (WVA) process was developed to provide such 
estimates and fill the need for an unbiased assessment of project impacts. Reasons for 
ignoring WVA results in the fmal selection of projects should be clearly stated. 

Monitoring 

Use of the WVA model for project selection is necessary due to time consmints - and the lack of a better assessment tool. .This model is mainly qualitative, however, and 
is based on speculative estimates and limited scientific information. The uqcenainty 
involved in the model enforces the need for monitoring of project effects. Results of the 
WVA model should not be used_ to determine whether o r  not projects need 
monitoring. 

At the request of the Monitoring Working Group, a fishery monitoring plan has 
been developed by NMFS scientists with assistance from other fedenl and state agencies 
and academia (Minello et al. 1992). This peer-reviewed phn outlines acceptable methods 
for monitoring impacts of projects on fishery resources. In addition. the plan identifies 
projects that need monitoring for fishery productivity. These projects include all marsh 
management. hydrological restontion. and freshwater diversion projects. The plan also 
recommends monitoring for selected projects involving sediment diversion. beneficial 
uses of dredged material. and sediment and nutrient trapping. 

The fishery monitoring plan was developed to minimize monitoring costs, even to 
the point of severely restricting temporal replication of sampling. We understand that 
monitoring resounw are limited, but fishery monitoring is essential to determine impacts 

L 
on coastal fishery resources. Projects known to have a great potential for reseicting . 
ingress and egress and reducing fishery use of an area (all marsh management and some 
hydrological restoration projects) need to be monitored to document any fisherv losses. 
Because-marsh manapenieni projects are commonly and persistently b d  
implemented, operational characteristics that are least damacinc to fisherv ~roduction - - - .  
n&d to be idenufied and promoted for future projects. 

The effects of many other proposed CWPPRA projects on fishery production in 
both the long-term and short-term are difficult to predict. Those project types on which 
we have little'information should be developed a.  demonstration projects and monitored 
extensively (including for fisheries). Specifically, we believe monitoring effects on 
fishery nsources should be given a very high priority at demonstration projects on 
shallow delta habitat creation (e.g.. AtchafAaya Delta building project). terracing. and 
freshwater diversion. Such an approach will enable NMFS'to provide scientifically-based 
mommendations on CWPPRA projects in the future. 

The cost of fishery monitoring has often been used ns an excuse to eliminate this 
type of monitoring from consideration. Based on the fnhery monitoring plan, however. 
scientifically-sound assessments of effects on fishery resources can be conducted for 
about 375 k per year per project (500 samples). The first one or two years following 
project implementation will require monitorinc. Over the remaininn oortion of the 20 
ye& project life. however. mor;itoring during one or two additional yean should be 
sufficien~ Thus. for S150 to 5300 k. valuable information on effects of demonstration 
projecu can be obtained. This kind of information is critical for malting mid-course 
project modifications and for making decisions on fumre projects. Considering the size 
of the fishery resource involved. this cxpense does not seem unreasonable. 
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August 17, 1993 

Mr. Richard E. Boa - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
CELMN-PD-RS, P.O. BOX 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

Dear Mr. Boe: 

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. 
We hope our comments will assist you. Thank you for giving us an 
opportunity to review the document. 

Sincerely, 

~ f l 4  
(~'David Cottingha 

Director 
Ecology and Conservation Office 

Enclosure 
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National Ocunio and Ahnomphda Adminhtmkn 
*IRW -€. 
Southeast Regional Office 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 i 
August 13, 1993 I 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
District Engineer, New Orleans District 
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans; Louisiana 70160-0267 

1 Dear Colonel Diffley: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has received the June 
1993 draft programmatic environmental impact statement (EIS) for 
the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. The programmatic 
EIS provides an overview of plans and effects of alternatives 
(project types) proposed in the Restoration Plan prepared in 
response to the Coastal Wetland Planning, Protection, and 
Restoration Act of 1990 (CWPPRA). We have reviewed the document 
and offer the following comments for your consideration. 

The most pertinent scientific study of marsh management in coastal 
Louisiana (Cahoon and Groat 1990) has been largely ignored, 
presumably because some of its findings appear to question the 
efficacy of marsh management in preventing or reversing wetland 
loss. For example, mapping data (16 paired sites) suggest that 
passive management is unsuccessful in preventing marsh loss and 
active management can have negative, positive, or have no affect on 
marsh stability. That report also finds that actively managed 
sites had lower sediment accretion, bulk soil density, soil mineral 
content, and organic matter accumulation. An objective reporting 
of the findings of this study in the programmatic EIS is essential. 

General Comments 

While most of the programmatic EIS adequately analyzes and 
discusses the effects of various types of projects considered in 
the Restoration Plan, we find that it presents a subjective, 
inaccurate, and misleading review and assessment of marsh 
management activities. The document portrays marsh management, 
using levees and water control structures, as a proven and 
effective technique for addressing coastal marsh loss when, in 
fact, benefits of such projects to estuarine wetlands are 
speculative and severe adverse impacts to commercially and 
recreationally valuable marine fishery resources are well 
documented in the scientific literature. Long-term and cumulative 
impacts to wetlands and marine fishery resources are crucial 
issues, but are not addressed. 

RESPONSE 24.1: We have substantially revised our discussions on 
the effects of marsh management. We believe the revised 
discussions fairly and accurately describe the current knowledge 
of management's effects. 

The study of 16 paired sites which was included in the Cahoon and 
Groat report has been cited in the document as Sweeney et al. 
(1990). Much of the information that you suggest in this comment 
has been added to the report. 



S~ecific Comments 

Page EIS-1, paragraph 2. This paragraph should indicate that the 
third Priority Project List will be submitted to Congress along 
with the Restoration Plan and was developed from projects discussed 
in the Plan. 

hlternatives. 
Page EIS-3, paragraph 1. Project types apparently are listed in 
random order with marsh management first. In order to not convey 
the idea that marsh management is the most important project type, 
we suggest that, here and in the remainder of the document, the 13 
project types be listed and discussed in alphabetical order. 

Page EIS-4, Table 1. The summary of effects of marsh management on 
coastal wetlands should indicate that active management also can 
have mixed effects on land loss. As reported in Sweeney et a1. 
(1990), marsh coverage in 60 percent of the actively managed 
marshes investigated through mapping either decreased or did not 
change as compared to unmanaged control areas. 

Marsh management impacts to fishery resources should indicate that 
reduced access results in significant reductions in productivity of 
commercially and recreationally important marine fisheries. 
Regarding resident species, it only should be indicated that 
management aav provide benefits. 

Effects to threatened and endangered species of marsh management 
operations should reflect the discussion of sea turtle impacts 
presented in section 3.3.7.3. 

Page EIS-6, Table 1. The impacts of marsh management to navigation 
and other forms of transportation incorrectly suggest that water 
control structures are "commonly fitted with boat bays." Boat bays 
typically may be used in hydrologic restoration-type projects but 
seldom are incorporated in management projects. 

Under the marsh management heading, the summary of flood protection 
should address the implications of reduced wetland sheet flow and 
attendant increases in channelized flow and tidal amplitude. The 
summary of recreational opportunities also should address reduced 
public access and reduced production and harvest of most sought 
after estuarine-dependent species. 

RESPONSE 24.2: We have included your recommendation. 

RESPONSE 24.3: Please refer to Response 21.la 

RESPONSE 24.4: We have modified the table to be, less definitive 
about the beneficial effects of active management on marsh 
vegetation. 

RESPONSE 24.5: We have added a statement under socioeconomic 
items about the effect of management on estuarine fisheries. We 
have revised our statement about resident species to be less 
definitive. 

RESPONSE 24.6: We have added a statement about your concerns. 

RESPONSE 24.7: We have modified the table as you have suggested. 

RESPONSE 24.8: We believe that the low-level natural ridges, 
levees, and spoil banks that delineate the vast majority of marsh 
management projects would normally be overtopped before flood 
protection systems for developed areas would be threatened. 
Reduced public access is addressed under the heading of Property 
Ownership and Values. 



I 1. PURPOSE AND NEED 
I 

1.2. BACKGROUND ON COASTAL WETLAND LOSS IN LOUISIANA 

Page EIS-18, line 3. The first complete sentence should be revised 
to emphasize that sediment is being deposited in the Gulf of 
Mexico. We suggest " . . . sediment transported by the river is 
being deposited in the Gulf of Mexico in areas too deep to create 
land. 

2. ALTERNATIVES 
2.3. ALTXWATIVIS CO~SIDERED IN DETAIL 
2.3.2. Marsh Xanagement 

I 
Page EIS-27, paragraph 3. The last sentence should be revised to 
highlight the great uncertainty involved in marsh management. We 2q.lb suggest it be revised to read, "By attempting to selectively modify 
attributes . . . managers try to induce . . .." 
Page EIS-27, paragraph 4. This section should indicate that new 
spoil banks are constructed on marsh or in shallow, open water 
where elevations of the management area periphery are insufficient 
to block tidal flows. 

Page EIS-27, paragraph 5. Because of varying biological responses, 
the second sentence should indicate that structures are used to 
bttem~t t~ produce desired results. 

Page EIS-27, paragraph 6. In the sentence continuing on page BIS- 
28, the tenn "fisheries productionn should be deleted and the word 
mariculture substituted in its place. We are aware of no marsh 
management plan in Louisiana, planned or implemented, which would 
benefit fisheries production other than for a selected species, 
i.e., mariculture. 

Page EIS-28, line 5. This sentence should indicate that management 
is one of several alternative ways of pttem~tina to deal with marsh 
loss but scientifically documented studies indicate that success 
apparently is limited. 

1 2.3.2.1. passive waaement. 

Page EIS-28, paragraph 3. This section should thoroughly discuss 
the findings of Sweeney et al. (1990) regarding the poor success of 
passive management in preventing or reducing marsh loss in coastal 
Louisiana. In some cases, passive management appeared to cause an 
increase in wetland loss rate, possibly because of excessive 
ponding and toxic soil conditions. To avoid potential confusion, 
the word "dependentn should be deleted from line 5. Documentation 
of success and a discussion of conditions necessary to provide 
sediment and nutrient enrichments to passively managed areas should 
be provided. 

RESPONSE 24.9: We have included your suggestion. 

RESPONSE 24.10: We have incorporated your suggestion. 

RESPONSE 24-11: We have included a statement to the same effect 
as your suggestion. 

I RESPONSE 24.12: We have removed the phrase that you suggested 
modifying. 

RESPONSE 24.13: During our discussion with you, we agreed to 
leave in "fisheries production" but linked it with practices more 
common to South Carolina. 

f 
! 
1 

RESPONSE 24.14: We have modified our statement in an attempt to 

i make it less objectionable. 

RESPONSE 24.15: Discussions of effects have been moved to 
Section 3. Reference to Sweeney et el. (1990) has been 
incorporated into the EIS in Section 3.3.2.3. 



Page EIS-28, paragraph 6. The inference that structures can be 
selected to eliminate all adverse impacts is incorrect. The word 
nnecessarily" should be deleted. 

Jq.16 

Page EIS-28, paragraph 5. The suggestion in the second sentence 
that only "some types of passive structuresn can restrict movement 
of estuarine-dependent fisheries is incorrect. We are unaware of 
any scientific studies which have documented structure designs 
which did not reduce fishery movements. We recommend this sentence 
be rewritten as follows: "One effect is that all types of passive 
structures restrict the free movement of migratory estuarine- 
dependent fish species." The third sentence should indicate that 
passive structures affect sediment transport only to the degree 
that water can flow over or through a structure as controlled by 
tidal events. The overriding effect of passive management is a 
reduction in tidal flux and sediment accretion (Boumans and Day 
1990, Cahoon 1990, and Reed 1992). 

I 2.3.2.1.1. Fixed-crest weirs. 

~ q . ~ f  

Page EIS-29, paragraph 5. This section should reference the 

A.fll intensive, long-term fishery study by Herke et al. (1987) who found that annual production of estuarine-dependent fisheries was reduced 
by 50 percent to 93 percent. 

Page EIS-29, paragraph 1. This section should note that hydrologic 
restoration projects differ greatly from passive management in that 
most involve minimal disruption of natural channels and do not 
include levees which prevent sheet flow of water and organism 

1 2.3.2.1.2. Slotted Weirs. 

movement over the marsh surface from adjacent water bodies. 

Page EIS-30. This section should note that slotted weirs, while 
not as intrusive as fixed crest weirs, still significantly reduce 
estuarine-dependent fishery production. The last paragraph is 
speculative and appears to have been included only to minimize the 
significance of adverse weir impacts. It should be deleted unless 
supported by credible scientific data. 

Page EIS-31, paragraph 2. To avoid confusion, line 11 should refer 
to xesident fish suecies. 

RESPONSE 24.16: We have rephrased the portion of this paragraph 
regarding fisheries to reflect your comments and have moved it to 
Section 3.3.6.3. We have also rephrased and moved the other 
portion dealing with sediments to Section 3.3.2.3. 

1J.U 

RESPONSE 24.17: This paragraph has been restructured and moved 
to appropriate sections within Section 3 since it dealt with 
effects of management. The sentence referenced in your comment 
has been deleted, but your suggestion is captured elsewhere. 

Page EIS-31, paragraph 3. In line 1, delete the term nsufficientn 
and insert in its place to attem~t. This section also should 
thoroughly review the photo-documentation of wetland response to 
active marsh management presented by Sweeney et al. (1990). The 
responses enumerated in this paragraph often are unmet in Louisiana 
coastal marshes. 

RESPONSE 24.18: Your suggestion has been added to the report. 

RESPONSE 24.19: All mention of effects, which is the thrust of 
your comment, has been moved to Section 3. Herke et al. (1987) 
is referenced in Section 3.3.6.3. 

RESPONSE 24.20: This paragraph has been reworded and now appears 
under Section 3.3.2.3. 

RESPONSE 24.21: The phrase you reference has been incorporated 
into two sentences under Section 3.3.6.3. where your suggested 
modification has been made. 

RESPONSE 24.22: We have amended the sentence to reflect a degree 
of uncertainty as your comment suggests. Sweeney et al. (1990) 
has been referenced in Section 3.3.2.3. 



Page EIS-31, paragraph 5. Phase 3 operation (freshwater and 

f i .23  1 sediment input) has had very limited use and, in general, its purported benefits are undocumented. 

Page EIS-32, lines 1-17. The sentence beginning on line 9 should 
be revised to read, "Achieving the desired responses is attempted 
by setting the crests . . . at 1 foot or occasionally 2 feet below . . ... The last sentence is only partly correct and should 
include the concern that, 1)short-term management impacts are 
variable and can be negative and 2)long-term impacts generally are 
unknown. This paragraph also should discuss the frequently noted 
increase in soil and water salinities during drawdown periods, 
especially during periods of low rainfall. 

Page EIS-32, paragraph 2. This paragraph is not correct. As noted 
previously, the NMFS is concerned about lost fishery production gDP 
potential adverse impacts to coastal wetlands. 

,8u< 

Page EIS-32, paragraph 1. This paragraph ignores the great 
uncertainty in achieving desired wetland responses by management 
and the potential for negative wetland impacts. This paragraph, as 
with others in this section, should be rewritten to clearly 
indicate the speculative nature of active management, even under 
ideal conditions, in obtaining desired short or long-term marsh 
responses. Uost often, conditions for successful management are 
not ideal and are negatively affected by rainfall patterns, 
drought, subsidence, sea level rise, storm events, prolonged low or 
high tides, etc. 

'Page EIS-33, paragraph 3. Information presented in this paragraph 
is very misleading. The study of marsh management in Louisiana, 
edited by Cahoon and Groat (1990) was very intensive but of a 
shorter duration than the South Carolina study. Nevertheless, the 
Louisiana study provided valuable insight into the impacts of marsh 
management. Results of that study should be much more thoroughly 
discussed with particular emphasis on nutrientlsediment flux, 
sedimentation;plant health, and habitat trends documented through 
mapping. 

J.17 

2.3.3. Hydrologic Restoration. 

Page 32, paragraph 3. This section (continues on page EIS-33) 
should indicate that Phase 3 operations and the effects of such 
operations largely are untested and that situations where Phase 3 
operation could be beneficial are uncommon. Data are not available 
to predict operational effects. Unless the sentence is changed, 

Page EIS-33, paragraph 4. Depending on the type of structures used 
and their location, hydrologic restoration projects may reduce the 
use of a project area by migratory, estuarine-dependent fishery 
species. 

the last word on the page should be corrected to "is.* 

RESPONSE 24.23: We have indicated the limited use of Phase 3 
operations at the end of the paragraph describing Phase 3 in 
response to your comment. 

RESPONSE 24.24: The sentence on line 9 has been revised as per 
our discussions. We have moved all discussion of impacts to 
appropriate sections within Section 3. 

RESPONSE 24.25: We have added-in some of the uncertainties of 
marsh management. Discussions of effects have been moved to 
Section 3. 

RESPONSE 24.26: Your representatives have agreed to delete this 
paragraph. 

RESPONSE 24.27: See comment 24.24. 

RESPONSE 24.28: Numerous references to the comprehensive Cahoon 
and Groat (1990) report appear in Section 3 of the report. 

RESPONSE 24.29: Your suggestion has been included under Section 
3.3.6.4. 



3. AFFECTED EWIRONMENT/ENVIRONNENTAL EPPECTS 
3.3. BIGNIPICANT RESOURCES AND EFFECTS OF ALTERATIONS 
3.3.1. Introduction. 

3.3.2. Coastal ~arsh; 
3.3.2.3. Harsh Manaaement. 

Zqeb 

Page EIS-50, paragraph 3. The last sentence should be objective 
and reflect that marsh management studies have reported both 
beneficial and detrimental impacts to wetland vegetation. 

Page EIS-49, paragraph 2. This paragraph should indicate the 
anticipated completion date of the programmatic impact statement 
for marsh management, how future CWPPRA and non-CWPPRA applications 
will be processed, and the current level of management (number of 
permits issued and acres affected) in coastal Louisiana. 

Page EIS-50, paragraph 4. This paragraph is misleading, poorly 
worded, and should be revised. While a management proponent may 
hope that a project will provide wetland benefits, that is not a 
reasonable expectation. A study of existing management areas (see 
Cahoon and Groat 1990) suggests that impacts to vegetation are 
about equally apt to be positive, negative, or insignificant. 

Page EIS-51, paragraph 1. Discussion should include the findings 
of Sweeney et al. (1990) who compared vegetative changes at 
passively managed and unmanaged wetland sites. This most 
extensive, controlled study of marsh management in coastal 
Louisiana found that no passively managed areas produced net gains 
in marsh area or net water-to-marsh gains. 

Page EIS-52, paragraph 1. It should be noted at the end of this 

N . X l p  aragraph that water level drawdowns frequently are unsuccessful in maintaining lowered water levels during the drawdown period. 

~ 4 . 3 3  

Page EIS, paragraph 3. This paragraph typifies the overall lack of 
an objective analysis of marsh management and associated impacts 
presented throughout the programmatic EIS. The Cahoon and Groat 

(1990) report is the most thorough and intensive investigation of 
marsh management conducted in coastal Louisiana. Studies which 
comprise the report were undertaken by some of the best wetland 
scientists in the country. A number of state and federal agency 
representatives and private interests formed an advisory panel 
which provided input and guidance throughout study planning, 
implementation, analysis and report preparation. The study 
evaluated long-term changes of 16 management sites using 

Page EIS-51, paragraph 4. To somewhat reflect the great 
uncertainty of management success, in the second line delete 
"strive" and insert ttem t. The last sentence should be expanded 
to n. . . resident4 f iscry species and migratory species when 
accessible." 

RESPONSE 24.30: There is no estimated completion date for the 
programmatic EIS on marsh management. Section 404 and Section 10 
permit applications for marsh management projects, whether CWPPRA 
related or not, are being processed under normal regulatory 
procedures. We don't believe its necessary to go into details on 
the number of permits issued and acres affected in this EIS. 
This information will be discussed in great detail in the marsh 
management EIS. 

RESPONSE 24.31: The referenced sentence has been rewritten. 
Beneficial and detrimental effects of passive management are 
discussed in the first three paragraphs under Section 3.3.2.3. 
All three paragraphs must be read to get the overall perspective 
of effects. 

RESPONSE 24.32: This paragraph has been rewritten and now 
comprises the second half of the fourth paragraph under Section 
3.3.2.3. We believe that the revised sentence should be less 
objectionable to you. 

RESPONSE 24.33: The second-to-last paragraph under Section 
3.3.2.3. contains the information that is the basis of your 
comment. 

RESPONSE 24.34: We have made the change suggested in the first 
part of your comment. We think that the second part of your 
comment refers to the following paragraph. That sentence has 
been eliminated because it was out of place under effects to 

. marsh. See discussions under Section 3.3.4.3., 3.3.5.3, and 
3.3.6.3. 

RESPONSE 24.35: The paragraph you reference has been eliminated. 



interpretation of aerial imagery and analyzed the wetland 
functional attributes Of managed and unmanaged sites. Rather than 
characterizing the investigations as "not definitive," an objective 
presentation of the study results should be provided. 

3.3.4. Submerged Aquatic Vegetation. 
3.3.4.3. Harsh Manaaement. 

24.31 

Page EIS-61, paragraph 1. It should be noted in this paragraph 
that inadequate tidal flushing of management areas results in rapid 

11*9l growth of algal mats, which shade out more beneficial vascular 
plant species. 

Page EIS-53, paragraph 1. A discussion should be included to 
address the long-term viability of marsh management in an 
environment experiencing eustatic sea level rise of approximately 
2 inches everv 5 vears. The discussion should address the 
sustainability of these systems over a period of 20 or more years; 
requirements for future operational changes to maintain 
sufficiently low water levels within the management area; 
cumulative fishery impacts if access is impaired by revised 
operations to cope with elevated water levels; and probable effects 
of project abandonment. 

3.3.4.7. freshwater Diversion. 

Page EIS-61, paragraph 6. This section indicates that wincreased 
sediment and nutrients would tend to increase coverage of SAV." It 
also should be recognized that higher sediment levels could 
increase turbidity and increased nutrient delivery could stimulate 
plankton production, factors which would reduce SAV growth. 

3.3.6. Fisheries Resources. 
3.3.6.1. No Action. 

3.3.6.3. Harsh Manaaement. 

2J.k 

Page EIS-66, paragraph 2. For clarification, we recommend that the 
phrase "freshwater and estuarine-dependent" be deleted from line 3. 
In the third sentence, the presumption that resident species are 
benefitted by protection or expansion of aquatic or emergent 
vegetation is unfounded. While wetland vegetation frequently is 
not benefitted by management, resident species still are selected 
preferentially. Reduced predation and competition, altered 
salinity conditions, or a variety of other factors may play more 
pivotal roles in the community structure of managed wetlands. 

Page EIS-65, paragraph 7. Reference should be made to the study of 
Browder et al. (1988) who reported on the relationship between 
brown shrimp catch and wetland interface. Based on their analysis, 
they found that shrimp yields will decline when interface declines, 
"possibly beginning about 1995." 

RESPONSE 24.36: We believe that the revised text gets to the 
real controversy surrounding the Cahoon and Groat report, 
especially the second-to-last paragraph of Section 3.3.2.3. 

RESPONSE 24.37: Although your comment is focused on marsh 
management, sea level rise will affect the long-term viability of 
other project types as well. Fact is, we don't know very much 
about the long-term viability of most of the proposed project 
types because we don't have long-term monitoring data. 

RESPONSE 24.38: We agree that algal mats could form in managed 
areas, but we believe that projects implemented under the CWPPRA 
would be operated to minimize this occurrence. 

RESPONSE 24.39: Your suggestion change has been made. 

RESPONSE 24.40: Your suggested addition has been added. 

RESPONSE 24.41: We have deleted "freshwater and estuarine- 
dependent" as suggested. We have added some of the other factors 
that may affect resident fish populations, as you suggested. 



Finally, based on scientifically credible studies, the last 
sentence should be revised to read, Estuarine-de~endent miaratoa 
s~ecies are adversely im~acted. 

  his section also should thoroughly discuss and analyze long-term 
and cumulative impacts to commercially and recreationally important 
marine fishery resources and dependent industries. The analysis 
should consider the hundreds of thousands of acres of coastal 
fishery habitat currently subject to marsh management as well as 
the acreage subject to future management by landowners and through 
the CWPPRA. 

Page EIS-66i paragraph 3. The last sentence should indicate that 
the expansion of aquatic vegetation pav o c c u  in actively managed 
areas. 

Page EIS-66, paragraph 4. Ranges in the reduction of fishery 
standing crop or production of economically important species 
should be provided from the cited studies. 

aq.46 1 page EIS-66, paragraph 5. See preceding comments on paragraph 2 .  

Reference should be to Hoese and 
than their npublicationn since it is 

Page EIS-67, paragraph 4. The citation for USFWS, 1991 is not 
provided. This discussion also should indicate whether this was a 
controlled study and if differences were statistically significant. 

I 3.3.6.4. Hvdroloaic Restoration. 

3.3.6.7. Outfall Manaaement. 

' 

A+l"l' 

Page EIS-68, paragraph 4. This section should note that some 
outfall management projects are essentially marsh management with 
a freshwater input component. As such, impacts would be similar to 
or more severe than those described for marsh management. 

Page EIS-68, paragraph 1. There are many projects proposed for 
funding under the CWPPRA that are identified as "hydrologic 
restorationn that would reduce tidal flow into restored areas by 
restricting, to a large extent, the cross-sectional areas of 
natural waterways leading to the project area. These projects 
could reduce use of project areas by migratory estuarine-dependent 
organisms. This potential impact should be identified. 

RESPONSE 24.42: It would be imprudent to make such a definitive 
statement when we know there are normally exceptions. Such a 
case may occur for areas that are so far removed from tidal 
influence that the use of the area by estuarine-dependent species 
is virtually non-existent. 

RESPONSE 24.43: The information that you request in your comment 
will be a major focus of the programmatic EIS on marsh 
management. We are not prepared to delve into these issues at 
this time. 

RESPONSE 24.44: We have modified the sentence so that is it less 
definitive about marsh management increasing SAV. 

RESPONSE 24.45: We have added a figure for the decrease in 
fisheries production in the third paragraph of the section. 

RESPONSE 24.46: We have included most of your suggestions. 

RESPONSE 24.47: We have referred to the document as an 
unpublished manuscript. 

RESPONSE 24.48: We determined that your copy of the document was 
missing a page of the Literature Cited section. 

RESPONSE 24.49: We have identified the potential for these 
projects to reduce access by migratory species. 

RESPONSE 24.50: We disagree with your assertion. None of the 
conceptual designs that we have reviewed for outfall management 
resemble marsh management projects. 



I 3.3.9. Water Quality. 
3.3.9.1. Existina Conditions. 

Page EIS-77, paragraph 4. The fifth sentence should be revised to 
24.51 1 indicate that increased salinity levels have contributed t~ marsh 

and swamp loss and ~ontinue to contribute to marsh loss. 

I 3.3.11. Property Ownership and Values. 
3.3.11.8. Freshwater Diversion. 

EIS-85, paragraph 5. This discussion would be more 
appropriate in section 3.3.16. 

I 3.3.12. Flood Protection. 
3.3.12.4. Barsh Manaaement. 

Page EIS-87, paragraph 4. It has been reported (e.g., Boumans and 
Day 1990) that the construction of canals and levees for marsh 
management or other purposes can cause water level amplification in 
adjacent areas. Levees also can hinder stormwater runoff from 
within a watershed. Increased water levels caused by management 
area levees could negate any flood protection benefits which may 
occur if marsh acreage can be increased through management. A more 
thorough and objective assessment of flood protection impacts 
should be presented. 

I 3.3.14.Recreation Opportunities. 
3.3.14.3. flarsh Manaaement. 

Page EIS-94, paragraph 3. This paragraph should mention that state 
law restricts harvesters from fishing within 500 feet of the water 
control structure. 

3.3.16. 8ocioeconomic Items. 
3.3.16.3. Commercial Fishina and Trauuinq. 
3.3.16.3.3. Future With CWPPRA Proiects. 

Page EIS-108, paragraph 2. While most alternative project types 
either will not affect or will beneficially effect commercial 
fisheries, this section fails to address significant adverse 
impacts associated with the marsh management alternative. NMFS has 
calculated lost marine fishery production (recreational and 
commercial) from a moderately sized (3,000 acres) active management 
area to be about $500,000 per year. At least 28 potential marsh 
management projects are identified in this programmatic EIS. The 
loss in production of commercially and recreationally important 
marine fisheries should be discussed in depth in this document. 

RESPONSE 24.51: We have made the editorial correction. 

RESPONSE 24.52: We couldn't find an appropriate place for the 
discussion in Section 3.3.16. 

RESPONSE 24.53: We have included some of the information 
contained in your comment. 

RESPONSE 24.54: We checked with the LDWF about the law that you 
refer to (RS 56:329). The law states that certain types of nets 
(mainly commercial fishing nets) are prohibited within 500 feet 
of a water control structure if they prevent the free passage of 
fish. According to the LDWF, it is very difficult to prove 
whether or not a net prevents the free passage of fish. There is 
no state law that prohibits recreational angling, crabbing, cast 
netting, or dip netting around a water control structure. 

RESPONSE 24.55: We have added a paragraph under the referenced 
section to disclose the possibility that certain types of 
projects have the potential to reduce commercial fishery harvest. 



3.4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Sincerely, 

M~454- 

24.46 

RESPONSE 24.56: The information that you suggest including in 
the EIS has not been determined. We have developed very rough 
benefit calculations for about half of the projects included in 
the Restoration Plan, but we are reluctant to use these numbers 
in the EIS due to the potential inaccuracy of the numbers. The 
numbers are used extensively in the main report and basin plans. 

Pages EIS-117 through 127. This section should include the acreage 
of coastal wetlands potentially created and conserved within each 
hydrologic basin through implementation of the restoration plan. 
The area that CWPPRA projects Would add to the total area of 
coastal wetlands impounded for marsh management should be I 
specified. The cumulative adverse fishery impacts of CWPPRA and 
non-CWPPRA projects should be identified and discussed as well. 

I 

Andreas Maqer, Jr. L/ 
Assistant Regional Director 
Habitat Conservation Division 
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PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY 
T w s  nnt-tosl 

BOX lW7 

NORTH AMERICA 
UWORATION AN0 -TION 

August 30, 1993 

Comments on the DraR Environmental Impact 
Statement lor the Loulslana Coastal Wetlands 
Restoration Plan, Federal Repister Vol. 58, No. 
135, dated July 16, 1993 

I Dear Mr. Boe: 

B E U I R L  TEUS 
W WEST LOOP SOUTH 

PHILUPS 8UlWNO 

Mr. Richard E. Boe 
EIS Coordinator 
CELMN-PD-RS 
U.S. Army Engineer District, New Orleans 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

Phillips Petroleum Company (Phillips) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan 
prepared by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force. 
Our comments will not address the technical merits of the various aspecb of the main 
report or the environmental impact statement, but rather will offer relevant comments on 
wetlands protection and the balancing of that need to achieve the greatest benefit to our 
society. 

Wetlands restoration and protection is an important issue to Phillips. Our company has 
demonstrated its concern for wetlands protection through thoughtful planning of day-to-day 
operations in the many areas in South Louisiana where we conduct oil and gas exploration 
and development activities in a mainly wetlands environment As an example, in 
Plaquemines Parish where Phillips operates two major oil and gas fields, we have expended 
considerable time in engineering and planning of pipeline routes, facility sites and well 
locations. Generally, our planning as set out in our Section 404 permit applications goes 
far beyond what we anticipate will be required. It is Phillips' goal to conduct its activities 
in a manner that will have the least possible impact on the wetlands and areas with 
emergent vegetation, while at  the same time allowing Phillips to construct and maintain 
facilities necessary to find and produce oil and gas resources prudently and economically. 
In Cameron Parish where we recently completed a saltwater disposal well, Phillips saw an 
opportunity to create an area that would in time support the growth of new marsh grasses. 
These new grasses will provide additional stability in the surrounding wetlands. The area 
involved covered approximately one-half acre of dredged material from the wellsite and was 
not required by any federal or state agency. This was an effort Phillips chose to undertake 
over and above any permit requirements at an additional cost of $53,000.00. 

Mr. Richard E Boe 
August 30, 1993 
Page 2 

Very truly yours, 

2C.I 
b n t .  

Carver Richards 
Laws and Regulations Department 

The examples set out in the foregoing paragraph are presented to demonstrate our 
company's concern for wetlands protection and restoration. Conversely, we are also 
concerned that unnecessary regulatory burdens will serve to diminish oil and gas activity to 
the detriment of the state and.local communities which rely heavily on our industry as a tax 
base and for employment opportunities. In closing, we believe it is critical to carefully 
weigh the costs and benefits to our society when looking a t  any wetlands project. Thank 
you for this oppbrtunity to comment. 

RESPONSE 25.1: The c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  o f  p r o j e c t s  t o  s o c i e t y  a r e  
c a r e f u l l y  a n a l y z e d  when p r o j e c t s  a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  f o r  f u n d i n g  under  
p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t  lists. Large- scale  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  a r e  p l anned  
f o r  the  f u t u r e  w i l l  r e q u i r e  tho rough  d i s c l o s u r e  and c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
of socioeconomic impac t s  d u r i n g  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s .  



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Planning Division 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 

Southeastern 
Louisiana 
University 

Dear Dr. Hawes, 

Department of Biologicll Sciences 
lox  814. SLU 
H-mond, LA 70401-0814 S04-549-3740 

August 27,1993 Dr. Sue Hawes 

Enclosed are my comments on the most recent version of the "Louisiana Coastal 
Wetlands Restoration Plan" Main Report and Appendix A. A few general comments may 
be found below. 

MrnepQCt 

I 1. Many of the priority projects are highly questionable as to their expected outcomes. 
The overall vision for wetlands restoration In coastal Louisiana should focus on the one 
method that we know works well, namely small-scale sediment diversion projects. These 

2. A stronger argument should be made for the storm-abatement value of wetlands by 
including a sentence comparing the effects of hurricane Andrew in coastal Florida and 
coastal Louisiana such as: "Hurricane Andrew hit the coasts of Florida and Louisiana with 
roughly the same wind speeds; the Florida coast was devastated whereas Louisiana's 

I wetlands greatly reduced the energy in Andrew and saved taxpayers millions of dollars." 
3. The sentence circled at the bottom of p. 157 should be in the executive summary so that 
the reader realizes that, under natural conditions, net gain of emergent vegetation 
occurred for coastal Louisiana as a whole. The current version does not make a clear 
enough point that human alterations are largely responsible for today's alarming rates of 
net loss of emergent vegetation. 
4. Now that the basin plans have been prepared. it is obvious that some basins provide 
much greater opportunities for obtaining net gains in emergent wetland vegetation than 
others. It is absurd to divide funds in such a manner that each basin gets a couple of 
projects each year. Cost-benefit analysis should be performed with all projects in a single 
pot and on a level-playing field. 
5. Cost-benefit analysis should Include only emergent vegetation that will be gained or 
protected from loss. Our science is not far enough along to offer quantitative assessment of 
"acres enhanced" or "acres benefited," or whether one species association is more or less 
valuable than another. The estimated value of many of the currently proposed projects is 

2.1 

RESPONSE 26.1: The f i n a l  p l a n  does focus  on sediment d i v e r s i o n s  
a s  t h e  t o o l  t h a t  w i l l  r e s t o r e  Louisiana 's  c o a s t a l  wet lands over  
t h e  long- term. Severa l  small- scale  sediment d i v e r s i o n s  and a t  
l e a s t  one la rge- sca le  d i v e r s i o n  form t h e  backbone of  t h e  
R e s t o r a t i o n  Plan.  L imi t ing  t h e  p l a n  t o  small- scale  sediment 
d i v e r s i o n s  i s  no t  p r a c t i c a b l e  s i n c e  sediment sources  a r e  no t  
a v a i l a b l e  i n  every  bas in .  

are the most cost-eaectlve project types and t h q  require the least funds for maintenance. 
The new presentation on proposed sediment diversions (pages 36-38) should be the 
backbone ofthe overall plan. Although the science of wetlands creatlon Is still In Its 
Infancy, we know that the probability of successful wetlands creatlon is high If an area with 
sumclent throughput also contains a net aggradatlon of sediments. 

We do no t  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  success  of  many o f  t h e  p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t s  
is ques t ionable .  Over 50 percen t  of  t h e  p r o j e c t s  on t h e  first  
t h r e e  p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t  l i s ts  a r e  marsh c r e a t i o n ,  sediment 
d i v e r s i o n ,  and s h o r e l i n e  p r o t e c t i o n  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  we know w i l l  
work. We a r e  q u i t e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  t h e  remaining hydrologic 
r e s t o r a t i o n  and marsh management p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be  s u c c e s s f u l .  
A l l  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be  monitored and what we l e a r n  from t h i s  
program w i l l  be  used t o  make f u t u r e  p r o j e c t s  work b e t t e r .  

RESPONSE 26.2: The p lan  recognizes t h e  v a l u e  of  wetlands a s  a 
s torm b u f f e r .  However, no s p e c i f i c  d a t a  i s  a v a i l a b l e  t h a t  
p e r m i t s  a meaningful comparison between t h e  e f f e c t s  of  Hurr icane 
Andrew on F l o r i d a  versus  Louisiana.  

RESPONSE 26.3: The main r e p o r t  and t h e  Execut ive Summary have 
been r e v i s e d  t o  more c l e a r l y  recognize t h e  r o l e  t h a t  human 
a c t i v i t y  has  had i n  caus ing  wetland l o s s .  

RESPONSE 26.4: Cost- benefi t  ana lyses  a r e  performed on every 
p r o j e c t  on a l e v e l  p lay ing  f i e l d .  The same group of  s c i e n t i s t s  
analyzed n e a r l y  a l l  t h e  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  Res tora t ion  Plan.  This  
in te ragency  team developed t h e  modified rapid- assessment vers ion  
of  t h e  Wetlands Value Assessment e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  t h i s  purpose. We 
recognize t h a t  some b a s i n s  provide g r e a t e r  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  
o b t a i n i n g  n e t  g a i n s  i n  wetlands. However, t h e r e  a r e  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  every bas in  t o  c o s t- e f f e c t i v e l y  c r e a t e  o r  
p r o t e c t  wet lands.  These c o s t- e f f e c t i v e  p r o j e c t s  a r e  t h e  ones 
t h a t  a r e  chosen f o r  p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t  lists. 

RESPONSE 26.5: The Wetlands Value Assessment methodology 
developed f o r  CWPPRA is  a peer  reviewed, s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  v a l i d  
method f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  p r o j e c t e d  wetland b e n e f i t s .  We recognize 
t h a t  t h e  modified rapid- assessment v e r s i o n  i s  less accura te ,  b u t  
it i s  t h e  on ly  method t h a t  cou ld  f a i r l y  compare over  500 p r o j e c t s  
i n  about  a month's t ime  t o  meet t h e  mandated dead l ine  f o r  r e p o r t  
submission. A s  p r o j e c t s  become candida tes  f o r  p r i o r i t y  lists, a 
t r u e  WVA w i l l  be  completed f o r  them and secondary c r i t e r i a  w i l l  
be a p p l i e d .  



The Pontchartrain document is in much better shape than the previous version but 

highly inflated due to these nebulous categories. ' 
6. It should be made clear in the Main Document that many of the proposed projects are 

d . 4  I experiments. 
7. The current monitoring scheme appears to contain an inherent bias: the agency 

a6.7 

RESPONSE 26.6: The only p r o j e c t s  t h a t  w e  f e e l  a r e  experiments  
a r e  t h e  demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s .  A s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  Response 26.1 
above, we b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t s  proposed i n  t h e  R e s t o r a t i o n  
P lan  w i l l  succeed i n  r e s t o r i n g  L o u i s i a n a r s  c o a s t a l  wet lands.  

responsible for implementing most of the projects is also the agency responsible for judging 
their success. An independent body (such as the university community and/or private 

could still be improved. 
1. In my estimation, the most cost-effective project in the list is the "Amite River Diversion dl Canal Bank Modification" (XPO-47) project. I am still perplexed that this project is not a 
priority project. 
2. Several people from DEQ have told me that data over the last several years indicate 

RESPONSE 26.7: I n  a Task Force comprised of  f i v e  Federa l  
agenc ies  and t h e  S t a t e  of  Louisiana, a l l  of  whom have d i f f e r e n t  
missions,  any s i n g l e  agency's b i a s  is  l o s t .  

enterprise) should be solely responsible for monitoring the success of CWPPRA projects. 
8. All sections entitled "FUTURE WITHOUT-PROJECT CONDITIONS' should be 

2L.B I entitled "FORECASTED FUTURE WITHOUT-PROJECT CONDITIONS." Current 
predictions are based on pseudo-science at best. 

able 

&./I 

Louisiana Department of  Natura l  Resources (LDNR), wi th  t h e  
a s s i s t a n c e  of  U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Serv ice ,  has  been des igna ted  
by t h e  Task Force t o  admin is te r  t h e  monitor ing program. The work 
w i l l  be  done by t r a i n e d  p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  The monitor ing p r o t o c o l  
has  been developed by t h e  Task Force agenc ies  wi th  t h e  h e l p  of  
t h e  academic community. 

that the Mississippi River is higher in water quality (including lower fecal coliform counts) 
than any of the rivers and bayous (with exception to the Pearl) that currently drain into the 
lake. If so, this would boost public support of the ~ o m e t  Carre diversion project. 
However, I have also heard that nitrogen (the expected limiting nutrient in the 
Pontchartrain system) may be higher in the Mississippi River. In either case, a water 
quality comparison of the Mississippi River and the other riven and bayous emptying lnto 
the Pontchnrtrain should be presented. 
3. If the Bonnet Carre project is going to win university support, the destruction of 200 
acres of cypress swamp must be avoided. As I mention in the document, I am also 
concerned with the timing of the discharge; the system needs freshening in the fall and 
most of the planned discharge will occur during the spring. In addition. I don't understand 
why the diversion is planned biennially. 

RESPONSE 26.8: We f e e l  t h e  " forecasted"  i s  i m p l i c i t .  

4. Treatment of MRGO is biased. The current version reads as if MRGO is a major 

26. Ul conduit for ship traffic to New Orleans; I am told that it actually accommodates less than 
2% of the traffic. Closing this environmental catastrophe should be a priority. 

Specific comments are written in the documents - many are editorial in nature. I am 
sure this last round has been intensive and ne~e-~racking. Hopefully you will get a rest 
following the next re-write. You are doing an admirable job. 

RESPONSE 26.9: This  p r o j e c t  (XPO-47) is recommended a s  a 
demonstrat ion i n  t h e  f i n a l  p l a n .  

RESPONSE 26.10: The water  q u a l i t y  of  t h e  r i v e r s  on t h e  n o r t h  
shore  of Lake P o n t c h a r t r a i n  is very poor a s  evidenced by t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  they ,  and no t  leakage from t h e  Bonnet Carrd sp i l lway ,  were 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  a l g a l  bloom i n  Lake P o n t c h a r t r a i n  dur ing  t h e  
summer of  1993. However, s i n c e  it is  t h e  Miss i ss ipp i  River  t h a t  
is be ing  d i v e r t e d  i n t o  t h e  lake,  t h e  only f a i r  impact a n a l y s i s  is 
t h a t  of  t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  River  water  on t h e  lake .  

RESPONSE 26.11: Swamp l o s s  has  been minimized a s  much a s  
p o s s i b l e  by moving t h e  d i s p o s a l  a r e a  f o r  m a t e r i a l  t aken  from t h e  
o u t f a l l  channel  t o  a non-wetland a r e a  i n  t h e  c e n t e r  of  t h e  
sp i l lway .  No f u r t h e r  reduc t ion  is  f e a s i b l e .  The d i v e r s i o n  s t i l l  
p r e s e r v e s  a n e t  of  10,000 a c r e s  of wetlands over 50 years .  

Operat ion o f  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  f a l l  when s a l i n i t y  is  high 
would g r e a t l y  b e n e f i t  t h e  wetlands around t h e  western p o r t i o n  of  
Lake P o n t c h a r t r a i n .  This  w i l l  be  given s e r i o u s  cons idera t ion  
when t h e  o p e r a t i n g  scheme f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  f i n a l i z e d .  

As d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  P o n t c h a r t r a i n  Basin appendix, t h e  Bonnet 
Car re  d i v e r s i o n  w i l l  be  opera ted  when s a l i n i t i e s  a r e  high i n  t h e  
bas in .  On t h e  average, t h i s  occur  every o t h e r  year .  

RESPONSE 26.12: Vesse l s  us ing  t h e  MRGO c a r r y  s l i g h t l y  over  3 
percen t  of  t h e  tonnage o f  goods pass ing  through t h e  P o r t  of  New 
Orleans.  However, t h e  va lue  of t h e  goods moved on t h e  MRGO, 
because o f  t h e i r  c o n t a i n e r i z e d  nature,  compose 13  percen t  of  t h e  
monetary va lue  of goods pass ing  through t h e  p o r t .  

Scientific Advisory Panel 
fc: Lee Wilson & Associates 



United SUtw 
Depatmn'd 
m-0 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Engineer. District 
New Orleans 
Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box '60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

- Dear Colonel Diffley: 

3737 Qovarmant Street 
Alexandria. Loulmiana 
71302 

August 30, 1993 

I would like to congratulate you, as chairman, and the entire 
Task Force for an outstanding job on the Louisiana Coastal 
Wetlands Restoration Plan. The plan is an excellent example 
of the results that can be achieved when government agencies, 
groups and individuals work together to save Louisiana's 
coastal wetlands. 

Overall the plan adequately discusses the problems and 
strategies to abate wetland loss in Louisiana; however, I feel 
compelled to address the marsh ranagrnent issue. The Hain 
Report and EIS present some negative findings and generally 
fail to identify the positive role of rarsh management. Harsh 
management is one tool for restoring wetlands in certain areas 
where conditions warrant its use. Other techniques such as 
hydrologic restoration, shoreline protection, freshwater and 
sediment diversions, beneficial use of dredge spoil, 
revegetation and barrier island restoration are applicable 
only to certain conditions in coastal Louisiana as well. 

Modern rarsh management techniques involve a holistic approach 
to ecosystem management. They address soil, water, animals, 
plants, and air; all of which are essential to a balanced 
ecosystem. There are many success stories across the coast 
that demonstrate clearly the desirability of marsh management 
as an option to coastal restoration. This has been a concern 
of many landowners who have recognized the critical erosion 
and catastrophic loss of their wetlands and have demonstrated 
great resourcefulness in attempting to reverse these losses. 

While many of the large scale projects identified in the 
restoration plan may be conceptually valid, planning needs and 
socioeconomic constraints may substantially delay or even 
preclude their implementation. In the interim or as an 
alternative we must implement measures to retain the marsh 
soil substrate where it currently exists. 

AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

Colonel Michael Diffley 
Page 2 
August 30, 1993 

Attached are comments submitted to the Louisiana Coastal 
Wetlands Restoration Plan and Bnviromental Impact Statement 
from the USDA - Soil Conservation Service comments. 

'5b5wu- 
Donald W. Gohmert 
state Conservationist 

RESPONSE 27.1: Comments acknowledged and appreciated. 



I BOIL COWBERVATIOW BERVICE RESPONSE8 TO TEE L O U I B ~  COASTAL 
WET- REBTO8ATIOU DRAFT PLAU. NAIU REPORT ~ R O ~ R A L  

I IMPACT BTATMEUT, August 30, 1993 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PG. 4 Restoration. ... Fresh water will be added, salt water 

will be blocked, and dredged-raCer4a%-banks-w4Z%-bc 
breached other measurom will bo usod to 
rostoro. ;. . . . 

ITHE PROBLEM: THE LOSS OF COASTAL WETLANDS 

Pg. 7. Para 1. Sentence 2. 
Tho causos of soil orosion that load to wetland loma 
include subsidence .... Thoso causos rosult in 
orosion of organic surface soil and mineral 
shorelines. 

Pg. 7. Para 1. Sentence 4. 
Rapid submergence of soil8 and .... 

Pg. 7. Para 1. Sentence 6. 
A variety of more local ... , hurricanes, herbivory. 
and soil erosion by incroaso tidal uchango, ... 

a 7 . a ~ .  

Pg. 7. Para 1. Last sentence. 
Add: Brosivo effoctm duo to wind and water have 
boon doctnontod to bo a ujor factor in tho loam of 
coamtal wotlandm duo to high organic naturo of r u m h  
soils. Associated land loss in coamtal rushos im 
diroctly related to tho 1088 of tho organic surfaao 
layor of marsh soils. 

7. Para I. Sentence 5 .  
These stresses ... organic matter to the soil 
substrate ..... (Mitsch and Gosselink 1986) and 
oncourago land loam by sovoro orosion of oxtsting 
organic 80il layers. 

I Pg. 7. Para 2. Sentence 1. 
All of the soil built by .... 

I Pg. 7. Para 3. Sentence 2. 
Each of the "primary causesn of soil loss .... 

I Pg. 8. Para 4. Sentence 3. 
Pumping of the marsh organic moils caused rapid 
subsidence ..... 

Para 7. Sentence 1. 
The suspended ... helped build soils apparently 
declined ... 

torit. 

Para 1. Sentence 1. ... exploring the potential of the Gulf Intracoastal 
Watervay and othe major water transport routes as a 

Pg. 8. 

Pg. 10 

Page 12. 

Pg. 12. 

Page 15. 

Pg. 21. 

Page 22. 

Pg. 22. 

Pg. 22. 

Para 2. 
A11 of Louisiana coastal rush soils havo tho co-n 
chuactoristics of wotnosm, flooding. low olovation, 
and low roliof. They vary widely in many other 
'chuaatoristics, howovor, that u o  important to 
their us0 and mainaguont. 
Xumb moils can be dividod into two oatogoriomt 
minoral and organic. Ilinoral r u m h  moils h v o  
organic surfaco layor8 of lo88 than 16 inchom in 
thiclnoms. Boil8 with roro than 16 inchom of 
o r g d a  acoumulations arm clammifiod as organic 
moils. 
Tho highost ratas of 80il orosion in coastal rushor 
u o  occurring in tho doop organio soils. Tho 
natural processes of goologic orosion coupled vith 
tho main-induced altorations of tho fragile ocomystom 
has shifted tho balance of rush moil dovolopront. 

Para 4. Sentence 5. 
Boil erosion along both gulf and bay .... 
General Comment 
The majority of the Teche/Vermilion Basin is in the 
Deltaic Plain. The Mississippi subdelta lobes of 
the Teche and Haringouin are located within the 
Basin. 
The area between Freshwater Bayou - LA Huy. 82 and 
the vestern shoreline of Vermilion Bay is 
predominantly within the Chenier Plain. 

Para 3. Sentence 3. 
Even a very ... duration of flooding of moil8 in 
Louisiana ... 
Para. 2 .... organic mass, parC4cular3y-befewgreundi 
r~~rergaa4e-mahCcr-sCeck, and removal ... 

Para 3. Sentence 2. 
As a result, ... to the marsh moil substrate .... 
each year to the soil substrate .... 

Para 3.  sentence 4.  
These include lateral soil erosion ...( Gagliano and 
Wicker 1989), sheet orosion of organic .~.torialm 
from incrossed tidal oxohango. 



I Pg. 22 Para 4. Sentence 1. 
While all wetland...Louisiana swamp, 

fresh, brackish, ... 

I Pg. 22. Para 5. Sentence 1. 
Sudden increases .... fresh marsh soils can result 
in ..... 

I Pg. 23. Para 2. Sentence 1. 
Increased ... to fresh marsh orosion in ... 

Pg. 23. Para 4. Sentence 2. 
Such collapses, duo to orosion, have been observed 
to result in moil oromion that leads to a aurface 
lowering ... 

I Pg. 23. Para 4. Sentence 5. ....( Stevenson el al., Reed 1991). Thoso impaots 
U o  also obsorvod in vortiaally stablo marsh 
landscapes. Those effects.... 

dlaL THE VALUE OF COASTAL "ETLANDS cod. I 
Fish and Wildlife Values 
pg. 25 [Incorporation USPWS National Fishing, Hunting and 

Wildlife Associated Recreation Surveys (USDI-PWS, 
1985; USDI-FWS, 1992). Linscombe and Kinlergs Fur 
Harvest Data (Linscombe and Kinler, 1984), and 
LDWFgs annual migratory waterfowl surveys. This 
information will add to the importance of all 
recreational and commercial values associated with 
coastal wetlands] 

I 1SOLUTIONS TO WETLAND IDS8 IN LOUZSIANA 

Page 33. Para 6. 
Restructure sentence. Should be: .... Louisianags 
coastal wotland system.... 

I Page 39. Section : Rebuilding Barrier Islands 
Use of subaqueous shoals would remove some of the 
protection for interior marshes. 

pg. 42 Gulf Shorelines ... WnIerC~nsCe%y~-rrr-maCer4a%-Ce-Che-bcseh ... 
[misleading and confusing, not caused by segmented 
breakwaters, mud has been in Holly Beach or other 
areas for a long time, especially after dredging of 
Calcasieu Ship Channel, other places this is a 
natural process of chenier forming] [Add section on 
the Holly Beach project.] 

I Page 43. para 4. sentence 1. 
Hydrologic ..... drainage pathways.-by-Che-sefeeC4ve 
bseeking-02-dredged-dameis. 

age 43. para 4. sentence 2. 
Often, Chese excavated channels .... 

Page 43. para 5. sentence 1. 
[strike the first sentence - the concept of gapping 
spoil banks is NOT new, and has been an extremely 
controversial issue for about a decade] 

I Page 43. para 5. sentence 2. 
intersecting canals has should read ... intersecting drainago ah.nnols has 

'age 43. para 5. sentence 5. .... Studies suggest that, in a f w  cases, there may 
bo mom0 merits, howover ofton tho banks provfdo 
protoation as they exist an. gapping rill causo roro 
h a m  than good. 

Page 43. para 6. sentence 2. 
[Should include additional features besides gapping 
spoil banks. It is SOT the only tool available in 
hydrologic restoration.] 

Include "Such structures have been used successfully 
in the Chenier Plain in Cameron Parish." 

Page 44. Para 1. Sentence 3 
these closures are design to .... should rewrite 
needs to say: may rotud or restrict. 

a. 4 L.nUovners have found that this h u  boon proven to 
bo an offoctive tool under aortain conditions, 
oneompassing approxilutoly 168 of aoastal rotland 
acroago, and should be considerod when spocific mito 
evaluations are done. 
[see Chabreck, 1978 - Soil and Water Characteristics 
of Coastal Marshes Influenced by Weirs - reducing 
turbidity, siltation behind structures] 

I 

! 

I pg. 53 para. 1 Sentence 2. ... Therefore, region-scale solutions to problems 
causing land loss are dosirablo in tho long tom. 

Page 44. Para 2. sentence 1. 
Marsh Management ... practices in Louisiana for at least 50 years to 
protect tho rosourco bas., by roduaing orosion, 
salinity SUfgOSr tidal saouring, and onhanao 
uorgont and submorgont rogotation Ce-manage-Ier 
wakerfews-and-Iarbearers. 



Howovor, bocauso of funding and socioeconomic 
constraints, tho length of time noadad to plan and 
implement larger, rogional-scalo projects, and tho 
nood to protect critical wotland uoas in a timoly 
mannor, smaller-scale projocts rust also bo an 
integral p u t  of tho restoration plan. 

para. 3 Add this sentence: 
Tho restoration plan must raain flexible so that 
critical.nallor-scale projocts idontifiod in tho 
future can be implemented in a timely rannor. 

pg. 73 para. 1 Line 5. 
Misspelled word. Replace *scarsitym with scarcity. 

pg. 73 para. 5 Line 1. 
Reword to "Subsidence, and subsoquont orosion, ... 

I pg. 74 para. 1 Sentence 4. 
The project and will direct ..... 

pg. 79 Table BS-2 
OM is used as a project type but is not listed in 
the legend along with other project types. 

I pg. 81. Geomorphology Section. para 1. Sentence 3. 
During this period, the river shifted coursed and .... (delete the d in coursed). 

pg. 113 para 3. Last sentence. 
(This is an assumption and may be inaccurate. If 
land loss rates are used and not defended in other 
basins, it should not in this one.) A better 
statement would be: Tho Penchant marshes rocoivo a 
largo amount of froahwater and sediments; howevor, 
without proper outfall management of theso wators 
and sodimonts, erosion is expectod to continuo. 

I pg. 115 para 3. Sentence 2. 
Take out the word pasaivo. 

I pg. 115 para 4. Sentence 2. ... conveyance channels and improve the distribution 
and maintenance of sediment-laden water. 

I pg. 117 para 4. Sentence 1. 
Hydrologic models arm valuable tools to determine . . . 

pg. 117 para 4. Sentence 4. 
Duo to tho insufficient us0 of freshwater and 
sediments ... (This basin ham more freshwater and 
sediments than most.) 

pg. 127 
Alternative C. Sentence describes Wax Lake Outlet 
as "the more efficient." It should be clarified 
that Wax Lake Outlet is tho moro officiant in 
building marsh. 

pg. 133 para 4. After sentence 1. ... spring. Salinity 101701s arm also influoncod by 
tho QIWW and dischuge from torracod uplands which 
u o  affoctod by rice oulturo. 

pg 136 Para 2 Sentence 4. 
The underlying cause of .... human induced, of 
hydrology, .... 

pg 137 Para 2 omit. 
[The paragraph is a repeat of the last paragraph on 
page 1361. 

May insert this paragraph in the place of the 
omitted paragraph: 
A proforred strategy would go boyond tho above 
rontionod projocts by doaling moro comprohonsivoly 
with tho major rosource8 of basin, tho froshwator 
and sodiment of tho Atchafalya Basin. Thus, for 
uuplo, under this stratogy a putioulu priority 
would bo placod on demonstration projocts aimod at 
ovorall goals of sodfront unagaont. 

138 Key Issues 
Several of the projects .... [This entire paragraph 
is inappropriate since all projects can have these 
problems, and all projects go through a planning 
stage to insure all aspects in the project are 
addressed. Why single out hydrologic restoration as 
needing to be planned carefully. A project that is 
not planned carefully has a greater chance of 
failure. ] 

pg. 148 4. Fisheries Impacts. ... control structure w4ii 
iikesy in some casos could reduce recruitment .... 
Bowovor sevoral projects in tho maontau Basin are 
dosigned to roducs water levols and will have a 
positive impact on tho rovuent of ostuarino 
organisms. 

I pg 157 Top of page change "Mapone largen to largo open 



Add paragraph after 1st complete paragraph. 
In areas whoro saltwater intrusion destroyed fresh 
m d  low-salinity vogotation growing on fragile 
organia marsh soils, latgo uoas of shallow opon 
wator now uist. Wind induced wave action aontinuos 
to orodo oxposed marsh odges. Additionally strong 
winds aroato tides which ofton create flow patterns 
which oxport eroding soils and discharge interior 
froshwatar and/or introduce saltrator. Unloss this 
orosivo cyalo is intorruptod, orosion on uposod 
marsh odges will likoly aontinuo. 

I I Page 159 Table CS-2 21,900 acre instead of 1,900. 

Overview of Basin Strateqy 
3) Change to- troating aritical areas of wetlaad 
loss . 

Page 164 Para. 2 1st sentence. 
Change 1st sentence to - lupporting projoats addross 
erosion in intorior largo open wator uo8s 8nd othor 
sovoroly oroding areas, whora porimotor projoats 
alone aannot provide sufficient protoation. 
Add project under Marsh Sound of Calcasieu Lake 
XCS-51/44 Mine CSC spoil and plug West Cove Canal. 

Page 166 Under erosion control along the GIWW strike out CS- 
11 and XCS-41. and add them as a combined project 
CS-11/XCS-41 Sweet Lake-Willow Lake Bank 
Stabilization. 

Page 168 Table CS-3 
Line out Project XCS-44. 

l~age 170 Line out Project XCS-51. 

I pg. 9 U.S. De~artment of Aariculture (Soil Conservation 
Service. Aaricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service) . 

The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) objectives include working 
with landowners to reduce soil erosion and thus retain land 
productivity. The State Conservationists for Louisiana have 
understood the problems confronting landowners with wetland 
erosion for many years. 

United States Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service 

Work in Protection and Restoration of Wetlands 

The district conservationists, in coastal parishes, have 
worked with landowners to plan conservation measures on 
wetland soils since the early 1950's (Broussard and Floyd, 
1987). The planning has not only been done on small areas of 
wetlands, but on a basin level. The SCS Water Resources Staff 
has worked with local conservation districts on both 
Cooperative River Basin Studies and Watershed plans which 
encompass both public and private lands. 

The SCS has also been involved in conservation planning on 
public lands with the United States Department of Interior- 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on many refuges. In 1951 
two reports were issued jointly by the USFWS and the SCS in 
regard to Cameron Parish. These reports contained a map of 
vegetative types, including all marshlands, within the parish. 

River Basin Studies and Watershed planning is provided for 
under the authorization of the Small Watersheds Planning Act 
(Public Law 83-566). The Public Law was passed by the 83rd 
Congress, House Bill Number 566, in August 1954. It 
authorizes the United States Department of Agriculture to 
cooperate with Federal, state, and local agencies in making 
surveys and investigations of the watersheds of rivers and 
other waterways. 

The SCS, to date, has completed two river basin studies and is 
working on three others within Louisiana's Coastal Zone. The 
SCS completed the Lafource-Terrebonne Cooperative River Basin 
Study in September 1986. In September 1989 the SCS completed 
the Central Barataria Cooperative River Basin Study. The 
Calcasieu-Sabine Cooperative River Basin study will be 
finalized by September 1993. The Hermentau Cooperative River 
Basin will be completed by September 1994 and the 
Teche/Vermilion Cooperative River Basin Study will be 
completed in September 1995. 

The SCS, to date, has completed two watershed planning 
studies, has one study pending and is in the process of 
completing a supplement on one watershed for coastal vetlands. 
The Cameron-Creole Watershed Plan was completed in October 
1972. The West Fork of Bayou L'Ours Watershed Plan was 
completed in March 1987. This watershed plan will have most 
Of the components implemented under the BA-2 project listed on 
the first priority list. The Sabine-Black Bayou Watershed, in 
Cameron and Calcasieu Parishes, will begin the study phase 
later in Fiscal Year 1993 and will be completed by September 
1994. The West Fork of Bayou L'Ours Watershed Supplement 
Number 2 is in the planning phase and will be completed by 
September of 1993. 

The Soil conservation Service is also involved in program- 
neutral natural resource planning in wetland areas. These 
plans are funded under other sources than the PL 83-566 
watershed funds. A natural resource plan will be completed on 



I the Bayou Penchant area of Terrebonne Parish in Fiscal Year 1994. The Lake Boudreaux Plan has been approved and is in the 
planning process. This natural resource plan will be completed 
by Septe-r 1993. 

The SCS is also involved in a plant materials program for 
coastal wetlands. The Plant Materials Center is located in 
Golden Meadow, Louisiana. The center actively collects and 
grows various wetland vegetation to be introduced into the 
marsh. The goals of the program are to find plant materials 
that can withstand greater ranges in water depths and 
salinity, improve hybrid vigor, increase productivity, 
evaluate additional species and successions, and determine 
lbest planting methods for erosion control. 

Various publications and other studies regarding coastal areas 
have also been a part of SCS's involvement in marsh 
conservation planning. These docupents include various coastal 
soil surveys, the Gulf Coast Wetlands Handbook, and the 
Coastal Marsh Inventory. The soil surveys (Table 1) generally 
contain information about marsh soil types, structural and 
land use suitability, and productivity for various uses. All 
the other parishes have either been published, are at the 
printing office, or being surveyed. A Gulf Coast wetlands 
Handbook was developed in the early 1970s for use by the field 
offices in conservation planning for landowners in the marsh. 
In 1983, a Coastal Marsh Inventory was made to deternine 
aspects of the marsh that did not fit within the National 
Resource Inventory that SCS does every five years. 

~ a l e  1 Soil Surveys in Coastal Louisiana 

Soil Survev Publication Date 
Ascension Parish 1976 
Assumption Parish 1978 
Calcasieu Parish 1988 
Cameron Parish 1993 
Iberia Parish 1977 
Jefferson Parish 1982 
Lafourche Parish 1983 
Livingston Parish 1991 
Orleans Parish 1989 
Plaquemines Parish 1993 
St. Bernard Parish 1989 
St. Charles Parish 1987 
St. James and St. John Parishes 1973 
St. Martin Parish 1977 
St. Mary Parish 1959* 
St. Tammany Parish 1990 
Tangipahoa Parish 1990 ' 

Terrebonne Parish 1960' 
Vermilion Parish 1994 

1 I *currently being updated. 



EXISTING PROJECTS I O.S. De~artment of Aariculture. Soil Conservation Servicq 

I TABLE OP SCS HARSH WORK 

Lafourche-Terrebonne Terrebonne 
Central Barataria Barataria 
Calcasieu-Sabine -. Calcasieu-Sabine 
Mermentau Hensentau 
Teche-Ve~il ion Teche-Vermilion 

Studies Basin 
Cameron-Creole Calcasieu-Sabine 
West Pork of Bayou LIOurs I vna Barataria 

I 
- - - - - - - - - 

West Pork of Baiou LSOurs Supplement )2 Barataria 
Sabine-Black Bayou Calcasieu-Sabine 

Covington 
Franklin 
HOuma 
Jemings 
Lake Charles 
New Iberia 
New Orleans 
Thibodaux 

~ 7 , p  
co,,t. 

Pontchartrain 
Teche-Verr./Atch. 
Terrebonne 
Calcasieu-Sabine 
Calcasieu-Sabine 
Teche-Vermilion 
Bar ./Breton/Pont. 
Bar./Terrebonne 

Natural Resource Protection Plans Basiq 
Lake Boudreaw Terrebo~e 
Bayou Penchant Terrebo~e 

Summary of Landowner Marsh Conservation Plans from 1981-1990. 
p i l  e es 
Abbeville 31 Illr 547 Mem./Teche-Verm. 
Belle Chasse 13 28,420 Breton S./niss. 
R. 

ndowner Marsh Conservation Plans on Prioritv Lists 1 C 2 
Gulf Intracoastal Watervay to Clovelly Farms 

CS-20 Mud Lake marsh Management 
ICS-9 Brown Lake Hydrologic Restoration 

1 I 
Comments on the Environmental -.at Statement 

EIS-4 [The Tables are well done, the information is correct - 
213 1 modify Marsh Management under Fisheries Resources 

change nvould be restrictedn to naould restriat or 
be inareagedm 

RESPONSE 27.2: All comments on the executive summary, main 
report, and basin plans submitted by Task Force agencies have 
been addressed by work groups made up of representatives from 
those agencies. The comments are not specifically responded to 
in this document. 

RESPONSE 27.3: We have modified the table to be less definitive. 



2. Alternatives 
2.3. Alternatives Considered in Detail 

IS-27 2.3.2 Marsh Management 
para. 4 ... 4ndaee-hhe-des4red-p~anC-andfe~-an4ma% 

eemun4ty-respenses incroaso tho vegetative 
oxtont, productivity, and diversity. Plans to 
bo permitted should meet this desired rosponso. 

para. 5 ... .restricted by inadequate structures ..., 
properly designed structures rill oliminato 
this problu. Canal banks may be modifiod 
gapped-er-e%esed-eei depending ... 

I para. ' [Eliminate paragraph - South Carolina does not 
apply to Louisiana] 

para. 1 C 2 [omit entire paragraph - South Carolina marshes 
are totally different from those in Louisiana] 

2.3.2.1 passive Manaaement. 
para. 3 ... would likely be to edanee-seme-aCCr4butes 

rrr-m4ner-env4remenCa%-preb%ems stop further 
erosion from occurring, and stabilize water 
conditions. 

para. 4 .... PredaeLng-iaverab%c-rr~-fehab2'eek-and 
J7.8 I ~ymanr-~9egj. 

para. 6 However, passive water management ... some 
anaveidab%e varirblo effects. Bne-eiZeeC-4s On. 
study indicates that some types of passive ... 
(Herke, Rogers, and Knudsen, 1984), howover, 
other studios (Wicker, 1983; Horko, 1971; 
Horko, 1992; Oagliano and Roborts, 1987; 
Chabreck and Hoffpauir, 1962; Isyrm, ot 81, 
1990; Hoeso and Xonikoff, unpubl.) from tho 
sane area shows no noticeable hpaot on tboso 
s u m  organisms. Ane~er -e i eeek-4s - thaC-~~~-4nCe  
and-evC-ee-managed-areas7 Although this can 
someuhat limit sediment introduction, many 
areas in Louisiana's mushes aro not dopandent 
upon sediment, and thero u o  usually no 
sufficient sediment available. The doep organic 
soila of the marshes indicate that sediment ha8 
played a very minor role in rarsh creation, a 
much greater dependency is on organic 
accumulation vhich requiros lossoned tidal 
actions and increased plant grovth, both 
possible through use of passive managemant 
( w a n ,  Chabreck, DeLauno and Patrick, 1993). 
Additionally, .... marsh soils (Turner, Day and 
Gosselink, 1989). (Broussard, 1988) 

RESPONSE 27.4: Please refer to Response 12.2. 

RESPONSE 27.5: We do not believe the first part of your comment 
is appropriate. New tidal connections can form in managed or 
unmanaged areas. In managed areas, new tidal connections could 
form, regardless of the adequacy of the structures to relieve 
hydrologic pressures. We believe it is appropriate to add your 
second suggestion rather than to modify the original text as you 
suggest. 

RESPONSE 27.6: Please refer to Response 12.2. 

RESPONSE 27.7: We have reworded the referenced sentence, using a 
portion of your suggestion. 

RESPONSE 27.8: Please refer to Response 12.4 

RESPONSE 27.9: Please refer to Response 12.5. 



I para. 5 ApparenCSy-andeeumenhd 6pooulatod effects of 
slotted weirs ... 

EIS-30 2.3.2.1.1 Fixed-crest weirs. 

2.3.2.1.3 Rock weirs. 
para. 6 ... naturally drained areas. Tho voids botvoon 

rocks allovs quickor passago of vator than 
oarthon or other structures and u y  in faot 
allov access to 8 vary limitad utont of 
organisms, tho u t r u o  tidrl fluctuations 
causing scouring u o  groatly lossonod, as in 
other structural moasuros, than thoso of opon 
direct channels. Use of rock weirs is limited 
to areas ... 

t?* lO 

d l  ll 

EIS-32 2.3'. 2.2 Lctive Hanacrement. 
para. 1 .... Periodic water level reduction ... fishery 

resources, however, in order to incroaso tho 
rosourco base that thoso organisms depond upon, 
it is a necessary aspect of active w a g u o n t .  

para. 3 Proposals to use only fixed-crest weirs to 
manage areas are exhremeSy-rare useful in aroas 
to stop or reduce oromion, roro activo 
structural moasurss are roquirod to rqonorato 
marshas (Carney and Chabrock, 19771 Eoss, at 
81, 1988). Fixed-crest weirs are more often ... 
objectives. 

2.3.2.1.2 Slotted weirs. 
para. 2 Developed in the late 1980's ... conventional 

fixed-crest weirs. It has prevea-4hseSf-he boon 
indicated that it might be an improvement in 
this regard (Rogers, Berke, and Knudsen, 1992), 
hovovor tho find malysis is still inoomploto. 

para. 2 ... This phase is also controversial because it, 
too, adversely effects fishery access and usage 
of the area, on a nhort-tom basis. Eovovor, as 
statad in phaso 1, it is nooossary in ordor to 
maintain tho rosourco base that theso orpanisu 
depond upon. 

Based upon ... candidate projects. Tho Boil 
Conservation Bervica, along vith other agencies 

para. 3 The paragraph should stricken from the document 

RESPONSE 27.10: Your comment refers to paragraph 2 instead of 3. 
The concepts that your comment addresses appear elsewhere in the 
report and therefore have not been included here. 

ax IS 

RESPONSE 27.11: During discussions with SCS, it was decided that 
the original text was adequate. 

due to the fact that the restoration plan of 
the Task Force is from consensus building and 
there is no need for one agency's concerns. 
The concerns were addressed in the Table on 
page EIS-4. However, if this paragraph is not 
stricken we suggest the following to be 
appended to the paragraph. 

RESPONSE 27.12: Please refer to Response 12.8. 

RESPONSE 27.13: This section has been moved to Section 3.3.6.3. 
where the essence of your comment has been added. 

RESPONSE 27.14: The sentence that you refer to has been removed 
from this section because it refers to an effect. The essence of 
your suggestion appears in the fifth paragraph under Section 
3.3.6.3. 



and private landowners, have realired that the 
overall benefits in creating m u s h  resources 
outweigh the temporary impacts upon fisheries. 
The overall loss of those resources impact 
fisheries in the long tea, therefore any 
temporary decrease in accoas would result in a 
net increase in resource bas. when the big 
picture is examined. 

EIS-33 
para. 3 [delete paragraph on South Carolina study - 

different soils, tidal fluctuations and weather 
patterns make these areas impossible to 
correlate]. 

para. 4 May delete this paragraph from the present EIS 
because it has no impact at this point. If 
that is not acceptable then we suggest the 
following: 
eemparab%y-~nCens4ve-sCud4es-ei-s~mi~ar%y 
managed-beaisiana-marshes-are-Laek&ng. llmy 
studies have beon conducted in marshos, howover 
the majority arm either examining irpacts to 
either furbearers and watorfovl, or to 
fimheries, and many ere contradiatory. 

EIS-34 

EIS-38 2.3.6 Freshwater Diversion. ... During wet periods ... ever-Creshening 
inundating the system. The constructed ... 

27.rt 

EIS-37 2.3.5 Sediment Diversion. 

I 
EIS-39 2.3.8 Uarsh Creation with Dredged Uaterial 

para. 4 "Red Hud" and other industrial by-products are 
not dredge material and should not be in this 
section. A section 2.3.15 should be created to 
handle this project type. The main report has 

para. 3 ... Rock weirs ... differ in their top 
elevation. As in other instanoe thoso 
structures can only be used where soils are 
capable of supporting thu. The entire width of 
the weir ... 

dZ/q 

RESPONSE 27.15: This sentence has been removed from the document 
with the concurrence of the NMFS. 

para. 1 ... as an example of this type of sediment 
diversion. 
In the western part of the state, and other 
areas, sediment is not available in sufficient 
amounts to uti1i.e a projoct of this typo. Tho 
growth of marshes in theso aroan arm m r o  
dependant upon organic accumulations (m, ot 
a1, 1993; Gagliano and Roberts, 1987) and the 
use of other project types u e  more 
appropriate. 

RESPONSE 27.16: We believe that enough similarities exist 
between marsh management in South Carolina and Louisiana to 
include this information. It has been moved to Section 3 of the 
EIS. 

RESPONSE 27.17: The first sentence of the paragraph has been 
deleted but related information is included in Section 3.3.2.3. 
The rest of the paragraph has been rewritten and moved to Section 
3.3.1. 

RESPONSE 27.10: Your suggestion has been added. 

RESPONSE 27.19: Your suggestion has been added. 

RESPONSE 27.20: We have kept our original language and included 
your suggested change as addition. 



this material as Inert Industrial By-Products. 
If this comment is unacceptable we suggest that 
the following modifications to the paragraph: 
Proposals have been made... m y  of these 
proposals u o  vary aontrovorsial and include ... addressed in the CWPPEU. The Palgout Canal ... Houma, Louisiana. tho offoat8 of this 
mtorial on tho rosourco is unknown, and ray 
poso drastic offocts on tho rosourao that it is 
tqfng to protoat. -on in tho proposod 
demonstration tho rosults m y  not bo diroatly 
appliaablo to us0 in rushom and a auoful 
study must bo done bofora this projoat is 
aonsidorod. 

EIS-40 2.3.11 Shoreline Erosion Control with Vegetation. ... Giant cutgrass (lisaniopsis dliacea), 
Iloashoro paspalur (Paspalm raginattam), m d  
California bulrush (Sairpus alliforniaus) u o  
4s-a desirable species ... 

EIS-41 2.3.12 Terracing. ... minimizing turbidity and shoralino arosion 
on vindv8rd sidos of opon vator armas f m m  
wind-generated waves. ... 

3. Affected Environment / Environmental Effects 

EIS-46 3.1 Description of Habitats 
para. 2 [delete duckweed (Lerna &nor) - NOT in 

brackish areas] 

EIS-47 
para. 2 .... baldcypress (Taxodiw distichurn) ... .... water hyacinth, alligatorwood, and 

duckweed .... 
3.3. Significant Resources and Effects of Alternatives 
3.3.2. Coastal Uarsh 
3.3.2.3 Marsh Management 

EIS-52 

I 
para.4 [deleteallofthisparagraphnodirect 

conclusions by authors, many conflicting 
d7.ak results determined in literature - eaheen-end 

8reeC-TTT-by-ekher-eathers.] 

- - 

-- I para. 6 in-6eahh-eare%ine~ ... (delete entire paragraph - see above comment] 

EIS-53 

RESPONSE 27.21: We have not designated a separate section for 
"red mud" projects. We have used some of your suggested changes 
in the revised text. 

d7.27 

RESPONSE 27.22: We have included your suggested addition. 

para. 1 ... These-Iindings-paref%e%-efese%y-w4a-rvr 
BeaCh-earefine-rrr-these-diIferenees. [South 
Carolina, as earlier stated is so different 
from Louisiana no comparisons can be justified] 

RESPONSE 27.23: We have included your suggested addition. 
i 

RESPONSE 27.24: We have made the suggested deletion. 

RESPONSE 27.25: Your suggested changes have been made. 

RESPONSE 27.26: Please refer to Response 12.13. 

RESPONSE 27.27: The text has been revised for the final report. 
We believe that enough similarities exist between marsh 
management in South Carolina and Louisiana to include this 
information. 



'EIS-56 3.3.2.9 Uarsh Creation with Dredged Material 
para. 3 ... 'Phe-kcy-pe4nC-rrr-rreC-faneC4en-e~a%%. 

[The duration of Minellols study is 
insufficient to support this.] 

EIS-55 3.3.2.8 Outfall Management 

I 
3.3.2.10 Barrier Island Restoration 

para. 4 [There are drawbacks to barrier island 
restoration techniques, taking material from 
one area to use in another may just shift the 
problem in the long run, particularly if the 
material source is from back bay areas. Many 
of the functions and values are not totally 
understood, and the extent of protection to 
interior marshland is not fully quantifiable at 
this time.] 

#??a8 

EIS-57 3.3.2.12 Shoreline Erosion Control vith Vegetation 
para. 3 [Would be more appropriate to place vegetative 

plantings under a separate section] 

para. 5 .... sediment deposition. Care must bo 
uorcised that additional wator input is ofton 
not possible when it is most noedod, and 
conversely, when it is possiblo to provido 
water tho areas that will rocoive it may not 
nood additional vator at that time period. 

3.3.2.14 Sediment Trapping 

27.4 
para. 5 [wave dampening fences could be a component or 

shoreline erosion control vith structures] 

3.3.3. Cypress-Tupelo Swamp 

I 
EIS-58 3.3.3.3 Marsh Management 

para. 3 ... rca%iCy can be 0 0 n s t ~ O d  am a management 
27.33 project since by on0 definition water levels 

would be actively managed. 

EIS-60 3.3.4 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 

I 
para. 2 [Floating aquatic vegetation, although a little 

different, provides a lot of the same benefits 
as SAV and should be included in this section] 

1 
para. 5 The-eeearrenee-rtr-Iresh-marshes. [Delete this 

paragraph the distribution of SAV and PAV are 

dl. well known, and easy to predict.] 

I 3.3.4. Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
EIS-61 3.3.4.3 Marsh Management 

(This section appears to be satisfactory; can 

2736 1 add references of: Larrick and Chabreck, 1976; 
Chabreck, 1967)l 

RESPONSE 27.28: We believe that your suggested addition is more 
appropriate under Section 3.3.2.7., where it has been included. 

RESPONSE 27.29: We have eliminated the referenced sentence. 

RESPONSE 27.30: We have added some of your suggestions to the 
report. 

RESPONSE 27.31: We have changed the name of this project type to 
Vegetative Plantings in order to include plantings that are not 
for shoreline erosion control. 

RESPONSE 27.32: We have added the information that you 
suggested. 

RESPONSE 27.33: We have included a part of your suggestion. 

RESPONSE 27.34: Please refer to Response 12.19. 

RESPONSE 27.35: During our discussions, we agreed that this 
comment could be disregarded. 

RESPONSE 27.36: We have added one of your suggested references. 
We didn't add the other because it wasn't included in your list 
of references. 
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maintaining fishorios resources (ce-20, m d  
Lake), and recognixo the loss of habitat to 
have a long-toa negative impact on tho 
fishorios rosourco they want to maintain. 
Landovnors nood to continuo to havm a major 
impaot on methods for protoation of their lands 
sinam thoy aro tho on. impactad the most by 
these decisions. Historically, ... 

EIS-68 3.3.6.4 Hydrologic Restoration. 
27,j<) para. 2 %'hem projects ofton m&eet%y allow . . . 

3.3.7. Threatened and Endangered Species 
EIS-72 3.3.7.3 Marsh Management 

I 
para. 2 ... nowadays occur infrequently. Managed 

marshes u o  typically looatod farther inland 
than thoso turtles historically utilixo. 

Presorrration of nosting and feoding areas from 
marsh lossos and tho inaroasod habitat possiblo 
with active managaont can incroaso rosourcos 
availablo for birds, along with torrostrial 
mammals. 

EIS-72 3.3.7.9 Marsh Creation with Dredged Material 
para. 8 [It is difficult to draw similarities between 

hydrologic restoration and dredge matorial. 
Under hydrologic restoration the openings will 
be reduced to an area. If dredged spoil is 
placed in a containment levee then no access is 
initially afforded to estuarine species.] 

... require evaluation. Xn in a11 other 
creation activities initial impaot upon 
existing marina organisms within drodgo 
location vould advorsoly be offootod, and this 
habitat would bo ramovod from their possible 
utilixation, hovovor tho overall benefit of 
resource addition probably outweighs this 
negativo impact. 

3.3.9. Water Quality 
EIS-78 Marsh Management 

para. 1 management projects is that salinity levels, on 
the average, would ash be increased-above-(he 
%eve%s-expeeCed-w4CheuC decroasod vhoro activo 
management scenarios u o  planned to meat this 
objective. 

Other studies suggost that improvod vator 
quality parameters would be bonefitod under 
managed areas after temporary adverse offocts 
during construction (Chabrock, ot 81, 1978). 

RESPONSE 27.44: Please refer to Response 12.26. 

RESPONSE 27.45: We have changed the word "typically" to 
"normally". 

RESPONSE 27.46: We have added the first part of your suggested 
change. We did not add the second suggestion because we did not 
believe it was appropriate. 

RESPONSE 27.47: We believe that the description of effects under 
Hydrologic Restoration is also appropriate for Marsh Creation 
with Dredged Material. In this section, we are refer only to 
effects to threatened and endangered species. 

RESPONSE 27.48: Please refer to Response 12.27. 



3.3.11 
1-84 3.3.11. 
para. 1 

Property Ownership and Values 
1 Existing condition 

Under-Muistana-%m-rrr-Che-BCaCe-eI 
Muisiana. [Delete this entire paragraph, 
ownership has already been mentioned earlier 
(p47-48 and EIS-82 L 83). This area is too 
complicated for this report, since the 
definition of tidal overflow lands can be 
interpreted differently, thus leading to the 
verycontroversial aspects of this paragraph.] 

para. 3 PreperCy-va%ues-77s-sarreand4ng-watcrs. [Delete 
this entire paragraph - this report is 
regarding resource base, and not concerned with 
changing any property values.] 

3.3.14. Recreational Opportunities 
EIS-94 3.3.14.3 Marsh Management 

para. 1 ~e-pess4biL4~y-+rr-Peder11%-pe114he. [Delete 
this entire paragraph - this has been addressed 
in easements that have been prepared for 1st 
and 2nd lists to protect-the rights of 
landowners, the public gains benefit with 
increase resource base available to species 
that would not necessarily be confined to 
managed area - e.g., birds can fly in and out, 
and fish can swim in and out: in addition to 
the hurricane protection that additional 
marshes provide] 

References to be added: 

Broussard, Loland and Marty Floyd 
1987. Involvement and Ongoing Program of the Soil 
Conservation Service in the Coastal Marsh of Louisiana, 
p.187-193, Proc. of the Fourth Water Quality L 
Wetlands Management Conf., Sept. 24-25, 1987, New 
Orleans, LA. 

Carney, D. F. and R. H. Chabreck 
1977 An evaluation of spring drawdovn as a waterfowl 
management practice in floating fresh marsh, 31st 
Ann. Conf. Southeast Assoc. Game and Fish Comm. 

Chabreck, R. H. and C. M. Hoffpauir 
1962 The Use of Weirs in Coastal Marsh Management in 

Louisiana, Proc. Ann. Conf. Southeast. Assoc. Game 
and Fish Comm. 16:103-112. 

RESPONSE 27.49: Please refer to Response 12.28. 

RESPONSE 27.50: During our discussions, we agreed that this 
comment could be disregarded. 

RESPONSE 27.51: We have deleted the part of this paragraph that 
we identified as being the most objectionable during our 
discussions. 

The rest of the Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service's comments pertain to the Basin Appendices. As stated 
previously, these comments were resolved during work group 
meetings of Task Force agency representatives and responses to 
individual comments have not been prepared. 

Chabreck, R. H. 
1968 Weirs, Plugs, and Artifical Potholes for Management 

of Wildlife in Coastal Marshes, pp172-192 & Proc. 
1st Coastal Marsh and Estuary Mngt. Symp. 



Chabreck, R. H., et a1 
1978 Soil and Water Characteristics of Coastal Marshes 

Influenced by Weirs, Proc. 3rd Symp. Coastal 
Marshes and Estuaries Mngt., p127-146. 

Gagliano, S. M. and D. Roberts 
1987 Management of Private Wetlands in Coastal Louisiana, 

presented at 4th Water Quality and Wetlands Mngt. 
Conf., 9pp. 

Good, Bill and Darryl Clark 
1993. Louisiana Department of Natural Resources Position 
Paper Concerning Wetland Management and Hydrologic 
Restoration, Baton Rouge, LA, 16pp. 

Herke, W. H. 
1971 Use of Natural and Semi-impounded Louisiana Tidal 

Marshes as Nurseries for Fishes and C~staceans, PhD 
dissertation, LSU, 264pp. 

Hess, T. J., Jr., R. F. Paille, R. J. Moertle, and K. P. 
Guidw . 
1988.-~esults of an intensive marsh management program at 
Little Pecan Wildlife Management Area, in Marsh 
Management in Coastal Louisiana: Effects and Issues, 
Baton Rouge, June 7-10 1988, p278-310. 

Larrick, W. D., Jr. and Chabreck, R. H. 
1976 Effect of Weirs on Aquatic Vegetation along 

Louisiana Coast, Proc. Southeast. Assoc. Game and 
Fish Coma., 30:581-589. 

Leblanc, Rufus J. 
1988 The Geological History of the Marshes of Coastal 

Louisiana, Proceedings of a Symposium, Marsh 
Management in Coastal Louisiana: Effects and Issues, 
Baton Rouge, June 7-10 1988, pl-27. 

Linscombe, Greg and Noel Kindler 
1984 Fur Harvest Distribution in Coastal Louisiana 
Proc. 4th Coastal Marsh and Estuary Management Symp., 
p187-199 

Nyman, J. A., R. H. Chabreck, and R. G. Linscombe 
1990 Effects of Weir Management on Marsh Loss, Marsh 

Island, Louisiana, Env. Mngt. 14:809-814. 

Nyman, J. A., R. H. Chabreck, R. D. DeLaune, and W. H. 
Patrick, Jr. 
1993 Submergence, Salt-Water Intrusion, and Managed Gulf 

Coast Marshes, Proc. 8th Symp. Coastal and Ocean 
Mngt, ~1690-1704. 

U. S. Dept. Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service 
1992 Preliminary Findings of the 1991 National Survey of 
Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated Recreation, 
Wash. DC, 24pp 

. S. Dept. Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service 
1988 1985 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and 
Wildlife Associated Recreation, Wash. DC, 167pp 

Wicker, K. M., et a1 
1983 Rockefeller Sate Wildlife Refuge and Game Preserve 
Evaluation of Wetland Hanagement Techniques. La. Dept. 
Nat. Res., Coastal Mngt. Sect., 56pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service 
1977. Gulf Coast Wetlands Handbook. Alexandria, LA, 82pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1976, Ascension Parish Soils Survey, 55+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1978, Assumption Parish Soils Survey, 50+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1988, Calcasieu Parish Soils Survey, 16l+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1993 (scheduled publication), Cameron Parish Soils 
Survey. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1977, Iberia Parish Soils Survey, 67+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1982, Jefferson Parish Soils Survey, 95+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1983, Lafourche Parish Soils Survey, 106+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1991, Livingston Parish Soils Survey, 159+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1989, Orleans Parish Soils Survey, 89+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1993 (scheduled publication), Plaquemines Parish Soils 
Survey. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1989, St. Bernard Parish Soils Survey, 96+pp. 



U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1987, St. Charles Parish Soils Survey, 115+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1973, St. James and St. John the Baptist Parishes Soils 
Survey, 50+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1977, St. Martin Parish Soils Survey, 7l+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1959! St. Mary Parish Soils Survey, 45+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1990, St. Tammany Parish Soils Survey, 14l+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1990, Tangipahoa Pariah Soils Survey, 142+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1960, Terrebonne Parish Soils Survey, 43+pp. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service, 
1994 (scheduled publication), Vermilion Parish Soils 
survey. 

USDA - Soil Conservation Service Comments on Louisiana 
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, Individual Basin Reports 

PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN, Appendix A 

Add : 
Pg. 1. LXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGFthMS 

U.S.D.A. SOIL'CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Pontchartrain Basin. 

BRETON SOUND BASIN, Appendix B 

Add : 
Pg. 1. LXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Breton Sound Basin. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA BASIN, Appendix C 

Add : 
Pg. 1. BXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Mississippi River Delta Basin. 

BAFiATARIA BASIN, Appendix D 

Add : 
Pg. 1. ]&XISTING PROJECTS AND P R O G W S  

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program vith local landowners in 
the Barataria Basin. 



TERREBONNE BASIN, Appendix E ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, Appendix F 

Add : 
Pg. 1. IXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Terrebonne Basin. Two of the larger scale projects: 

1) a 500,000 acre marsh conservation plan with the 
landowners in the Penchant Sub-Basin 

2) an ongoing resource plan for a potential 
watershed project for the Lake Boudreaux area in 
the Timbalier Sub-Basin 

This is being done in conjunction with local landowners 
and South Terrebonne Tidewater Management and 
Conservation District. 

Pg. 9 Para. 3. Sentence 2. ... to man-made impediments to natural distribution and 
rotontion of sodimants. 

Pg. 33 PTE-26 ?Descriptionn. Para. 1. 
[Delete last sentence and insert the following:] 
Tho concept of thim managuont plan im to bottor 
utiliso tho sediments and nutrients in tho basin by 
moans of hydrologic restoration. Ilodfronts 8x0 
introduced to tho aroa via tho oulf Intracoastal 
Waterway (GXRW) and tho Atchafalaya River. At prosont a 
l u g 0  porcontago of theso sedimontm u o  not rotained 
vithin tho interior marsh areas bocauso of rapid vator 
uchango rates. Tho plan proposes tor 

1) restore soma historic vator flow pattoma through 
natural bayous Idistibutary channels). 

2) allow bettor distribution and rotontion of 
sodimont-laden waters. 

3) increaso freshwater flov to intormediato and 
braokish marsh areas by utilising oilfield and 
pipolino canals. 

4 )  provido outlets to raduco flooding during high- 
vator periods. 

5 )  control outflow volocitios at major outlots. 

Add : 
Pg. 1. 

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Atchafalaya Basin. 

TECHE/VERMILION BASIN, Appendix G 

Add : 
Pg. 1. EXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Teche/Vernilion Basin. 

MERt4ENTAU BASIN, Appendix H 

Add: 
Pg. 1. EXISTING PROJECTS AND P R O G W  

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Hermentau Basin. 

CALCASIEU/SABINE BASIN, Appendix I 

Add : 
Pg. 1. EXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh 
conservation planning program with local landowners in 
the Calcasieu/Sabine Basin. 

Pg. 34. Para. 5. uEffectsu Sentence 2. ... of this hydrologic restoration is to increase 
medimont retention in the fresh marshos and to incroaso 
freshwater and sediment retention and-*Sew to 
intermediate and brackish marsh areasT-4e-ean-ttrr-w4%S 
eeeur . 



I SAVE OUR TICKFAW---- i 
TICKFAW RIVER BASIN GROUP 1 

! 
ea BOX 148, ept~ngr~e~d,  LA 00082 

C o n m e n t -  phone (so41 cla-ezee 
(804) em-esri - FAX trso4) 64M371 

28 Auguat 30, 1993 

1 
CELMN-PD-RS 
V.S. Army Engineer District, New Orleans 
P. 0. Box 60267 
New Orlennr, LA 70160-0267 

I Attention: Mr. Richard Boe 
EIS Coordinator 

I Dear Mr. Boe, I 
have read the draft executive summary of the Louisiana 

Coaatal Wetlande Restoration Plan and thank you people for doing 
a11 this work to solve this urgent problem. 

I rugge6t that more amphads be placed on allowing the 
natural process that built South Louisiana be unleased to help 
correct these problems. While r e  must protect from nature thoae 
things for which we have the highest priority - our river port, 
our towns and factories - natural forces rhould be allowed to 
work around us. This means accepting a certain amount of change 
that happens in this type of dynamic geological landscape. 
Current government philosophy holds that we can manage this huge 
complicated system end somehow make the most people ha:;:; ou: 
don't believe that this can be done. We' have seen 
efforts often times bring on unforseen and unwanted results. The 
syst6m la too complex, too chaotic to maaaga well. 

Sincerely yours. 

~ S P O N S E  28.1: The plan places great emphasis on using natural 
PrOCCSSeS for wetland restoration, especially in the long tern. 

&$ Ben A Taylor 





/ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY I 

Wuhingon. D.C e02UI 

Mr. R. H. Schroeder, Jr. 
Chief, Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

Dear Mr. Schroeder: 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Louisiana 
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement. We have the following comments and recommendations. 

I General Conento 

The draft report, appendices, and programmatic draft environmental 
impact statement (PDEIS) are well written. Those documents, in 
general, adequately address natural resources which concern this 
Department and the anticipated effects of the recommended wetland 
restoration measures on those resources. The Department of the 
Interior has been involved throughout the formulation of the draft 
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, and supports the overall 
restoration strategy recommended for each of the nine coastal basins 
addressed in that plan. 

opportunities available in the Chenier Plain are primarily shoreline 
protection, hydrologic and salinity management, and some limited 
freshwater diversion. These actions address more local, symptomatic 
problems that are generally caused by the underlying problems of 
subsidence, salinity intrusion, hydrologic modifications, easily 
eroded soils, and an inadequate sediment source. Unfortunately, a 
long-term sediment source is not available to this region to help 
address these more basic problems. Hence, a skillful reliance upon 
well-understood, protective projects is needed. 

,I 
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The Restoration Plan describes a very complex set of problems in 
coastal Louisiana that has led to the accelerated loss of coastal 
wetlands. In review of these problems, it becomes apparent that 
causes of land loss in the Chenier Plain are somewhat different from 
causes in the Deltaic Plain. Perhaps even more important to this 
plan, the types of restoration opportunities available in the two 
regions are significantly different. 

1 n  the Deltaic Plain, substantial opportunities exist for diverting 
sediment from the blississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers to reestablish 
natural land building processes. Although those projects are more 
expensive to implement, they would provide long-term solutions to the 
basic, underlying problems of land loss, subsidence, the enlarging 
tidal prism, and erosion of organic soils. Sediment diversion 
projects would reestablish natural processes that were disrupted by 
human activities. 

The Department of the Interior urges expeditious initiation of studies 
needed to determine feasibility and optimum location of major sediment 
diversion projects, as well as other large-scale projects, that would 
establish a framework for stabilizing, restoring, and creating deltaic 
wetlands. Once that framework is in place, the need for many of the 
smaller, site-specific restoration projects will be reduced, and there 
will be a greater probability of success of those small projects which 
are installed. We plan to continue to advocate those measures that 
provide the most cost-effective approach to long-term conservation of 
coastal wetlands. 

9.1 
C ~ i t .  

epoaifia Comments 

The Restoration Plan recognizes that there is a limit to the number of 
diversions that can be constructed and the volume of water that is 
available to distribute sediment without adversely affecting 
navigation channel maintenance and the fresh water supply of New 
Orleans and other communities. The Plan further recognizes that 
detailed studies will be required to evaluate the various options for 
improving dispersal of sediment and fresh water from the Mississippi 
and Atchafalaya rivers to the Deltaic Plain. A wide range of 
economic, social, engineering and environmental factors must be 
addressed during detailed analyses of large-scale sediment diversion 
proposals. Those analyses and the required project design and 
construction will likely take more than 10 years to complete. In the 
meantime, other critical projects and smaller projects recommended in 
the basin restoration plans are needed to prolong the life of existing 
wetlands until the larger projects are installed and more natural 
hydrologic and sedimentation regimes can be reestablished. 
Furthermore, the smaller projects would be designed to complement the 
large-scale projects. 

J)Jain Reoort and Aooendiceg 

-imae paae 5. PROGRAM STATUS - We recommend deletion of the phrase "... for 
each of the five years of its duration." 

5 and 26. Fish and Wildlife Valua - While the Louisiana coastal 
wetlands are of great economic importance, those wetlands provide 
other nationally important fish and wildlife habitat values that 
transcend monetary evaluation. Therefore, we recommend that the 
following wording be added to this section. 
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The wetlands of coastal Louisiana are a vital component of the 
Gulf Coast Joint Venture, established by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to help achieve the goals of the North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan. Those wetlands and associated coastal habitats 
also support an estimated 150 nesting colonies of wading birds, 
shorebirds, and seabirds, representing 25 species and hundreds of 
thousand nesting adults. The endangered bald eagle and brown 
pelican nest extensively in coastal Louisiana. The fact that 
coastal Louisiana contains seven National Wildlife Refuges, 
encompassing over 257,000 acres, attests to the national 
importance of that area to fish and wildlife. 

This section should also be revised to acknowledge that the Task 
Force, with input from researchers, has developed rigorous protocols 
for monitoring restoration projects; details regarding those protocols 
are shown in Exhibit 3. 

, X0.a 
O* 

Paae 44. Marsh Management Section. ~araara~h 2 - This paragraph should 
be modified to indicate that properly designed and operated marsh 
management projects can serve as useful tools for reducing wetland 
loss, especially where it is not feasible to transport sediments into 
subsiding wetlands. Marsh management can also be used as an interim 
wetland conservation tool while more ambitious projects such as large- 
scale sediment introduction are being planned and implemented. 

Paaes 33-47. SOLUTIONS TO WETLAND LOSS IN LOUISIANA - This section 
repeatedly advocates sediment introduction as the primary solution to 
Louisiana's coastal wetland loss problem. We agree that improved 
sediment and freshwater distribution ie key to effective restoration 
of those wetlands. However, the approach taken in the individual 
basin restoration plans was to address wetland loss problems via the 
most practical solutions available in those basins. In some basins, 
large-scale freshwater and sediment introduction was deemed to be 
impractical, and alternate restoration measures were recommended. The 
basin plans recommended numerous short-term projects as well as long 
term measures, while the focus of this section is mostly on long-term 
measures. Based on these discrepancies, this section should be 
revised to be more consistent with the basin restoration plans. 

I Paae 57. Fiaure PO-3, - Key symbols used in this figure should be defined in the legend. 

1 
1 

I EBae 74. ~ a r a a r a ~ h  1 - It is unclear how impoundment is causing marsh 
loss in the outfall area of the Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion 
Structure, as indicated in the fifth sentence. 

a - We recommend changing "developw to 
Ed~~o::~<r~%??~h~ first sentence of this paragraph, to be in 
agreement with pertinent language in the Coastal Wetlands Planning, 
Protection and Restoration Act. 

~ a r a a r a ~ h  2 - In the fourth sentence, "cannotw should be 
to "should notw. 

- The column designated "Barataria" should be 

- In the fourth column, a minus symbol should be used 

~ a a e  129. IMPL -ON OF SELECTED P W  - We recommend that this 
section specify that an interagency work group will be established to 
help guide placement of dredged material during maintenance of the 
Atchafalaya Bay navigation channel, to optimize delta development. 

h 2 - This paragraph repeats the last paragraph on 
page 136, and should be deleted. 

iaure ME-1 - This figure should be modified to indicate 
that the basin boundary encompasses wetland north of the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway. 

&ae 145. D9I3.araDh 1 - The last sentence is inaccurate. The 
channel's spoil banks, not the channel itself, have reduced drainage. 

the channel's spoil banks are maintained to protect the marshes 
from erosion and saltwater intrusion. 

Paae 147. Fiaure ME-2 - The figure indicates an area of critically 
eroding interior marsh just south of Grand Chenier and east of Lower 
Mud Lake. That area is accreting, not eroding.. 

72. Table 8 - The Secretary of the Interior's representative on 
the Task Force is the Regional Director, Southeast Region, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

I ~ i b i t  4. Studies. Plans. Proarams. and Existina Proiect. 

h 2 - This paragraph should indicate that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service administers seven National Wildlife Refuges in 
coastal Louisiana. 

Paae 8. ~ a r a a r a ~ h  4 - This paragraph should be deleted; the Fish and 
Wildlife Service no longer administers a Partners for Waterfowl 
Program. The private lands activities carried out by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service are now administered under its Partners for Wildlife 
Program. 

Draft Procrrannnatic Environmental Im~act Statement 

I Paae EIS-27. Section 2.3.2. Marsh Manaaement. The description of 
marsh management should be condensed so that it is commensurate with 

3 . 3  the description of the other 12 project types. Specifically, this 
section should be limited to an easily understood definition of the 
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3 . 3  
0ht. 

qIBPb - Phase 3 should be described as including 
operations that range from simple freshwater introduction to more 
complicated flow-through operations. 

project type; a brief description of active and passive management 
measures and operational details; a brief discussion of management 
benefits and detriments; the status of management projects in the 
restoration plan; and the status of the PDEIS preparation for marsh 
management in coastal Louisiana. 

'0.4 

In the third sentence, it should be noted that the desired responses 
include increased sediment introduction and retention. 

gaae EIS-30. Section 2.3.2.1.2.. Daraara~h 2 - In recent years, 
permits for structural management of brackish marshes have regularly 
required that actively managed flap-gated, variable-crest water 
control structures include a vertical slot in their variable-crest 
portions. Typically, the slot functions only during non-drawdown 
periods. The slot is provided prior to structure installation; this 
modification is very inexpensive and involves little or no additional 
maintenance costs. 

e - - The primary focus of marsh management is I 0.b 1-nd water levels. 

Paaes EIS-50 throuah m - 5 3 .  Section 3.3.2.3 - This section should 
acknowledge the extent to which the Louisiana coastal marshes have 
been altered and are deteriorating, and the effects of marsh 
management on factors contributing to the deterioration process. In 
response to widespread salinity increases, brackish marsh plant 
cornunities are invading intermediate and fresh marshes. Human 
hydrologic alterations, especially canals, have greatly accelerated 
this conversion by allowing saltwater intrusion and increased water 
exchange rates. The rapidity of these man-induced changes has 
exceeded the ability of wetland plant communities to adapt. The 
result has been rapid marsh loss, especially in organic soil areas. 
If brackish marsh vegetation becomes established on the remaining 
marsh, the growth of brackish marsh plants is often poor due to the 
lack of mineral material in the soils. Under such conditions, 
continued deterioration usually results in the near-total conversion 
of marsh to open water. 

''7 

The proposed marsh management projects would likely be installed in 
hydrologically altered areas where sediment and freshwater 
introduction is not feasible. Management would attempt to partially 
re-establish and maintain historic salinities and water exchange 
rates. Viewed in this context, marsh management is an attempt to 
actively assist marshes in counteracting the detrimental effects of 
man-induced hydrologic changes. 

Paae EIS-39. ~ a r a a r a ~ h  4 - This paragraph should acknowledge that 
potential contaminant-related problems would be addressed before a 
decision is made to proceed with implementation of the "red mud" 
project . 

RESPONSE 30.1: Comments acknowledged and appreciated. 

RESPONSE 30.2: All comments on the executive summary, main 
report, and basin plans submitted by Task Force agencies have 
been addressed by work groups made up of representatives from 
those agencies. The comments are not specifically responded to 
in this document. 

RESPONSE 30.3: We have considerably shortened Section 2.3.2. by 
eliminating some redundant items and by moving all discussion of 
effects to appropriate sections within Section 3 of the report. 
The discussions of marsh management and its effects is 
considerably longer and more specific than discussions of other 
project types because there is considerably more literature 
published on marsh management. 

RESPONSE 30.4: Your suggestion has been added in the fourth 
paragraph under the description of active management where it is 
more appropriate. 

RESPONSE 30.5: We have included your suggestions in the last 
paragraph under Section 2.3.2. 

RESPONSE 30.6: We have modified the text in the first paragraph 
under Section 2.3.2. to more closely reflect your suggestion. We 
have not included salinity as the focus of marsh management 
because we believe that salinity control is secondary to water 
control. 

RESPONSE 30.7: We have included your suggestion under section 
3.3.9.9. where it is more appropriate. 

RESPONSE 30.8: Although we agree with the main points of your 
comment, it doesn't fit into the discussion of effects. It is 
more of a problem statement. In the EIS we have referenced the 
main report for a detailed description of the problems that have 
caused coastal wetland loss. 

RESPONSE 30.9: Most of your suggestion has been added to the end 
of the first paragraph under Section 2.3.2. 
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aae EIS-60. Section 3.3.4.2 - Submerged aquatic vegetation may 
formation of wind-driven waves and dissipate wind-driven wave 

energy thus reducing erosion of marsh edges. 

EIS-65. Fisheries Resources - This section should include a brief 
discussion of the freshwater fish cormnunities present in coastal 

and the effects of wetland losses and salinity intrusion on 
those communities. 

paae EIS-67. first oarauraoh - During waterfowl hunting and trapping 
seasons, stoplogs are often set at, or slightly below, marsh level. 

I bo~endix A. Pontchartrain Basin 

I a and 30. DeScti~tfon of Protect Features - These paragraphs 
incorrectly imply that the recommended features have been completed. 

I & D D P ~ ~ ~ X  D. Barataria B a s h  

paae ii. Table of Contents - Long Term Supporting Projects should be 
listed after Near Term Supporting Projects. 

paae 7. Table 1, - The TOTAL figures actually represent subtotals. 
The sum of those subtotals should also be provided to ensure agreement 
with acreage totals provided in the text. 

I Paae 10. oaraaraoh 3 - The phrase n...,erosion and sediment exportn 
should be added to the end of the last sentence. 

Paue 13. OVERVIEW OF BASIN STRATEGY - Strategy 3 should be revised to 
read as follows: "Protection of deteriorating canal banks and 
shorelines of interior water bodies to stabilize and retain adjacent 
healthy marshes." 

I - We recommend changing "raym to "willn in the 
first sentence. 

Paae 16. oarauraoh 3 - We suggest adding the following sentence to the 
end of this paragraph: "Freshwater diversions will be coordinated with 
sediment diversion to minimize over-freshening of the basin." 

. and 25 - We recommend combining the treatment of 
sediment and freshwater diversions into an integrated discussion. 

1 Looendix E. Terrebonne Basin 

5. last oarauraoh - In the third sentence, it would be more 
correct to state that the transition from intermediate to brackish 
marsh occurs in the Lost Lake/Jug Lake area. 

RESPONSE 30.10: This information is included in the first 
paragraph under section 3.3.4.1. 

RESPONSE 30.11: We have included the additional information that 
you provided us under a separate cover. 

RESPONSE 30.12: We have modified the text as per your 
suggestion. 

The rest of the Department of Interior's comments (except for 
their closing summary which we acknowledge) pertain to the Basin 
Appendices. As stated previously, these comments were resolved 
during work group meetings of Task Force agency representatives 
and responses to individual comments have not been prepared. 

Paae 10. DaraUraDh 1, - Increasing salinities in the GIWW might also be 
caused by land loss in the Timbalier Subbasin and subsequent saltwater 
intrusion northward into the GIWW. 
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marsh impoundments and a few very small remnants located 
elsewhere. 

paae 6. last ~ a r a a r a ~ h  - The following sentence should be inserted 
after the first sentence: 

Those impoundments, however, have preserved and restored fresh 
marshes and associated fish and wildlife resources which once 
dominated basin marshes prior to man-induced habitat changes. 

paae 8. ~ a r a e m  - The fourth sentence should be modified to read: 
"Almost all fresh marsh was converted to intermediate and brackish 
marsh by the late 1970ts, except marsh within freshwater impoundments 
and that preserved...." 

paae 12. Daraara~h L - In the second sentence, the words "detrimental 
water" should be used to modify "circulation patterns." Similarly, 
the words "to create marshn should be inserted after "pumped dredged 
material." 

Paaes 14 throuah 16. Fiaures 3 throuah 5 - The legend does not 
indicate what the heavy dark line delineates. If that line delineates 
the boundaries of the CalcasieufSabine Basin, it has erroneously 
excluded marshes north of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW), 
between the Sabine River and the Calcasieu River, and the marshes 
adjacent to Sweet Lake and Willow Lake. 

In Figure 4, perimeter control is indicated along the northern 
boundary of Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. This area is not part of 
the basin's perimeter. However, a critical project is located in that 
area that would benefit a large area of interior marshes. To avoid 
confusion, the designation of perimeter control in this area should be 
avoided. 

Paae 17. Proiect XCS-47148i148i148e - This project should be titled: 
"Sabine Refuge Water Control  structure^.^ 

Paae 19. Ficrure 6 - Several projects listed in Table 4 are not shown 
in Figure 6. 

Paae 25. Proiect CS-4AIPCS-7 - The project description should be 
revised to indicate that only funds for maintenance (i.e., not 
operation) of the Cameron-Creole Watershed lakeshore levee and five 
lakeshore water control structures are requested. Fish and Wildlife 
Service personnel operate those structures. 

paae 25. Proiect XCS-42 - The project location is the south bank of 
the GIWW in the vicinity of Sweet Lake. 

Paae 27. Proiect XCS-33 - The project would provide additional 
releases from Toledo Bend and Sam Rayburn Reservoirs to reduce 
excessive salinities in Sabine Lake and adjacent marshes. An 
additional key issue would be the potential reduction in marine 
fisheries production within affected marshes. 
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Paae 29. Proiect XCS-46 - Regarding the project effects, the proposed 
structure would help restore the original hydrologic boundary between 
the Calcasieu and Sabine estuaries. 

paae 31. Proiect XCS-47.481. J. 6 e - The project title should be 
"Replace Sabine National Wildlife Refuge Water Control Structures." 
The project's physical characteristics involve replacing existing 
structures with those having substantially greater discharge 
capability and management flexibility. The "(8)" should be deleted. 

paae 33. Proiect XCS-48F - The scheme of operation will be formulated 
via consultation among several resource agencies during the Section 
404 permitting- process, and not unilaterally by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

paae 34. Proiect CS-12 - Key issues for this project are the same as 
those for project CS-4B. 

paae 35. Proiect CS-14 - The problems and opportunities statement 
should be reworded as follows: "Vegetation in the area is 
deteriorating ...." 

iect XCS-52 - The proposed plug will be installed in a 
pipeline canal, not a borrow canal. A key issue is reduced boater 
access and subsequent landowner opposition. 

Paae 35. Proi-ct CS-LS - Regarding problems and opportunities, marshes 
edges adjacent to large shallow ponds are eroding. 

paae 35. Proiect CS-1Q - The project location is on the eastern shore 
of Calcasieu Lake. Key issues include possible reduction of marine 
fisheries production within the project area. 

! 
Epae 38. Proiect XCS-48fNO-a - The problems and opportunities should 
be stated as "Maintenance and improved operation of an existing marsh 
management project." The description should read: "Rebuild existing 
levees, install additional water control structures for improved water 
control,...." Because an existing marsh management project is 
involved, no additional impacts to marine fisheries are expected. In 
fact, the project may improve fish and shellfish access. We do not 
expect the project to additional adverse effects on marine fisheries. 

Paae 38. Proiect XCS-48fNO-4) - The problem is severe erosion 
threatening an existing marsh management levee. 

Paae 40. Proiect XCS-48fNO-31 - A key issue is the potential reduction 
of marine fisheries production. 

EBae 41. Proiect XCS-P8fNO-l7L - A key issue is the potential 
reduction of marine fisheries production. 

Paae 42. Proiect XCS-481SA-5L - The project would include only one 
water control structure. 
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Egae 43. Proiect XCS-48fSA-8L - The key problem is that higher- 
salinity Calcasieu Lake water circumvents the Headquarters Canal water 
control structure during very high tides. The project description 
should read: "Repair breaks in Headquarters Canal spoil bank and 
breach Shell Canal spoil bank to establish a new water exchange route 
between marsh ponds and Shell Canal." Regarding key issues, we 
believe that this project would increase fisheries production. 

Our Fish and Wildlife Service, under the authority of the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, plans to continue active involvement in the 
evaluation, selection, design and implementation of projects 
identified in the restoration plan, and in future revisions of that 
plan. We plan to place special emphasis on our involvement of the 
detailed analysis of the recommended full-scale, uncontrolled 
diversion of the Mississippi River into Breton Sound. That diversion 
is expected to have major impacts on Delta National Wildlife Refuge, 
and may effect Breton National Wildlife Refuge. The position of the 
Service on that diversion will be presented following a detailed 
analysis of its anticipated impacts on fish and wildlife resources, to 
be completed during the feasibility study. 

We hope these comments and recommendations will be of assistance to 
your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

bb %y0;'p. Deason 

Office of Environmental Affairs 



Mr. Richard Boe August 10, 1993 
EIS coordinator 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Planning Section 
New Orleans District 
P.O. BOX 60267 
Foot of Prytania Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267 

I The opinions expressed are entirely my own. 

Consequently pursuit of small shoreline and marsh maintenance 
projects is in conflict with Public Law 101-646, Title 111. 

31.1 

Funds will be best used if applied to projects having a basin 
wide influence thereby establishing a long term stable framework 
i n  which the state and local governments can pursue smaller 
although needed shoreline and marsh managements projects which 
protect relatively small areas of the basin. 

The Planning, Protection and Restoration Act Section 303. (a)(l) 
and (b) (1) and (2) directs the task force to develop a plan and 
projects for long-term conservation of coastal wetlands based on 
cost effectiveness in creating, restoring, and protecting or 
enhancing coastal wetlands. Its acknowledged in the draft plan 
that the trends of subsidence and deterioration of the deltaic 
basins will continue unless natural deltaic creation forces are 
reestablished in those basins. Without the reintroduction of 
sediment all shoreline protection efforts and marsh management 
projects will become increasingly unstable. Such efforts are then 
destine to fail after 10-20 years, without adequate long-term 
conservation of coastal wetlands. 

Purthermore it is my understanding by the very nature of the 
funds (Federal Monies) that projects derived from these funds 
must benefit a majority of people and not just a select few in a 
select area. Such use of Federal money for supportive projects, 
not including demonstration projects, would be in direct conflict 
with the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C.A. Section 
1456 b. (c) . 

RESPONSE 31.1: Your comment is similar to others, in that you 
are promoting efforts to reestablish deltaic processes. We 
acknowledge this recommendation and we have placed greater 
emphasis on sediment and freshwater diversion projects in the 
report. We disagree that small shoreline and marsh maintenance 
projects are in conflict with the CWPPRA. The Task Force has 
determined that a 20 year project life is assumed for the small- 
scale projects implemented under the CWPPRA. Most large-scale 
projects would have a project life of 50 years. All projects 
constructed under the CWPPRA are expected to be functional for at 
least 20 years. 

31.q 

RESPONSE 31.2: The priority project lists have, so far, 
contained relatively small, more diffuse projects that can help 
hold the line while larger, more comprehensive projects are 
studied and designed. The Restoration Plan has been rewritten to 
place added emphasis on the need for the large-scale restoration 
efforts that you support. There is general agreement among the 
agencies represented on the CWPPRA Task Force that our attention 
now needs to be focused on large-scale projects that will have 
far reaching benefits. However, most of these costly large-scale 
projects will have to be funded under separate appropriations. 
The priority project lists allow the Federal government to add 
money to the State's limited resources and complete much-needed 
short-term projects that will help to keep the wetlands that we 
have until the long-term projects can be studied and implemented. 

And in accordance with 40 CFR, Title 40 Chapter V Section 
1500.2(b) ".....environmental impact statements shall be 
supported by evidence that agencies have made the necessary 
environmental analyses." The environmental analysis and the 
rational used in determining project consistency and 
appropriateness for the supportive projects in the Barataria 
Basin should be provided in this document for agency and public 
review and if this EIS is addressing primarily projects of 5 
million and below then these project definitely need agency and 
public review before they are included in this EIS. 

RESPONSE 31.3: Projects implemented on private lands benefit the 
general public through all of the resources that the wetlands 
provide, such as fish and wildlife resources which can enter and 
leave project areas. We could not determine any relation between 

I 
your comment and Sections 1456(b) or (c) of the Coastal Zone 

. Management Act of 1972. 
I RESPONSE 31.4: All this EIS and accompanying documentation is 

attempting to do is inform the public of the projects that are 
proposed for the Restoration Plan and disclose the generic types 
of effects that can be expected from the different types of 
projects. Conceptual plans for the restoration of each 
hydrologic basin are presented but by no means are the plans 
unchangeable. One of the biggest tasks that lies ahead is to 
determine what is the best overall option for distributing the 
freshwater and sediment resources of the Mississippi River. The 
outcome of this effort would obviously effect the Barataria 
Basin. A master plan to allocate the resources of these rivers 
will likely require an EIS. As stated in Section 1.3. of the 
EIS, each project implemented through the CWPPRA will have its 
own National Environmental Policy Act documentation and will have 
to be implemented in accordance with all applicable Federal, 
State, and local laws, rules, and regulations. In addition, 
plans to implement a basin-wide restoration effort could require 
an EIS. 



What was brought up and is extremely important is that if these 
issues are not addressed and now it will end up costing the tax 
payers more in flood control, protection and reimbursement for 
job, family,. habitat and disaster relief. 

.( 

Patricia Wi 
721 Dumaine 
New Orleans, 

40 million is not a lot of money and considering the entire LA 
Coastal Zone and the job in front of us I don't see that this EIs 
is addressing the major issues at all. The HRGO needs to be 
resolved (and not just rip-raped) now. The BBWW is getting wider 
and wider every year and nothing has been said about this problem 
(rip-rap is not an answer). The barrier islands will some day 
have to be abandoned and nothing was said Wednesday, August 10, 
1993 about an alternate barrier system as suggested in the EIS. 

RESPONSE 31.5: We agree that the existing funding provided 
through the CWPPRA is not adequate to address the major problems 
facing coastal Louisiana. One freshwater diversion project can 
cost much more than the 40 million dollars available through the 
CWPPRA and matching state contributions each year. (The Davis 
Pond Freshwater Diversion will cost approximately 57 million 
dollars.) Large-scale, comprehensive projects are identified in 
the Restoration Plan but the funding for implementation of these 
solutions to major problems may have to come through specific 
authorizations. If not, more than one year's priority list 
funding may be necessary to implement a aingle large-scale 
project . 
As described in the Pontchartrain Basin plan, the most cost- 
effective and environmentally desirable way of resolving "the 
KflGO problem" is the Bonnet Carre diversion and rip-rap and marsh 
creation along the MRGO. 

A project on the first Priority Project List will create marsh 
with material dredged from the Barataria Bay Waterway. The dikes 
to retain this material will stabilize portions of the waterway. 
Another project in the Barataria Basin plan proposes to stabilize 
another portion of the Barataria Bay Waterway with dredged 
material. 

Both the Barataria and Terrebonne Basin plans include restoration 
of barrier islands as critical short-term projects. The first 3 
priority project lists contain a total of four barrier island 
restoration projects. 

RESPONSE 31.6: We agree and hope that we have made this point 
clear in the report. 



APPENDIX A 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING ON 
THE CWPPRA RESTORATION PWIN 

ENVIROM4ENTAL IbdPACT STATEMeWT 
August 11, 1993 

Introduction 
Colonel Michael Diffley, District Engineer of the New Orleans 
District, USACE, and Chairman of the CWPPRA Task Force, welcomed 
everyone to the meeting. He asked everyone who wanted to speak 
to please fill out a card with their name and affiliation so that 
they could be called upon to present their comments. Colonel 
Diffley then asked the representatives of the other Task Force 
agencies to introduce themselves, which they did. The other 
representatives in attendance were Ric Ruebsamen, representing 
the Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service; 
David Frugk representing the Department of the Interior, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service; Len Bahr, representing the Office of 
the Governor, Office of Coastal Activities; Norm Thomas, 
representing the Environmental Protection Agency; and Benny 
Landreneau, representing the Department of Agriculture, Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Slide Presentation 
Colonel Diffley presented a slide presentation to the audience. 
The slide presentation included information on the priority 
project lists and on the restoration plan. Colonel Diffley 
explained how he envisioned the Restoration Plan being 
implemented. He commented that he intended for the meeting to be 
run somewhat informally to allow for an exchange of information 
between the agency representatives and the public. 

Basin Plans 
Stan Green of Colonel Diffley's staff presented an synopsis of 
the wetland problems in each of Louisiana's nine coastal 
hydrologic basins. He also presented the proposed solutions to 
those problems. 

Public Comments 
Colonel Diffley asked if their were any questions on what had 
been presented. There were none, so he called the first speaker. 

Terri Bewig spoke on behalf of North Shore Coast Watch. She 
explained that the group is made up of sportsmen, conservation 
groups, civic groups, and businesses on the north shore of Lake 
Pontchartrain. As a group, the North Shore Coast Watch does not 
.want the Bonnet Carre diversion project in any form. Also, the 

, .  group does not support the use of hard structures in the lake 
except for the possible exception of the replacement of (clam) 
reefs. She also stated that the EPA is funding a comprehensive 
management plan for Lake Pontchartrain and that this effort is 
not mentioned in the report. Ms. Bewig said that the Restoration 
Plan and the EPA-sponsored plan need to be reconciled for either @ one to effective and she asked that this oversight be corrected. 
The North Shore Coast Watch also submitted comments by mail at a 



later date. Their comments are reproduced as comment package 
number 7 in Section 2 of this document. 

Carlton Dufrechou, Director of the Lake Pontchartrain Basin 
Foundation, requested that the Bonnet Car& diversion structure 
be eliminated from the current CWPPRA proposal. His group 
believes that the project, as currently proposed, poses a risk to 
Lake Pontchartrain that outweighs any possible benefits. Mr. 
Dufrechou also stated that the group does not want to see the 
Bonnet Carrb project jeopardize the entire proposal. The Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin Foundation also submitted comments by mail at 
a later date. Their comments are reproduced as comment package 
number 16 in section 2 of this document. 

Barry Kohl was called upon, but did not speak. 

Mark Davis, Executive Director of the Coalition to Restore 
Coastal Louisiana, stated that it is important for us to all keep 
in mind that the report is in draft form and that it is a living 
document. He said that his group would be submitting written 
comments at a later date. He suggested that thought be given to 
reworking the Bonnet Carrb diversion into more of a restoration 
idea project and that he looks forward to the Task Force's 
response on that. The Coalition also submitted comments by mail 
at a later date. Their comments are reproduced as comment 
package number 5 in Section 2 of this document. 

Bill Savant spoke on behalf of the Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources, Coastal Restoration Division. He stated that 
his department had previously provided comments on the 
preliminary draft report and that they were pleased with the 
cooperation received from the Corps. Mr. Savant said that there 
are some areas that his department would be providing some 
additional comments and suggestions on before the end on the 
comment period. The Department of Natural Resources' written 
comments are reproduced as comment package number 5 in section 2 
of this document. 

Chris Andry spoke on behalf of St. Bernard Parish Government. 
Mr. Andry read a resolution unanimously adopted by the St. 
Bernard Parish Council. The resolution urges the Louisiana 
Congressional and legislative delegation to look into the matter 
of disproportionate expenditure of CWPPRA funds for projects in 
the western part of the State while the eastern part of the State 
has the highest erosion rates. In particular, the resolution 
promotes the implementation of the Violet Freshwater Distribution 
project which will (the resolution states) alleviate some of the 
problems resulting from construction of the MRGO. Copies of the 
resolution had previously been sent to all Task Force agencies 
and the Louisiana Congressional and legislative delegations. 

Captain Gordon Green was called upon but did not speak. 

Marietta Green spoke on behalf of some of the landowners in the 
Barataria Basin. She said that she is quite concerned about the 
proposed ship channel that would totally.divide the basin. She 



also stated that the proposed channel would cause an increase in 
the erosion along Bayou Barataria, which has a severe erosion 
problem. (Note: We assume that she is referring to an.alternate 
channel proposed by Jefferson Parish for a portion of the 
Barataria Bay Waterway. A Section 10 and 404 permit application 
for that channel is being evaluated by the USACE Regulatory 
Functions Branch. The permit applicant has suggested that CWPPRA 
funds could be used for beneficial use of some of the material 
excavated for the project, but neither the project nor any 
beneficial use of material dredged from it, are part of the 
Restoration Plan. 

Roy Francis, representing the Lafourche Parish Coastal Zone 
Management office, spoke in favor of the Plan. He said that the 
East Timbalier Island project is critical and that sediment 
diversion is also needed. He said that public knowledge is very 
important to get the projects implemented and that he wished the 
whole room was filled with the public, but that it was not. He 
further stated that his office is working on a project (GIWW to 
Clovelly Farms, BA-2), but it is going rather slow, and he hopes 
that the mistakes made will give light to other future projects. 
The Lafourche Parish Coastal Zone office also submitted comments 
by mail at a later date. Their comments are reproduced as 
comment package number 15 in section 2 of this document. 

Pete Savoy, President of the St. Bernard Sportsmen's League and 
chairman of the St. Bernard Coastal Zone Committee, spoke in 
opposition to the Bonnet Carr6 diversion project. He stated that 
only a small number of jobs would be lost if the MRGO was closed; 
the container industry would just move to the Mississippi River. 
He also stated that the MRGO is becoming a bigger and bigger 
hurricane threat every year because of the erosion occurring. He 
also criticized the Task Force for not recognizing the real 
problem in St. Bernard (the MRGO) because they are not there to 
see the problem like the people in St. Bernard can see it. 

T. J. Hadley, an oyster fisherman who has extensive oyster lease 
holdings in Lake Borgne, spoke in opposition to the Bonnet Carr6 
diversion project. He stated that the fishermen had to move 
their oyster bedding grounds inland when the MRGO was opened 
because of increased salinity levels and now the proposed 
diversion would require them to move again. He also was critical 
of the rock dike that was put along a portion of the MRGO (a non- 
CWPPRA project), which he said was constructed over a portion of 
his oyster lease. 

Miles Hebert, who works with the Cameron Parish Police Jury, 
spoke in favor of the Black Bayou By-pass Culverts project (C/S- 
; 16) in the Mermentau Basin. He also said that lowering of the 

' 
water levels in the basin would greatly reduce the rate of 
erosion that is now occurring. 

Ray Carner, Cameron Parish Police Jury , thanked the Task Force 
for the invitation to the public hearing and for all the work * that has been done on the Plan. He spoke highly of the Cameron- 
Creole watershed project (implemented by other authorities). He 



asked for funding (through the CWPPRA) to maintain the Cameron- 
Creole project for the next twenty years (project CS-4a/PC-7). 

Jeanene Peckham, representing the Environmental Protection 
Agency, read a prepared statement. The statement was submitted 
to the Colonel Diffley and it is reproduced as comment package 
number 11D in Section 2 of this document. Briefly, the statement 
identified several areas of concern to the EPA including: the 
lack of demonstration projects; the lack of a provision for 
predictive hydrologic modelling; the appearance of the 
Restoration Plan as just a broadcast of projects across the 
coast; the lack of emphasis on the impending collapse of the fish 
and shellfish industry if nothing is done; and the treatment of 
marsh management in the EIS. 

Tina Horn, Administrator of Cameron Parish and Coastal Zone 
Administrator for the Parish, expressed thanks for the Coastal 
Restoration Act that was approved by the citizens of Louisiana 
and also expressed gratitude to the Louisiana Congressional 
delegation for the CWPPRA. She spoke in favor of replacing the 
Hog Island, West Cove, and headquarters control structures (water 
control structures on the Sabine National Wildlife Refuge). 

Chip Groat, Executive Director for the Center for Coastal, 
Energy, and Environmental Resources at Louisiana State 
University, gave an presentation that roughly paralleled a 
written statement that he presented. The written statement is 
reproduced in Section 2.of this document as comment package 
number 19. Briefly, Dr. Groat acknowledged the Plan as an 
important step in dealing with coastal wetland loss; expressed 
concerns about some types of projects (marsh management and hard 
structures); encouraged the Task Force to look toward 
implementing the large-scale projects that deal with systems and 
result in systematic solutions; expressed appreciation for his 
group's involvement in the process; and welcomed the opportunity 
for his group to become an active partner in the program. 

Patricia Willging, speaking for herself, gave a presentation that 
roughly parallels a written statement that she later submitted by 
mail. Her written statement is provided as comment package 
number 31 which is in Section 2 of this document. Briefly, Ms. 
Willging is in favor of the large-scale projects that have a 
basin-wide influence and that would establish a long-term stable 
framework. She was critical of smaller-scale projects that would 
protect relatively small areas of the basins. She doesn't want 
to see the money divided up and llpiecemealed outw with nothing 
accomplished. 

Peter Tesvich, who, together with his father, lease about 2,000 
acres of oyster bedding grounds in Lake Borgne, spoke in 
opposition to the Bonnet Carrb diversion project. He believes it 
will ruin his leases in Lake Borgne. 

Neil Armingeon, environmental director for the Lake Pontchartrain 
Basin Foundation, criticized the 404 permit program for not 
halting the dredging and filling of wetlands in Louisiana. Mr. 



Armingeon also requested better accountability from the Task 
Force on how funds are being spent. Lastly, Mr. Armingeon asked 
that the Task Force consult other people outside Louisiana for 
solutions and not depend on decades-old engineering solutions 
(especially the Bonnet Car& project). 

Colonel Diffley closed the meeting. 

Notes: The minutes of the public hearing have been transcribed 
and are available upon request. Please contact the E I S  
coordinator, listed on the cover sheet of the E I S .  

A list of attendees follows this page. 
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