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Section 1. PUBLIC | N\VOLVEMENT PROGRAM SUMMARY

e of the earliest Task Force efforts at public participation
was the establishnent of the Gtizen Participation Goup (CPGQ by
the Task Force to coordinate the preparation of the 1st Priority
Project List with the interested public. The stated purpose of
the CPGis to nmaintain consistent public review and input into

t he pl ans and projects being considered by the Task Force and to
assi st and participate in the public involvenent program The
CPG i s conposed of seventeen organi zations that represent the
interests of the environmental commnity, oil and gas industry,
agriculture, commercial fishing, recreational fishing,

navi gati on, | andowners, and public advocacy groups, all of which
are active in Louisiana. The (PG received detailed briefings on
the first three priority project lists and on eval uati on net hods
used to rank projects. Copies of draft priority project lists
were provi ded to each nenber of the CPGfor their review and
cooment. The CPG neets at its own discretion, but nany tines
neets in conjunction with other CNPPRA commttees and work
groups. The nenbership of the CPGis shown bel ow

Menbership of the AQtizen Participation G oup

Coalition to Restore Coastal Loui siana

Concerned Shrinpers of Anerica

Qil f Coast Conservation Associ ation

Qilf Intracoastal Canal Associ ation

Lake Pontchartrai n Basi n Foundati on

Loui si ana Associ ation of Soil and Water Conservation D stricts
Loui si ana Farm Bureau Federation, Inc.

Loui si ana Landowner s Associ ati on

Loui si ana League of V¥nen \oters

Loui si ana Nat ure Conservancy

Loui si ana OQyster Gowers and Deal ers Associ ati on

Loui siana Wl dlife Federation, Inc.

M dcontinent Q| and Gas Associ ati on

New Ol eans St eanshi p Associ ation

G|l and Gas Task Force (Regi onal Econom c Devel opnent Council)
O gani zation of Loui si ana F shernen

Pol i ce Jury Associ ation of Loui siana

BEx Gficio Menber: US Senator John Breaux

Even with its w despread nenbership, the Qtizen Participation
G oup cannot represent all of the diverse interests involved in
Louisiana' s coastal wetlands | oss problem The CWPPRA public

I nvol venent program provi ded an opportunity for all interested
parties to express their concerns and opi nions and to subm t
their ideas concerning the problens faci ng Louisianas wet | ands.



The first step in the public involvenent programfor the general
public consisted of two series of scoping neetings held by the
Task Force in Cctober and Novenber 1991--one series for coastal ‘
zone parish officials and another series for the general public.
The pur pose of these scoping neetings was to identify wetl and

| oss probl ens throughout the coastal zone and potential solutions
to those problens. Literally hundreds of suggestions to conbat
the wetland | oss problemwere submtted to the Task Force through
t hese scopi ng neetings. Exhibit 2 of the nain report is a
conpendi umof those proposals. Al of the ideas presented in

t hose neeti ngs have been eval uated during the pl anni ng process;
nearly all of themhave been incorporated into the Restoration
Plan. The schedul e of scopi ng neetings was as fol | ows.

Pari sh Scoping Meetings (for parish officials)

Dat e Locati on Pari shes

Qctober 8, 1991 Qow ey, La. Cal casi eu, Caneron, |beri a,
and Verm|lion Pari shes
Qctober 16, 1991 New Qleans, La. Jefferson, Ol eans,
Pl aguem nes, St. Bernard,
and &. Charles Parishes
Cctober 16, 1991 New Qleans, La. Livingston, S. James, &.
John the Baptist, S.
Tammany, and Tangi pahoa
Pari shes
Cctober 17, 1991  Thi bodaux, La. Ascensi on, Assunpti on,
Laf ourche, &X. Martin, &.
Mary, and Terrebonne Pari sh

Publ i ¢ Scopi ng Meeti ngs

Dat e Locat i on

Cctober 21, 1991 Lake Charles, La.
Cct ober 22, 1991 Abbevill e, La.

Cct ober 24, 1991 Houma, La.

Cct ober 28, 1991 Mandevi | | e, La.
Novenber 6, 1991 Bel | e Chasse, La.
Novenber 7, 1991 New Ol eans., La.

The Qct ober - Novenber 1991 scopi ng neetings were the first stage

in the process of plan formul ati on, the process by whi ch the Task
Force agenci es identified coastal wetlands probl ens and devel oped
solutions to those problens. The process continued with a series
of basin plan formul ati on neeti ngs, which began in February 1992
and ran through My 1992. These were not formal public neetings
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public review of the conceptual basin plans. Public neetings
were hel d as shown bel ow

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

Dat e Locat i on Hydr ol ogi ¢ Basi ns

June 16, 1992 Mrgan Adty, La At chaf al aya, Teche/ Verm | ion
June 18, 1992 Belle Chasse, La Barataria, Breton Sound,
M ssissippi Rver Delta

June 23, 1992 Houna Ter r ebonne
June 25, 1992 Lake Charl es Mer nent au, Cal casi eu/ Sabi ne
June 30, 1992 New Ol eans Pont chartrain

During the latter half of 1992 and the first half of 1993, the
Task Force's efforts were focused prinmarily on integrating all of
the information gathered t hrough the planni ng and public comrent
process into a conprehensive Restoration Plan. The draft version
of the Restoration Pl an and acconpanying EIS was distributed to
the public in md-July 1993 and the notice of EHS availability
was published in the Federal Register on July 16, 1993. The Task
Force held a series of public neetings in coastal Louisiana
during July and August 1993. These neetings were designed to
solicit comrents fromthe public on candi date projects being

eval uated for the 3rd Priority Project List and to present the
draft Restoration Plan and specific plans for restoring each

basi n.

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

Dat e Locati on Hvdr ol osi ¢ Basi ns

July 27,1993 Lar ose, La. Barataria Basin
July 28, 1993 Bel | e Chasse, La. Breton Sound and M ssi ssi ppi
R ver Delta Basins
July 29, 1993 New Ol eans, La. Pontchartrain Basin
August 9, 1993 Houna, La. Ter rebonne Basi n
August 10, 1993 Mdrgan Aty, La. Atchafal aya and
Teche/ Verm | i on Basi ns
August 12, 1993 Caneron, La. Mer ment au and Cal casi eu Basi ns

The' formal public hearing for cooments on the E S was hel d on
August 11, 1993 at the New O leans D strict office of the USACE
Witten comments were presented by the EPA and Dr. Charles G
Qoat, Ph.D of Louisiana State University. Several others
presented oral comments. The witten 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 docunent.
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A new public outreach program will be initiated in early 1994.
The program will, via newsletters, mailings, and regular press
releases and conferences, notify the public of the status of
priority list projects, the restoration plan, hearings, meetings,
and the expenditure or commitment of restoration funds.
Additionally, the Citizen Participation Group has recently been
reconstituted so as to provide regular public input.



Section 2. COMMENTSAND RESPONSES

This section presents the witten comrents recei ved on the draft
Restoration Pl an and acconpanying Draft E S that was distributed
for public reviewin July 1993. The comments have been arranged
I n al phabetical order. Each of the Task Force agenci es provi ded
witten cooments that are reproduced here except for internal
revi ew comments of the USACE The agenci es provi ded comments on
t he various conponents of the report; the executive sumary, the
main report, the basin plans, and the HS Mst of the comments
provi ded by the Task Force agencies on the executive sunmary,
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 agenci es agreed t hat
their comments on these sections of the report woul d be addressed
by two working groups, nade up nainly of Task Force agency
representatives, that woul d cooperatively revise the docunents.
Responses t o comments nade by Task Force agencies that were
specifically directed at the HS are provi ded.

Al of the cooments received fromothers, regardl ess of what part
of the draft docurent the comment referred to, are reproduced on
the foll owi ng pages. Each comment has been assigned a nunber for
whi ch there i s a correspondi ng response.

The USACE, as | ead Task Force agency, had the lead role in
preparation of the EES. A prelimnary draft version of the
Restoration Plan and EIS was distributed to the ot her. TaskForce
agencies for their reviewand comment in April 1993. A that
point it becane apparent that there was consi derabl e controversy
anong t he agenci es surroundi ng the treatnent of narsh nmanagenent
as atype of project to protect, preserve, and restore coast al
wetlands. The controversy isnt new The USACE through its
Section 404 regul atory activities, has been bal ancing the marsh
managenent issue for many years and i s preparing a programatic
Bl S for nmarsh nanagenent in coastal Louisiana. A considerable
amount of the comrents provided on the draft B S by the Task
Force agencies and others that followare directed at narsh
managenent. |t shoul d be apparent fromthe comments that sone
commenters want to enphasi ze the positive aspects of narsh
managenent and downpl ay the negatives while others want just the
opposi te.

Our goal as author and coordinator of the EESis to present an

obj ecti ve and unbi ased di scussion of the issues. Accordingly, we

agreed to nodify the text for the Final B S when the facts,

I nformati on, or suggestions conveyed in the comrents enhanced t he

scientific quality, readability, or organization of the docunent. .
Many comments tended t o chanpi on one opi nion or anot her or even

requested different treatnments of the same issue, especially in




A new public outreach program will be initiated in early 1994.
The program will, via newsletters, mailings, and regular press
releases and conferences, notify the public of the status of
priority list projects, the restoration plan, hearings, meetings,
and the expenditure or commitment of restoration funds.
Additionally, the Citizen Participation Group has recently been
reconstituted so as to provide regular public input.



Coit:

@  ARIES 27 Mo¥enc
Rt. 3Box 220
Lacombe, LA 70445
(504) 882-7218 '
(SOXFOREBIFY

DSOS LifeGarden Exterior MaBgaTESer vices CreativePavementGrgphiC® outdoor ErtatanmentCentas .
August 17, 1993 |

M. Richard Boe
HS Coordinator o
Us Army Ené;}neer District, New Orleans
P 0. Box 602

New Orleans, La 70160-0267

Dear M. Boe,

Since a college student in the mid-1950's when | first took part in
the effort to save King's Canyon in California from b_elni; dammed, to nmy
involvement in establishing the Ecology Center of La.in 1970, and the
Lacombe Environmental Action Project 1n 1983, to my present participation
with the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation and CoastWatch, | have been
actively pressing for a change of attitude in the American psyche when it
comes t 0 environmental exploitation of resources contrary to conservationist
philosophy. This is part of my spiritual training in Native Amerindian
culture, as we believe that thé harm we do the earth is intensified in the
harm we do t o ourselves.

~ From ny studies, experience, and research as a naturalist, as an or-
dinary citizen of this much exploiated state, and as a knowledgeable
observer of the condition of ny particular area; after studying the
Louisiana Coastal wetlands Restoration Plan being presented” on August 30,
I find it defioinet in manybasic and specificrap. It is a flawed plan.

I can see where it needs improvement. It lacksdepth: in comprehensive-
ness, in ecotechnical detail, social, salinity, and sediment considerations,
i n addressing the needs of the people over structures, and many,.ma'g things
pertinent to what | believe we are al |l aware needs t o be accomplished.

What | would like t o suggest is an extension of time beyond August 30,
and the encour:égement of more public participation from groups, and organi-
zations and individuals who have something to contribute. Too frequently
we are beseiged by large agencies, corporations, and bureaucracies i n
general who negate the vast amount of common sense contained within the
common People, and therefore do not adequately incorporate into their
agenda the concerns of thecitizens of our nation.

Time and again we have seen muchballyhooed Corps projects become in
reality dismal f allures--ashameful waste of mucth needed taxpayer dollars.
In my area the MRGO and the Pear|l River dredging are both a  waste o
dollars much needed for our economy, and enormously detrimental to our
local environment and economy. To offset the Salinity brought into the
lan calls for a Misssspi River freshwater

lake system by the MRGO the
diversion, which is not in itself
more natural river-flood pattern to the lake-esturine ecosyStem. It is the

implementation that we object to. Fill in the ditch . That would help

a bad thing if it properly restores a i

loner. the sa]Iqini,tg inthe lakes sad helg protect New Orleans from the
disasterous urricane driven watersurges as i n Hurrican Betsy in 1965.

According to the mg of 2040 A.D. my whole areawill be washed off the
face of the mgp.  With that and what is projected, and what has aeady
been done to us iln coastal bll_ouisigna, and what is presekr;tlé ha;?]pening to
fin %6 Lol PREEELR 81 LORG RPLIMA LB RBHAL" X o
the people and not the needs of a bureaucracy. | know this isdifficult,
but it is necessary, not only i f we as Americans are to survive as a people

and a nation, but also as part of a greater ecosystem pﬁgvideg t? s gss
tenders by a creator to sustaip us and other sp cLﬁs. It 'wetall I'n this
quest, we fail as a species. I'n Louistana our failure is Upon us. Can

we not sustain and survive by using our intellectual capacity?

The Plan is flaved. Let us help the Corps redirect its infrastructure
and financial and engineerjnP capacity into more productive projets that
are environment ally conpatible.

The Plan is fractured. Let us help draw it ad its goals tofgether So
the project realitim relate to the vision. Letus provide informed input.
Take advantage of the diverse Knwledge available to you all from the public.

ou all

In the space of one letter | hardly expect to be able to give
an and

which 1 am | & only knomnmyteservation to the present
expect that you and your peers will heed our request to be heard.

REFFONSE 1.1: The cwpPrA Task Force recognizes the value of
?UbHC participation and has encouraged public partjcipation
hroughout the planning process. Please refer to the Study
Process section of the man report and Section 5.1 of the EIS for
a detailed description of the public involvement process.

The Task Force is instituting a new public outreach program that
will, via newsletters, mailings, and re?ular press releases and
conferences, notify the public of the sfatus of the restoration
program, hearln%s, meetings, and the expenditure or commitment of
restoration funds. Additionally, the Citizen Participation Group
has been reconstituted so as to provide regular public input.
Additional information about restoration contracts are available
pursuant to state and Federal contracting laws and access to
information laws.

RESFONE 1.2: The MRGO is an economically viable channel. As
described on page 10 of the Pontchartrain Basin appendix, the
MRGO contributes 10,000 jobs to the State's economy even though
extensive environmental damages have resulted from the project.
As described on page 23 of the appendix, the most economical way
to prevent further environmental degradation by the MRGO is
through bank stabilization. At this time, the UNE is
conducting a reconnalssanceall\%/%study of bank protection for

the MRGO, unrelated to the




2.2

Alliance of Concerned Citizens of Louisianalnc.

PO Box 68
Matthews, LA 70375
§37.7546

August 30, 1993

Col onel M chael Diffley

Di strict Engineer

PO Box 60267

New Ol eans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Col onel Diffley:

The Alliance of Concerned Citizens of Louisiana, Inc.,
subnits these objections and cooments to the Draft Louisiana
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan [hereinafter Restoration Plan]
and Draft Environnental |npact Statenent [hereinafter DEHS. The
DEI S as currently proposed i s unacceptable for the follow ng
reasons:

. THE CORPS NEEDS TO DRAFT TI MELY | NDI VI DUAL BASI N
El Ss TO | NSURE CONSI DERATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

For NEPA to function accordingto its mandate, which isto
have an inpact in the decision making process, the EI'S should be
witten by the "go-no-go" stage. Al so, alternatives must be
assessed and consi dered sufficiently before any comm tment of
resour ces. According to page 1 and 19 of the DES, because of
the lack of available detail, each individual proLect i s not
di scussed. Also, on page 1 and 20 of tho DEIS, the Corps notes
that to fulfill the requirenents of NEPA, each individual project
will need a separate HS. V& subnit that even if these
i ndi vidual projects received ElSs, each individual basin woul d
still need an EI'S before the conmtnent of resources and before
the projects can be sel ected.

To ensure that alternatives are fully considered early in
t he planning and sel ection process, the Corps should prepare an
EI'S as to each individual basin. The Corps stated that
i ndi vi dual Eroj ect EISs wi|l be drafted intipme to be part of the
deci si on naking process. The Corps must make basin EISs, as
opposed to project ElSs, part of the decision making process, in
order to effectively evaluate alternative projects within each
basin. Qherwise it is sinply justifying its conclusions rather
t han assessing possible environmental inpacts and selecting the

best projects.

11. THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ASSESS THE PCSSI BLE
I MPACTS OF THE RESTORATI ON PLANS ON PUBLI C ACCESS

Public access to navigable waters is absolutely necessary

RESPONSE 2.1 A this tine, we do not anticipate preparing an
El'S for each coastal hydrologic basin. |arge projects that will
have an effect on major portions of one or gﬂ)l’g R{/Sroﬁogl ¢ basins
will require EIS"s. These EIS"s wi |l have to discuss other

opti _ogs fgrbre_st or_aél OEIcS)f the basins and could, in effect, be
consi dered basi n- wi de *S. For instance, on jorjty.is.to.
deternine the sedinent and freshwater budget of} Phe M Sgl ssi ppi

Ri ver below O d River and devel op alternatives for the best use
of this resource. An EIS that discloses the various alternatives
and their inmpacts to the various basins wll [ikely be necessary.
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for the commercial fishing industry to survive. The DEIS fails
t o adequately assess the Inmpact of the plan on access to those
waters. The Restoration Plan addresses it in a single
paragraph.1l The DEI S considers it in a couple of paragraphs.2
This sinmply and obviously inadequately studies the issue of
access.

According to the Louisiana Coastal Restoration Plan, several
of these projects will cause accessibility probl ens because of
t he construction of |evees and water-control structures. For
exanpl e, because of projected water-control structures, the
Cal casi eu- Sabi_ne Basin project will reduce access to
nar shl ands. ' This will 'have an effect on the fisheries
industry. There are similar access issues with the Terrebonne
Basin, the Mementau Basin and Teche/Vermilion Basin projects.*
Also. Darts of the Barataria Basin Plan may interfere wth
navigation.?

The DEIS al so 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 managenent. '/ |n a broader sense, .
navi gati on woul d be hindered by all project types, with the
exception of "hydro managenent of inpoundments. ®

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

Because of the lack of serious discussion of the inpedinents
to access, the Corps, also may have overlooked t he issue of
access to waters on private | ands whi ch beconme navi gabl e t hrough
erosion. Wile private waters created on private |and are not
subject to the federal navigational servitude, the issue of
whet her waters whi ch becone navi gabl e through erosion are subject
to the servitude was not answered until recently. n Dardar v,
Lafourche Realty, the Fifth Circuit noted that a body of water is
""naturally" navigabl e even though the erosion is caused by

'Restoration Plan, p. 47.

3pEIS, pp. 6-7, 10-11.

Restoration Plan, 159.

‘Restoration Plan, 148 and 138 respectively.
’Restoration Plan,104.

pEIS, 6-7.

’DEIS, 7.

*pEIS, 6-7.

."

RESPONSE 2.2 This comment deals with a very controversial and
compl ex issue. W believe that Section 3311 of the EIS
adequat el y di scusses the issue of public access by acknow edgi ng
that certain types of projects may inpede public access to
various degrees. |n devel oping and i npl enenting projects under
the plan, all inplicated rights, both private and public, wll be
taken into consideration and acconmpbdated to the naxi mum ext ent
practicable. Wether or not a particular project will violate
public access or private property laws is a | egal question that
I's beyond the scope of this EIS ~ The proper resol ution of this
issue will be on a project by project basis.

RESPONSE 2.3 W believe that we have adequately di scussed the
potential for proposed projects to reduce access under Sections
3.3.11.  and 3.3.13. W have openly discussed the fact that many
of the projects have the potential to affect navigation and
public access. W aren't trying to hide this issue.

RESPONSE 2. 4: V¢ disagree that all project types, except for
h?/IdroI ogi c restoration of inpoundments woul d hinder navi gati on.
Shoreline protection, terracing, barrier island restoration, and
ot her projects types shoul d not negativele]/ af fect navigation,
except possibly during construction, and have the potential to
benetit navigation by reducing sedimentation in navigable

wat er ways.
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increased water flow fromconnecting dredged canal.® The
prolposed projects could be restricting access to these waters as
wel |, Because it is inpossible to ascertain whether the Corps ha

|studied the ramfications of this issue, it should be studied an

assessed in the EIS.

11I. THE DEI S MusT | NCLUDE A REALI STI C APPRAI SAL OF MARSH
MANAGEMENT AND | TS | UPACTS ON THE ENTI RE COASTAL ECOSYSTEM

The Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan is a direct
response to the continual |oss of over 30 square niles of
Loul siana's coastal wetlands per year. It is clear, however
that Louisiana's wetlands are disappearing not sinply as a result
of physical factors, but also because of poor public policy. For
years, pernits have been issued for activities in the coasta
zone that directly cause substantial wetlands |oss, such as
canals for oil and gas production and residential devel opment.
Gover nment agenci es have al so historically ignored the
devast ati ng affects of navigation and flood control projects
This DEIS appears to continue this posture in regards to marsh
managenment activities. )

Marsh management is the nmost controversial el ement of the
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. However, the DE'S
represents marsh managenent as a scientifically established
technique to prevent wetlands | oss when, in fact, recent studies
have indicated that marsh management may actual ly accel erate
mar sh | oss by preventing the influx of sedinments and nutrients
andlby contributing to the accumul ation of toxins in waterlogged
soil's.

The nost significant study of the effectiveness of
structural marsh managenment on reducing wetland | oss in coasta
Loui si ana was performed by Cahoon and G oat (1990).7 In their
anal ysis, the authors evaluated | and | ose patterns of 16 managed
and control marshes. The authors reported that 12 nanaged and 15
unmanaged control areas experienced marsh | oss and that th&
average | oss rate was slightly higher for managed areas. her
recent studies of marsh nanaPenent projects in Louisiana have
al so 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 pronote marsh
managenent as an effective technol ogy.

the nunerous effects that marsh nanagenent plans are
known t o have on marsh ecosystens, the severe adverse ingacts to
val uabl e marine resources is the |east disputed. { "is estimated
that the productive capacitr of managed marshes is reduced ug to
501 when conpared to natural ecosystens. Although variable crest

cahoon, DR and ¢.G. Groat (eds.) « 1990. Astudy of narsh
managenent practices in coastal Louisiana, Volune 1, Executive
Summary. Final report submitted to Uinerals Managenent Service
Sgygcrleans, LA Contract No. 14-12-0001-30410. OCS Study/MMS 90-

RESPONSE 2.5:  In_Section 3.3.11.3. we state that the |ega
definition of navigable waters nust be addressed for individua
projects to determ ne whether bl ocking or restricting access
through wat erways would unlawful |y restrict public access. |n
other words, we are disclosing that some proposed Projects woul d
restrict access into managed areas and that we will have to
deternmine, on a case-by-case basis whether the restrictions are
legal or not. |If public access were to be illegally restricted
the project would [ikely not be built, or it may be redesignedto
reduce or elimnate the restriction

RESPONSE 2.6: The pl an acknow edges that restoration activity

wi Il have to be based on real world conditions, which include
taki ng cogni zance of activities and projects undertaken outside
of PRA.  These factors will be addressed to some extent in the
Conservation Plan called for by CAWPPRA, but will also need to be
the subject of periodic review

& have strived to present the facts about narsh management in an
unbi ased manner. W have substantially revised most sections
that describe the effects of marsh nmanagenent so that they are
nore conci se, while not |eaving out any inportant information

RESPONSE 2.7:  Cahoon and Groat (1990), as wel| as several papers
contained within that document, are cited in the S  The Stugy

ou are referencing is Sweeney et al. (1990) which is contal ne

in the Cahoon and G oat study. Ctation fromthis study has been
incorporated into the ES
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weirs, flap-gated culverts, and rock weirs may have fewer
detrinmental effects on fisheries, the nost pronminent 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.®"'
Recent experience has al so denonstrated that these projects

work to exclude |ocal users fromtraditional fishing and
subsi stence habitat. The excluded citizens are conposed |argely
of rural poor Louisianans of Native American or Acadi an descent
who are largely unrepresented in marsh managenment deci si onmaki ng.
The task force apparently considers this denial of access a
beneficial aspect of marsh managenent as the DEIS reports on page
El S-6 that *Landowners woul d gain increased control over public
access.* as an effect of marsh nanagement and hydrol ogic
restoration.

The Corps was preEari ng a Programmatic CI'S for marsh
managenent in coastal Louisianato evaluate the issues and
i mpacts associated w th marsh management. \Wrk onthis PEI'S has
been suspended since Cctober, 1992. Although this project was
Put on hol'd ostensibly *due t o Tack of fundsh, the tim g
ortuitous in view of 'the conpletely inadequate review {'ﬂat" mar sh
managenent has received in the current DEHS  Qyer 25% of the
i ndi vidual projects in the Louisiana Coastal Wetlandg Restoration
Pl an invol ve some form of marsh nanagenment or hydrol ogic
restoration. It is, therefore, inperativethat the IS contain
a realistic evaluation of marsh managenent which incorporates a
review of all available information, not limplﬁ the selective

n

mat eri al which supports this controversial technol ogy.

Sincerely,

‘&\‘M%"M, KD (w

)
M chael Robi chaux, MD

Presi dent
Bradl ey Oubre
Vi ce- presi dent

Yyerke, WH, EE Knudsen, PA Knudsen, and B.D.Rogers.

1992. Effects of sem -inpoundment of Louisiana marsh on fi'sh and
crustacean nursery use and export. North Anerican Journal of
Fi sheri es Managenent. 12:151-160.

RESPONSE 2.8 W acknow edge the citation. W are including
this information under Section 3.3.6.3 where the effect had been
suggest ed.

RESPONSE 2 9 The quote fromthe EIS referred to in your comrent
was not neant to suggest either a beneficial or e i t
but rather a neutra?gst atenent about a effect. "i‘ﬂ}é 5ot LBt ey
be vi ewned bY' | andowners as a beneficial effect, V\h%eas hhr—:‘
general public may viewit as a negative effect. Vertheress,
the statement has been reworded.

RESPONSE 2.10:0 This EISis not neant to be a substitute for the
marsh managenent S, The marsh management EIS will be a very
detai |l ed, conprehensive docunent that will fyll is se all of
i nformation geai | abl e on marsh managerent . W”X 8” th ﬁarsh
managenent EI'S was suspended due to inpsufficient fundingthrough
the USACE requlatory program but Nas been recently been're-
initiated with funding provided by the EPA

This cWwpPPRA EI S gives the reader a general overview of the
probabl e beneficial and adverse consequences of the various .
proj ect types. Althoughtreatnent of issues is necessarily brief
Inthis S, we have not intentionally left out information
concerning the adverse inpacts of nmarsh managenent.
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Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
&
Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana

August 9, 1993

Municipa Auditorium
800 Verret Street
Houma, LA 70360

Dear Sin:

| would like to submit the following suggestions ) the it nd federal agencies
involved in the t Bill"projects @t la  dfc the protection of our
wetlands.

1) Thereshould be alisting of al of the scientistsinvolved in the planning of these
projectsalong with their qualifications and their experiences.

2) Thereshould also bealisting of all of the engineeringfirms. consultantsand
condruction companiesbidding of any type df work. The qualificationsand experience
o each of thesecompaniesshould be included.

3) All bid specificationsshould be published in newspapersof the basins affected before
any work isstarted.

4) A prohibition of any mariculture or entrapment of marine life in a basin which was
enhanced by these projectsshould be expresdy prohibited. Grant free accessto these
projectswhere therewas tidal flow in these basins prior to the projects. Planning of these
projectsshould haveas a priority the protection of the commercid fishing industry and
theavoidance of publicfundsbeing used to establish mariculture type operations.

5) All expenditures of public money should be outlined and itemized. The mount of
monei/ appropriated for each basin adong with an itemized listing of engineeringfees,
conaulting fees, administrative costs etc. should be included.

Having lived in coastal Louisianadl of my life and having closely followed previous
wetlands projects, it isquiteobvious that much of the taxpayers money being spent is
dedicated to projects of questionable merit and the work is being performed by the friends
land familiesof our elected officials. These activitiesmust cease. Public access to the
cog of theseprojectsand to the names of the contractors, consultants, engineersand
scientistsinvolved in these matters would be a great boost to the confidence of the public
and will greatly enhance public support for these efforts. Thisinformation would be easy
to compi eancf should be readi I¥/ available to anyone wishing to study thisissue.

Information for each basin and for each project should be providedin aformat whichis
essy to read and understand. :

Sincerely yours,

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

Chris Normand

Dawn Normand

Donald Normand
Marie Normand
Melanie Normand
Timothy Normand
Chad Pinell

Cody Pinell

David J. Rhodes
Gary Rodrigue
Gilbert J. Talbot, Sr.
Chris A. Ledet James N. Talbot
Charles Ledet Annabell Trosclair
Mark Ledet Charlotte Trosclair
Tammy L edet Floyd J. Trosclair
Victoria Ledet Ken Trosclair
Donald Naquin, Jr. Kirk Trosclair
Angie Normand Rayneld Trosclair

Jacob M. Adams
Patrick J. Adams
Terry Adams
Shawn F. Augruy
Clint Bascle
Van Bouquet
Jerry Bourg
Easton Fanguy
Merle Guidry
Paul Roaul Guidry
Ervin Lebect

RESPONSE 3.1: 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 Oor commitment Of restoration funds. Additionally,
the Citizen Participation Group has been reconstituted so as to
provide regular public input. Additional information about
restoration contracts are available pursuant to state and Federal
contracting laws and access t 0 information laws.

RESPONSE 3.2: The plan does not, and will not, contain
mariculture projects.

RESPONSE 3.3: The amount of money that the proposed short-term
Prmects in each basin would cost is contained in the Plan
mplementation section of each basin report.

RESPONSE 3.4: Please see Response 3.1 above.



Robert H Chabreck, Ph.D.
181 d overdal e Avenue

Bat on Rouge, Loui si ana 70808
(804) 387-1222

August 30, 1993

M. Oscar Rowe

CELMN- PD- FE

P.Q Box ‘60267

New Orl eans, Louisiana 70160- 0267

Dear M. Rowe:

1 am conmenting on the Loui si ana Coast al Wet | ands
Restoration Plan on behalf of Continental Land & Fur Co.s Inc.
Conti nent al Land b Fur Co.s Inc. has consi derable marshland
hol dings in the upper Penchant subbasin of the Terrebonne Basin
and recognizes the need for projects to restore and nmaintain
mar shes as proposed in the plan. However, we have concerns about
certain aspects of the plan.

The Overview of the Basin Strategy proposes |arge-scale use
of sediment and freshwater to create new narsh and nmmintain
exi sting emergent wetlands; and at the same tine, it proposes a
reduction of water levels in the Penchant and other subbasins.
The major source of sedinent and freshwater for wetland creation
and mai ntenance is the Atchafalaya River. Al so, much wetland
loss in the upper Penchant subbasin is caused by excessive
flooding of marshes by water from the Atchafal aya River. As you
can see, the solutions to sonme problens 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, I|arge-scale introduction of river water is necessary
to create and maintain wetlands in the |lower portion of the
basi n.

As described in the Terrebonne Basin Plan (Appendix E,s
Figure @2), the upper Penchant subbasin is an area wth heavy
marsh |l oss, and the remaining marshes are severely stressed from
years of excessive flooding. Therefore, precautions must be
taken to prevent further flooding of narshes. Di versi on of
freshwater and sedinent through the wupper portion of the
Penchant subbasin to restore areas farther south in the Penchant
and Timbalier subbasins would cause severe flooding in the upper
subbasi n. For exanple, Project PTE-5 would require diversion of
water from the Atchafalaya River through Bayou Penchant and the
GIwWw to nourish nmarshes considerable distances away. The

Environnent al Assessments, Wetland Eval uations.
Wildlife Hanagenent, Forestry Consultant
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M. Oscar Rowe
August 30, 1993
Page 2

gradient required to move water such di stances by gravity flow
would result in deep and prolonged flooding of marshes in upper
Penchant subbasi n. In addition, projects such as XTE-&44 could
result in the release of surplus water in marshes currently

stressed by excessive flooding.

Projects in the adjacent Atchafalaya Basin may also magnify

k he flooding problem in the upper Penchant subbasin, where |ands

of Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. are |located. Proj ect XAT-9
woul d divert additional anounts of M ssissippi Ri ver water down
the Atchafalaya River, and projects such as XAT-6 and XAT-8B
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.

Bank erosion along the GIWwW and Bayous Chene, Boeuf, and
Bl ack causes breakt hroughs of the banks and washouts of adjacent
mar sh. Projects that re-establish and reinforce the banks and
restore marsh such as XTE-38 and PTE-13 should receive high
priority.

Continental Land b Fur (o., I nc. strongly supports the
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan but urges caution in
the areas described. If we can provide further information,

pl ease advi se.

Chabreck, Ph.D.
Wetland Consultant

RHC/mc

cc: M. George Strain
M. Herman Crawford




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
managenent in the Penchant Subbasin (Strategy 1) and flooding in
the Verret Subbasin (Strategy 8) nust be done first (see
Strategi es Considered on page 15 of the appendix). t at ement s
regarding this problem were augmented in correspondi ng project
descriptions for projects XTE-64 and PTE-5.

Also, the descriptions of all projects that would increase the
frequency and duration of flooding in the area east of the

At chaf al aya Basin Fl oodway, that i1ncludes the upper Penchant
Subbasin, include a discussion of potential flooding problens
under |ssues. Project XAT-6, by itself, and |rrr)| emented only
once, wll not have an adverse 1npact on water |levels in the
Terrebonne Basin because of its small scope. However, projects
that increase delta growth cumulatively wil| 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 ldentification (page 10 of the
Terrebonne Basin appendi x).

RESPONSE 4.3 Project XTE-38 is a short-term suEporti ng project
because, while is does not directly address the key strategies in
the basin, it is considered to be an inportant |ocal problem
Erespondl ng to St_rategy 4); project PTE-13 was designated as
ong-termsupporting because of the planning required to
coordinate it with project PTE-26.
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Roébert. H, Chabreck, Ph.D.
1821 Cloverdale Avenue
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70808
(804) 387-1322

August 2%, 19903

Mr. Oscar Rowe

CELMN-PD+FE

P. 0. Bax &G26&7

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Mr. Rower
Thank you fo~ the apportunity to comment on the preliminary

draft of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. I an
the Scientific Advisory Panel member selected to review thr

Mermentau Basin Plan. 1 hare worked i n the Mermentau Basin far
35 vyears and an very familiar with thr problemc and ernlagiral
processes that operate in thr basin. Therefore, 1 will limit ny

comments to the Mermentau Bacin Plan.

As an intradurtian  tn thr plan. specific objectives of the
plan shculd be gresented. Each project propocmd should describe
haw it will help accomplish ar objectiva. Saving the coast,
prevensing coastal erosion, etc. are not considersd as specific
ob jectives. Tho objectives should include restoratian and
maintcnrnce of emergent plant communities as they occurred in
1949 (G’Neil Map) Or {%e8 (Crhabreck ct al., Map).

Many problemz in the Mermentau B.sln! an. demcribed in the
plan such as shoreline erosion and excessive flooding of marshes
tn the Lakes mubbasin, arC caused by the excessively high wale
held in the Lakes 'Subbasin. Water levels are haeld at eO feet
ML3 for 4drrigetion and navigation (althouyls nusviyewlivn war not
mentioned in the plan). The plan should propose, as an
alternative tOo the piupuswd Juvwlopment); lowering water levels in
the basin to 1.0 foot ML8. This would eliminate the nerd for
meny Of the piujwilew proposed in the plan,

The Mermerntau Basin Plan primarily involves naintenancm.
Mast maintenance uork proposed is assactated with shoreline
erosion along thm GiWW, Fresnwater HBayou Canals and the Bulf¥ of

Mexico. Little restoration and managemant arm proposed. If the
lowering of lake tevels is not acceptable, then 1 suggest that
three management units be developed that will protect marshes

south of the lakes from axcessive flooding and allew Tfor
manipulation ef water levels to produce desired plant
communities, The management units would bhe located in & central
band across the basin and would be designated as the South Lake

Misere Unit, South Grand Lakm Unit, and East White Lakm Unit.

Environsental Assessaents, ¥etland Evaluations,
Vildlife Hanacesent, Forestry Consultant

RESPONSE 4a.1: This is a good reconmendation and the basin plan
has been revised so that each project has been fully describedto
include how it works to help restore, protect, and enhance
coastal wetlands in the basin. Plans to restore energent marsh
to the conditions of 1949 and 1968, have not been included, but
the projects' effects on energent marshes are included in each
proj ect description.

RESPONSE 4a.2:  The plan recogni zes t he probl em of high water
levels (> 20 Mean Low Gulf) Inthe Lakes Subbasin. he pl an
includes, as a basjn strategy, many projects which will lower
water levels in this subbasin while bringing fresh water into the
Cheni er Subbasin. These projects include operation of the
existing locks and the installation of structures under H'vghwa
82. Mich of the time, the desired elevation of 2.0 feet an Low

Gul f cannot be maintained. |t would be virtually inpossible to
|lower water levels to 1.0 Mean Low Qul f.
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Developmant of the units would require construction of levees,
iocke, and gther watrr control struztures &a =eparats the units
from the Gtwds Grand Lake, and White Lake.

Watar ccntrgl structures on the south side of the management
units weuld allow wafer levelw within the units to br econtrolled
independently of water levels in Grand Lake and White Lake.
Alma,y rater Control wsructure= an tho north =side ef the
management units would allow water to be added to the management
units rhmn needed from Crand Lake and White Lake. Locks %o allow
barge traffie would be constructed in the Superior Canal on the
wyully side uf Brand Lake and in other locasions where necded.
Subdividing the Lakes Subbasin would facilitate watar level
control in Orerd and While Lakes using existing structures.
Water could be drained from the south side of the management
units as needed to nourish the Hog Bayuus Ruvkwleller Refuges and
South Pecan Island marshes.

The South Misere Unit would lie between the GIWW and Little
Chenier and tram #Hignway 27 eastward to 6rand Lake and the
Mermentau River. The South Grand wake Unit would 1ie betwmmn
Grand Lake and Grand Chenier or ether management units mnorth of
the chenier. It would extend from the Mermentau River eastward
to OlId Intracoastal Canal and Mite Laka. Ine East White Lake
nit would extend from the Old Intracoastal and Schooner Bayou
southward ta Pecan Island Canal and from White Lake eastwara to

reshwater Bayou Canal.

Wwith completion of these management units and units
currently in place on Lacassine NWR, Cameren Prairie NWR, Coastal
Club, @&msess, Vermilion Corp., and Rockefeller Rafuge, most of the
Mermentau Basin will be under a system of water control that will
enhance plant growth and secure the quality of the area for many
years,

This preserts only a3 gereral conceptual sketch ef what is
needed in the Mermentau Basin, If I can provide additional
informatian, please let me kncw.

Sincerely,

Robert H. Chabreck, Ph,D.
Watiand Ecologist

RHC/mc
ccs Dr, Robert R. Twillay

M-~. Joe Conti
Mr. Lee Wil=zon

TOTAL P.0O3

RESPONSE 4a.3: W acknow edge that active managenent in the
Lakes subbasin would assist in |lowering water levels in the
managed areas. The basin plan does have some managenment projects
inthe Lakes Subbasin, but none of the magnitude that you
suggest. There are managenment projects planned for the Sawnm ||
Canal and Humbl e Canal areas east and west of the Mermentau River
inthe area of Little Pecan Bayou. Few managenent projects are
pl aned 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 W acknow edge t hat
managenent projects would be hel pful in reducing water levels in
sel ected areas, but generally this would involve |evees or

overfl ow banks and many structures to allow active managenent.
Mich of the suggested the East White Lake unit is presently
managed by the Vermilion Corporation. |t was decided by the
basin group to concentrate on the existing | ocks and the
freshwater structures at Hi ghway 82 to remedy the high water

I evel situation rather than construct many mmnagenment 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. [|nsufficient
information precluded its addition at this tine.
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=1\ Cadlition to Restore Coastal LouiSana

8841 Highland Road. SuiteC + Baton Rouge, LA 70808 « 504 1766-0195 « Fax 504 / 766-0229

August 30, 1993 VIA FAX AND MAI L

Ql. Mchael Diffley, Dstrict Engineer
(S Army Engineer Dstrict, New Ol eans
PQ Box 60267

New Ol eans, LA 70160- 0267

Re: Loui si ana Coast al Wetl ands Restoration P an, Draft
Programmatic Environnental |npact Statenent

Dear Gol. Dffley:

The Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana, a coalition of
i ndi vidual s, public bodies, and nore than 120 groups, is a not-for-
profit organi zation dedicated to the restoration and preservation
of Louisiana's coastal resources. W have reviewed the draft
environmental inpact statenent coveri nP the draft conprehensive
Loui si ana coast al wet| ands restoration pl'an and have prepared t hese
comments concerning it.

Before getting into our comments we woul d |ike to conmend t he
CWPPRA task force for the seriousness and enthusiasmwith which it
has gone about drafting the conprehensive plan. The task it was
charged with was enormous as were (and are) the pressures to
acconmodate conpeting interests and viewpoints. In such a
Situation it is probably inmpossibleto pl ease everyone but we have
been inpressed by the determination of the task force to take the
I ong view and honestly face the probl ens faci ng coastal Loui siana.
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 renmain open to new ideas and public
i nput .

COMMENTS CN THE GENERAL STRATEGY AND EI S

a W would like to begin stating that we are basically
pl eased by the basic statenents of the fro | em(pages 13-24), the
val ue of "coastal wetlands (pages 25-31). and the solutions to
vwetland | oss (pages 33-51). These sections set forth and justify
a conprehensive strategy for restoring Louisiana' s coast that can
guide future efforts to develop, prioritize, and inplement
restoration projects. It is essential that the vision or
overarching strategy articulated in those sections be clearly

Turn the Tide on Wetiand Loss by the Year 20001
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stated to be the touchstones for the conprehensive restoration
plans. Unless that is done the plan coul d degenerate into a nere
conpi |l ati on of basin plans which, although fundamentall ¥ sound in
thensel ves, do not necessarily fit together or nove effectively
toward the goal of reestablishing sustainability to our coast.
Accordingly, we urge that the final plan and EISclearly 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 nmain
report, and shoul d that not be possible then the task force will at
that tinme review the basin plans to see what changes may be
necessary to bring theminto harnony with that strategy. |In the
end we are confident that this will ensure the coherency of the
pII an and avoid the need for unnecessary, ad hoc changes to the
pl an.

b. The plan, as one might expect, suffers froma certain lack
of clarity and definiteness due to the need for additional
nmodel ing, feasibility work, and demonstratiom projects. The plan
should clearly recognize this need and ﬁrovi de for meeting it.
Specific attention should to be given to hydrol ogi c model | ing and
denonstration projects that can pave they WaK for devel opi ng
i nnovative, nore 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.

c. The portions of the plan and the EIS dealing with marsh
managenent are a bit perplexing. Al though much time i's devoted to
di scussi ng marsh managenent, [ittle is actually said about howthe

roposed projects would effect the environnent of coastal
oui siana. Undoubtedly, this is in part due to the controversial
nature of marsh management activities, especially inthe context of
wet | ands. restoration. The EIS needs to nore directly acknow edge
and di scuss the substantial body of opinion that marsh managenent
is not an effective tool for restori nﬁ or preserving narsh.
Additionally, it needs to be nade clear that any marsh managenent
style projects pursued under the plan will be designed and operat ed
so as th provide the widest range of benefits and to afford access
bx marine species and by the public where such access would
characteristic of a natural regine.

The El S must al so address the fact that little is known about
the cumul ative and indirect inpacts marsh management projects will
have on coastal wetlands. These issues were to have been expl ored
by the Corps of Engineers in a programmatic EIS on narsh
managenment, which as yet remains unfinished. The appropriate
nature and rol e of marsh managenent in coastal restorati on may turn
on the results of that marsh managenent EIS and the plan needs to
reflect a nore cautious approach toward the i npl ementation of marsh
management projects. It is possible that sonme marsh managenent
projects mght be appropriate denonstration project candi dates that
coul d serve as a basis for better evaluating the appropriate role
of marsh nmanagenment in the restoration effort.

d. The EIS does not adequately distinguish anong, or

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 sol utions sections of
the main report. The report now forms a truly conprehensive plan
for restoring coastal Louisiana. The plan includes short-term
strategies to try and keep the wetlands that we have and | ong-
termstrategies to build new wetlands. Al of the plans for
basins in the Deltaic Plain reconmend strategies to nake better
use of fresh water and sediments fromthe M ssissippi and
Atchafal aya Rivers. Barrier island restorationis a major short-
term component of the plans for the Barataria and Terrebonne
Basins and a | ong-termconponent of the plans for the o
Pontchartrain and Breton Sound Basins. Restoration opportunities
inthe Chenier Plain are nainly hydrol ogic restoration, shoreline
rotection, and marsh creation using dredged material, with a
reshwat er diversion conponent. A possible future strategy for
the Mermentau Basin is the utilization of the coastal nud stream
to nourish interior wetlands.

RESPONSE 5.2 The plan has been greatly clarified since the
draft version. Nearly every basin has denonstration projects
that will provide answers necessary for coastal restoration
either in that specific basin or across the coast. The results
of hydrol ogic nodeling will be used whenever aﬁproi)rl ate. The
State has recently provided the Task Force with a list of
suggestions for feasibility studies. The Task Force will act on
thi's request early in 1994

RESPONSE 5. 3: Inthe EIS, we have tried our best to present an
unbi ased ﬁresent ation of the effects of marsh management. \Wen
viewi ng the numerous comments received on treatment of marsh
managenment in the EIS it becomes very obvious that there is a

wi de range of opinions anong agencies, and even in the scientific
communi ty, concerning this type of project. The suggesti ons
contained in the last sentence of your comment have been
incorporated intothe EISin Section 3.3.11.4.

RESPONSE 5.4:  Any marsh managenent projects inpl emented under

the cwpprRA Will be intensively nonitored, as will all other

ﬁroj ects. No new technol ogi es or techniques for marsh nanagenent
ave been proposed for the CWPPRA, therefore it woul d be

i nappropriate to classify marsh managenent projects as
denonstrations. Marsh managenent projects conprise about 6.5
ercent of the projects proposed in the Restoration Plan. It i
ighly unlikely that marsh managenent, as we know it today, wil
gl ay a major role in coastal wetland restoration. However, it
elieved that marsh managenent nay play an inportant role in
areas that are far renoved fromsediment or freshwater sources
where options for restoration are very linited.

S
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establish |inkages between. estuarine dependent species, resident
speci es, and nari ne transi ent speci es when assessi ng the effects of
various restoration techniques. This is especially true in the
case of the effects of passive and active managenent on fisheri es.
For exanpl e, on page El S-67, the El Sstates that the nmai ntenance of
Phase 2 water levels wll effectively block 'the few mgratory
estuari ne- dependent fishery species" fromentering or exiting the
managed area. The term"few" is wholly subjective and is at odds
with the views of a nunber of authorities that indicate that nmany
marine transients will be adversely effected (Herke and Rogers
1985). Additionally, the E18's concl usion that passive managenent
will likel esult i'ninproved habitat conditions for resident fish

r
.[Bpeci es (EYS— 28) is debatable. The enhanced popul ations of those

speci es can al so be attributed to the excl usi on of marine transient
species that woul d otherwi se feed on them In sum the fisheries
i mpact s of marsh managenent need cl oser attention.

e The EI'S does not adequately consider the effects of the
plan in the context of coastal activities that are conducted
outside the plan. Specifically, wthout recognizing that dredge
and fill activities continueto take place in the coastal zome and
that there will be pressure for private marsh managenment projects
it will be inpossible to assess the inpact or effect of the
restoration efforts envisionedby the plan. The regul atory program
nust be harmonized with the restoration program to the greatest
extent possible to nmaxi mze the chances of returning our coastal
wet | ands t o a sustai nabl e condition.

f. Al'though the plan contenplates extensive sedinent
di versions, nowhere does the EIS address the issue of possible
sedi ment contam nation. This should be rectified inthe final BS

g The EI'S devotes considerable attention to the need to
accommodat e the rights and wi shes of |andowners in the design and
i npl ement ation of restoration projects. That is appropriate. W
do not, however, believe adequate attention has been paid to the
rights the public nay have to access coastal resources. The plan
needs to specifically take cogni zance of those rights and protect
themto the maxi mumextent possible in the course of designing and
i npl ementing projects. Sinply 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 conpelling reason.
Simlarly, no CWPPRA project should prevent or significantly inpair
the mgration of fish or wildlife without a conpelling reason.
These are public rights and resources that shoul not be
conprom sed, especiallywith public funds. Nothing inthis conmrent
shoul d be construed to suggest that the CWPPRA process shoul d (or
could) be used to create or expand public rights.

h.  Pages EIS-22 and 23 identify a number of ongoi ng pl anni ng
and/or restoration efforts that the CWPPRA ;}J]I an takes cogni zance
Mssing from this list is the conprehensive plan for the
ﬁ)ntcha_rtrai n Basin prepared by the Lake Pontchartrain Basin
Foundation pursuant to an agreenent with EPA  The plan needs to

l
l

RESPONSE 5.5  All discussions concerning narsh management have
been substanti al I%/ altered to be nore concise and to the point.
We believe that the revised text addresses your main concern.

RESPONSE 5.6:  The pl an acknow edges that restoration efforts
will have to be based on real world conditions, which would

i ncl ude taking cognizance of activities and projects undertaken
out si de_ of PRA.” These factors will be addressedto sone
extent in the Conservation Plan called for by the CAPPRA, but
will also need to be the subject of periodic review

RESPONSE 5.7 W are not aware of any informationthat suggests
that sedinment in the Atchafal aya or ssissippi Riversis

contani nated to the point which woul d negativelg af fect coastal
wetlands. A this tinme, there is no reason to believe that there
are any problens with riverine sedi nents that would affect their
use as a restoration resource as conceived by the plan. Sedi nent
testing will be conducted, where relevant, as an integral
conponent of individual projects.

RESPONSE 5.8  Any project that would effectively exclude the
public fromareas that they have the right to enter would be
Illegal and woul d obviously not be inplenented. As for fish and
wildl'ife access, the only conpelling reason that their access
woul d be inpaired 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
El' S where additional information on public access has been added.




consider the findings and reconmendations of that conprehensive
plan in the drafting of the CWPPRA plan for the Pontchartrain Basin
and when evaluating the likely effects of the CWPPRA plan.
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BASI N PLAN COMMENTS

Because of our understanding that the individual basin plans
will ultimately be construed and I nplemented i n a manner consi st ent
with the general vision and strategy set forth in the main bod%/ of
the plan, we have not attenpted to evaluate those plans as free
standing strategies. A this point, the basin plans represent a
£.\D|very valuable assessment of the range of projects that mght be
currently agpr_opri ate and doable to address the problenms 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
lyears hence. Accordingly, we will not offer specific coments on
t he basin pl ans beyond those whi ch we have previously offered. To
that end we are attaching and incorporating herein the conments
made in our letters of April 8, 1993 and July 29, 1993 pertaining
t o the Cal casi eu- Sabi ne and Pontchartrain basins respectively.

Re ctf@ll itted,
makk pavis' ~~ ‘Q]
Execpitive Ditrecto

cc: Louisiana Congressional Delegation
Len Bahr

RESPONSE 5.9:  The EPA- sponsored conprehensive plan for the
Pontchartrain Basin is discussed on page 2 of the Pontchartrain
Basi n appendi x.

RESPONSE 5.10: W& agree that many of the basin projects
represent viable projects which solve basin problens. These
projects are presented in concept form and man% wll be revised a
reat deal prior to inplenentation. Not all, but many of the
asin projects will probably be inplemented inthe future to

addr ess basin probl ens.

This conment al so references two |letters witten by the
conmenter. One |etter, sent to M. Bruce Baird, US Arny Corps of
Engi neers, contained the commenter’s response to an Environmental
Assessnent B_repar ed to update the EIS for the Bonnet Carré
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 M. Edward W ckey, USDA, Soil Conservation
Service, who is the basin captain of the Calcasieu/Sabine Basin.
The letter offers suggestions for inprovement of the
Calcasieu/Sabine Basin plan. Responses to that letter are
presented as follows.



Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisana

8841 Highland Road, SuiteC < Baton Rouge. LA 70808 « 504/ 766-0195 * Fax 504 / 766-0229

April 8,1993

Mr. Edward W. Hickey.

Water Resources Planning Staff Leader
U9A Soil ConservationService

3737 Government Street

Alexandria, Louisiana 71302

Dear Ed:

| have had a chance tolook through the February draft of the
Calcasieu-Sabine Basin Report and am prepared to offer some
recommendations which may or may not beappropriatefor
discussion at the April 15 meeting. The Science Advisors program is
somewhat in flux right now but | appreciate your keeping me posted
and will try to becomemoreinvolvedin the future.

Comments

p. 2, Introduction, Soils

Asubtle observation regarding the cheniereridges. My
understanding isthat the ridgesare products of shoreline retreat
that took placewhen significant mud inputs to the nearshore marine
environment did not occur. Sand and shell berms and dunes
developed along mainland beaches, spitsand perhaps detached
barrierswhen a clear water coastal system prevailed similar to those
along the Misdssippi Coast. Thesecoarse materials undoubtedly did
act tostabilize the shoreline once they accumulated in sizeable
berms. Currently, mud reaching the Chenier Plain coast covers
nearshore sandsand prevents clear water shell forming gastropods
and molluscsfrom contributing much coarse material to the beaches.
On theeastern part of the Chenier Plain coast, enough mud Is
depositing to provide some stabilization of shoreline retreat, but in
the west, it ismerely inhibiting beach formation without providing
stabilization. Thesecond condition isconducive totherapid
shoreline retreat that has historically prevailed in thisarea.

Turn the Tide on Wetland Loss by the Year 2000! @

Theareastabilized by permanent nearshore mud deposits from the
Atchafalayalscurrently spreading from east to west at about 0.5
mile per year. If thispacecontinues, It can be speculated that the
Gulf shoreline of the Calcasleu/Sabine basin will begin to see
permanent mud accumul ationsand shoreline stabilization in about
100 years.

p. 4, Introduction, Geology:

Subsidenceisan active process in the Calcasieu-Sabine ‘basin that
putsstresson marsh vegetation. Tidegagedatafrom thearea
indicatesan apparent sealevel riserate of about 0.7 em/year. If
about 0.2 em/yr Is due to therising of the Gulf, local compaction,
dewatering of the Holoceneand, perhaps, fluid withdrawal from
deeper deposits must be causing asubsidence rateof about 0.5
cm/yr. Thisisnot inconsequential asit would amount to nearly 20
inchesin acentury. | amsureyou have moreand better numbers,
but | think they deserve some discussion becausethey provide a
good way to Urk the geology with the vegetation and soil forming
processesthat, in turn, affect the potential for land loss.

p. 6. ProblemIdentification, Existing Conditions:

| think that somediscussionof the unique land loss history in the
Calcasleu/Sabine basin would be useful here. 1include somecurves
developed from the Dunbar et a. (1992) database that has now been
aggregated by basin. They show averageannual land lossrates
increasing from a few hundred acres per year in the period between
theearly 1930's and 1955 (before Audrey) to more than 5,000 per
year in the 1960's, then dropping to current rates of about 500 per
year. Current ratesare not much greater than the 1930's
background.

More than 82 percent of dl documented loss In the Calcasieu/Sabine
Basin, over 100,000 acres, occurred in the 19 years between 1955
and 1974. Itseens likely to methat thissudden destruction can be
attributed largely to thelinked effectsof the navigation channels and
Hurricane Audrey. In other words, thechannelsopened up the
system to and aggravated the effectsof theflooding caused by
Audrey. Similar impactswere not observed in the Mermentau Basin,
which also received much of the samestorm surge.

From a planning standpoint, then, it Sseemsappropriate to very

clearly identify the primary coastal restoration goalsin the basin to
be, first, mitigation for the negativeeffectsof the hydraulic regime




imposed by the navigation projects, followed, second, by an active
revegetation program. Thediscussion on page 7 laysout the history,
and on the top of page8you appear toarrive at the sameconclusion,
but without the numbers, the main point seems to be somewhat
obscured in thedetails.

Also, it seemsappropriate to mention something about theindustrial
development that hastaken placein the basin, some of which has
occurred on reclaimed marshes.

Finally, aswe have discussed earlier, it isimportant to indicate
clearly that coastal restoration effortsarewell advanced in the basin,
that much investment hasalready been made, particularly with
respect to the Cameron-Creole project and theshorelinestabilization
along thecoast. If at all possible, it would be helpful toindicate how
well these effortsare working. From the standpoint of advocating
later the alternative you do, it would be useful for you to attribute to
these effortsas much credit asis possible for the observed lowering
of theland lossrate.

p. 8, Coastal Wetland Problems, Section (4):

Shoreline retreat information isavailable and might be useful here.
In some places, thisshoreline has historically been oneof 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 seea
dramatic rise if another Audrey typestorm hit thisarea Perhapsit
would be useful to lay out the consequences of such a scenario given
that the Ship Channel has been deepened. The FBVIA hydraulic
model that is being used by other basin captainsand local plannersis
currently available for thisareaand could predict such impacts. We
would be happy to providethisinformation. Thiscould strengthen
theargument that action iscritical. Solutionsthat build in the
likelihood of another major storm must be considered as they arefor
most long-term planning effortsin thearea 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, FutureWIthout Project Conditions, Biological Resources

In the basin meetings in Abbeville, much time wasdevoted to
discussion of the history of thefisheries in the Calcasieuarea. Again,
thisisa unique history. A. | recall, much of theinshore and offshore

N
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estuarine flshery developed asa result of theopening of the Ship
Channel and landings respond positively to theamount of freshwater
introduced. Somediscussion of theindustrial contamination that has
occurred in the upper reaches of the basin would also be appropriate
hereas thisalso affects the productivity and availability of the
biological resources. It isimportant to introduce thisat some point
even though it may not bedirectly related to wetland loss because
the hydraulics of theestuary and degree of tidal flushing are
important both In spreading contamination and in allowing its
assimilation. Inother words, coastal restoration approaches that
affect the hydraulicsof theestuary will also havean effect on
pollution assimilation.

Finally, it isvery important in thissection to addressin a very
straightforward manner thefisheries problems that have been
linked to the operation of Cameron-Creole, explain the lessons that
have been learned and how these problemsare now being
addressed.

p. 11, A an Formulation, Planning Objectivesfor the Badin:

| recommend that the flrst objective be expanded to consider both
normal and extreme conditions, particularly hurricane surge
conditions. If thereisanything that the history of this basin has
taught us, it isthat hurricanes can be extremely destructivein this
area. Any planning document that neglectsconsideration of thevery
likely recurrance of a hurricane will beimmediately seen as
deflcient. See morediscussion below of Alternatives Selected.

p. 11, Plan Formulation, Alternatives Considered, Alternative 2

One possible modification of thisalternativewould be one that would
provide protection only under hurricane conditionswhen ship traffic
would not be moving. It could also be part of alternative3. Gated
hurricane barrierscould be used tochoketidal flow (reducechannel
cross-section) without lockson the Calcasieu and Sabine. Thiswould
greatly reduce theconstruction and operations costs associated with
locks, would eliminate the need for somestructureswithin 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 asfunding becameavailable and would not necessarily
conflict with the short-term perimeter approach.

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



RESPONSE 5.11: Pl anni n? obj ectives are to restore and protect
wet | ands bY] reducing saltwater intrusion and tidal scour and to
mai ntain the geol ogic framework of the basin b¥ protecting
shorelines fromfurther erosion. The extent of protection
provided by structural neasures woul d be deternined during
detai |l ed planning and design.

Sl

Thefirst 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 beconstrued as
a limitation within the comprehensive plan. Many projects, Including
most of thelinchpin solutions proposed in other basinsdo not meet
theseguidelines. Thechargein devel oping the Comprehensive Plan
istodevelop astrategy that will do the job. If we Identify necessary
elements that require funding outside of the current appropriation,
we then can move forward to devel op separate appropriations. |f
you can demonstrate that the alternative that you advocate will,
first, compl etely accomplish objectives, and second, ischeap enough
to becompletely Implemented under current funding authority, then
thiswill be oneof very few basinsfor which this isthecase. | don't
think that thisisreally what you ar e saying. While each project
proposed for the perimeter system may beof ascalethat it could
Individually befunded under the current authorization, the mix of
projects required to meet basin objectives under alternative 2 are
not cumulatively fundable under the CWPPRA or implementable
within fiveyearsgiven theneed in other basins. So the red question
isnot whether additional appropriations will be required, but how
large they will be

Another strategy might be to devel op short-term and long-term
strategiesthat are mutually compatibleand that pave theway for
subsequent appropriations.

The key guidelinethat is very appropriate isthe second one, "meets
basinobjectives'. Itis, as | mentioned earlier, not clear to me that
the perimeter plan ascurrently described contemplates recurring
hurricane surge conditions. | don't think It's sufficient tosay thatin
theevent of astorm surge, all betsar e off. I'm also not saying that
you must designdl projectsto meet storm surgecriteria 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 at thecoast but would be greatly disrupted by higher surges.
Thisthen might allow you to propose someadditional long-term
me?jsjr&s that would Improveeffectiveness under all expected
conditions.

p. 11, Plan Formulation, Key Issues:

An additional issuemight beoperation of the planned system under
extreme hurricaneconditions, or it might beincluded as a component




RESPONSE 5.12:  Structures in the waterways coul d be designed for
hurricane conditions, but since no protection is planned for the

entire area, a hurricane surge would affect much of the area
whet her structures are designed for a surge or not.

under thesecond and third issueslisted. With respect to fisherles
impacts, it isprobably possibleto estimate somear theeffectson
estuarinespeciesif thisisdiscussed 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/Sabine basin hashistorically meant and what thestateof
the practicecurrently ls. Then It is possibleto discussquite
specifically theareasand timesof the year when management for
revegetation, marsh enhancement and waterfowl islikély to conflict
with the movement of variousestuarine dependent species into and
out of wetland nursery grounds.

p. 14, Implementation of Selected Basin Alternative

Agalin, theelimination of potentially costly or long-term projects
should be based on an assessment that they would not work or
would not support basin objectivesrather than the overlg
constrictive and somewhat circular guidelines that have been
established. If an EIS later determines that the environmental costs
in fisheries, for example, of implementi n?the perimeter planinits
entirety would be unacceptable, you areleft with no apparent
aternative. Everyoneknowsthat other optionsexist and that less
costly basin wide alternatives are possible. | gave the exampleof a
hurricane barrier asonethat comesto mind immediately. | think It
would be better to leave the optionsopen, aslittle damage results
from that. You can then show how someor all of the perimeter plan
could be moreeffectiveif oneor more large-scale basin alternatives
were a so implemented.

| look forward to discussing these comments with you at any time
and congratul ate you on the massiveeffort todate.

Sincerely,

G. Paul Kemp
Scienceand Technology Director



Coalition (o Restore Coastyl Louisiana

July 29, 1993

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Environmental Analysis Branch
CELMN-I'D-RP, I'.O. Box 60267
New Orleans, LA 70160-2067
Attention: Mr. Bruce Baird

RE: Bonnet Carre Diversion Project

Dear Mr. Baird:

1oy N3 , H
euv‘ll::- ‘\l\:\(:ll‘lg lhtz;gg:::z:l;(l‘l;ﬁ )Corpls f(:’r allotvg\g us the additional time to review the
al =A) on the Bonnet Carre Diversion Project and
comments. We also appreciate your eff, i Feestions b are these
apy orls to answ i s :
o ments. We alsoa y ver preliminary questions based on our

”""l'h(: f;::ahll}on lo Restore Coastal Louisiana (CRCL) has not taken a postition on the merits of
, _n| n'llru ed freshwater diversion up until now, prel’e'rriug 1o wait for the EA before

£

i:,-'" ("~“( "Irl; ;_;tci_\ll\e (;vlay or lh-e other. As you knotv, our Ijterest in the project extends beyond the
ssues ctly addressed in the EA and, as such, our eValuation necessarily strays beyond

those bounds to consider the proposed project in a broader context.

ewed in that broadel 0) e A 1 roject a
V ha context, we must object to th
y J1 e Propos d di ersion R jQC S

Qur Obl(’.(“k"\s are rooted in dl”el ent sources, how, pver, lhal\ are many of the plu]ect s
()“I('l‘ delr.mlors. Olll' pl ‘n\al’)’ concern, fol mstance, is
73 ot ‘Vhat e“ecls u\e div er Siol\ \Vl" have
on recrealinnal and comme Cial us hatira r mt tates tha
ers Lakel tc train. Ratl
¢ mer of k Pontcl o her, ou ssion dictat s that
we reviewy "lé pl r)pﬁsed plO|eCl lelalive to tl\e 1 o d O rel it &
0"8 ran ge needs f the entire Ponlchartrain
g . ¢ N t ﬂ\e lOCull elfecls Of “le d VEKj on and we do are t concerns
1 1 sh I
I asin DUQ lo not dls otn ROSe CONCEr
raised l) the Lake Pontchartr ain Basin l‘Olll\dﬂIlGl\ an A“OY"EY General IC}'Ollb. Indeed, their
comments and the ]OC«Il reahlles I e J dd@d to our own concel 1v ai
\ lave a m, and we dO])l them ]‘y

We bueliev ; i
ot (lnliuere(hz :.h?t b:y(lmd tlufse points, however, the project is conceptually flawed and will
: ntended benefits. Let me explain how we came to this conclusion.

i
) |

Turn the Tide on Welland Loss by the Year 2000/
1

8841 Highland Road, Suite C « Baton Nouge, LA 70808 - 504/ 766-0195 « Fax 504/ 766-0229

‘The yol
regimes in Lal ke:Pontcharirainond Borgne have ftad
their surroun djy wellands. Bu' to address the j¥ble
adiling more  fsh o ater isto oversimplify the si uatiy

of the probler n.

‘The problem we believe must be addressed is the

bleemine proposed d'version seeks 1o remedy is very real. C1 rages in the salinity
ignilicant effects orthose bodies and
n as one that can  beorrected merely by

n; indeed, it is lo tret only a symplom

nderlying destruction of swvamps and

wetlands to the point that salt waler now goes where it traditionally could not go. The main

cause of that destruction is not saltwater intrusion, so

nuch as it is the Mississippl River-Gulf

Outlet and the subsidence of }ands surrounding the l1ake. Unless we address those root causes,
we see little hope that a balanced system will ever be restored within the basin. Accordingly,

we urge the Corps to consider a project that would n
introducing fresh water in a manner more consistent v

t{urisl\ wetlands with sediments while

vith natural flow conditions.

v “oplimal salinity” regime exists that

Next, the project is based on the assumption thata

can be maintained by the proposed diversion. We question the soundness of that assumption.
In fact, we believe (he evidence more strongly suppor(s the conclusion that maximum

productivity is
jnereases following spillway openings lends credence
closely akin to natural floodling cycles, are the more of]

productivity.

Finally, we see no cvidence of any workable opera
Deen told that conditions in the target area will be pro
that an as-yet-unamed multi-party commission will bs

a function of periodic pulses of fresh water. Indeed, the fact that praductivity

lo this position — that pulses, more
ficient and effective way lo maximize

ing program for the diverston. We hove
acted through predictive modelling, and
vested with the authority to open the

structure. Neither of those fealures inspire much conf]

dence. In the first case, to predict

conditions with sufficient precision to warrant diversion would require accurale wind and rain
forccasting six weeks in advance. To the best of our kilowledge, such an ability does not exist.

Further the relegation of all operating decisions to

an as-yet-undescribed and undirected

commission we {ind particularly troublesome, especia:lly in light of the operating difficulties

experienced at Caenarvon, a less ambitious diversion.
more than ample time o refine the concept — nearly
Statement was released — does little to compound ou

The simple fact that the Corps has had
en years since the Environmental Iinpact
[ faith in this operating plan.

Unfortunately, this pact of tha project at the very least, has all the earmarks of a turn-key

operation without an owner’s manual. Unless we are
diversion project can and will be operated lo achieve
Basin, we cannot consider endorsing it.

piven much greater assurance that the
ignificant benefit for the Pontchartrain

Please nole that our objection fo this project in no way signals a retreat from our gencral

befief that diversions of fresh water and sediment mu

Louisiana. We still strongly support the Caenarvon ar
encouraged by portions of the Federal Restoration Pl

t be part of the “retro-fitting” of Coastal
!l Davis Pond diversions and are
n for the Pontchartrain Basin. But all

projects are not created equal, and we must not fail to consider each project on its meril.




In sum — based on the evidence on the table at thi| time — the Coalition believes that the
currently proposed diversion project at Bonnet Carre would cost too much, do too little. and
benefit toofew to justify itself. Instead, we urge again that a more comprehensive solution be
considered that would directly benefit wetlands by mfre closely mimickingtraditional natural
conditions. Such solutions would more closely paralle} the objectivesdf coastal restoration

efforts mandated by the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Pfoleclion and Restoration Act.

We realizethat thereis no assurance that the fundsf could beswitched from one project to
another at this time, but weareconfident that 1ve could get a better project funded if we
continuetowork together. After all, fiveshort years 3go few would havebelieved that a major
constal restoration effort would be taken seriously, let alone supported by hard dollars. We
should not allow ourselves at this juncture, then, to seftle for 21984 solution when moreis
needed and more iSpossible,

Very truly yours,
.L»hrk Davis
Executive Director

cc: en. Johnston
Sen. Breaux
Cong. Livingston
Gov. Edwards
Mr. Jos. Herring
InterestedMedia

[P PR
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DRAFT

MBEVIORANDUM August 23,1993
TO: LouisianaState Wetlands Authority, Federal Citizens
Participation Croup, Breaux-Johnston Task Force

FROM: Mark Davis, Paul Kemp
_ Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisliana

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

STUATION:

Federal agency participantsin PL 101-646 processarefacing a need
to redefine their goalsand objectivesasall short-range requirements
of Act will have been met by theend of thisfederal fiscal year:

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

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

(3) drafting and finalization of ComprehensiveRestoration
and Environmental impact Statement.

The basin plansincluded with thedraft Comprehensive Plan discuss
local projects that will address perhaps50%of theland-loss problem.
The Plan also identifies in a conceptual way thelarge regional
solutions that will be necessary to make long-term restoration work.
Several membersof the Task Force haveapproached theCoalition to
discuss their rolesfor the upcoming year as they prepare their
budgetsso that we can move into the next phase of planning work
We haveal so been discussing this matter with Congressional staff
and find support for such a strategic re-evaluation.

The most logical next step is to moveaggressively asa 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 ExecutiveSummary), the following

sentences have been inserted in the Draft Comprehensive Plan that
would appear — if they actually reflect existing Task Force policy =
to requirea modification of the self-defined Task Forcecharter in
order to proceed:

"TheTask Forcedid not develop = nor did the CWPPRA
require— a process for analyzing, designing, or obtaining
Congressional approval for large projects beyond the scope of
the OWVFRA Priority Project lists. Implementing legislation
for thisrestoration plan must, therefore, address large project
authori zation through existing agency processesor by
modifying the Task Force's charter."

Up to this point, this has not really been a problem because of the
focuson administrative matters. Thisstatement doesseem,

however, to incorrectly interpret the plain text of PL 101-646 which
statesin Section 306 that up to $5 million annually may bespent on:

"(A) preltminary assessments;
(B) general or site-specific inventories;
(C) reconnaissance, engineering or other studies;
(D) preliminary design work, and
(E) such other studies as may be necessary to identify and
evaluate thefeasibility of coastal wetland restoration
projects.”

Throughout theconcurrent planning processes = priority project,
basin and comprehensive = we haverepeatedly run up against
impedi ments basad on the Task Force's inability toacquireor
analyzecritical data, particularly hydrologicinformation. The Task
Force must now choose whether to decrease the effort devoted to
planning to freeup money for projects, or get on with thefeasibility
work that can remove such impediments. Thefirst course will
prematurely dead-end the program far short of its potential and far
short of thegoalsdefined in the Act. Thesecond course will
establish a flow of credible project concepts upon which to build the
case for acontinuation and expansion of funding. Information
developed in thecourseof feasibility work wiil also greatly improve
priority project selection, engineering and construction. Additlonally,
much greater emphasis must be placed on actively building public
support and confidence to thelevel necessary tocarry controversial
large-scaleprojects through toimplementation.




ACTION REQUIRED:

1. Examine existing Task Force charter and change as necessary to
conform to law and redefined mission. Recommend that the
Executive Summary of the draft Comprehensive Plan end with
recommendations for "point forward" actions. Specifically, we
recommend that the Task Force's immediate mission be reoriented
toward undertaking or facilitating one or more key feasibility
investigations of the "big picture” concepts identified in the Solutions

section.

2. The Task Force's public outreach efforts should be reviewed
and revised to enhance the flow of information to and from the
public and scientific community. A specific strategy for developing
and nurturing a national constituency for restoration of Louistana's
coastal wetlands should be defined as an important part of the
outreach effort.

3. Proposed budget prioritles for the coming year should be
reviewed and brought into conformity with a redefined mission. The
two task categories currently proposed are (a) priority project
selection and (b) revision of basin plans. We recommend that the
Task Force consider a third task involving initiation of
reconnaissance level feastbility work on one or more of the large
regional concepts identified in the Solution section.

The level of effort necessary for priority project selection is
relatively well understood at this point and should not undergo a
significant Increase unless additional planning tools are to be
Introduced that will greatly increase credibility and certainty of
success and result in a reduction in project design and construction
costs.

Regarding the second task, the Task Force Itself is understandably
uncomfortable with existing basin plans but should not
underestimate their current value as a benchmark of where we are
today. They provide a menu of potential projects and initial
restoration concepts more or less favored by agencies and the public.
We are concerned that the Task Force as it currently operates will in
the next year be able to improve only marginally upon these plans in
the absence of any new effort to integrate available but - to this
point — largely underutilized information and standard technical
planning tools like reconnaissance-leve! hydrodynamic models. A
major task force effort to revise the basin plans at this stage would

represent a self-imposed mission not called for by the Act, nor
expected by the public beyond whatever comments have already
been received in response to public notice.

The Act does not preclude modifications to the Plan at any time
(Section 303(b)(5)), but specifically requires an "evaluation” within
three years of the submittal of the original plan (Section 303(b)(7)),
that is, by November of 1996. A case can therefore be made that a
major revision of basin plans should be put off for a couple of years
while planning tools and information necessary to test the
assumptions and prioritize the proposals in the existing basin plans
are developed in the course of regional feasibility work directed at
some or all of the concepts identified in the Solution section of the
draft plan. For example, plans that call for diverting large amounts
of Mississippl River water and sediment Into adjacent basins cannot
advance further without at least a cursory investigation of the
avallability of such resources. Without such an investigation,
diversion projects will be sidelined indefinitely while other
potentially less effective approaches move forward by default.

Accordingly, we recommend that a new task category be added and
funded -~ perhaps with some of the money currently proposed for
basin plan revisions or alternatively with remaining funds - that
has the potential to move the process ahead. We do not recommend
a retreat from the project orientation that is required by the Act,
only that the projects to be considered be large enough In scope that
the information the feasibllity process generates will supply missing
elements necessary to support a substantial advance in basin-level
planning in all or most basins within the schedule established in the
Act.

RESPONSE 6.1: This letter was submitted to tt.:e Task Force for
its consideration. The Coalition is not seeking a response at

this time.



CoastWatch

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

August 30. 1993

Col onel M chael Diffley

New Orl eans District Engineer

c/o M. Richard Boe

EIs Coordi nator

CELMN-PD-RS

Uu.s. Arny District Engineer District. New Ol eans
P.O Box 60267 .

New Or | eans, LA 70160~-0267

Re:  Comments. Draft Loui siana  Coast al Restoration Plan
Environnental |npact Statenent

Dear Col onel Diffley:

These coments are submtted jointly by the menbers of the North
Shore CoastWatch Pontchartrain Basin Draft EIS Wrking Goup. on
behal f of the followi ng groups: Lake Pontchartrain Basin
Foundation. Honey Island Goup Sierra Qdub. Citizens for a Cean
Tangi pahoa. League of Women Voters of St. Tammany. Lacombe
Environnental Action Project. Three Rivers Basin Foundation and
the Tickfaw River Basin G oup.

The premises of the coastal restoration initiative are
i narguabl e: (1) coastal wetlands are anong the most productive
ecosystens on earth and are of national and even gl obal
importance (for exanple. Louisiana's coastal wetlands support a
conmerci al seafood harvest of $1 billion annually. comparable in
volune to that of the entire Atlantic seaboard). and provide
critical hurricane protection, water filtration and nesting
rounds: (2) these wetlands are being lost at an alarmng rate
80% of all US coastal wetlands |oss, <25 square mles yearly?
through natural and human induced processes: and (3) coasta
wet| ands destruction and loss of the irreplaceable way:-of life
these wetl ands support can be slowed or stopped.

The Congress, through enactnent of the Coastal Wetlands Pl anning.
Protection. and Restoration Act (CWPPRA)., has directed an
interagenc?/ task force led by the Arny Corps of Engineers. to
file and follow a conprehensive plan to acconplish CWPPRA's goal
of coastal protection and restoration. It is in the planning
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that the task force has strayed from Congress' Vvision and
mandat e.

Briefly. the overall plan |acks the followi ng. which we believe
are essential to a workable coastal restoration plan (our
comments and objections are discussed in detail. halawi. 11
appropriate review, (2) neaningful citizZen particTparrén: 3y
eval uation of ongoing regulatory processes: (4) accountability:
and (5) specific solutions.

V% believe that the Lake Pontchartrain Basin plan is deficient
for the follow ng reasons (also discussed in detail below): (1)

it does not address the basin's magor | and Iosa i ssues; (2), over-
relrance on hard structures in open water: an (3) it fails to

address the EPA plan for restoration.

Detail ed coments'on the E S

(1) Appropriate review Ve argotCﬂncSrned that the haski Frtp)rce is

domi nated by agencies which ropose and w enent
specific projects. This has led to an over-reliance on and
preference for structural solutions above all others. Because
the Louisiana coastal restoration plan is estinmated to cost at
least $1.4 billion in U S taxpayer-generated funds. and purports

to solve a problemof national inportance. 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
shoul d be clearly defined. and the ultimte question should be
answer ed: are we really using the best neans to achieve this
goal?

(2) Meaningful citizen participation. A workable coastal
restoration plan requires both a scientific and commonsense
aPProac_h. Put bluntly. if the public turns thunbs 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
part to the task force's |ukewarmpublic education effort. W
recommend formation of a proactive public outreach committee made
up of individuals famliar wth coastal issues but. nore
inportantly. who can relate to the resource users--ordinary
citizens--and make them part of the coastal restoration team

(See comments on the basin plan bel ow).

RESPONSE 7. 1: W have no plans to form national peer review
panel . W believe that many of the nost know edgeabl e coastal
wet | and scientists inthe US are associated with universities
in Louisiana. The Task Force has attenpted to involve the
scientifi ﬁ and acad_ern' c. conmupi t?/ of LoHi siana in the pl anri ng
process through available authority. The result has been |es
than what sonme in the scientific and acadenm ¢ comunity have
desired. The Task Force intends to continue seeking and using
the expertise of the scientific and academ ¢ community of

Loui siana via a cooperative agreenent between the EPA
(representing the Task Force) and the academ c comunity.

The W Alton Jones Foundation is funding a panel ri of .
seven em nent wetland scientists and engi neers. s b?ﬁﬂp ("" I
assess existing sci enf ific know edge concerpi ng wetland | osswﬁnd
restoration in coastal Louisiana. ~The panel w'll determine what
actions will assure the long-term continuance of Louisiana's
extensive coastal wetlands.

Addi tionally, through expanded public outreach and widely

avail able nonitoring data it is expected that the scientific and
technical conmmunities will be better able to participate in the
CWPPRA pr OCEeSS.

RESPONSE 7.2: We believe that the public invol venent program has
been successful in identjfying significant OPportuniti es {86t o
coastal wetland restoration (See Section 5 of the ES).

the proposed projects contained inthe Restoration Plan were
generated through public involverent.

The Task Force is instituting a new public outreach programthat
will, via newsletters, mailings, and regular press releases and
conferences, notify the public of the status of the restoration
program hearings, neetings, and the expenditure or conmtnent
O restoration funds. Additionally, the Ctizen Participation
_Grou%) has been reconstituted so as to provide regular public

i nput .



13

44

(3) Bvaluation of ongoing regulatory processes. Activities in
the coastal zone are regulated by "nunerous local. state. and
federal programs. Many of these regulatory Schenes. as
impl enented;  and the cumulative effects of paSt and present
projects. are at serious odds with the goal of coastal and
wetl ands restoration. The plan must include neans for
i ndependent. honest data gathering and review, particularly the

. 0 . . .
& PEONYAEPL: AL Pechh8n 388 6P J3Ke: PREMLGCAEN! @' AR G0 bl DErmie
denial rate in Louisiana). so that the left hand (pernitting) and

the right hand (restoration) act in concert.  Conpliance,
mtigatron. and enforcement nust be nonitored in the "real
world." as well as on paper. This is side-stepped in the EIS.

and nust be addressed head-on for consistency with CAPPRA

(4) Accountability. Ve have been informed that at least sgio
mllion has been spent on the planning Process _to date.  The
programmatic EIS nust state a nethod or review of issues

addressed in Raragraphs 1 through 3 above and the efficacy and
cost-effectiveness'of  the entiré program  Tinetables for goals

TSt oF1 S8t L iNy 8 1p8stef VPRF! ¥aBRSCRPBPRE: . Ofi PRM §VERIT &

accounting and review period.

[(5) The programmatic 'S is generic i

to comnegt 8n the EI'S genergl l'y and sp(I@Ff ip&'bl bﬁshﬁsppﬁﬁQ,aSlfﬁg
EI'S is inadequate for analysis of any specific project as it
relates to an overall. conprehensive restoration plan or to the
plan for each basin. For example. the EIS states that "teans
eventually conbined the best approaches of all approaches
(alternatives) considered for each basin into the basin
restoration plan. In other words. wvirtually no projects or
Proposal s were elimnated. «» ElS-26. Proposed projects were then
grouped into 13 mjor types. The project tyges were not
eval uated for cost-effectiveness or according to basin |ocation
or hydrology or land use. Hardly a plan. Also. this |eaves no
oom for non-structural. “non- project” solutions such as
acqui sition or land-use change incentives. which may in sone

Cases turn out to be the best neans for achieving CWPPRA's goal s.

RESPONSE 7.3  Section 304 of the CWPPRA provides for devel opnent
of aI Oonse][vati ?n I;I an V\hihch shal | | have a goal of fchieving no
net loss of wetlands in the coastal sar u a

result of devel opnent activities. A" 85 Bl FAUS82ETBn28.2.2. of
the EI'S, regulation of devel opnental activities is covered under
a separate section of the CWPPRA (Section 304), and therefore
will not be discussed inthis EIS

The plan acknow edges that restoration efforts will have to be
based on real world conditions, which would include taking

a%ni zance of activities and projects undertaken oetside. of
PRA.  These factors will be addressed to some extent jn the

Congervation Plan, but will also need to be the sutject of
periodic review

RESPONSE 7.4  The CWPPRA provides for upto $5 mlliop.to be .
spent each year for planning purposes. Rpprom.mr;lt e‘ yT%ébc\%lﬁleon
was expended during the first two years of funding.

by £8S bRCalRsfsr EOT 68isl 9 ABPMLY A" RO ERl s St 2THEsEPehbrEE are
available for public review Also, please see Response 7.2,
above.

RESPONSE 7.5: The EIS is not intended for the analysis of any

specific project, but rather to disclose the types of inpacts
that can be expected fromthe various types of projects that may
be i npl enent ed.

Several projects have been elimnated in each basin plan. Some

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

Acqui sition of |ands or |and-use change incentives are not the
focus of the Restoration Plan as provided for in tze CWPPRA
This type of project is defined as a coastal wetlands 305
conservation project, specifically provided for uncer Section

of the CWPPRA; however, Section 306(b} prohibits t=e use of
EWP_PRA funds for coastal wetlands conservation prolects jn

oui si ana.




Detail ed comments regarding the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Plan:

the EIs., we are

the generic tone of ]
Ve ayree with CWPPRA's

above. given
uncertain how to
and believe
Bonnet Carre
basin could go a long way

comment neani ngful ly.
the $135 nillion
Water Diversion) slated
toward a valid restoration program but
there fromhere.

(llqrhe pl an does not address the basin'e major |land |oss issues:
| oss from devel oprent.
the hydrol ogy and |and use
to any neani nful
] kgnored in the Pontchartrain Basin
to address the need for sedinment rather than
the MRGO:4)a
and rivers~an
virtually no

and wet | ands

subsi dence.
i Acknow edgi ng

patterns of
restoration.

~

streans are
restriction
rectify ongoing
restoration

channelts are still
being altered.

destruction
destruction
inconsistent with CWPPRA‘s nandate.

of existing wetlands.

o
(z))we are concerned about the plan's reliance on hard structures

restoration. we tail
of Lake Pontchartrain wth rocks.
destructive
suggest that
comunity and

ativeg(inclu
es. i)( Addit
r

he issue of water contam nation?

al t ernatives

\f 8 138 OnaRgey

Festorati On process,

creation of

The plan fails to addr

ess the EPA-spo
presently und ponsored Comprehensive

erway for restoration of the basin.
e red with intensive
unity, agencies, and local citizens
e EIS does not
In fact, the

Management Plan
The draft CMP ha
the scientific . comm
of $500,000. a

solutions in tHe
reat deal in both approach and
i footnoted in the EI
interagency communication and the tas

involvement from
., at a cost
address the issues or proposed
two documents vary
proposed implementation.
This points out the
k force's unwillingness to

is not even

RESPONSE 7. 6:

a The major roles that subsidence and salinity play in current
et and Losses arndo9gf LOPHaPnaBI8PobteRl WS FPBRRH Bae
wet | and Posses is discussed on page 15 of the appendix.

b. One sedinent pumnping project was proposed in the draft plan.
The final plan includes three sedinment inport projects under the
long-termcritical category.

. as described on page 10 of the Pontchartrain i pendi X,
the MRGO is an econom cal |y vi abl e waterway. AS"qB8E} Mvearsh
page 23 of the appendix, bank stabilization is the nost cost
effective way to solve the MRGO erosion problem

Destruction of existj wet | ands for devel opnent . has_sl oued
drastically since 1980. ITHg state, in COOI’gI natPon W tﬁ 18c31°
governnents, industries, and private |andowners, has reduced
wet| and | osses frompernitted activities from 3,000 acres per
year in 1980 to | ess than 200 acres per year in 1990.

RESPONSE 7.7:

.y Adenonstration project to conpare severa h 0 d
gnzj soft shore protection is proposed. AS"Gk ‘eg% %?e gbgﬁ{

which structures are nost 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
et P acne®t| $eobadlh BFARSpPhoBELL' 8! fLemhiNd M hae
MRGO dredged material between the GIWW and the jetties in Breton
Sound to create 1,330 acres of marsh over the next 20 years.

Ot her marsh creation projects are also included in the plan.

c.) We are uncertain what is meant by this conment. The basin
pl an Proposes a nunmber of marsh restoration processes such as
shoreline protection, hydrologic restoration, marsh nanagenent,
etc. that would create or preserve 17,325 acres of marsh and
3,597 acres of swanp 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 stormmater runoff are proposed in the final plan.
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1§ ,involve outside groups in the planning process.h)'rhe task force

ig alepg ha micmmic~.itn

~ a8 2:850 be missing the opportunit tou t
nl. lmodel for citizen/agency intera)c,t.ion PR bs,ﬁuhtpaﬁcesfs ashe
Coastal Restoration Plan.

In summary, the Coastal Restoration Plan has bLeen called the
“restoration roadmap for the next generation. "
provide the framework to draw together a broad- based ¥EERA 5BAUbS
agencies, public institu#i Pn? and citizens committed tO saving
odr coast and our way of life. t
that we have done our honework SHb EnBY$ nBRey Whe t axpayeng

wast ed. Under the current process and the EIS as drafted,
however. and particularly for the Lake Pontchartrain Basin, each
7,? project will becone 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

P85 EGPRRR 18! bBchAR%: ABPsalPVht Poftt! Gal! At endba' BBk, '8Ra! REE
aS

resources users. citizens and taxpayers. reaffirm OUr

FRETReRt {Re WOLERTPAl o' B8 BAFN LPrSRgbS: FBKE 1S S635c 3
estoration.

Sul

itted by: 8/

North Shore CoastWatch
165 Swal | ow Street

Covi ngton. Loui si ana 70433
phone/fax (504) 893- 8997

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

RESPONSE 7. 8:

a.) The EPA- sponsored Conprehensive Managenment Plan (CMP) for
the basin iisdi scussed on page 2. of tpﬁ Pgnt h%rt{ai n _Basin
appendi x. dif'scussed on"page 2 of the Pontchartrain Basin
appendi x, many of the sane sci i Bt o v e;
appendi el o hes e’ RBL} Py Sath tHE ebpe?ﬁoheh. (VPREA
CWPPRA pl an were unani mous r opos t the CWP
Renewabl e Resources Subconmyt Pee.p Fﬂmé%r, EnEMEakY

Pont chartrain Basin Foundati on (LPBF), who finalized the CMP,
chose not to include the Bonnet Carxé Freshwater Diversion,

nunerous shoreline protection projects, or spoil gapping project
inthe CMP.

b.) As described in the Miin Report, a Gtizens Participation
Group composed of representatives of 17 hi g% di verse groups was
heavily involved in the preparation of the PRA pl an.
Representatives of groups such as the Coalition to Restore
Coastal Louisiana, the LPBF, the University of Southeastern

Loui siana, the University of New Oleans, and St. Bernard, St.
Tammany, and Orleans Parish representatives hel ped formulate the
Pontchartrain Basin Pl an.

RESPONSE 7. O: To resolve this issue, we net with the author of
this letter.) a result of the nmeeting and comments by others,
we have reduced reliance on hard structures and added projects
for marsh creation for stormwater treatnent, restoration of
submer ged aquatics, and hgdrol Oglﬁ res})oratl on through S 0|L bank

; ope that Coast Watch is beginning to régard the
gappi ng. . X ; X
%Iaa_n as an inportant road map in restoring the Pontchartrain

sin.
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CONRAD

Industries, Inc. L Prosec3sa0e0
1501 FRONT STREET « £. 0. BOX 790 « MORGAN CITY, LA 70381 3849635
Fax: 385-4090

August 17, 1993

M. Richard Boe

El' S Coordi nator

CELM PD- RS

US Arny Engineer District,
New Ol eans

P.Q Box 60267
New Orl eans, LA 70160- 0267

Dear Gentl emen,

Regarding the plans presented in the Atchafalaya Basin LA Coastal Wetlands
Restoration Plan. Let me say that first and forempst the Atchafal aya Fl ood
Control Plan is just that = A Flood Control Project. The primry purpose is
to save human beings and their property from severe flooding. This nust be
a deciding factor in any of fshoot ideas.

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

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.

May | 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 Atchafal aya River
thru the Wax Lake CQutlet.

VWether this is feasable both froma cost ratio basis and an engi neering
standpoint is up to the US Corps of Engineers to decide. | would hope
that 1t is and that it would be put on as top priority.

I am whol eheartedly in favor of coastal preservation and restoration and
vish that those who are working so hard will reach a successful concl usion.

Yours very truly,

CONRAD | NDUSTRI ES. | NC.

4 tker Conra

Pr esi dent

JPC/1bw

RESPONSE 8. 1: Under Key |ssues in the Planning Section of the
basin report, the issue of flood control is discussed. Also,

i npacts of each project on flood control will have to be
identified and adverse inpacts resolved before inplenmentation.

t he



ConNTINENTAL LAND & Fur Co., INC.
909 Povoras STREET, Surte 2100
NEW ORLEANS. LOUISIANA  70112-1051
TELEPHONE S04/%86-1718 Terecomen S04/381-4398

August 25.1993

U.S. Ammy Corpsdf Engineers, CELMN-PD-FE
P.O. Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Attention: Mr, Richard E Boe

Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F) owns marshlandsin the ulgper Penchant subbasin of
the Terrebonne Basin CL&F and other ownersof marshlandsin 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 Badn.

The plan has been modified since the preliminary plan was presented in November of 1992, In
fact, certain itemslisted under the description section of PTE-24, insofar as CL&F marshlandsare
concerned, have been revised.

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

I |description section of PTE-26 should reflect the plan's concepts/goals. \We have attached a copy of a
| l revised page 33 wherein ourJ)ropom language is reflected in bold t A wpy of the origina page
|33 is also attached with the deleted language reflected in brackets. Please incorporate the suggested
changes in the fina version of the LouisianaCoastal Wetlands Restoration Plan.

Additionaly, SCS requested our permission to locate the flotant marsh creation/enhancement
fencing demonstration project (XTE-54B) on CL&F lands. CL&F iswilling to alow $CS to build this
project on our lands assuming a location and form of easement can be agreed upon The three
proposed sitesfor XTE-54B discussed during the August 9, 1993 meetingin Houma were selected by
SCS to depict the conditions in which the project would be ingtdled. The sitesare located in a
producing gas field where the operator is currently conductinga workover program and a 3D seismic
survey. In our opinion, the aforementioned activities precludes this area from being a suitablesite for
the project. We will meet with representatives of the SCS to review other possible locations for this
project.

Pt

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

Sincerdly,

Dpurge O fpre—

George A. Strain
Vice President

GAS/ap

RESPONSE 9. 1: All recommended changes have been made.

RESPONSE 9.2: In the project description in the report, we state
that the project location is "to be selected'.




TERREBONNE BASIN
APPENDIX E

(CL&F SUGGESTED LANGUAGE IN BOLD TYPE)

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

The benefits presented in the following project descriptions represent gross
estimates based on a rapid estimation procedure developed by the Wetland Valuation
Andyss(WVA) committee. which will certainly be revised when each project is
andyzed more fully. There was also no provigon for full analysis o potential adverse
or cumulative impacts.

CRITICAL PROJECTS
ALTERNATI VEC. PENCHANT SUBBASIN, HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION

PTE-26 Upper Bayou Penchant watershed management.
Description

Physca Characteristics. Project PTE-26 refersto a wide array of measures which
collectively achieve the objectivesof Alternative C, hydrologic managementin the
Penchant subbasin. At present, none of the measures have been fully defined; however.
the planning processis well advanced, and specific measures within this plan are
expected to be finalized 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 utilize the sediments and
nutrients in the basin by means of hydrelogie restoration. Sediments are introduced to
the area via the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) and the Atchafalaya River. At
present, a large percentage of these sediments are not retained within interior marsh
sreas because of rapid water exchangerates. This plan proposes to:

1) restoresome historic water flow patterns through natural bayous
(distributary channels).

2) dlow better distribution and retention of sediment-ladenwaters.

3 increase freshwater flow to intermediateand brackish marsh areas by
utilizing oflfield and pipeline canals.

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

5)  control outflow velocities at major outlets.
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*. Allan Ensminger
" (318) 4620762

August 28, 1993
Mr. Oscar Rowe
CELMN--D-FE
P.0. Box 60257
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Dear Mr. Rowe;

As representative of the Louisiana As jclationof Conservatioo
Districts oo the Citizens Participatioi Group, 1 provide the
following comments on the Draft Loui iana Coas tal Wetlaods
Restoration Plan, Maio Regort and Snviiron ental Impa ct Statemeot

A meeting of the Marsh Committee of our Association met on
August 23 and 24, 1993 and agreed that the Draft Plan is an
acceptable document to address the short and long term problems
tacing coastal wetlands in Louisiana. We had planned to make a
public statement in support of the Plan at the scheduled August 25,
1993 Task Force meeting and will attempt to attend and support the
Plan at the meeting set for September 13, 1993.

Throughout the Draft Plan, frequent reference is made to
technical presentations dealing with other than coastal Louisiana
wetlands. We feel that an adequate amount of scientific studies
and private projects have been conducted in Louisiana to provide
guidance for management of our wetlands.

At the Public meeting held on August 11, 1993 at the District
Office of the Corps of Engineers, a representative of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency made comments which we do not feel
accurately reflect the subject of Marsh Management in coastal
Louisiana. Many of our members and cooperators have been engaged
in meaningful and successful marsh management in coastal wetlands
for more than fifty years! We are disturbed that a member Agency
of the Task Force would oppose programs that landowners have
implemented to protect their properties and enhance natural
resource habitat.

In the oral statement and in the written letter provided to
Colonel Diffley by E.P.A., fisheries resources are treated as the
only resource that occurs in our wetlands! We do not agree with
this position and take exception to the statement "Information

presented is inaccurate and misleading."” We do agree with their

Weaetlands and Wildlife Management Co. - Rt. 2 Box 198 - DeRidder, LA 70634

comment "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

Jjcollapse in a relatively short time; this impact should be

quantified as fully as possible." Without a healthy vegetated
marshland, fisheries as well as other forms of natural resource
organisms will diminish in coastal ecosystems!

As members of the Task Force throughout the period of time the
Plan has been under development, where was E.P.A.? We feel that
their comments should be disregarded at this point and the final
Iplan and E.I.S. completed so that coastal protection and

restoration work can proceed under P.L. 101-646.

Respectful ly Submitted

oy 8.

Allan B. Ensminger
L.A;C.D. Member of
Citizens Part. Group

ABE/me
¢c. Mr. Warren Harang, Pres.
L.A.C.D.

RESPONSE 10.1: We assume that you are referriog to the South
Carolioa studies on marsh managemeot by DeVoe and Saughman (1986
and Devoe et al. (1986). (e believe that is proper to rsferecce
these studies, with the cautioons which we havo included in the
EIS. We have also made numero~s referencss to studies conducted
in Lopisiana.

RESPONSE 10.2: Environmental concerns expressed by the EPA
regarding marsh management were in response to research results
that they believe should be considered in evaluating impacts of
projects proposed for restoration of wetlands.

RESPONSE 10.3: Fisheries r sources, as w=11 as numerous other
resources, are discussed in tos EIS. The fisheries resource is
at great r.sk under present coastal environmental conditions.

The plan does not intend to exclude noo-fisheries wetland
resource~. However, since fisheries account for 70-90 percsnt of
the valus of coastal marshes. thsy are given grominence.

RESPONS= 10.4: EPA is specifically ma dated urar Section 309 of
the Cle3n Water Act to review and comm Bt 00 envronmental
impacts of Federal oroposals anU the E R is f urter required to
make itS comments koo'n to the public. The r eguations of the
Presidet’ Council on Environmeotal Quuaity f or mplementation of
the NStoonal Enviroomental Policy Act aditio naly require
Federal agencies to commect on imractss,and a lsorequires that
oreparers of impact statemects asszess, consid er,and resgond to
3gency comments.




EPA COMMENTS

EPA’s conments are arranged in 6 sub-sets as follows. In

addi tion, comments were provided by Or. Gary Shaffer, DOr. Robert
H Chabreck, and the LSU Center for Coastal, Energy, and

Envi ronnental Resources through the EPA  These conments are
covered separately. ly the comrents designated as 11aA, 11B,

and
t he

11A
11B

11C
11D
11E
11F

11C bel ow are consi dered as the EPA’s official comments on
BS

EPA’s transnittal letter with Qassification of the EIS
EPA’s |etter delivered at the formal El'S public hearing on
August 11, 1993

EPA’s comments on t he EIS

A review of basin plans by Sherwood M. Gagliano

Comments on the EIS by Lee WIson and Associ at es

A review of the Restoration Plan by lvor Ll. Van Heerdan,
Don Davis, and M ke Bar ber

iy UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
5 A2
- g REGION 8
ANv74, 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, 2-
« m\‘cj
August 0. 1993

Col onel Michael Diffley

Di strict Engineer ]

u.s. Army Corgs of Engi neers

PO Box 6026

New O | eans, Loui si ana 70160- 0267

Dear Colonel Diffley:

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has conpl eted revi ew of
the Draft Louisiana Coastal Wtlands Restoration Plan (RP) and
Progranmatic Draft Environmental Inpact Staterment (DHS).  This
review is in accordance with our responsibilities under Section
309 of the Aean Air Act, the National Environnmental Policy Act
and the Regul ations of the Council on Environmental Quality
cEQ). Qur letter presented at the Public Bearing on August 11,
{9§gbasgoul d be incorporated as part of our comments on the RP
an

W wi sh t o express our sincere apEr eciation to you for your

| eader shi p as chairman of the Task Force of the Coastal Wtlands
Pl anning, Protection and Restoration Act (CNPPRA). EPA conti nues
t 0 be enthusiastic about the COAPPRA and remai ns supportive of the
action-oriented approach whi ch Congress has mandat ed f or
restoration of the nationally significant coastal wetlands of

Loui siana. W are confident that the Task Force will not only
turn around the trend of wetlands | oss in Louisiana, but
contribute to national wetlands restoration, through devel oprment
of new scientific information and of innovative partnerships

bet ween government, industry and the public.

General comments. Qur review has given special consideration to:
1) whether the rRP and DEIS fulfill the goals, objectives and
priorities established at the outset of "the planning process; and
2) the scientific and environnental soundness of the plan, and in
particular the extent to which we can expect a successful

outcone. while we appl aud nuch of what Is bei ng proposed, and
recogni ze the severe schedul i ng problems whi ch have constrai ned
the planning effort, we find the rRp and DEI S contain a
significant nunber of deficiencies. Qur most substantive
concerns, which are summarized bel ow, need to be addressed before
the plan and inpact statement can be considered as providing an
adequate basis for restoration and protection of Louisiana s
coastal wetlands.

* The CWPPRA plan appears to be a conpilation of basin plans

“h\ wi th some generalized introductions. To acconplish the

CWPPRA obj ectives, the plan nust integrate the plans into a

'f?} Printed on Recycled Paper
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coherent, coastw de programin Wich projects are prioritized
inorder to optimize long-tern, regional benefits. To date,
there has not been effective integration of the basin plans,
nor is there a prioritization s?/stem whi ch recogni zes
coastvide needs and the val ue of promoting natural processes.

Under natural conditions, sediment accretion was the single
nmost inportant process for creating wetlands and maintaining
exi sting marshes agai nst subsidence and loss. It is not
Eos_si bl e t o suppart a sustai nabl e coastal ecosystemin

oui si ana unl ess the avail abl e sediment resources are used to
a maxi mumextent. In principle, the plan agrees with this
point, but it does not_ assign it a proper priority, nor does
It set forth an effective sédi nent managenent strategy. A
successful plan st inﬁl enent a programto urgently resol ve
the many conflicts which inpede sedi ment accretion projects,
so that there is near-term |arge-scale use of river
sediments to build new deltas.

The typical basin plan appears to be domi nated by a catal og
of short-tern, small-scale, defensive projects. These

proj ects sel dom consi der 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, arfificial hydrologic regims. not restore old
ones. Theresult will be intensive management t 0 maximize
the short-termecononic productivity of the ecosystem at the
expense of enormous 0Ngol Ng Mmai ntenance costs and continued
net |and loss. The ecosystemwhich ultimtely results will
be far snaller and | ess productive than t he one which exists
today. The RP does not denpnstrate that this limted.
defensive strategy is an effective solution to wetland | oss

liAd

A

inthe Louisiana coast.

IThe DEI S fails to disclose the cunul ative adverse i npacts of
the projects which make up the adopted strategy. The primary
purpose for preparing a programmatic EIS is to ensure Pﬁat

I mpacts of project interactions are addressed. and to

consi der 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 EISwill not satisfy
NEPA obj ecti ves.

Project benefits continue to be based in significant part
upon unsubstantiated judgnents about acres enhanced or
benefitted, when creation and direct, |arge-scale protection
are really what counts. Little attentionis paidto the

i mportance of buil di n(f; conmput er nodel s that coul d objl_ect ively
guantify roject benefits and that would afford the Task

orce confidence inthe selection of projects for funding.
W thout a long-termfocus based on denonstrable 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

RESPONSE |1 Al: After receiving comments on the draft report.
the Task Force formed conmittees of their enployees, the acadenic
comunity, and others to revise the basin plans and nmain report.
The basin plans together now forman integrated, coast-w de
restoration program Projects have been prioritized in a
consistent way in each basin, The plan pronotes natural

rocesses wherever possible in each basin adjacent to the

ssissippi or Atchafalaya Rivers. Restoration of fluvial
processes is a key objective in these basins.

RESPONSE I1A 2. The main report and EI'S have been revised to
| ace additional emphasis on the inRortance of river sedinents
or *fluvial processes™. One of the priority tasks to be
erformed is a study to deternine the sedinent budget of the
ssissippi River belowthe AOd River Control Structure.

RESPONSE |IA3: The nunmerous "smal " 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 proposal’s
wi t hout eval uating them which has yet to be done in a detailed
manner. W believe that many of these snmall, protection-oriented
projects woul d serve a useful purpose and may be the nost cost
effective manner by which to address wetland probl ems, especially
in areas isolated fromriver sedinents. W agree with you that
maxi mum use of river sediments should be used to create, restore,
and protect wetlands, but we recognize that there are linitations
on the use of sediments and that protection projects may be
necessary to reduce the rate of wetland | oss until sediment

di version projects can be inpl enented.

RESPONSE 1A 4: A discussion of the cumul ative inpacts of the
projects that make up the adopted strategy is an inpossible task
at this stage of Restoration Plan developnent. A this tine, the
Restoration Plan consists of a "catal og" of proposals which will
be implemented on a priority basis. Many of the proposal s
over|ap each other geographically and man¥_ of the proposals are
nmere conceptual ideas for a given area. here is no way to
determine the cumul ative effects of conceptual ideas. t istrue
that a very rough benefits have been estimated for nmany of the
projects contained in the plan, but we are hesitant to display
these nunmbers as facts in the EIS  Discussions of the
interactions of all projects proposed in each basin and across

t he Loui siana coast woul d be a nmonunental undertaki ng which is
not possible under time restraints inmposed by the CWPPRA for

s_ubmI SSIE?g of the Restoration Plan and woul d be too conplex for a
single .

The EI'S outlines the inpacts of each project type. Then'theEl S
presents lists of the projects currentlyv\ﬁroposed for each basin
so that readers of the docunent can see what the overall inpacts
of the projects would be for each basin.




i

3

pAS|nilliondollars each. It is inperative that the outcone of
y he RP be an inplementation strategy which keeps in nmnd a

C,ont coherent, overall approach to prioritization.

I\

* |Even though t he CWPPRA recog_ni zes the inportance of
denonstration projects, we find no master strategy for these
projects in the RP. Denonstration projects provide excellent
opportunities with linited funding to devel op effective
appr oaches and new technol ogi es to neet t he specific needs
A.bland chal | enges of wetland restoration. W need a strategy to
sel ect denonstration technol ogi es and inpl enent the
aﬁpropri ate projects on a priority basis. In nmany cases,
this may provide opportunitiesto build interagency and
private sector partnerships which will promote |ong-term
restoration.

. |Usabl e restoration nmaterial is available through nmaintenance
dr edgi ng of the navigable waterways. The beneficial use of
dredged material should be an active part of any dredgi ng
endeavor. The idea that this technique can be used only

“A'{ wher e feasible and when funding is available, should be

reconsi dered on a case-by-case basis. Beneficial use of
mai nt enance dredged materjal for creating wetlands should be
diligently pursued as projects under CWPPRA.

EPA i s pleased that our previous recomendation to include
the scientific/academic community in t he CWPPRA process has
been inplenented by the Task Force. We now suggest that a
more formal approach is warranted and recommend that a

I1A.8 | Sci ence Advisory Board be established for the long-term

nAq

continual peer review by recognized scientists. This wll

hel p to ensure the credibility of Task Force actions and

woul d provide current information and suggestions rather than
after-the-fact conments.

I'n sunmary, unless and until we integrate the basin plans,
establish overall priorities, and demobnstrate a successful

vi sion, the CAWPPRA plan will not be integrated, prioritized,

vi sionary or successful. EPA believes the vision presented in

t he pl an should be of an ecol ogically conplex and | argely natural
syst em whi ch can sustain hi %h |'evel s of productivity. To this
end, we nust integrate the basin plans, prioritize projects based
on coastwi de and regi onal considerations, and inprove the
scientific credibility of project evaluations. And a st rong

i npl enent ati on process nust be devel oped, which secures funding
adequate to the task at hand. |n the process of revision, it

Wi || be inportant to add many maps, charts and tables. The

al ternative to an effective plan wll be an ill-defined

la.o|

accunul ati on of ﬁroj ects, in which the promise of a restored
Louisiana coast has |ittle substance.

We request these issues be addressed and responded to in the
Final HS and Final RP, in order that the docunents satisfy the

RESPONSE I1A5: W agree that the benefits expressed in the main
report contain unsubstantiated judgements about acres enhanced or
benefitted. These benefits were fornulated by the Environnental
Wrk Goup, of which EPA was a nenber. The group used

prof essi onal judgerment, based on previous experience in

determ ning benefits for proposed projects, to estinate
environmental enhancenent benefits of projects above and beyond
acres of energent vegetation that woul d be Prot ected or created.
The Wetland Val ue Assessnent net hodol ogY], al t hough not a
nunerical nmodel, is a peer-reviewed nmethod based on numerous

habi tat nodels. It has been approved by the Task Force for use in
F_eterm' ning benefits of projects proposed for priority project

i sts.

The Restoration Plan now categorizes critical projects in a
simlar manner in each basin. They are ﬁroj ects that use key
strategies to achieve key objectives. Thus, the Restoration Plan
now i ncl udes an inpl enentation strategy which provides a coherent
overal | approach to prioritization.

As a result of discussions anong the Task Force agencies and
coments received on the draft report, the nmain report has been
revised to include proposals for feasibility studies. It is
likely that such studies will include conputer nodels.

RESPONSE | | A 6: Several new denonstrati on proiects are incl uded
inthe final report. W agree that a strategy to select and

i npl enent denpnstration projects is desirable. |f you believe
this is a high priority, you should bring it up for discussion of
the Task Force, or develop a draft strategy and submt it to the
Task Force for its consideration.

RESPONSE |1 A7: ~ The final plan includes numerous projects
groposl ng beneficial use of dredged material. Projects for
eneficial use of dredged naterial will be subjected to the same
benefit-cost anal yses as other projects proposed for funding.

The only exception woul d be for beneficial use projects that

woul d be considered as denpnstration projects because of their
use of unconventional materials or technol ogies.

RESPONSE |1 A 8: Task Force agencies are actively pursui n? a
method to nore fully involve the acadeni c_commenity, mindful of
Federr]_al Ifa]yvs governing advisory groups. The EPA is represented
inthis effort.

RESPONSE 1A 9: The Restoration Plan has been revised to reflect
a strong inplenentation strategy. The basin plans have been
revised and integrated, critical projects are defined in a

consi stent manner, and the Restoration Plan presents a vision of
successful coastal wetlands restoration.
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requirenent of the CWPPRA for a conprehensive plan. Full
considerationof these matters would |l ead t o a strong endorsement
by EPA and a deternination of "Fully Responsive™ on the Final
Plan and BS To resol ve these conments within tinme constraints
i nposed by Congressionally mandat ed schedul es, EPA suggests the
Task Force agencies foll owthe sane procedure whi ch ouccessfully
began the planning process == hold a strategic planning neeting
and then forman i nterdisciplinary planning team including

sci ence advi sors, anal ogous to the tears which prepared

i ndi vi dual basin plans. EPA is prepared to commit its best
effort tothis total quality teamapproach. This integration of
the basin pl ans would cl ose the | oop at the outset of the
pl anning process and lead to a cohesive and truly visionary plan.

Eﬁﬂé&ﬂ-ﬁﬂm- EPA’s nore detail ed comments are encl osed.
I'naddition, we are forwardi ng comments Prepared by EPA’s
contractor, Lee WIlson and Associ ates, al ong with coments by
Wody Gagl i ano, an EPA subcontractor. EPA has supported CWPPRA
revi ews by nunerous research scientists in Louisiana. Enclosed
withthis letter are conments devel oped by Iver Van Heerden, Don
Davi s and M chael Barber; by Robert chabreck; and by

Gary Shaffer. comments from other scientific advisorsray be
submitted directly to you. Aso, we believe that a set o

subst antive comrents will be provided directly from Louisi ana
State University, on behalf of a consortiumof acadenic experts
supported by EPA funding. This letter, and the encl osures

desi gnat ed as EPA conments, are the submittals which state EPA’s
of ficial position.

QW. W classify the RP and DEIS as EG 2
%Enw_ ronnental concerns =~ insufficient information). )
pecifically, the EPA has environnental concerns regarding: the
need t o effectively use natural processes, including sediment
accretion, as the cornerstone of restoration plan; the need for
hi gh priority denonstration projects, predictive nodeling and
input froma Science Advi sor?/ Board, in order to pronote
envi ronnent al I%/ and technically sound projects and to devel op
i nnovati ve technol ogi es; adverse impacts which ray result from
proj ects whi ch promot e hi ghl y managed ecosystens which are costly
to maintain, vulnerable to failure, and incapable of supporting
nat ur al diversi t?/; and cunul ative impacts, especially fromthe
wi despread use of marsh nmanagenent and hydrol ogi ¢ nodification
proj ects in'ﬁl enented prior to adequate NEPA review. W% are al so
concerned that a procedure be adopted and used for NEPA
conpl i ance and final decision-making by each Task Force agency,
ensuring adequate public reviewof environnental assessments and

EISs.
Qur classificationw || be published in the FEDERAL REQ STER

%:co'rogi ng to our responsibilities under Section 309 of the O ean
r t.

.

RESPONSE IIA1Q A strategic PI anni ng neeting was hel d on
Cctober 12, 1993 in order develop a strategy for revising the
report. The neeting resulted in the formulation of two
interdisciplinary planning teans (work groups), as proposed in
your comment. Qne teamwas tasked with revising the basin plans
so that they are nore consistent and integrated. The other team
had the responsibilityto edit and revise the main report with
enphasi s on devel oping a strategy for inplementation of the
Restoration Plan. The EPA or its contractors and academic and
envi ronmental comunity representatives were represented on both
pl anni ng t eans.

RESPONSE || Al11: W have responded to all conments concerni ng

the HHS. Coments subnitted Task Force agencies on other
parts of the report (executive sunmary, nain report, and basin
| ans) have been reviewed and used by the planning teans

E;dl scussed in previous response) as they felt it appropriate.
he great majority of those comments were editorial in nature.
Those conments are reproduced in this document but are not
responded to in detail.

RESPONSE |1 A 12: As described in our responses above and

el sewhere in this appendix, we strongly feel that the final
Restoration Plan addresses the EPA’s stated environment al
concerns. Neverthel ess, we believe that nmany of the concerns
expressed in this comment are relevant to the Restoration Plan
but not to the programmatic EIS. The adequacy of the EI S should
not, in our opinion, be based on what one agency's views are on
t he proper course of action for inplenenting the Restoration
Plan. W believe that the EI'S has perforned its function by
disclosing the potential effects of inplenentingthe various
types of projects proposed for the Restoration Pl an.
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I n concl usion, we appreciate the opportunitiesto reviev the rp
and DHS  Shoul d you have any questions or need of assistance,
contact the Regional El'S Coordinator, Norm Thoras, at _214(655-
2260. Pl ease send our office five (5) copies of the Final rp
ElSat the sane time it is sent tothe Ofice of Federal
Activities, U.s. Environnental Protection Agency, 401 M Street,
SW., Washington DC 20460.

and

Jok D. Wnkle o
Acting Regional Admi nistrator

Encl osures
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UN TEDSTATESENVIRONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

REGION 6
1445 ROSSAVENUE. SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

August 11, 1993

Col onel M chael Diffley

Di strict Engineer

P.Q Box 6026.7

New Orl eans, Louisiana 70160

Dear Colonel Diffley:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is reviewing the Draft
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan and Draft Environmental
I mpact Statement (EIS), in accordance with our responsibilities
under Section 309 of the Cean Ar Act and the National
Environnmental Policy Act. Qur official witten coments will be
Brovi ded to you as chairman of the Coastal Wetlands Pl anning,
rotection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) Task Force by August 30,
1993, the close of the required comment period. EPA will rate the
El' S and publish comrents inthe Federal Register in accordance with
our mandat es.

W have identified several areas of concern in our early review,
whi ch are listed here for your information.

There is lack of ethasis on *Demonstration® type projects which
can lead to development of cost-effective approaches wth
i nnovative and better technol ogy that nmeet the specific needs and
chal I enges of restoration in coastal Louisiana.

There should be identification of and specific provision for
Eredl ctive hydrol ogi c model I'i ngwhi ch woul d al | owthe Task Force to

etter judge the effectiveness of potential restoration neasures,
and result in better decision making in the funding and
i mpl enentation of projects.

The pl an shoul d provide for a straightforward approach to recogni ze
and act on inmediate and nmaj or needs wherever they occur, rather
than presenting a "broadcast" of projects across the coast. The
prioritization process for allocation of resources does not

\\B.'S'adeq_uately address the need for coastal Louisiana wetlands to

3%

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.

It should be nade very clear and enphasi zed that without effective
action to create and restore wetlands the fish and shellfish
industry and recreational users may see their resource collapse in
arelatively short time; this inpact should be quantified as fully

as possi bl e’

'57“;" Panted on Recycied Paper
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RESPONSE |IB.1:  See Response |IAG.

RESPONSE |1B.2:  See Response |IAb.

RESPONSE |1 B. 3: See Responses 11A.1, 11A.2, and |l A 3.

Al ternative approaches (projects) that would give Br eference to
fisheries resources have not been proposed for CWPPRA fundi ng.
Any approaches t hat gou believe are aEpropri ate for CWPPRA
funding should be subnmitted for Task Force consideration.

RESPONSE 11B.4: W are not aware of any scientific docunentation
avai | abl e concerning the time until a total llapse of the fish
and shel Ifish industry in Louisiana. W have included a
reference to Browder et al. (1988) under Section 3.36.3. of the
EIS. They suggest a decline in shrinp yield may begin about 1995
due to a decrease in marsh-water interface.
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We are concerned and nust raise questions regarding mnarsh
managenment and judgrments nmade in the EIS on this type of project.
Information presented is inaccurate and m sl eading. Further, |ong
termand cumul ati ve adverse i npacts have not been addressed. W do
not believe that narsh management practices have been provento be
effectivein Freservi ng and restoringwetlands. Certainly projects
relating to |evees, inpoundments. and water control structures,
whi ch may inpact the -fish and shellfish industry should not be
priority projects for inplenentation. CQur previous concerns on
anal ysis of this type of project have not been addressed.

V& believe there is need for the establishnent of a science
advi sory board to hel p ensure that the decisions of the Task Force
are based on nost up to date scientific information and anal yses.

We call on you to ensure that the total plan devel opment and EI S
}Igr_epar ation process is participated in by all the member agenci es.
his opportunity is taken to thank the Task Force for this public
hearing and for hearing these initial comments. These and ot her
issues will be addressed in our official coments. And, in
accordance with the requi rements of NEPA, these comments as wel | as
those of others must be addressed in a Final Inpact Statenment and
Restoration Plan. If it is determined that significant changes are
necessary, then a Suppl enental Draft Plan and EIS nust be provided
for public review and conment.

yx’el
Nor m Tﬁ'omas

Chief, Federal Activities Branch

RESPONSE |IB.5: Al though we believe that the draft version of
the report treated marsh managerment 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 inportant role
in coastal wetlands restoration, especially in areas Isolated
from sedi ment and freshwater sources. Your previous comments
(submtted for the prelimnary draft version of the report) were
brief and did not address marsh nanagenent. Hence, we do not
understand the |ast sentence of your conment where you state that
your previous concerns about marsh nanagement have not been

addr essed.

RESPONSE |1 B.6: See Response 11A.8.

RESPONSE |IB. 7. The basin pl ans have been reorgani zed and now
showcase long-termstrategies for restoration of natural
rocesses, especially reintroduction of freshwater and sedi nent
rommajor rivers into the coastal marsh. W do not believe that
chan([;es inthe EIS have been significant enough to warrant a
suppl emental ES.
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EPA COWENTS ON ENVI RONMENTAL | MPACT STATEMENT
CGENERAL COMVENTS.

The use of natural processes was deternined very early in CWPPRA
pl anning to be necessary and at the core of successful Testoration
of coastal Louisiana wetlands. The EI S shoul d eval uate the project
types as to their relation and potential to utilize or maximze the
natural wetland restoration processes that exist.

Many of the analyses contained in this EIS are appropriate and
adequat e. However, we are very concerned that information
presented as assessment of inpacts fromthe marsh managenment type
of project is msleading, inaccurate, and very promotional of
activities in which a few agencies have a vested interest. W
bel i eve nost benefits are specul ative and that clearly significant
adverse inpacts wll occur to valuable marine fisheries. There
appears also to be potential adverse inpact to endangered species,
sea turtles, with |oss of access to hundreds of thousands of marsh
acres. The potential for marsh |oss due to reduced sedinent flux
and inpacts on narsh accretion processes is not addressed. Long
termand cumul ative inmpacts are not addressed. It shoul d be clearl K
noted that the Corps of Engineers made a determ nation that mars

management activities have potential for significant adverse
i npacts to the environment and i s preparing an Environnental |npact
St at enent on that type of project to fully analyze the inpacts.

\\¢ are concerned that this type project is shownin virtually every
basin as a priority. No permtting of this type project should
occur, until fully analyzed, whether or not CWPPRA funded.

The EI'S nust call for developnent of a sediment budget and a
sedi ment 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 | oss, if successful restorationin coastal Loulsiana is
t o be pursued.

Addi ti onal needs basic to the planning effort is a freshwater
budget and hydrol ogi ¢ nodel ling applied I n every basin.

The use of hard structures is an increasingly controversial matter
for restoration. For exanple, adequate analysis is not provided on
proposed segnented breakwaters.

The National Environnental Policy Act conpliance procedures
described for projects that are listed by the PRA Task Force for

Ic.6

Wi |

funding are of significant concernto us. The dual process included
in this document is a policy that has not and should not be
adopt ed. The Federal action of funding and carrying out
restoration shoul d provide for public input to the decision making.

The State Conservation Plan provided for in CWPRA should be
explained. CWPPRA provided for funding to the State of Louisiana

RESPONSE 1IC1: We do not believe that it is necessary to relate
project types to natural processes. Ve agree that projects that
would mmc the natural processes of freshwater and sedi nent
distribution ("fluvial processes") should be pursued diligently
and inplenented where feasible and we have revised the EISto
reflect a preference for these types of projects in areas where
they are feasible.

RESPONSE |1 C 2:  See Response 118.5. W have revised Section
331 of the EISto nore accurately state reasons why the USACE
is preparing an programmatic EI'S on marsh managenent.

RESPONSE [IC 3: The main report has been revised to indicate
that devel opment of a sediment and freshwater' budget for the

M ssissippi River belowthe Od River Control Structure is the
priority planning study necessary for |ong-termcommitments of
resources. Section 2.3.5 of the EI'S has been revised to include
di scussion of sediment deposition as the natural process of delta
devel opment and the need for devel opnent of a sediment budget and
management pl an.

RESPONSE |1C4: We are not prepared to conmit the CWPPRA to
funding hydrol ogic nodelling and freshwater budget studies for
each hydrol ogi ¢ basin. Such a conmitnment of resources and funds
woul d require a Task Force deci sion.

RESPONSE I1C5: We are not aware that the use of hard structures
i's becomng increasingly controversial. W do know that hard
structures can sonetines cause erosi on problenms when used al ong
the gulf shoreline where they can interrupt the littoral drift
process. Segmented breakwaters are covered under the category of
shoreline erosion control with structures. W have included
addi ti onal discussion of segmented breakwaters under the various
sections that discuss the effects of this project type.

RESPONSE || C 6: The minutes of the August 12, 1991 Task Force
neeting contains the following item 'National Envi ronnent al

Pol i c% Act conpliance for projects onthe Priority Project List
wi || be achieved according to each | ead Task Force nenber's
existing regulations and adm nistrative procedures. The Task
Force voted unaninously in favor of this notion' The minutes
Wer e apIIJ_r oved at the September 24, 1991 neeting. 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 |ists and
for projects inplenmented through the Restoration Plan. If you
believe this is an inproper procedure, we suggest that you
request that it be revisited by the Task Force.
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to devel op a Conservation Pl an when requested by the CGovernor. The
Plan is to include neasures the State shall take to achieve a goal
of no net |oss of wetlands as a result of devel opnent activities;

a systemto account for gains and | osses of coastal wetlands for
eval uating the attainment of no net loss; a program for public
education on need to conserve wetlands; a program to encourage
devel opnent to use technol ogi es that have negli gi bl e environnental
inpact. Wien the plan is conplete and approved, the cost-share
required of the State for CWPPRA inplenentation will be reduced
from 25% to 15% The required Agreenment to be nade between the
desi gnat ed State agency (whi ch has responsibility for inplenenting
and enforcing the plan), the EPAéwho adnmi ni sters the Gants),

Corps of Engineers, and Fish and WIldlife Service, is being
devel oped. The Agreerrent is also to obligate the State to
i npl ement t he Conservation Plan.

SUMMARY

The statenment that the priority'lists aretoconsist of relatively
smal | -scal e projects which can be constructed within five years",
is inaccurate on both parts. Quotes from the Act should be
di spl ayed for the public to make their own judgnents regarding the
arbitrary limts on funding of projects that are evolving with the
pl anning effort. There is nothing to prevent funds to be dedi cated
for |arge appropriate projects over nultiple years.

ocunentation. The public should be given the procedures to be
xpected of each | ead agency and estinmated tine table as to when to
lexpect detailed information on listed projects. It is also
important that all the policies used by the Task Force and
commiittees be included In the EIS for conmment and review,
lespecially as there are no inplenenting regul ati ons for CWPPRA.

Ehe term NEPA conpliance should be wused rather than just

PURPOSE AND NED

13 Goals of this Programmatic ES. Paragraph 4 shoul d include
information on the increased funding availLablLe to Year 20QQ.
Paragraph 7. The general comments on NEPA made above apply here as
well. The federal CWPPRA actions of funding and inpferenting
projects with Federal funds requires NEPA compliance. It would be
appropriate for the lead Federal agency and for the Corps with its
404 permitting actionto be a cooperating agency, not the procedure
proposed here.

ALTERNATI VES

NO ACTI ON (W THOUT CWPPRA)

Thi s section appears to be stating that restorationwill occur with
CWPPRA about as well as without CWPPRA. The type of restoration
projects, the resources, and their performance shoul d be descri bed
for the various programs that exist or would likely exist without
CWPPRA. A conparison of time required for inplenmentation of

conparabl e efforts woul d be useful.

RESPONSE |1 C 7: We have included the information contained in
your comment under Section 222

RESPONSE 11C 8: The statenent in the EI'S has been revised to
nore accurately reflect the | anguage of the CAPPRA

RESPONSE |1 C.9: We have substituted "conpliance” as suggest ed.
W believe that tinetables for devel opment of detaile

information on listed projects is inappropriate at thls time.

The policies that have been adopted by the Task Force and its
conm ttees have not been synthesized into a docunent suitable for
public disclosure inthis format. Al policies and other
information regarding the Task Force are available to the public
t hrough Freedom of Information Act procedures.

RESPONSE | I C. 1 Q W have included the information about
i n]g:reasedI rlc.l;ndl ng, as requested. As for NEPA conpliance, please
refer to

RESPONSE |1 C11: W believe we have stated properly that sone
efforts towards coastal restoration will likely occur without the
CWPPRA, but that the CWPPRA offers the only hope towards a

conpr ehensive coastal wetlands restoration program W have al so
descri bed the types of projects and specific projects that would
be inplemented. W have rearranged the referenced section of the
report to enphasize the inportance of the CWPPRA



ALTERNATI VES CONSI DERED I N DETAI L

2.3.2. MARSH MANAGEMENT. The information that the Corps of
Engi neers has nade a deterninationthat marsh managenent activites
, may have a significant adverse inpact on the environnent and is
.12 preparing an Environmental |npact atenment should be added here.
[The present status should be given as well as disposition on any
permt applicationsin the interim

This entire. section requires reconsideration and revision.
Statements of inpact should be objective and based on scientific
under st andi ng, actual measurement and anal ysis. The last sentence
“1¢.a3fof paragraph 6 should be revised to state the uncertainties
. )i nvol ved en attenpting to use these practices to deal with
: wet | and | oss, or, add'however, the practice is not proven to be
ef fective st reducing or offsetting marsh | oss".

2.3.2.1. Passive Managenent. Carification of the first paragraph
|\C.\4 is needed, what is nmeant by 'buffering some relatively nnor
envi ronnent al probl ens"?

lParagraph 5. Boat bays are seldom used, this statement gives a
false impression. "Modern®” structures are not apparently
"management effective". While the actual intent may be different,
, the statement does indicate that there is constriction of water

imovement, effects on soil growing conditions, and reduction in the

sediment dynamics from the modern sgtructures. It implies a
ilC.l‘ reduction in these effects, but none are gquantified for
determination ob whether the potentiak teduction ol bad tesukis in
less than bad. The statement that structures can be placed to shunt
ediment 1laden waters to sediment deficit areas 13 not
emonstrated.

The dismissal of passive nanagenent as uninmportant because such
speci fic projects are not likely to be devel oped under CWPPRA, is
) | sl eading. The managenent strat egkl usual 'y contai ns phases with
1C.16 Jthe mai ntenance phase having structures operated essentially as
fi xed-crest weirs, and the associated adverse inpacts of passive
anagenent apply.

'The unavoi dabl e in’gpacts must include decrease in sediment
€17 Jdeposi ti on (Reed, 1992).

2.3.2.1.1. Fixed-crest Wirs. Herke %1987(} conducted a long term
St ud?/ on this type structure which should be included. Findings

jtCA8fshould be stated including that production was reduced up to 93%
compared to a control area.

23212 Slotted Wirs. The last paragraph shoul d be del eted, or

ne Paragraph 1 Quantify the adverse effects on marsh soil conditions
8| nutrient availability) and the reduction of sedinment when

RESPONSE 11C 12: W have noved t he di scussion of the USACE’s
Erepa_r ation of a programatic EI'S on marsh nmanagenent in
oulsiana to Section 331  Since work began on the marsh
managenment EI'S, permit applications for marsh managenment have
been processed to a decision. W do not believe it is
appropriate to give an accounting of those pernt actions inthis
docurment. That information will be included in the marsh
managenent H S

RESPONSE 1 C 13: W believe that the section accurat e{’\%
describes what is involved with marsh managenent, not at the
effects may or may not be. Al of the effects of marsh
managenent, previously included in this section, have been moved
to Section 3, where we discuss the findings of studies and
observations about marsh nanagenent that are avail able.

RESPONSE | | C 14: W have nade the referenced sentence clearer as
to the desired effects.

RESPONSE |11 C 15: The information in the referenced paragraph has
been restructured and is now contained in Section 3. W believe
that the infornation portrays |ogical assunptions, based on
currently available studies and literature.

RESPONSE || C 16:  Passive nmanagerment does not consist of phases.
W have recogni zed that active nanagenent contains phases, the
effects of which are discussed in detail.

RESPONSE || C 17: W 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.




Cont.

1C.30

1C.al

1C.22

to estuarine-dependent fishery production is significant.

‘ \|C.\qltestri cted to moving through the weir. Note al so that the reduction

2322 Active Managenent. Paragraph 1. This section should
address the uncertainties for success and the nmany variabl es that
can inpact on this type of activity, in addition to the inherent
potential for failure due to the long termloss of sedinent input
and the adverse inpacts on sedinent accretion process in cases
where some input of sedinment occurs. The potential for drawdown
Phases to alter soil conditions with conpaction makes )
uture drawdowns nore unlikely to succeed. Additional infornation
on dr awdown:

-Drawdown has been used in many areas outside Louisiana to
alter species conposition of emargent vegetation. These are
not persistent after refloodi ng and are nal ntai ned by repeat ed
dr awdowns.

-Drawdown i s effective in pronoting seed gernminationif soils
remai n noi st and not subject to intense drying.

-In brackish soils, drawdown can cause changes in salinity and
soi|l chemistry which are detrinmental to vegetation.

-There is little evidence to showany effective increase area
of cover or even vigor of energent vegetation.

2.3.3. HYDROLOG C RESTORATION. The historic patterns and rates of
hydr ol ogi c exchange shoul d be explained. Hydrologic restoration
actually is likely to set up a new hydrologic systemwthin a
relatively snall area of wetlands.

The phenonena of tidal scour should be detailed with scientific
data. Studies by Wing (_1993? ~should be used which show that
overmarsh flow rates are insufficient to resuspend sedi nents from
he marsh surface.

Some of the features of hydrologic restoration as described here
are simlar to marsh managenent and would have the sane adverse

1€.23

1¢.24

16,28

1c.26

Je.al

i npacts fromthose features.

2.3.5. SEDI MENT DI VERSI ON. The di scussion on linitation of sediment
points to the need for a factual sedinment budget.

2.3.6, FRESHWATER DI VERSI ON. A detai |l ed study and report should be
provided regarding the limts on freshwater available from the
M ssi ssippi River and distributaries. Information providedis very
vague.

2.3.7.0UTFALL MANAGEMENT. |nformation on outfall nanagenent plans
which are being developed indicates that features of marsh
managerment (levees, inpoundnents, control structures) will be
included which would have the same types of inpacts as marsh
managenent .

2.3.8. MARSH CREATI ON W TH DREDGED MATERIAL. The "red nmud" shoul d
be described as earth sedinents derived fromtop soil that contains

RESPONSE 11 C 19: W have noved the |ast paragraph to Section 3.
We believe that our inference is valid. It is reflected inthe
assunptions made for the Wetland Val ue Assessment net hodol ogy,
specifically in the variable that accounts for access of
fisheries and exchange of water and sedinents.

RESPONSE 11c.20: W have noved all discussion of effects to
Section 3 where we believe the major uncertainties and potenti al
g_dvelrse Sffects of marsh nanagenent have been adequately

i scl osed.

RESPONSE [1C 21: It would appear fromyour comrent that you are
asking for a treatise on the historic hydrol ogy of coastal

Loui siana. Such discussions are beyond the scope of this EIS.

W disagree with your comment that hydrol ogic restoration is
likely to set up new hydrol ogic systems within relatively snall
areas of wetlands. Hydrologic restoration projects attenpt to
restore historic hydrol ogy and nmany proposed projects (including
one on the 1st Priority Project List) provide benefits to tens of
thousands of acres of wetlands.

RESPONSE I1C 22: The term"tidal scour" is used to describe the
effect that tidal water flow has on highly organic soils and
flotant nmarshes found in the |ower salinity areas of coastal
Louisiana. It is common know edge that tidal flows can renpve
organic material which supports [ive emer?ent vegetation and
export it to the open waters of higher salinity areas.

RESPONSE |1 C 23: We agree that sone of the features of

hydrol ogic restoration projects can al so be incorporated into
mar sh managenent projects, but we disagree that the projects
woul d have the sane effects. We believe that the discussions
presented in Sections 232 and 2.3.3. are sufficient to

di stingui sh between the two project types and that Section 3
adequat el y assesses the differing |levels of effects.

RESPONSE [1C 24: W have included a sentence stating that such a
study is a priority.

RESPONSE |1 C 25:  We have included a sentence about the necessity
for a study of freshwater and sedinents in the M ssissippi River.

RESPONSE 11c.26: W disagree that the outfall managenent
projects, as currently proposed, would have the same or simlar
effects as marsh nmanagenment. The nethods by which these two

di fferent types of ij ects attenpt to restore energent
vegetation are conpletely different and the two types of projects
woul d be used in different areas. Marsh managenent woul d

normal |y be used in areas isolated fromfreshwater and sedi ment

i nput, whereas the opposite is true for outfall managenent.



bauxite ore and has been processed for renoval of alumna. The
Fal gout Canal South (TE-20) is also a proposed dermonstration of a
prototype for a regional systemto mne, deliver, and distribute
e 11 river sediment via pipelines and spray nozzle application. The

+&VIXTE- 43 denonstration project Is titled Red-Mud Wetlands
Restoration. XTE-66 is the Sediment System Distribution
Deronstration project using gravity flowof various sedinments from
perforated pipeline application.

2.3.9. BARRIER | SLAND RESTORATI ON. The i ncreasi ngly proposed use of
segnent ed breakwaters for barrier island restoration will require
Si gni ficantly nmore information devel opment, as well as nodelling
1 and engineering, than has been conducted at present. Potential
C-JS adverse inpacts 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 nade.

2.3.10. SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL. Revise the last statenent;
breakwat ers are not preferred even with these conditions = there
are many other consideration to be nade. See above comments.

2.3.11. SHORELI NE ERCSI ON CONTROL W TH VEGETATION. | f any of these
11¢.30fspecies are preferred by nutria, the information shoul d be included
f or possi bl e avoi dance.

AFFECTED ENVI RONMENT = ENVI RONMENTAL EFFECTS
SI GNI FI CANT RESOURCES AND EFFECTS OF ALTERNATI VES

.3.1. | NTRODUCTI ON. The thi rd_lparagraph shoul d be revised; it is
ery specul ative and | eading. The El S should include this exanple
f project type as one that will need extensive nonitoring in order
0 obtainthe CWPPRA required scientific evaluation. There are many
ari abl es that may inpact on a given project of this type that
Ie.3) ithe present nonitoring set up, if a project is successful, the
*2lreason Will be unknown; the same is true if the project fails.
othi'ng new will have been learned. The statement here calling
ar sh management the nost common form of restoration project is
i sl eadi ng: nost common use has been for wildlife and waterfow and
unter access. Data on actual success of restoration should be
included.
|

| 3.3.2. COASTAL MARSH. The approach to no-action should be

; reconsi dered. Statenents on the historical success of the other

i Prog_r am restorations should be included, as well as level of

' Ne.32funding and speed of inplementation. The significant potential for

‘ T ICWPPRA shoul d be expanded on, as well as the uni que opportunity for
speedy and positive effort.

e

3.3.5.3. Marsh Managenent. Paragraph 1 The first sentence should

be qualified in viewof the uncertainties. In the third paragraph,

n the first sentence is nisleading. If the rest of the paragraph is
CAYi ndi cati ng that this type of project will be utilized for specific
speci es managenent and recreation, then that is not meeting the

RESPONSE |11 C27: W believe that referring to spent bauxite ore
as "earth sediments derived fromtop soil" woul d be somewhat

m sl eading. W have corrected our reference to the red nud
denonstration project and have included the other denonstration
projects that are referred to in your comment.

RESPONSE 11c.28: Barrier island restoration, as described in the
HS, does not include the use of hard structures. W have

i ncluded a discussion of the need for studies on the suitability
of segnented breakwaters for erosion control along the gulf
shoreline (including barrier islands) under Section 2. 3.10
(Shoreline Erosion Control with Structures). W have al so
addressed the potential for negative effects fromthe use of hard
st augtgurzeil al ong t he open gulf shoreline under Sections 3.3.2.10.
and 3.3.2.11.

RESPONSE 11c.29: W have rearranged this section to distinguish
bet ween protection of inland shorelines and gulf shorelines.
Many of the concerns over using hard structures along the gulf
shoreline are not apBI icable to hard structures used for
protection of lake, bay, and canal shorelines.

RESPONSE |1 C 30:  None of the species nmentioned for erosion
control or revegetation efforts are preferred food for nutria.
Nutria will, however, eat nearly all species of vegetation when
they become over popul at ed.

RESPONSE |1 C 31: W have added a degree of uncertainty about
mar sh managenent as per your request. There is nothing in the
referenced paragraph about the CWPPRA nonitoring program

RESPONSE || C 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 prograns related to coastal wetlands in
Loui siana. W have included a reference to Exhibit 4.

RESPONSE |1C 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 ﬁ_aragraph._ The degree of uncertainty is
irrelevant at this point in the narrative;, at this point we are
only discussing managenent alternatives. The sentence in the
third paragraph appears now in the second pa_rac[;rap_h. We did not
believe that the sentence you question was m sleadi ng, however
addi tional exanples are presented to clarify the meaning of the
sent ence.




||C.33lg
CDiL oals of CWPPRA.

Paragraph 4. The study of Sweeney (1990) found that no passively
“C.‘B“ anaged areas produced net gains in marsh area. The infornation
should be includead.

Par agraphs 15 and 16 and 17. Straightforward statenents are needed
in order to nake the points. This is vague. The statenent that
wagsh plants can wthstand stressful changes for short marsh

NC.38]perioas without lasting ill effects should be referenced for the
scientific data: the discussion is on soils which do not change
rapidly. Paragraph 18 should al so be referenced.

The di scussions overall |ack discussions on sustainability of any

neae potential benefits. It also has failed to address the inpacts to

**®lareas outside of and adjacent to marsh nanaged areas.  Sedi nment
ccretion processes are not addressed.

3.3.2.8. OUTFALL MANAGEMENT. Revise the statement on benefits to
oint out that outfall management has not been conducted. Since the
“c;y]plans at thi's point (Caernarvon) seem to inctude [evees,
structures, impoundments to retain water, for example, it appears
the impacts of marsh management would apply to this discussion.

3.3.2.9. MARSH CREATI ON W TH DREDGED MATERI AL. Add "on the short
ternf to the conclusory sentence. State how narshes created

Neghatural Iy (such as at nouth of Atchafalaya River) conpare with
mar shes created with dredged material .

3.3.2.10.  SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL W TH STRUCTURES. Segment ed
breakwat ers require much nmore information for a determination of

||c.3‘]d1rgct and associated inpacts; for exanple, the potential for
sedi nent deprivation of other areas may be observed.

3.3.5. WLDLI FE RESOURCES. Paragraph 5 should be revised. CWPPRA
projects are to focus on restoring and creating energent

||C.‘|O vegetation. The possibilities described here could be in conflict:
therefore, not neeting the goals of CWPPRA.

3.3.6. FI SHERIES RESOURCES

3.3.6.1. Existing Conditions. The description of causes in the
third par agraﬁgh shoul d be revised to include subsidence and
c4l i nundat i on. he role of 'saltwater intrusion" as being the thing
NCHhat killed the swanp is not clear. The EIS should be consi stent
with the "causes section of the Plan.

3.3.6.2.  No-Action. Effort should be made to obtain information
ey on timng of expected coll apse.

3.3.6.3. Marsh Management. The presumption that estuarine fish

are beneficially impacted from a potential increase of submerged
llc”3aqﬂatic vegetation and energent vegetation does not appear

plausible if access is eliminated. The range of losses found by

RESPONSE |1 C. 34: W have added the reference to Sweeney et al.
(1990) .

RESPONSE 11 C 35: W have restructured these paragraphs to make
t he discussion clearer and nore to the point.

RESPONSE |1 C 36: Sustain-ability of any restoration project in
the long-termis uncertain. It 1s not necessary to nention this
for every project type. W agree with the second sentence of
your comment. The harrative points out the inconclusive effects
of managenent within the managed areas; far less is known of the
effects outside of managed areas. V& do not believe it is
appropriate to hypothesize about the potential for such inpacts.
Contrary to your comment, we have di scussed sedi ment accretion
processes.

RESPONSE |11 C.37:  There is a statement under Section 2.3.7. that
no outfall nmanagenent projects have been built. It is not
necessary to repeat it in the referenced paragraph. As stated
previously, we do not believe that the inpacts of marsh )
managerment apply to outfall nanagenent. ot h have a potenti al
for reducing migratory estuarine fisheries access, but to
differing degrees.

RESPONSE 11C 38: W have revised this section to indicate that
marsh created with dredged material becomes increasingly sinilar
to natural nmarsh as its age increases.

RESPONSE |1 C.39: W have included additional information
concerning potential inpacts of segmented breakwaters used al ong
the gulf shoreline.

RESPONSE |1 C. 40:  Projects are not precluded from enhancing
ani mal s species popul ations or habitats although, we agree, the
thrust of the PRA is to address | oss of vegetation.

RESPONSE || C. 41:  There is nothi nﬁ in the referenced paragraph
about saltwater intrusion being the "thing that killed the
swanp”. W deleted the phrase about saltwater intrusion
destroying fresh marsh vegetation.

RESPONSE |1 C 42: See response to |IB. 4.
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~oat. [Herke shoul d be included as it is significantly nore than 50%

3.3.6.7. Outfall Managenent. This section should be revised to
ey i nclude the adverse inpacts which would occur fromthe marsh
*""lmanagenment features of outfall nanagenent.

3.3.7. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECI ES

3.3.7.3. Marsh Managenent. The last statements on sea turtles
occurrence should be revised and utilize the information fromthe
1C4SJRabe1ais st udi es, and additional information available from NVFS
at St.Petersburg, Florida.

3.3.7.10. Barrier Island Restoration. EPA has consulted with the
FWws and with NMFS on the threatened and endangered species
associated with Isles Dernieres, Phase 0 and I. NWMFS concurred
with the EPA determ nation that no adverse inpact would occur to
cqplsed turtles fromrestoration utilizing sediment and vegetati on.

*¥®IThe consultation did not include any potential use of hard
structures such as segmented breakwaters as are potentially
proposed by DNR for restoration at Raccoon |sland. Whiskey and
Trinity | sl ands.

3.3.7.15. Herbivore Control. Explain the statement that |ong-term
beneficial effects would be expected from preservation of
1¢4Tvetl ands. )

I't apPears the inpacts should be related to the neasures to be
lused for control.

3.3.9. WATER QUALITY.

3.3.9.1.  The statenent on cause of wetland | oss should be
C4BJrevised. Increased salinity levels in wetlands is only a part of
the analysis and is largely a synptom

3.3.10. NATI ONAL W LDLI FE REFUGES, STATE W LDLI FE MANAGENMENT
AREAS, AND NATI ONAL PARKS

The effects (beneficial and ad\_/ersezI of all the project thes
‘H except barrier island restoration should be the sane as the
. i npacts for coastal nmarshes and/or swanps. Sedi nent diversion
i nvol ves potential |osses to sea grass beds on refuges as well.
Mtigation woul d be a significant consideration.

3.3.11. PROPERTY OMNERSHI P AND VALUES

) 3.3.11.1. The question of ownership of newland is inportant and
‘C.S0fshoul d be t horoughly addressed and included in the H

3.3.16.2. BUSINESS AND | NDUSTRY
3.3.16.2.2. No Action. Reference should be made to Figure 1 in

S) t he Executive Summary for a graphic realization of the
relocations required for individual, famlies, and conmunities,

RESPONSE |1 C 43: Nowhere do we state that access of estuarine
fisheries species into managed areas is elininated, 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 |1 C 44: W believe the section is adequate as witten.

RESPONSE |1 C 45: The sentence referenced in your comment is
based on reviews of numerous publications on sea turtles
conducted for preparation of biological assessnents for USACE
projects. The NWFS has offered no comments on this statenent.

RESPONSE |1 C 46: W have included a statenent about the .
potential for segnmented breakwaters affecting endangered species
under Section 3.3.7.11

RESPONSE |1 C. 47:  The statement you refer to neans that efforts
to reduce popul ations of herbivores ?nutri a and muskrat) that
have becone overpopul ated woul d benefit wetlands and thereby have
beneficial effects on the threatened and endangered species that
depend on the wetlands for their life requisites.

RESPONSE 11 C. 48: W have revised our statenment to indicate that
saltwater intrusion often contributes to wetland | oss, but is not
t he sol e cause.

RESPONSE |1 C 49: Section 3.3.10. is neant to give the reader an
overview of the extent to which projects proposed in the
Restoration Plan may effect existing refuges, managenent areas,
and parks. V& mention in Section 3.3.10.6. that diversion of the
M ssissippi River into Breton Sound woul d have the potential to
ef fect seagrass beds in the Breton National WIdlife Refuge.
Mtigation for CAPPRA has not been brought up before. It is our
opinion that projects inplenmented through the CWPPRA shoul d
produce positive net environmental effects and that nitigation
woul d not be necessary. |If the positive effects of a Bro' ect
don't outweigh the negative effects then it shoul dn't e built.
Whi |l e projects shoul d be desi Pned to mininmze negative
environmental effects and include environnental enhancenent
features where appropriate, it seens absurd that environmental
enhancerent projects woul d require conpensatory nitigation.

RESPONSE |1 C50: W have included much of Louisiana Attorney
General's  opinion 92-472 which should clarify the issue.
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infrastructure |ost, individual and industrial ﬁrOPerty. lost in
Less than 50 years if the shoreline exists at the location
predicted.

3.3.16.3. COWERCI AL FI SHI NG AND TRAPPI NG

3.3.16.3. 3. Future Wth CWPPRA Projects. The statenent here has
not considered the many adverse inpacts to fisheries likely to
occur fromthe marsh managenment, outfall managenent, and in sone
cases the projects called hydrologic restoration. The claimthat
commer ci al fishing woul d benefit cannot be nade. A display of

he acreages affected by these activities indicates a significant
cunul ati ve inpact.

3.3.16.8. DI SPLACEMENT OF PEOPLE AND BUSI NESSES
.3.16.8.2. No Action. Again note the map, Figure 1, in the
ess than

oreline 1s asrgﬁown there in

3
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3.4 CUMULATI VE | MPACTS OF ALTERNATI VES

3.4.1. The ﬁublic shoul d be informed as to procedures for
obtaining t he specific project NEPA docunments that are nentioned.

It is very difficult to get any idea of cunulative inpacts from
this section. The matrix of inpacts should be used to total
i npacts where possible.

COVM%NTS: TABLE 1 - summMary OF COVPARATI VE | MPACTS OF PROJECT
TYPE

This table is very inportant and will require revision based on
t he comments provided above.

An inportant issue to the plan devel opment, as determined in the
strategy devel opnent very early, is the use of natural systems 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.

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

NO ACTI ON

Coastal Marsh. In 20, 50 years will the l|oss be significant or
i nsignificant?

Subne\ngled Agquatic Vegetation. Consider whether this may be an
arlea ! ere SAV woul d actually increase as areas break up further
i nl and.

Fisheries. The fisheries present mintenance is natural, possibly

RESPONSE |1 C51: W have included a reference to Figure 1 of the
Executive Summary in Section 3322

RESPONSE |1 C 52: W have included an additional paragraph which
di scusses the potential for negative effects fromcertain types
of projects.

RESPONSE |1 C53: W have included the information that you
requested. We have also included a table and additional
informati on on the possible dislocations that may be necessary if
no action is taken.

RESPONSE |1 C54: As far as we know, no procedures or guidelines
have been devel oped by the Task Force or any of its conmittees
for public disclosure of project-associated NEPA docunentation.
At this point, we can only sug%gst that anyone who wants to
recei ve NEPA docunents on” CWP rojects should specifically
request to be included on all mailing lists. W have added this
suggestion to our discussions in Section 1.3, W are conpiling a
mai [ing list of those to whomthe draft EI'S was sent, plus those
who provided comments. This list will be made available to all
Task Force agencies for their use in distributing NEPA docunents
if they so desire.

RESPONSE |1 C 55: See Response |IA4.

RESPONSE 11 C 56: The rest of the conments provided inthis
Eackage are suggested changes to Table 1 of the EIS. W do not
elieve that relating the various project types to "natural
processes” would serve a useful purpose. W believe that

sedi nent and freshwater diversions are an attenpt to mnic
natural delta processes and should be the preferred action where
feasible. W have included this widely-held opinion under the
descriptions of these two project types.

W have used the proposed revisions to the table where we felt
they were appropriate. Sone of the suggestions were too long to
be included In such a summary table. W have not specifically
responded to individual comments on the table. Some of the
comrents on Table 1 provided by Lee WIson and Associ ates.
(Comments IIE| through IIE39) are simlar to the remaining
coments in this package and have been addressed i ndividual l'y.
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el evated due to human devel opnents. Revise and al so include the
information that decline will be rapid after a certain point of
degradation is reached.

hreatened and Endangered Species. Add sea turtles to the list.
I mpact should be'Habitat loss will inpact these popul ations.

Oyster leases. Howis the first statement known to be true in all
basins = shoul d be checked out. Cosure is due to pollution.

Water Quality. How sificant will the few diversion projects be in
vi ew of the coast wi de problemwth sali nitY? Wet | ands provide a
natural purification process which will be [ost, anbient water
3ua|ity In the reduced area of wetlands due to runoff will be
egraded. Except for the diversion areas, salinity wll increase.

Natural Processes. No action will see a continuation of
al teration and additive fragnentation.

MARSH MANAGEMENT

Coastal Marsh. The second statement iS inaccurate and should be
made factual; scientific data should be used. The |oss of

sedi ment and_inmpacts on marsh accretion shoul d be included.
Subsi dence wi |l not be offset.

Cypress Swanp. State the potential adverse inpacts.

W | dl i fe Resources. Marsh management does not create new marsh,
so if successful only the present habitat value would be

retai ned, and not increased.

Fi sheri es Resources. Fishery production is adversely affected;
popul ations of marine species have not increased. Detail the

I npacts on access. State that potential for significant

cunul ative inpacts can be denonstrated utili zi n% the acreage that
woul d be | eveed and controlled for access and the percent [osses
whi ch have been denpbnstrated to occur.

Threat ened and Endangered Species. Significant cumulative inpacts
may occur to sea turtles with loss of the access for the

organi sms and reduced input to food to estuarine food chain.

NMFS Endanger ed Sﬁeci es O fice has pointed out need for
consultation on the potential inpacts to sea turtles.

Water Quality. Inpacts to the adjoining marsh areas provide for a
otential reduction in water quality on a nore regional basis.
hese effects shoul d be addressed.

Wldlife Refuges. Effects of potential land |oss, [oss to
fisheries production, etc. would be sane as to coastal narsh and
swanps, depending on the area.

Property Oanership.

ILand val ue woul d decrease with increased |oss.

|71 ood Protection. Managed areas will provide |ess buffering
effect for storns.

Navi gation. Delete last sentence. Boat bays are not conmonly
qused.

VWater |evels for transportation in the project areas may be
adversel y inundating narsh areas.

Recreational OCpportunities. Fishing for migratory species likely
Wi || be reduced.

Soci oecononi cs. Adverse jnpacts t o commercial and recreational
fishing. Does the existing statement nean that hunting and
‘\C-551trappi ng income would increase for the | andowner?

Conl

Natural Processes. Wrks against natural system
HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION

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

Refuges, Areas, Parks. Sanme question on tidal scour is pertinent.
Fl ood Protection. Flood protection should be benefitted if
cBan_neIézed flow is reduced and natural flow over nmarshes is

obt ai ned.

Natural Processes. Restores natural systemto sone extent.
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LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDSRESTORATION PLAN
APPENDI XA
PONTCHARTRAIN BASN
Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 22.1993
General Comments and Recommendations -

Thereport iswell done, but the alternatives selected fail todeal effectively with three major
problems in the Pontchartrain Basin: 1) marine tidal invasion through the MRGO; 2)
maintenance of the land bridge between Lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne, and; 3)
restoration Of overbank freshwater introduction i ntothe upper basin.

TheMissssppi River-Gulf Outlet should be closed a Bayou Laloutre.
A fresh water diversion should be constructed from the Mississippi River into the upper
end of the Blind River drainagein the Lake Maurepasfresh swamp basin instead of the

proposed Bonnet Camlocation.

Thereshould be one or several Soft shoreline pilot projects utilizing different materials and
designsbefore major expendituresare madefor r ock breakwaters along muddy shorelines.
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Lake Pontchartain Basin, Specific C )

pp. 16 17 AterretiveC, Bonnet Carre Diversion s MRGO Bank Stabilization/Marsh
CGeation - The Nississipg Rver-Gilf Qilet ( MRGD)isthe sije gedtest cause d
land I s in the Pontchartrain Bosin, Losses re aed to the MRGOare ongoi ng and
cunul ative. Several dterrdtives were considered Wi ch address this problem. The one
chosen(Aternetive C), does nat provi de a realistic sd uion G osure of the MRQOis the
oy efetive remedy. Asduintoaproblemisoly oot effetiveif it works.

p 17 The area of the Pontchartrain Basin Wth the greatest need fa restared overbank
flooding is the swanp area in the upper end of the besin around Lake Maurepas. The
Bonnet Carre diversion iS the najor prgect in the besin proposed fa freshvater
introduction (prinary purpose of frestmater diversion iS to compensate fa loss o
overbank f| oo ng due to f1 ood protection levees). The Bonnet Camd versionvill drext
the overflowvater irtothe wong area o the basin. The fresh wat er swamps of the
Yaur epas area Vill deriveony minimalirdrest berefitsfromad versiond Bonnet Cam
The naj or benefits of Bonnet Carre are fi sheri es enhancenent s i n the lower Pontchartrain
Bosin and Nississipd Sound. WMi | e these are worthy obj ecti ves, the oot berdfits of a
freshvet er diversion4 Bonnet Camare questi onabl e, particularly in referencet o vt and
bereits. The goropriaeplacefa afreshvater diversion desi gned fa vet| and benefits in

the Pontchartrain Basin is i ntothe swanps d the upper Blind River drai nece.

pp. 26-:27 Alage amount of noney is proposed for pratection of sft shordinesin the
upper end of Lake Pontchartrain and around Lake Maurepas. The rock breakwater
structures proposed are expensi ve and may it be feasible. The sedi nent in nost of the
frgedt areas istoo it tosupport this type of structure  These structures are unproven in
this settirg  There should [ one o several it shordine ld prgects before naj or

expend tures are made fa this purpose.

p 27 Reservation o Pontchartrain/Borgne Land Bidge(Feature 3. - Not enough
priority is placed on praecting the critical barrier between Lake Pontchartrain and Lake
Borgne. The cost effecti venesseva uati on wilizad falls shon in estadishing piaity fa
restoration ad crotection of the wetlands in this criical barrier.

np. 28-29 Wetland restaaion and creation in salt marshes of the | over besin shoul d have
low priority.

RESPONSE 11D.PONT1: The Bonnet Carre Freshwater Diversion deals
not only with the high salinity aspect of narine tidal invasion,
but al so provi des nutrients (and some fine-grained sedinments).
As described on Pages 23- 24 of the Pontchartrain Basi n appendi X,
the diversion, P us the bank stabilization of the MRGO are nore
cost effective than closing the MRA an econonically viable
wat er way.

RESPONSE 11D.PONT2: In the final plan, two small freshwater
di versions are proposed for the upper basin (Bayou Manchac and
Blind River). The USACE considered and elimnated Blind R ver
gjuri ng the Mississippi-Louisiana Estuarine Areas Feasibility
udy) as a site for a mpjor freshwater diversion because of the
cost of the massive nunber of relocations necessary. In addition,
t he necessary outfall channel woul d cause extensive environnental
damage t o cypress-tupel o swanp.

RESPONSE 11D.PONT3: A denonstration project (Xpo-92) to conpare

several nethods of hard and soft shore protection is proposed. :
As we |earn nore about which structures are nmost 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

| and bridge as a key strat ng and 9 short-termcritical 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.PONTS: W do not agree. Opportunities for marsh
creation should not be ignored. The material dredged fromthe
Il\/RG() p{)ovy des a significant opportunity to create marsh in the
ower basin.




A RBM BAOF
LOUISANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPENDIX B
BRETON SOUND BASIN

Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 20,1993

General Comments and Recommendations -

This isthe most suitable hydrologicunit along the Louisiana coastfor initiating controlled
freshwater diversions and controlleddelta building.

The selected plan consists of : 1) managing outfail from existing freshwater 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
barriers. Thisisadynamic, well balanced plan appropriate for the setting and processes of
this basin.

D The outfall management plansfor the variousdiversions and the proposed subdelta should
B'\E:" be based on along term conceptual plan for the succession of landform, vegetation, and
processchangesthat will unfold asthediversionsprogress Projections should be made of
future geography and habitat conditions. The plan shouldinclude provisionsfor channel
training. The operationa plan should includereal time monitoring of process parameters

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

operating water control structures.

A feasibility study of therelocation of the Mississippi River into Breton Sound should be
conducted. Thisdiversion location should be compared with other alternativesubdelta

1ID.. |locations within the Breton Sound Basin and other areas. The proposed re-muting of the
PRET3 navigation entrance of the Mississippi River to Breton Sound should be compared to anew
entranceon the east descending bank in the vicinity of Empire, Louisiana A commitment
of 70 percent of the Mississippi River flow to this subdelta would precludeother smaller
subdeltas in other critical aress.

11D, IThe report should indlude references.
gReTY po

RESPONSE 11D.BRET1: This thought has been incorporated into the
description of uncontrolled sediment diversion (PBS-4) on page 22
of the Breton Sound Basin appendix.

RESPONSE 11D.BRET2: The CWPPRA monitoring protocol will be used
to finalize monitoring during feasibility studies.

RESPONSE 11D,.BRET3: A feasibility study will be conducted on all
d!\t/ersmns sites to determine the optimal basin and site or
sites.

RESPONSE 11D.BRET4: References have been included.
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A REVIEW OF
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPEND XC
MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA BASIN

Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 20, 1993

General Comments and Recommendations

The most fundamental question regarding 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
inefficient in the lower deltaarea because: 1) thelobeextendsout into deep water beyond
theedgeof the continental shelf; 2) foundationconditionsars soft (thelobeis building out
over athick platformof poorly consolidatedclays which tend to slide and squeeze from the
weight of new sediment added by theriver); 3)t he lobei sexposed to marine processes on
three sides, and; 4) subsidencerates zr= very high (in excess of 4 feet per century and the
highest found in coastal Louisiana). The modem birdfoot lobe is an anomady. Most
prehistoriclobes had broad, fan shaped configurations and builtinto shallow inner shelf
aress.

The reportindicates that "The objectivefor this basn istodistribute theflowsand sediment
in the Mississippi River for the purposeof creating and sustaining wetlands in the most
effective manner posshle” The recommended alternative would achievethis objective.
However, the recommended alternative may preclude controlled subdelta building in other
areas of the deltaicplain.

The selected aternative is for uncontrolleddiversion of the river for creation of a new
delta. while maintaining navigation at the present |ocation and managed retreat of the
existingdelta. Thisalternativemust be compared with the alternativepresented for Breton
Sound, which callsfor anew 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 and
reallocation of flow to smaller controlled subdeltas at various locations across the deltaic
plan.

A major study effort, including modeling, is needed to fully evaluate various alternatives

for reallocation of Mississippi River flow and transported sediment

References are inadequate. The list is not consistent with the wealth of factual data
presented in the report.

RESPONSE 11D.MISS1: The subject of resource availability and of
where and how much of those resources can or will be diverted
will be one of the primary topics addressed in the feasibility .
study of river diversion proposed in the basin plan. This topic
may receive individual attention for study as part of the
continued planning process under the CWPPRA.

RESPONSE 11D.MISS2: While no specific site alternative for
relocation of the Mississippi River navigation channel was
presented in this report, the basin plan has been modified to
reflect pursuit of a study which would include all viable
alternatives for an uncontrolled large- scale diversion, with and
without a lock or new navigation channel.

RESPONSE 11D.MISsS3: Studies of both major diversion feasibilit
and flow and sediment availability are envisioned as a result O
this plan. These studies will include appropriate levels of
model investigation.

RESPONSE 11D.MISS4: The bibliography for the basin plan has been
expanded to include the reports and studies which provided the
basis for the 1990 USACE report on the diversion of the
Mississippi River. That report served as the primary data source
for the writing of the basin plan. Other proposals received
during the plan formulation process have also been included.
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A RBM BAOF
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPENDIX D
BARATARIA BAS| N
Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 23,1993

General Comments and Recommendations -

Thisis alarge, resource rich, complex hydrologic unit. The main threat and problemis
advanced marine tidal invasion through the center of the estuarine basin.  This includes
erosion and breakup of the barrier isands and Gulf shore and breakup of land bridges
which provided hydrologic controls across the basin.  High subsidencerates throughout
the middleand lower basinsare a major factor in driving the marine invasion.

Basin objectivesinclude: 1) increase freshwater, nutrient, and sediment input; 2) maintain
and restore the central basin marsh belt; 3) maintain existing barrier island chain; 4)
maintain fringe marshes. and; 5) reduce tidal exchangebetween thelower and upper basin.

The dternative selected (Alterative E) includes freshwater diversion, hydrologic
management, and long term introduction of Mississippi River water into Bayou Lafourche.
It alsocallsfor barrier island restorationand sediment diversions. Outfall management of
thediversions isrecommended. The projectswhich make up thisaternative address dl of
the problems and objectives.

Severd of the objectivesmay bedifficult, if not impossibleto achieve. There are no readily
available sand sourcesto restore the barrierisandsand Gl f shore across thecentral part of
the basin seaward perimeter. Aninland retreat of the Gulf shoreislikely. Theland bridge
acrossthe middle of the basin may be further stressed if the barrier islandsand Gulf shore
continue to break up.

As marine invasion and erosion progress stabilization and restoration of featureslikethe
central marsh belt becomes moredifficult A contingency plan for buildinga storm barrier
across the central marsh belt should be developed in the event that banier island restoration
and stabilizationof the centrat marsh bt fails

RESPONSE 11D.BARAL: We agree with these statements are we have
conveyed these thoughts, though perhaps not as succinctly, in the
Problem Identification section of the Barataria Basin appendix.

RESPONSE 11D.BARA2: Basin objectives have been rewritten,
stressing the need for fluvial input, hydrologic management, and
barrier 1sland nourishment.

RESPONSE 11D.BARA3: The Plan Formulation section has been
rewritten so that strategies, not alternatives, are stressed.
However, all of the problems and objectives are included in the
selected plan.

RESPONSE 11D.BARA4: The difficulty of implementing some projects
1S acknowledged.

RESPONSE 11D.BARAS: Strategy 4, Interior Barrier Islands, would
qualify as a contingency plan. Although not selected, this
strategy could be emphasized later i f the need arose.
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A sediment management plan for the barrier idand and Gl f shorearcs at the seaward end
of this basn should be developed It should be basad on the dynamic sand budgets of

BaRAbIthese features. It must be based on process parameter data related to wave energy.

.
RarnT

wp.
Bavag

nd.
Barn

longshore currents, sand size and sorting, sand movement, ete. Al projectsfor beech and
barrier restoration, jetties. breakwaters and other features should beevaluated in reference
to themanagment plan.

Erosion control projectsaong muddy shorelines should be approachedon a pilot project
basis Thereis presently no proven techniquefor stabilizingthi s typeof shoreline.

Project XBA 63, Central Basin Tidd Drag Enhancement, is a major component of the
recommended plan for thisbasin. It hasan estimated cost of $16,782,060. Thisprojectis
a problem statement rather than awell defined project thet proposesa feasible solution.
This project should be viewed as a research project Or reconnaissance level study. The
proposd is to form aprotective barrier across the center of the basin with stabilized passes
controlling water exchange between the upper and lower basins. Thiswill require some
closures, as recommended. Rip rgp condrictionsin tidal channels nay smply cause
localized hydrologic jumps, and mey havelittleeffectin diminishingthe volumeof water
moving through the channds.

RESPONSE 11D.BARA6: A barrier island feasibility Study will
likely be initiated in the near future. The study should addresd
wave energy, long-shore currents, sand size and sorting, sand
movement, etc.

RESPFONSE 11D.BaRA7: Several shoreline protection projects have
been proposed for different salinity types. The Lake Salvador
Shoreline Protection project (Ba-15) was funded on the Third
Priority Project List. his demonstration project will compare
the effectiveness of different types of shoreline protection on a
soft shoreline in a low salinity marsh. The Oyster Reef
Demonstration Project (PBA-50) has been, and will continue to be,
a candidate project.

RESPFONSE 11D.BARA8: The project description states that the
project is conceptual and that a feasibility study must be
conducted before construction planning could begin.

RESPONSE 11D.BARA9: The point that you make is stated as a key
issue in project XBA-63 and IS discussed in the Problem
Identification Section on page 10 of the basin appendix.
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AREVIEW OF
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPENDIX E
TERREBONNE BASIN

Sherwood M. Gagliano
Augugt 24, 1993

General Comments -

The plan as presented in this document is comprehensive and ambitious. The overall
program recommended addresses the problemsand will ultimately result in afavorable
coagtd zoneconfiguration, but the time frame f aimplementation nay = too longf asone
agpectsd the problem.

This is the mog threstened area dong the Louisiana coast. Coastal erosion in the
Terrebonne Subbasin has reeched acritica and urgentlevel. Time required for solutions

proposed in thisreport is too great. Development of a short term contingency plan to
protect this segment of the coast should beinduded as acritical project

It is questionablewhether one of t he major objectives, to create new wetlandson alarge

| enough scaleto of fset regional losses, isachievable

The barrier restoration plan nesdsa " second opinion.” The magnitudeof the barrierisland
restoration program recommended, and the cost of the program, suggests that objective.
non-local, coastal engineers be utilizedto evaluate t he overall concepts and the specific
project designs.

Additiona quantitative process data (hydrology, tidal, bathymetry, water chemistry,
sediment transport, wave energy, aong shoredrift, etc.) data isneeded asabasisfor long

term management and project design.

Subsidenceisonedf the mgor processfactors causing shoreline erosion and wetland toss
in this hydrologicunit More specific geotechnical datais needed related to thelocation of
faults; t he rates of subsidence, the depth to the Pleistocene and related parameters.

Referencesshould e included.

RESFONSE 11D.TERR1: Marsh management, hydrologic restoration,
small-scale marsh creation, and saltwater intrusion barrier
projects across the subbasin, as well as barrier island
protection have all been designated as critical (see Planning
Objectives page 15 of the Terrebonne Basin appendix and Rationale
for Selected Plan on page 23).

RESFONSE 11D.TERR2: This point has been more directly
acknowledged in the report (see descriptions of Strategies 5, 6,
and 7 under Strategies Considered, pages 20-22 of the Terrebonne
basin appendix; Rationale for Selected Plan, page 23; and
Critical Long-Term Projects under Implementation, page 34).

RESFONSE 11D.TERR3: A sentence expressing this concern was added
under description of barrier island restoration Strategy 2 (page
18).

RESFONSE 11D.TERR4: The need for additional data i S emphasized
in descriptions of each strategy (see Strategies Considered, page
15) and in the Rationale for Selected Plan.

RESFONSE 11D.TERRS: Such information was amassed during the
planning stage and was used in planning and evaluating some
projects (especially specific subsidence rates); however, such
details were not summarized in the basin plan as a concession to
limitations on length of the report. The importance of this type
of information for site specific planning has been acknowledged
in Problem Identification, Geomorphology and Hydrology, page 5.
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A fesslility study of a diversion through Bayou Lafourche or in the vidrity d Bayou
Lafourche t o provi ce sediment input i 0 the Terrebonne Subbasin is needed.

Sudes and fild prgetsto develop effettive managenent of floating narsh. herbivore
control, a] hydroperiod restoration i N cypress swamps are needed.

Asinaher hydrdogic uits, dld projects W test alternative desi gns and materials for
erosion [Tt ecti analong soft, nuidy shordl i nes are needed.

Additiondl work iS needed to resd ve differences of opi ni on within the technicd and
sdetific conmunity of environnental and coastal managers regarding 1) marsh

management, and; 2) ingress/egress of estuarine organisms.

RESPONSE 11D.TERR6: A sentence expressing this was added under

t2he description of Strategy 6 (see Strategi es Considered, page
1).

RESPONSE 11D.TERR7: These needs were added t o Key Issues in
Pl anni ng, page 38.

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

RESPONSE 11D.TERR9: This need was di scussed in Key |ssues in
Pl anni ng, page 38.




AREVIEW OF
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPENDIX F
ATCHAFALAYA BAS N

Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 20, 1993

General Comments and Recommendations -

isisaconcise, well donereport. Therecommendations ar e all feasible. The program as

no. resented addresses the key problemof reduction in efficiency of the deltabuilding process

as the result of maintenanceof navigation and manipulation of flows through the two major

utlets. The plan proposes sound principals of management of delta growth and
maximizing wetland building.

i An increase in theflow alocationto the AtchafalayaRiver may precludesubdelta building
" [in other critical aress. Atchafaayafl owincrease should be viewedas ashort term measure.
ATCRA I ow should be throttledback s subdeltas in other areas come On line.

RESPONSE 11D.ATCH1: Comment noted.

RESPONSE 11p.ATCH2: Comment noted. A study of the Old River
Project, mandated by the CWPPRA, and the sediment budget study
described in the main report will determine the best use of the
flow and sediment from the Mississippi River and will include an
assessment of long-term and short-term measures t o accomplish
optimal use.



AREVIEWOF
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPENDI X

G
TECHE/VERMILION BAS N

Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 25, 1993

General Comments and Recommendations -

Problems are not unlikethose of most small estuaries adong the Gulf and Atlantic coasts.
The problems are |ocalizedshorelineretreat and wetland loss and degradation.
l_lb' The problem statement should includea discussion of projected environmental changes
resultingfrom continuoussecondary influencesd Atchafalaya delta buildingand outflow.

Thereport lacks a statementof objectives. Theinferred objectivesare toreduce shoreline
erosion and marshlossand to protect the integrity of the systetn.

The selected plan includes: 1) shoreline protection; 2) sediment trapping; 3) hydrologic
restoration, and; 4) management of Atchafalaya River freshwater and transported sediment.

Most of the objectives can be achieved through implementationof the proposed plan and
projects.

WD. |1t is questionable whether complete control of shorelineerosion can be achieved with
TN | proposed projects.

There should be one or more soft shoreline and bankline pilot projects utilizing different
material sand designs before major expenditures are nade forr ock breakwaters.

Thereportshould includereferences.

W. |Process parameter data is needed from thishydrologic unit. A process-form modd should
Th72 Ibedeveloped

RESPONSE 11D.T/v1: The information that you requested has been
added.

RESPONSE 11p.T/v2: Complete control of shoreline erosion was
dropped as a goal of the basin plan.

RESPONSE 11D.T/V3: The existing geomorphology of the basin was
E(esented in context with the delta lobe cycle of the Mississippi
iver, including past and predicted future conditions.

Strategies were prioritized according to their compatibility with
this landscape-level process.
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AREVIEW OF
LOUI SI ANA COASTAL WETL ANDS RESTORATI ON PLAN
APPENDI X H
MERMENTAU BASI N

Sherwood M Gagliano
August 20, 1993

General Comments and Recommendations -

Hydrologic managenent and marsh nanagenent have been practiced in ths area since
1913 or before. V€t | and cond ti ons denonstrat e thet the approach taken hes vorked, lt
localized probt ensind caethet the hydrd ogi c managenent syst emneeds sone updati ng
and fine tuning.

[The Fresh Vit er Bayou Locks serve & a nodel fa water cotrd & the seavard end of
navi gat i on channel sthet at across the coestd vetl ands. Thi's prgect demonstrates thet the
lappr oach is fessi e and effedtive

The fundanental question o whether excessive narsh floodi ng is caused by drai nage
bl ockage and i nproper operationd water cotrd structures, @ by subsi dence, nust be
answer ed.

A clearer statenent of the reurd systemdynanics o this hydrd ogic uit needs to be
devel oped &s a besis far | ong term management. The report shoul d recommend add ti ordl
research and neasurenent d process paraneters (hydrol ogy, vater chemstry, ticdes,
subsi dence, etc.)

Apgedt shoul d ke defined fa red tine vater level noni toring, hydrol ogi ¢ nodel i ng, and
red tine nanagenent o vater catrd structures based on nodel s and nonitoring.

The repart shoul d i ncl ude ref erences.

RESPONSE 11D.MERMi: W acknow edge that hydrol ogi c and marsh
management systems can be inplenented properly to restore,
Erotect_, and enhance marshes in the coastal zone and in this

asin in particular. This basin has sone | arge hydrol ogic ]
restoration projects in place (i.e. the Freshwater Bayou Lock) in
the formof the existing |ock systemwhich can be used as

exampl es for simlar ﬁrOJ ects in other basins with |arge canals
that disrupt natural hydrol ogy. However, we acknow edge that the
exi sting |ocks ma?/ be causing too much water to be inpounded in
the Lakes region [ocated above H ghway 82.

RESPONSE 11D.MERM2: The basin plan and existing hydrol ogic data
indicates that a significant amount of the water |evel problemin
the Lakes subbasin I's caused by the |ock systemsurrounding Wite
and Grand Lakes. Subsidence is contributing to the high water
problem The recent USACE "G and and Wite Lakes Study" )
Indicated that it would be difficult to |lower water levels with
existing structures because of Gulf of Mexico tidal influence

whi ch prevents novement of water to the south nost of the tine.
There are al so other studies which suggest that the |ocks are

| arge contributors to the ponding or high water |evel situation
inthe Lakes Subbasin. The USACE, Waterways Experinent Station
has devel oped a hydrol ogi ¢ nodel of the basin. The "projects™
recommended are construction or denonstration Proj ects and not
"research™ projects in keeping with the general intent of CWPPRA.

RESPONSE 11p.MERM3: Additional references have been included.
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M Basin Specific C

p. 1 Water control for marsh management goes back to a least 1913, when the Schooner
Bayou Lodk was buiilt to control movement of salt water intothe old Inland Waterway.

pp. 1-5 The naturd system modd has been poorly defined and developed. Thisisa
reflectionof the paucity of definitiveresearch in the area. The evolution, processes, and
general understanding of Yhite Lake, Grand Lake and the Mermentau River have not been
adequately studied.

pp. 2-3 Concisedescriptionof existing projects.

p. 3 Thisareahasthe only exampledof anavigation canal cutting acr oss the coagta zone
that has been fitted with a lock at the seaward end. The Freshwater Bayou lock
demonstrates that thisapproachisfeasbleand that it varks.

p. 4 Exiging conditions -

The areacondistsdf alarge hydrologicmanagement experiment The marshesin this basn
are generdly in better shape than in the other hydrologic units. The condition of the
marshesisatribute to management

p. 9 Periodsd prolonged high water have been cited in much o this unit as the cause for
marsh deteriorationand loss. The cause of the excessive flooding has been attributed to
blocked drainageand improper operation of water control structures. Thisexplanationnay

be partialy correct, but subsidenceis undoubtedly amajor contributing factor.

.14 The report statesthat”..the focusin the Mermentau Basin mugt be on preventionand
storation rather than on creation." Thisis aredligtic god. The overview of Bagn

traiegy isgood.

RESFONE 11D.MERM4: We agree that the Schooner Bayou Lock is a
hydrologic restoration project, but it is not a marsh management
structure. The CWPPRA definitions for hydrologic restoration and
marsh management include locks and similar structures under the
category of hydrologic restoration. For purposes of the CWPPRA
Restoration Plan, we define marsh management as being either
active or passive manipulation of water levels for the purposes
of restoring, protecting, or enhancing marshes. The lock was
installed to prevent saltwater intrusion into White Lake
primarily for agricultural purposes, with saltwater intrusion
prevention benefits to the marshes as a secondary benefit.

RESFONSE 11D.MERMS: Please refer t o Response 11D.MERM2.

RESFONSE 11p.MERM6: W\ agree that the Mennentau Basin marshes
are in better shape than marshes in most other basins. The
existing marsh management projects in the two subbasins, coupled
with the lock system that functions as a large hydrologic
restoration system has enabled these marshes to be protected from
saltwater intrusion and tidal scour from the early 20th century
to the present. However the locks maﬁ also be causing increased
water levels at the present time which may be exaggerated by
subsidence.

RESFONSE 11D.MERM7: We agree. This basin is in a sediment-
starved area of the Louisiana coast except for the accretion of
mud that is occurring along the Gulf shoreline from Freshwater
Bayou Canal to the eastern end of Rockefeller Refuge.
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AREVIEW OF
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
APPEND X1

CALCASIEU/SABINE BASIN

Sherwood M. Gagliano
August 20,1993

General Comments -

A natural systemsdynamicsmodel should be devel opedfor thishydrologicunit asabasis
for long term management. The report should recommend additional research and
measurement of process parameters (hydrology, water chemistry, tides, subsidence, etc.)

A system of real-time monitoring of water |evel and salinity should be developed for the
Cameron-Creolewatershed area. 1t should be used m conjunction with acomputer model
of the hydrology and water chemistry to providethe basisfor operating automated water
control structures. This should serve as a pilot areafor an instrumented/automated
hydrological management program

Feasibility of navigation locks at the mouths of the Sabineand Calcasieu Ship Channels
should be investigatedm theevent that Perimeter Control Restoration (AlternativeB) does
not work.

.
cls|
Codt

uo.
cleX

ub.
¢s3

CalcasiewSabine Basin Specific C i

pp. 4-5 Therolesof the Sabine and Calcasieu Riven and their estuariesar e not adequately
considered. Water circulation through the Sabine and Cal casieu Navigation Channelsand
their effect on the GIWW is poorly understood As in the Mermentau Basin, a good
physical process-form model remains to bedeveloped. Thisneedsto belisted asaresearch
objective.

p. 11 The report recommends that water 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

Jzone.

pp. 12-13 Alternative B (Perimeter Control Restoration) and parts of AlternativeC
(Interior Restoration) were selected and recommended in thereport. Thisisan appropriate

choice.
pp. 14-15 Good presentation of aternatives.

pp. 24-50 Project descriptions aret oo abbreviated. The projects are too fragmented.
Small projects should be consolidated and discussed collectively. For example, the eight
¢rosion control projects along the GTWW should be groupedintooneor two projectswith
consolidatedbudgets and evauation.

RESPONSE 11ip.c/S1l: The studies and modelling that Kou suggest

could be added to the list of feasibility studies t

at need to be

done for larger projects.

RESPONSE 11p.Cc/s2: Concur.

RESPONSE 11p.c/s3: The descriptions of these projects have been
expanded.
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Comments On Environmental |npact S atenent
for Restoration P an
Lee WIson & Associ ates

Delete sentence "All project types except herbivore control are
structural " neesures . It is not clear why this sentence is
included, or what constitutes a ®“structural neasure*. For

Jexample, how is "shoreline erosion control wth vegetative

plantings" a structural measure while herbivore control Is not?

The approach of sunmarizing 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 nunber of

broad issues that, on the whole, axre poorly represented.

The rel ationshi ps and i npacts, either beneficial or adverse, of
each project type to longterm restoration, +t.e., to
sust ai nabl e sol utions that at |east approach the goal of no net
loss, is mssing from the table. This should be added as a
row, perhaps titled Natural Ecol ogy.

There is, a best. a very weak impression given of any positive
inpacts associated with creating marsh, either by larger scale
"delta building" processes (e.g., diversions) or by small scale
sedinent placenent. It leaves the inpression that little is
gained by creating marsh conpared to protecting existing
marsh. No positive functional value of created narsh is
mentioned. For instance, the water quality inprovenent and
storm Surge protection functions Of wmarshes are not attributed
as a benefit of created narsh. It is very inportant,
especially itn the HS that the reader be 1left with a full
understandi ng of the beneficial as well as the adverse inpacts
of alternatives.

Many potential adverse inpacts are also ommitted from the
table. Specific exanples will be discussed bel ow, however. it
is a flaw that prevents the table from tranmitting a conplete
and dynamc picture of the conparative inpacts of the various

project types.

Speci fic comments on content of HS Table 1 fol | ow

Comments on BS

RESPONSE | I E |: We have elimnated this sentence, as suggested.

RESPONSE |1 E 2: The suggestion to relate the various project
types t o' natural ecology" is simlar to Comment |IC 57. Your
comment suggests that projects that would nore closely mmc
natural "ecol ogy" or'processes" should be preferred over
projects that would rely on nore structural measures, with the
under | yi ng reason being that natural Processes woul d pronpnte a
more natural ecology and be nmore likely to provide long-term
sustai nable solutions. We agree with this general concept. W
al so 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 pronote natural processes. Punping sedinents

t hrough pipelines and hardening shorelines is not natural. In
the text of the EIS we have identified diversions as attenpts to
restore natural processes, but we have not included this
information in the table.

We have nodified many of the blocks within the table to nore
equal ly display positive and negative effects and t o accommodate
coments 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 coments are as follows:




Comments ONn content of BS Table 1

No Action
“&3|Coastal Marsh - the rate of loss nay decline in the future, but indicate

ned

S\

\E.

et

whet her total |osses would be large. significant, insignificant, ete.

Subnerge Aquatic Vegetation - to sone extent. as marsh | 0SS progresses
inland. the areas that support SAV would also migrate, rather than be
wholly | ost.

Fi sheries Resources - fisheries are not being "artificially maintai ned
- delta_degradation Wth increase in estuarine habitat and export of
organics from the marsh to the estuary are natural processes (alt hough
degradati on processes are accelerated by man’s activities and natural
renewal processes are interferred Wth). Perhaps substitute the
following - *Fisheries populations and harvests flourish as mnarsh
initially degrades, and as estuarine (shallow water) areas open up and
organic export fromthe narsh to the estuary is high. However. as marsh
loss continues past the threshold capable of supporting current Ievels
of fish production, fisheries harvests would decline dramatically."

Threatened and Endanger ed Spem es - change *"Habitat loss coul d possibly

NEA

ne.8

reduce thelr popul ations.'  to 'Hbitat loss would reduce their
popul ati ons. " There should be no question with regard to the
rel ati onshi p.

Oyster Leases - change *... leases are closed to harvest for pol I ution
reasons." to “... leases are closed to harvest because of pollution.'

\Water Quality - move first sentence ("Freshwater diversion projects wll
restore favorable salinity levels in eastern l&rms) to the colum on
freshwater diversions. Why 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 wll
have a progressive adverse effect on water quality. Perhaps substitute
the followng - "As wr e and nore extensive areas of marshland are |ost.

the filtering function of the narsh wll be lost, and water of
increasing turbidity. conductivity. and contaminants cont ent wll reach

neq|

arsh

e

the estuary. Salt water intrusion alse wll increase.’

Wldlife Refuges. etc. - what is neant by'Available funds nmay not be
sufficient to maintain infrastructure"?

age!
Qoastal Harsh - stating the narsh m}agenent can *enhance" existing

marsh is vague. |If in sone cases nmarsh managenent reduces stress on
vegetation and so increases its vigor. the associated resistence to

Page 2 Comments ON HS

RESPONSE 11E.3: We have indicated that the rate of marsh | oss
woul d renmmin significant.

RESPONSE || E 4: Most SAV occurs in the fresh and intermediate
marshes. We believe the overall extent of SAV would be reduced
with continued marsh | oss and sal twater intrusion.

RESPONSE | | E. 5: Your suggested substitution is too long for a
summary table. W agree that ®“artificially nmintained"” is not
the best choice of words and have substituted other |anguage.

RESPONSE | | E 6: VWi le we agree that suitable habitat is critical
for wildlife populations, we disagree that a bl anket st at enent
can be made as suggested. By definition, ul ations of these
species are critically below their hi storlc evels. In sone
cases, especially for those species nentioned, factors other than
habitat |oss have been primarily responsible for their current
predicament. For instance, populations of piping ﬁl overs are
thought to be so | ow because of widespread market hunting that
extended well into the 20th Century and because of problems with
redators and disturbance on their breeding grounds. Continued
oss 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 tine,
more than adequate wintering habitat for the birds wntering
along the gulf coast is probably available. Simlar argunents
coul d be made for other species. W are not trying to slight the
inr)ortance of Louisiana's coastal wetlands for these species,
only that we cannot nmeke a definitive statement that their
ﬁogul ations would be further reduced from continued |loss of this
abitat.

RESPONSE | I E 7: We have made the suggested change.

RESPONSE 11E. 8: The first sentence of the block is thereto
indicate that the authorized freshwater diversions (Davis Pond
and Bonnet Carre’), which we assume will be constructed under the
no- action scenario, wll significantly affect the salinity reginme
of the Barataria and Pontchartrain Basins. The two diversions
represent the greatest change in water 3ual|ty, froma salinity
and turbidity standpoint, to be expected in coastal Louisiana
under the no-action scenario and therefore shouldn’t be noved
fromwhere it is. W 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 | oss woul d necessari | y nean
increased turbidity and contam nants.

RESPONSE 11E.9: We neant that the funds available to the refuges
and managenent areas through their normal funding sources may not
be sufficient to maintain the wetlands enconpassed within these
areas. W have revised the block t o make our point nore clear.



erosion and increase in organic deposition will be reflected in a
decrease in marsh loss rates. It nould be more neaningful to state this
directly. Stating that marsh managenent can cause new marsh to devel op
is largely inaccurate. This is only rarely the case. Most research(as
Ilﬁ D cited in this E'S) indicates that subnerged aquatic vegetation is
*"“lincreased much more often than emergent vegetation (and while SAV is
valuable fisheries habitat, etc., the prinmary objective of CWPPRA is
Cpn‘t directed toward creation/protection of energent narsh). It should
furthernore be stated that marsh management affects soil properties and
accretion by reducing mneral sediment input to the managed area. and
thus in the long-teha does nothing to address subsidence of the marsh,
which is usually a mjor underlying cause resulting in the marsh
inundation that is trying to be controlled.

WIldlife Resources - since marsh nanagement nay 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

level s of value. The exception would be if levees and structures are
"e'" used to maintain pooling conditions for waterfowl during hunting season.
which nmay increase local use and apparent habitat value, but may have
nothing to do with ursh function or preservation. Better habitat for
one speci es doesn't count aincreased habitat value".

Fisheries Resources - state specifically what it means to'restrict
access"; 1i.e., use of that marsh area as fisheries nursery, spawning,
and/or feeding grounds is reduced, and production (i.e., the amount of
fisheries supported) is reduced. It is also very inportant to indicate

the potential for cumulative, long-terminpacts in this regard. That
"E--'a iS, compensation Or nitigation may be possible for any one individual
marsh managenent area, but if large enough regions of coastal Louisiana
were put under ursh nanagenent, the cunulative loss of access to
habitat (as well as other functions) could be highly significant.

. [Water Qality - turbidity and salinity levels are only |owered within
ne.3 the managed area; the nanaged area is effectively removed from

**Ifunctional interaction with the surrounding region, and thus would have
a reduce function ta noderating regional water quality.

"Eﬂ-”"ildnfe Refuges, etc. - only plans are listed, not effects.

Flood Protection - regarding the suggested cunulative/beneﬂt. managed
marshes should provide less buffer for storm surges than unmanaged
He.l marshes. since the levees and structures are there to keep excess water
2 Jout.

Recreational Qpportunities - change "Fishing for mgratory species may
Ilé.l be reduced” to *"Fishing for migratory species would likely be reduced .

Page 3 Comments on EIS

RESPONSE I IE1Q_ V& have substituted.invigorate’ for "enhance"
as suggested. Gherwse, we have let the block intact because we
do not believe that it is necessary to gointothe details
suggested in this sumary tabl e.

RESPONSE I1E.11: V¥ have revised the block to read nore cl osely
w th your recommendati ons.

RESPONSE |11 E 12: V& have revi sed the bl ock to be nore specific.
The effects of all types of restoration projects are cunul ati ve.
The nore projects of "each type that are built, the nmore effects
there are, both beneficial and adverse. It is not necessary to
si ngl e out marsh nmanagenent when di scussi ng cumul ati ve i npact s.

IlTE13: V¢ have included a statenment that the effects
woul d only apply wthin the nanaged areas.

RESPONSE || E 14:  Your cormment is true, but the effects of narsh
nanagenent on refuges and nmanagenent areas woul d be fundanental |y
the same as on privately owned wetl| ands, assunming that structures
woul d be mai ntal ned and operated sinilarly.

RESPCNSE I E 15:  Levees, canal banks, and natural bayou banks,
and | ake rins used to delineate narsh managenent areas normal |y
have el evations wel | bel ow devel oped areas. However, such is not
al ways the case, as in the Caneron- Oeol e FI’OJ ect. Ve nmaintain

t hat "typi cal nmarsh managerent projects woul d not increase the
flooding potential of devel oped areas. V¢ have revised the table
to state | ess definitively that narsh managenment woul d provi de

fl ood protection benefits.

RESPONSE | |E 160 V¢ believe that "may be reduced" is nore
appropri ate.




nEJﬂ

Soci oeconomic Itens - add negative inpacts of reduced commercial and
recreational fishing. These impacts could be long-term and cumul ative
if large proportions of marsh critical as fisheries habitat are put
under nanagenent .

Hvdrologic Restoration

neJt

Flood Protection - why wouldn't hydrologic restoration = which often
reduces channelized flow, increases nore natural sheet flow, etc. -
inprove the marshes ability to buffer storm surges (i.e., reduce the
direct, channelized conveyance of storm flow).

Sedi nent Diversion

ned

le.2

HE.N

Coastal Marsh - indicate that sediment diversions could be the only
approach capable of building enough marsh acreage to substantially
of fset |osses fromother sources (or add this to the new row on natural
ecol ogy) .

Cypress-Tupel 0 Swamps - there is no logic to the statenent presented
proposed diversions contain swanp, therefore there wll be no
effects). There could be positive effects - increase inundation and
stress on swamps is often a result of substdence plus the lack of
natural sediment input because the mjor rivers are leveed. Negative
effects could include increased flooding if hinderances to drainage
exi st.

Oyster leases - add that the area optimal for oysters would also be
shifted; thus total oyster productivity could be maintained or even
enhanced, even though oyster areas proximal to the diversion would be
har ned.

Water Quality - add that the creation of large areas of new marsh woul d
greatly increase the water quality benefits for the region. On the
negative side, issues of possible sediment (or source water)

[ JJl
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contam nants woul d have to be addressed for each project to assure that
contamnant or toxicological problens are not introduced to the
recieving area.

Flood Protection - white—the diversion of water (with the sedinent)
itself may create local water |evel issues and flooding econcerms, the
new marsh created would function in stormsurge and flood protection.

Soci oeconomic Itens - large-scale marsh creation will have long-term
regional benefits to fisheries resources as it wll extend the tinme

WE ..;-14

during which the productive marsh-estuarine interactions persist.

Conments on HS

RESPONSE 11E.17: W have added a statement on the possibility of
negative effects fromreduced access of estuarine species into
nmanaged ar eas.

RESPONSE || E. 18:
t abl e.

% agree with your comment and have revised t he

RESPONSE |1 E. 19:

& agree with your comment and have revised the
tabl e.

RESPONSE I1E 20: W have nodified the table to nore closely
reflect your coment.

RESPONSE I1E 21: W have nodifiedthe table to nore closely
reflect your comment.

RESPONSE |1E 22: W& believe that the major points have been nade
inthe table. W are not aware of any toxicity problens wth

M ssi ssi ppi or Atchafal aya R ver sedinents, and therefore do not
believe It is necessary to mention.

RESPONSE I1E 23: W have nodified the table to nore cl osely
reflect your comrent.

RESPONSE |1 E.24:  Your conmment iS nore appropriate under
fisheries resources where the information al ready appears.



FreshV\el € Diversion

. |Opress-Tupel 0 Swamp - adverse inpacts from increased flooding and
e xperiods of inundation of the swamp could occur if any inpedinents to
**{appropriate drainage exist in the outfall area.

. Jvbter Quality - possible contaminants from source water should be
"E_ b |checked to avoid adverse impacts to the reeieving area

-apgfSOCi 0ECONONI C Items - add that region fisheries harvests nay increase,
IIE-3~1 even though shifts in the locale of greatest harvests woul d occur.

Create Marsh with Dredged Material

. ICbastal Marsh - organic content of seil of created marsh would be | ower
HE.28|intctally.

. |Oster bases - wiat evidence is there that oyster |eases adjacent to
1.8 areas where narsh is created would be adversely affected by “altered
NE-AWt dal' flog.

wapfVéter Quality - add that the addition of new narsh adds to the net water
NE30 quality inprovenent function of marshes in the region.

. IF|00d Protection - narsh creation has a direct effect on flood
e protection by adding narsh capabl e of buffering storm surges.

ar; {+}

~afCoastal Mrshes - change 'Protection may be provided to nainland
WE32narshes” to' Protection would be provided to nainland marshes”.

. [|Subnerged Aquatic \egetation - by grot ecting interior marshes and
ness buffering the energy of the system barrier island restoration woul d
1€.33 |el p naintain SAV iN interior marshes.

Erosion Qontrol Structures

. |Qoastal Marsh - add that adverse inpacts may arise from structures
||€3‘| steding ~ sedinent from downdrift areas, causing an increase in erosion
*““'lin locations outside of the project area

3 WIldife Resources - delete *Breakwaters would have only beneficial
| effects.”

Fisheries Resources - delete *Breakwaters would have only beneficial
effects." Depending on their placenent, breakwaters can interfere wth
mgratory pathways and inshore use by some sSpecies of fish.

NER

Page 5 Comments on BS

RESPONSE 11E.25: W agree that adverse impacts coul d occur, but

the possibility woul d be remote because we woul d expﬁct proj ects

to be designed to mnimze inundation problens. W& have included
a discussion of this under Section 3.3.3.7.

RESPONSE |1 E 26: W agree and have included this information
under Section 3397

RESPONSE |1 E 27:  Your conment is nore appropriate under
fisheries resources where it already appears.

RESPONSE | | E. 28: W have rewitten this block.

RESPONSE | | E. 29: We have deleted "fromaltered tidal flows".

RESPONSE 11E. 30: Louisiana's estuaries, except for sone isolated
areas near industrial sites, do not have problenms with water
quality except fecal coliform bacteria. Circunstantial evidence
suggests that the high popul ations of herbivores occurring in
sone marshes contribute to the fecal coliform problenms. W do
not believe that we shoul d suggest that created marshes coul d
improve water quality because we are unaware of any areas
proposed for marsh creation where water quality problenms exist,
except for fecal coliform bacteria.

RESPONSE |1 E 31: W agree and have included your suggestion.

RESPONSE |IE 32: W believe that there are enough uncertainties
about the value of barrier islands providi ng protection that we
shoul d not make an absolute statement that barrier island
restoration, in all cases, ﬁrovi des protection to nmainland

mar shes. W have changed the "may" to'ca® to indicate that,
under the correct conditions, the barrier islands can protect

mai nl and nmarshes as opposed to saying that they mght be able to
protect marshes.

RESPONSE | |E 33: Ve believe that our revised wite-up in the
tabl e captures the point of your coment.

RESPONSE |IE 34: W have added the fact that breakwaters can
have m xed effects when they are used along the gulf shoreline.

RESPONSE |1 E 35: Instead of deleting the sentence that you
suggest, we have nodified it to indicate that breakwaters
constructed along the shorelines of |akes, bays, and other inland
waters woul d benefit wildlife.

RESPONSE | E 36: W have added a sentence that mentions that
breakwaters in inland areas woul d have mainly beneficial effects.




Threat ened and Endangered Species - questions as to whether shoreline or
of fshore structures could interfere with onshore novenent or shoreline
use by listed species shoul d be addressed.

e.37

. Wlidlife Refuges, etc. - what is neant by *"... and sometimes more
"638 inportantly, by nmaintaining existing nanaged areas."? This should
probably be del eted.

Terracing

Wiy wouldn't the increase in marsh area directly improve flood control
’Iﬁ.sq Icapabi lities of narshes in the area?

END OF COMMENTS ON TABLE 1

Comments continue on content of rest of EIS

Page 1 Line
6.‘}0'17 S Section 1.2 needs at |east one map.
|£~"“|13 1 Need to nention the effect of Ievees.
T3 "J- 19 3 Wio decided that large-scale projects are ineligible for the
. priority list?

19 5 The list of .significant resources’ listed in this paragraph
represent the categories for which potential project inpacts
are summarized. An addition to this list should be made to
capture inpacts of projects to marsh processes or functions =

|£.",3 such as sedinment introduction and accretion, nmarsh creation by

natural delta-building processes to offset |osses, etc - that
are not captured in the categories already listed. The new
category night be titled "Natural Ecol ogy".

24 3 3 Gving preference to a particular type of project would not be

contrary to CWPPRA if it were determned that the project type

J were a cost-effective approach to the long-term restoration of

6'”' the\ Loui si ana coast. Indeed. an important need in the RIS is

" . to ‘develop a basis for deciding if, programmatically, sone

types of projects are commonly mere cost-effective than others,
irrespective of conventional WVA anal yses.

25 1 5 The sentence beginning *Coastal wetlands conservation' is
confusing. Wat does it mean that *conservation projects are
specifically addressed in a separate section of the CWPPRA

||é_t,{ (Section 305" ...? Does it mean that conservation projects

have their own HS? O does it mean that this ES only

Page 6 Comments on HS

RESPONSE 11 E. 37: V¢ have included a di scussjon of the
ossi bility of structuresinterferingwth |isted species under
ction 3.3.7.11

RESPCNSE 11E.38: W believe that our presentationin the table
is appropriate. The phrase in question is neant to indicate that
al t hough shoreline protection projects for refuges and nmanagenent
areas are inportant for the protection that theY provi de agai nst
shoreline retreat, they often forma nore inportant function by
protecting areas that are under sone sort of nanagenent. An
exanple is the Caneron Prairie project fromthe 1st Priority
Project List. A large area of nmanaged fresh marsh is bein
threatened by shorel i ne erosion along the Qulf Intracoasta

Vit er way. abilization of the shoréline will protect hundreds
of acres of freshwater nmarsh fromthe scouring effects of

navi gation traffic.

RESPONSE | |E 39: V& believe you have nmisinterpreted the table.
W nmeant that terracing projects woul d have no direct effect on
the ability of flood control systens to performtheir function.

I n the second sentence, we indicatethat terracing would serve to
reduce stormsurge fl oodi ng.

RESPONSE |1 E . 40: V¢ have referenced Figure MR2 of the nain
report.

RESPCNSE 11E.41: V¢ have added in a brief discussiononthe role
of Ievges incontributingto the current | oss of coastal
wet | ands.

RESPCNSE 11E 42:  This section has been rewittento address your
comrent and comrments of ot hers.

RESPCNSE 11E.43:  This is the same comment that was made about
the sumary table, ;Table 1. V¢ agree that Pr oj ects that use
"natural processes or pronote "natural ecol ogy" shoul d be
preferred over those that woul d work agai nst nature. V¢ are not
awar e of anyone who woul d di sagree. The problemis that the

nat ural processes of sedinent Introduction and accretion can only
be carried out in certain areas. There are nany isol ated areas
of the state where sone sort of nanagenent or protection nay be
the only option available. W have included di scussi ons under
the descriptions of sedinent and freshwater diversions about how
these projects attenpt to minmic the natural process of delta
devel opnent and are preferred over protection-type projects
wherever they are feasible.

RESPONSE 11E 44: | n your comment, you rmake a basi c assunption
that we know enough about all of types of projects that can be
used for coastal wetland restoration to make sone determnation
as to which ones are commonly note cost effective than others.
Inreality, nost restoration projects have been constructed only
recently and there is sinply not enough i nformation avail abl e for
an%/one_ to nake a determinationof their relative long-term
effectiveness. That is the' mai nreason why an extensive

mﬁnl toring programw || acconpany the projects inpl emented under
the cueeraA,
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1
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Line

14

concerns itself with CWPPRA Section 305?, and 1if so, are
conservation projects considered in another EIS? Note that the
main plan doesn’t discuss this matter at all.

As with conservation projects, how/vhere are "developmental
activities” evaluated?

It is indicated that active management can induce plant
growth. It sounds as if active management needs to continue
indefinitely to maintain this growth. If so, active management
must have major long-term energy impacts. Add to the matrix a

.column entitled "Energy Use" or “Consumption of Resources"?

The paragraph beginning "Follow-up studies in tho rsh”. ..
should be attached to the preceding parmgraph. Any * rmation
on vhether or not the increase in abundacce was self-o aining?
This paragraph, beginning "In South Carolina,”... seems to

indicate that marsh management can benefit different kinds of
ducks (e.g. bottom feeders would benefit from increased
submerged aquatic vegetation), but otherwise primary production
is 1little different between managed and unmanaged areas. If
all marsh management can do is increase the variety in duck
habitat, its application to the goals of CWPPRA is overstated.

Active marsh management (essentially marsh vegetation farming)
is discussed in great detail. Is seems to be a form of
micro-managing. Less is said of larger scale, relatively
natural approaches which would address the causes of the
problems. As marsh management is controversial, some detail is
apptopriace.\"ﬂowevet, except where mammade conditions make it
necessary to utilize active management techniques, or where
active marsh management is utilized for nursery purposes, such
techniques do not seem to meet the overall goal of CWPPRA.

Another key point would be some indication as too roughly how
long it took for a created marsh to mature, and whether there
is any difference between a human-created marsh and a marsh
"created” naturally (e.g. at the mouth of the Atchafalaya).

In 3.3.2.10, recommend clarifying that Isles Dernieres are
eroding shoreward, rather than "migrating".

Reference "Unpublished studies”, it is true that the report by
van Heerden, Suhayda, and Kemp 1is a draft handout to the
Terrebonne Basin Team, but what about List and Hansen, 1992,
The value of  barrier islands: 1. mitigation of
locally-generated wind-wave attach on the mainland. Open-File
Report 92-722, U.S. Geological Survey, St. Petersburg, FL.

Comments on EIS

RESPONSE 11E.45: We are simply stalOng in this parvgraph that
"projects™ whose main purpose is to protect coastal wetlands by
obtaining a real estate interest (purchase or easepent) are
addressed under another section of the CWPPRA. The other section
(Section 305) has nothiog to do with tfMe Restoration Plan or this
EIS. We have attempted to make this clearer in the EIS- As far
as we know, no NEPA documents a e being prepared for co™tal
wetlands conssrvation grojects.

RESPONSE 11E.46: The Conservation ®lan, which has regulatioco of
developmental activities as its main purpose, is described
briefly in Section 2.2.2. As far as we know, oo NEPA
documentation is being grepared for the Conservation Plan.

RESPONS= 11E.47: Active mansgem=nt relies on Sravity flow to
manipulate water level3, Hynrologic managemenc of impo~ndments
is a specialized form of management for pre-expsting impoundments
that relies on pumps. O ter types of projects such as marsh
creatioo with dredged ma triid and sommetypes of freshwater
distripution projects al o rrey on p ump and their energy
consumption could be sub sanntal. Siinc the costs of energy ~seY
for all projects is incl dedd n the pproect cost sStimates, we do
believe that it is ceces a ry o relatte_ rojects to “energy use”.
RESPONSE 11E.48: This sentence has been deleted.

RESQONSE 11=.49: We Jelieve that active corsh managerent can do
more than icOrease duck habitat acd believe this sho-od be
evident in oVr revised gresentation.

Our discussioos of marsh management ha—h been shorteced somewhat
to be more in line with discussions of other project types. We
have not, however, deleted any of the ~jor points about marsh
management covered in the draft report. We bslieve that marsh
management has a role to play io implementation of the CWPPRA.
We do not agrep that projects to enhance habitat for wetland—
dependent fish and wildlife rescurces is grecl-ded by the act.

RESPONSE 11E.50: We have included some additional information to
clarify this issue.

RESPONSE 11E.51: We have included a sentence that states that
the Isles Dernieres are eroding shore-ward instead of migrating

RESPONSE 11E.52: We have deleted "unpublished”.
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The paragraph on herbivore control is too brief, even when one
refers to the description under' Alternatives", which the text
shoul d do. For exanple. would herbivore control be wore
effective in some areas than in others. such as on barrier
island projects? Are sonme plantings to be avoided or
enphasi zed? Timing of plantings? Seeds versus shoots?

As the last area of seagrass beds in Louisiana, the potential
to negatively affect them by PMR-6 seens a significant inpact.

If the Chandeleur |slands are key to providing suitabl e habitat

.for seagrass. would not barrier island restoration potentially

benefit sea grass?

Wat long-term benefits to herbivore control would be expected
from preservation of wetl ands?

Sedi nent diversion represents an exanpl e where inpacts occur to
numerous resources, including possib¥€ loss of existing
National and State wldlife refuges, sea grass beds and
oysters. Check the matrix (Table 1) to see that all impacts
show up there. For exanple, the table should include potential
inpacts from sedi nent diversionto sea grass bed.

Wuld new wetlands created by sediment diversion replace
existing refuges that woul d be lost by PMR-6?

Wile not publicly owned, the Terrebomne Barrier |sland Refuge
is operated under lease by Louisiana with public funds, and
woul d be inpacted by proposed actions on the Isles Dernieres.
The Refuge is an inportant brown pelican nesting area;
shouldn't the Refuge be included on Table 3 and at 3.3.10.10?
Are there other such areas not included?

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 sone
conflict will arise. ‘Hasn't nore thought been given to this
i ssue? Where |and has been |ost, does new land belong to the
previous |andowner? Could some created land be used to
conpensate for |oss of National Wildlife Areas (e.g. Delta NWA)?

Do proposed diversions from the Mississippi involve any state
or private water rights? Do farners hold water rights that
nmust be retired?

Need to explain to the reader how it is that removing sedinent
from a river results in increased sediment deposition in the
river; and how it is that water depth becones a probl em when
river levels are high.

Comments on EIS

RESPCNSE | | E53: V¢ have expanded our di scussi on of herbivore
control. Sone of your suggestions were not applicable.

RESPONSE | |[E 54: W& agree and have indicated that this could be
consi dered a significant inpact.

RESPCNSE | 1E 55:  No proposal s have been nade for projects on the
existing barrier islands east of the Mississippi R ver because
these islands are designated as a wi | derness area under the
National Refuge System A long-termstrategy in the
Pontchartrain™basin is creation of barrier I'slands adjacent to
the fringing saline marshes. It is possible that seagrasses may
devel op on Sandy substrates behind those islands. The onIK ot her
pl ace in Loui siana that we know seagrass has occurred in the
recent past is behind the Isles Dernieres. Seagrass beds were
extensi ve behind the islands prior to a hard freeze during the

wi nter of 1983-84. Since that tine seagrass has not re-

establ i shed there. Wiether or not restoration of the Isle.
Dernieres, or other barrier islands west of the M ssissippi

R ver, is debatable since there is apparently no seagrass beds
exi st1ng now

RESPCNSE | |E56: V¢ nmeant that herbivore control woul d benefit
t hr eat ened and endanger ed speci es by hel pi ng preserve wet | ands
that are being stressed by an overabundance of herbivores. V¢
have nade t he sentence cl earer.

RESPONSE | | E57: V¢ have checked the tabl e and believe that it
di spl ayed t he naj or effects possible fromsedi nent diversions.
The answer to your second question is unknown at this tine.
Onnership of any newy created del tas woul d defend on nany
factors which are discussed in Section 3.3.11. 2.

IIE58: The Terrebonne Barrier |sland Ref uge conpl ex
shoul d have been included in Table 3. V¢ have included it there
and in Section 3.3.10.10.

RESPONSE [IE59: W& have added i nformation contained in a recent
opi ni on of the Louisiana Attorney General's office under Section
33111 It is possiblethat newdelta | ands forned through a
maj or sedi ment di versi on coul d be used to conpensate for |oss of
t he refuge and rr_anaPemen_t area in the present active M ssissi ppi
delta, but the final decision would depend on nmany factors that
are not known at the present time.

RESPONSE || E 60: V& are not aware of any state or privately held
rights to Mssissippi Rver waters w thin Loui siana.

RESPCNSE 11E.61: \¢ have included a brief explanation of the
reason why sedi mentati on becomes a probl emw th decreased river
fl ow and why water depth is a probl emwhen river |evels are high.
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Page 1 Line

102 5 1 Here, and elsewhere, the HS fails to support the assunption
that deterioration of the wetlands has a significant econonic

i npact .
®* For example, this sentence is concerned that commercial
fisheries will becone increasingly unstable. Yet

previously it was stated in several places that commercial
(and recreational) fishing was thriving due to the |oss of
wet | ands. Oyster leases are expanding, and oyster
fisherman fear impacts from CUPPRA

*And it is not at all clear what wildlife operations are
currently unstable; for example, page 106 indicates that
*alligator hunting is mnow legal, and production has
i ncreased . Decreases in the harvest of furbearers is
attributed to market condi tions, not wet | ands
deterioration(page 106).

®*How will nineral production and energy activities be
affected by wetlands |0ss; the wetlands are mostly in the
way of oil and gas operations, which thrive in the open
Qul f.

*As stated earlier, flood protection will econtinue to be
upgr aded regardl ess of CUPPRA

®*1t was indicated earlier that farmers may resist CUPPRA
projects(p. 85).

*National wildliferefuges vill be eliminated by diversions
that vill bury remaining sea grass beds.

® Major and minor projects could interfere with navigation.

J
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® Enpl oynent is driven more by the oil and gas industry (p.
110) than on wetlands deterioration.

Again. exactly how vill business and industry be more likely to
maintain current levels of activity as a result of CUPPRA?

05 Need to reconcile prediction of harmto fisheries with current
congruence of wetlands loss and increasing catches and val ues.
If there are inpacts to area commercial fisheries, they appear
to be from conpetition from Al aska and foreign sources (or from
recreational fishing, as indicated on the next page), not from
wetlands deterioration. Make the case that fisherfes vill
benefit in the long-term

Page 9 Comrments on EIS

RESPONSE | | E 62:

a) Section 3.3.16.3.1. includes published information on the
decline of the cormercial and recreational fishery as wetlands
continue to be |ost.

b) |In Section 3.3.16.3.2., the predicted decline of comercially
harvested wildlife is attributed to the projected | oss of nearly
800, 000 acres of coastal wetlands in Loul siana over the next 50
years, under the future w thout-project condition.

¢) As wetlands are |ost, the cost of mineral extraction woul d
Increase. Wien well's and production facilities are exposed to
greater wave energies, there is nore mai ntenance costs and the
structures nust be designed nore sturdily.

d) Section 3.3.16.6.2. _ describes howit wll be nmore costly to
mai ntain flood protectionand other public infrastructure when it
is nore susceptibleto hurricane danage. A the same tine,
wetland loss will cause a decline in the tax base that nust be
used to maintain this infrastructure.

e) Conment not ed.

f) Loss of sorme or all seagrass beds nay be necessary in order
to build a significant amount of wetlands to of fset |osses
occurring el sewhere. |If nothing is done, many of the wildlife
refuges woul d suffer |oss of wetlands.

g) Comrent not ed.

h) Regardl ess of what happens with the oil and ?a_s i ndustry,
l'oss of naj or resources used by significant |ocal industries
still inplies enpl oynent | osses; a negative inpact to the
communi ty.

RESPONSE IIE63: It is not known if the net effect on oil and

gas operations wll be negati ve or positive, As a part of an
ongoi hg effort of the cwePra, this wll be investigated further
inan attenpt to determne what the net inpact is.

RESPONSE 11E.64: See Response 11E.62a above.
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Page 1 Ldne

113 2 1 This section, 3.3.16.4.3, about the general benefits of CWPPRA,
and simlar sections that follow, is not supported by previous
statements of fact.

117 8 1 Need to inprove discussion of cumulative inpacts. one approach
could beto summarize and integrate the matrix. See the
comments for page 102, for example, which basically address
cunul ative economc inpacts and thus should be dealt with in
the Cumulative |npacts section.
The EI'S should be thoroughly conbed for inpacts which can be
.added to the matrix. and particularly any numeric values. The
inpacts should be 'totaled” for each "resource™ and *project
effect”, to provide the basis for the cunulative discussion.
For exanple, herbivore control appears to benefit all
resources, while large-scale sedinment diversion appears to
i mpact nost resources.

General Wiere in the EIS do we discuss prospective nitigation neasures?

. .

1 3 1 Change “a overview® t0 "an overview".

1 4 3 Insert a comma after *Also".

1 4 4 Insert a comma after "considered”.

8 At intersection of "Barrier Island Restoration" ang " Thr eat ened
and Endangered Species", change "to constructed to ®*to be
constructed”.

19 2 7 Change "have" to'hes".

25 1 7 Change "this Restoration Plan" to "this EIS*?

4 7 Change "marsh | osses, in®" to "marsh losses in.".

31 5 3 Insert a comma after "located where’.

k)% 4 Insert a comma after "what schedul e".

33 3 12 Change "They comented* to "The authors commented”.

39 3 2 Change  *"maintained navigation channel ° to 'naintained
navi gati on channel s".

41 3 7 Change "shal low. cal mwater" to'shallow cal mvaters'

Page 10 Comments 0N

RESPONSE | |E 65: V¢ believe that, in a general sense, the
previous sections do lead to the conclusionthat inplenentation
of the cweprA will benefit econom c devel opnent.

RESPCNSE | E 66: ~ W do not believe that enough i s known about
how the Restoration Plan w |l be inplemented to go into detail on
how t he various projects that will nake up the plan wll

cumul ativel y effect” the environnent.

RESPCNSE | |E 67: V& do not discuss nitigationinthe HS sinply
because the Restoration Pl an is conposed of pr og ects that are
supposed to be environnental enhancenent projects. V¢ bellieve
that if the projects do not produce net environmental benefits
then they should not be built. Project designs shoul d obvi ousiy
be nodi f1ed as necessary through the NEPA and t he 404 Perm_t_tl ng
processes and t hrough sound environnental engineeringto mnimze
acts and nmaxi mze beneficial effeCts, but "beyond that,
el i eve conpensatory mtigation shoul d be necessary.

adver se i
we do not



i¢.L%
Cont.

Page 1 Line

49
51

56

70

100

100

Page

13

Change *an draft EIS to "a draft EIS".

The paragraph beginning The effects of fixed crest weirs".,,
makes NO sense as a paragraph of its ewn. It apparently goes
with the preceding paragraph. and should be so arranged.

In the last sentence of 3.3.2.5, there appears to be a double
negative of sorts ("if negative effects ... would not be
expected") ...

Change *proposed diversions sites" to ‘proposed diversion

.sites .

Insert a comma after "beneficially”.

Insert a comma after "although listed in the table".
Change 'of because" to "because of*"

There i s a word missing after "economically”.

TOO wmany “advantages™. Suggest changing "physical and
locational advantages' to 'physical resources and location?.

Comments on

RESPONSE |1 E. 68: W have incorporated your suggested editorial
revisions as appropriate.
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A. ABSTRACT

On contemporary maps of ddta switching more than 10,000 years of geomorphic history are
recorded. Superimposedon this naturd sequence of deltaiceventsare the engineered structures
thet harnessed and trained the Missssppi River's 54 tributariesto follow a designated route.
Unfortunately, these levees deprive the coastal low lands of sediments, thet if deposited in the
natural way, would renourish and promoteemergent vegetation within the marshes. No longer
can theriver overflow & random; it must followa courseoutlined by earthen mounds construct-
e to control spring floods.

Before construction of these artificial levees dong t he Mississppi River, a number of naturd
processes directed sediment out of the man channd and reduced flood stage down river.
Archaeological evidence suggests these geomorphic features were a naura phenomenon that
often functionedfor severa hundred yeers  Once theriver brokethroughitsnetura containment
levee, it flowed at will. For example, in 1849 overbank flooding inundated the upper Barataria
basin 0 a depth of four feet, depogting a thin layer of new sediment onto impacted sugar and
rice plantationsand withint he aluvid wetlands. In that sameyegr, Sauve’s crevasse Suibmerged
New Orleansfor 48 days In addition dl of the mgor riven and bayous of south Louisiana
served as natural conduitsfor flow. In the annud spring-high-water events these channds
directed valuable minerd-rich ssdimentsinto the coastal marshes and svamps

More than 150 years ago, many engineers advocated th+s2 natural outlets should be emulated
by constructing artificial outfalls that would act as conduits to move flood waters into the coagtdl
lowlands, deposting after each flooding event a veneer of ddta-building sediment. A
comparable plan, usng funds dedicated for this purpose in the Coagtd Wetlands Planning,
Protection, and Réstoration Act (CWPPRA) (Public Law 101-646 also cdled the Breaux-
Johngton Bill), is currently being proposed for renourishing Louisanals dissppesring wetlands
These actionsinclude:

* uncontrolled diversonof the Mississippi River into Breton Sound;

*®

reconnecting Bayou Lafourche to the Missssppi River and build control
diversionsdong its course to renourish t he fringing wetlands;

° expanding the flow down the Atchafalaya River to increase the sediments
available to create emergent vegetated wetlands,

congtruction of controlled fresh water diversions;
° regulating dredge ad fill activities;
promoting the benefidid use of dredge materid; and

* promoting land building in the Atchafalaya delta and the surrounding parishes
either naturaly or with the use of sediment conduitsengineered to move large
quantitiesof sedimentsinto region's experiencing an accretion deficit.

In thelong-term, protection, preservation, and restorationof Louisianas wetland resource bese
cannot be accomplished without diverting sediment-laden water from the Mississppi River.
Bayou Lafourche, and the Atchafalaya. The driving principleshould be a sysem thet mimics
natural processes &S close as possible, with emphasison projectslarge enough to mekea regiona
difference in meeting t he federd no-net-lossguidelines.

B. INTRODUCTION

After the devastating 1927 flood, the United States Ammy Corpsof Engineers began to construct
the Mississippi's ‘guide levees' Today this levee network protects cities, towns, villages,
farmland, and industrial complexes In retrospect, the levees had a dramatic impact on the
general ecology of thewetlands, and modified the orderly distributionof fresh water out of the
river into the marsh-estuary complexes. Natura wetlandsprocesses, interlevee-basin drainage
regimes, and vegetation patterns were dtered permanently. Engineers brought about these
changes through their U2 of levees, interal drains, and pumps. Through time, the Missssippi's
levess were strengthened, diminating overbank flooding and the systematic sediment recharge
t0 Louisiana’s subsidingcoastal towlands through crevasses, Sediment flow was effectively shut
off. Natural accretion, derived from overbank flooding, was terminated. An artificia levee
system is responsble.  Engineered to protect the populaion living within the river's dluvid
valley, this leves a0 altered the region's naturd topography.

Deprived of the necessary sediments to maintain its vegetative character, the wetlandsbegan to
change In less than 100 years t he surfaceof the marshes began to open up. Land loss became
an i ssue of critical concern, Recognizing this problem, funding provided under the CWPPRA
has bezn Used to implement arategy that will restore, preserve, and enhancethestate's eroding
wetlands. Projectssupport through the CWPPRA process are designed to counteract site-specific
erosional problems. Each project is designed to address a specificland loss issue within the
narrow limits of a specific geographic ar==z,

No single solution will solve Louisands land loss problem. It will take a multiple gpproach
besed on crestive and innovative idees and engineering methods. In assessing, therefore, from
a scientificand technica point of view the plans presented there are a number of postive and
negative elements that need {0 be addressed. Each plan has its limitation. Even though a
number of visionary idees ar e incorporated into each plan, they are not serving as theguiding
principlesbehind each plan's philosophy. These coast-wideidess need to become CWPPRA's
blueprint, with al! other dementscoupled into the comprehensive design. The program should
revolve around coast-wide issues by adopting a process-oriented gpproach to

decisions, not one based on a mep of land loss. Thisdoes not meen ignore individud projects,
it does mean these projectsshould function like the natural system. They should duplicate, as




close as possible, naturd processes which in the long tem represents the region's retoration
future. Natura process built the region, use tham to restore it.

Although the introductory text and generd outlines of strategies presented appear to be wdl
intended, they do not have a wel defined focus, as suggested by the list of projects presented
for consideration as priority issues. Therefore, t he projectspresented, whileimportant for site-
specificareas, do not often congider larger issues Theproject lists representcatal oguesof basin
concerns. Whilegenerdly well meaning, the basin concept was adopted to Smplify the process
of assembling all of the projects into dearly defined geographic/geomorphic regions. The
problem is the natural sysem operatesacross these boundaries. The driving mechanism should
be on the entire ecosysem. Without this guiding principle, the end result is plans tied
exclusvely to these geographic units and are not incorporated into a larger srategy.
Consequently, each basin should be merged into @ much broader plan that consolidates several
basins into one restoration design.

Currently, many of the mtoration efforts on the priority listsare weak, because they only

confront a particular area of concem. At thelocal level these issues mey be quite significant

and justify the expenditureof CWPPRA fundsto correct or arrest the problem. However, in
the long term they should b part of alarger, sysemdtic, process-oriented approach to utilize
natura forces to stabilize or rebuild Louisanas coast The object should be a management
Srategy thet emphasizes the entire sysem—not one us group, Species, hebitat, or natura
eement (such as Sirity)—with  aclearly defined conceptual desi gn that will move the process
into the 21st century—regardless of the funding source.  This type of solution should not be
disregarded smply because funding mey have to come through aseparateauthority. Timescale
are important and have been supeficidly disregarded, because of the five-year time frame
associated with CWPPRA.

Whether the project isalevee, plug. ssgmented breakwater, impoundment, or barrier, each of

these 'solutions’  will eventudly require condderable maintenence. Maintenance costs are
recurring expenditures. 1t behooves dl participantsto look at solutions that yidd maximize
benefits with minimal long-termannual expenses. If no net loss is to be achieved, it is prudent
and critical the Task Force adopt an aggressive philosophy of maneging for gain by
incorporating into their collectiveattitudes,an approach that will producelong-term sustainable
benefits

Overdl, al plansreviewed lack sufficient grgphicsand tablesto substantiatea number of points
madein the text—numbers are used without reference to sources. This prodlem is particularly
annoying when reading about the number of acres each project will creste. enhance, or benefit.
Enhanced and benefitted acreage should be removed from the equation. These are mideading
terms. Certainly mogt projectswill enhanceand benefit the wetlands. Our immediateconcern,
however, is building nenv vegetated wetland, or protecting whet is currently available. The
enhanced and benefitted portion of the discussion cannot be calculated accurately. In most cases
thisis pure conjecture.

Sedimentsar e a major component in reaching the no net lossobjective. They are critical. Yet
in thefinal analysis, theconoept of aggressively managing the Missssippi's  Bayou Lafourche’s,
and Atchafalaya’s flow isonly mentioned in the text. It is not considered an element that can
serveasasourceof net gain. For example, Bayou Lafourche should be usad asa distributary.
Thisisits natural funetion. Historicaly, it has introduced large volumes of water and sediment
intot he wetlands. 1n somecases, the objectiveappears to be to build aleveeand protect against
the inevitable demise of the wetlands, rather than searching for a solution that will mimic the
naturd system. Bayou Lafourche is there and it should be used. It isin the plan and should
be manipulated to mest the badn's sediment deficit nesds

In all basin plans hydrologic restoration is mentioned as a critical area of concern.  However.
in many cases thisis not reestablishiment of the naturd hydrologic regimes, but creating new
hydrologic pathways Hydrologicchanges are important. Consequently, the restoration effort
should regtore, as dose zs possble, the origind drainege peatterns, which mey be the easiest
means of mtoration and perhapst he mog cost effective. Moreover, hydrologic  restoration'

is incorporated in many of the basin's plans, but is not dearly defined.

Additionally, usable mtoration meterid isavailable through maintenancedredging of the areals
navigable waterways. The beneficid use of dredged materia should be an active part of any
dredging endeavor. The idea this technique is only ussd where feasible and when funding is
available should be reconsidered on a case-by-case basis It should not be ignored. With rare
exception, thebeneficia use of thismaterial isfeasble, but isnot used because of long-gtanding
practices againgt its use.  This attitude is beginning to change, with positive result.  In the
emerging Atchafalaya delta, wheredredgers ar e creating 100s of acresof wetlandsa month, the
process is demonstrating how this processcan enhance wetland cregtion.

In development of any large-scae hebitat restoration plan it is important to formulate an
understanding of the natural physcd and biological processes operating within eech mgor
geomorphological unit. This is badc to the success of any plan. Once this process-oriented
approach has been achieved, individud plansor projectsranging in scale from large, long-term
tosmadler, shorter-term efforts, can bedevdoped. In order to use naturd processes as the bess
for any plan development. the following assumptionsare mede:

* it is implied the plan will nat favor any individua species, mash type (ie.
flotant), aquatic organiams (ie. oysters) or wildlife (ie. ducks);

b by working with a naturd processmodd all ecological units will be represented;
and

® that mantenance codts will be low as the plan is working with the natura
sydem—rather then againd it.



EOMORP AND DOMINANT

Within coastal Louisana we recognize three major geomorphological units—Active .Delta,
Abandoned Ddta, and Chenier Plan. The following discussion assumesthat the impactsof men
on these physiographic unitsare minimd.

1. ACTIVE DELTA

In an active delta the dominant physica processes are those rdated to theinput of fresh water
and sediments.  Thus fluvial processes (Sediment input and fresh water) dominate over the
basinal processes of subsdence, windhwave and ocezn swell erosion, tidd scour éc. The net
result is the expansion of the wetland surface over timeand the dominance within the system of
fresh-water habitats Implied in active deta processesis the flooding of wetland aress, to a
grester extent then beforethe unit converted to an activeddtasetting, as the ddtaand associated
fluvial channel sysem progrades and fills in topographic lows on the landscape.

2. ABANDONED DELTA

In theabandoned delta geomarphological unit basind processes dominateover fluvial. However,
the fluvial input of fresh water and sediment, athough reduced from when the system was an
active ddta unit, leads to the maintenance of large parts of the wetlands This maintenance
amost balancesthe combined erosion/wetland 0SS basinal FOCESSES

Generdly an abandoned ddta arza showsa marked gradation of marsh types from saline at the
coast to fresh dong interior portions of the basin. These wetland types dowly migrate
landwards with the fresh and, intermediate marshes generally being reduced in aea of
distribution. Someareasdf the basin, wherebasind processes strongly dominate over fluvial,
are characterized by marsh segmentation and pond formetion.  These processes work to the
detriment of the emergent wetlands.

A short time after abandonment is initiated, ie. Basinal processes Sart to dominate. the outer
besch or shoreline separates from the marsh as astring of barrier idands. Theintervening arez
converts to a productive estuary. The barrier idands march dowly landwards, generally a a
rate less then the outer shordline of the marshesand the estuary enlarges.  The estuaries of
abandoned delta geomorphological unitsare very productive and sustain a large percentageof
the commercid fisheries (ie Barataria Bay).

Ultimately the outer coedad marshes are eroded doan to a series of idands with the barrier
idands being a long wey to seaward. The estuarine system is now replaced by a Sound (ie.
Breton Sound) and the estuary is now redtricted to small bays within the marshes that have tidal
connections to the Sound.

3 CHENIER PLAIN

When an active deta is in the vicinity of Fourchon, or west thereof, significant amounts of
sediment ar e deposited dong the shoreline, which progrades seaward as a vegetated mod flat.
Fluvial processes dominate over Basinal, \When active deltasare located east of Fourchon.
Basii processes overshadow the Fluvial and the shoreline reworks into a beech ridge or
chenier, Which migrates landwards.

The mgjority of the material in the beach ar e shell fragments, reflecting shells out of the eroded
mud flats, but also shells from organismson the shdlow inner shelf. Ocean swell processes

incorporate the shellsinto the besch.

Theinterval during which the dominant Chenier Plain processes switch from Basinal to Fluvial
is marked by rapid shordlineerosion. Theonsat of the fluvial phase increases the turbidity of
the shalow inner shelf impacting the productivity of theinvertebrates. Thisin turn reducesthe
amount of materid thet can be incorporated in the beech.

The Chenier Plain wetlands, until theinterventionof man, were maintained by fluvial sediment
input from a number of intefior rivers draining Louisana ad Texas

E. GENERAL DISCUSSIONS OF THE CWPPRA DRAFT PLAN

An active system of artificial diversions, as proposed in 1829, 1850, 1866, and 1874, would
have replenished the marshes and offset the accumulated damage caused by levesing the
Msissp River. A comparable plan iscurrently being proposed for renourishing Louisianas
disappearing wetlands. It was not, however, until the 1970s that Louisands wetland loss
problem began to receive specia attention from the research and public community. Over the
last two decadesinterest and research increased dramaticaly. State officia sbegen to takeaction
in the design of a plan to reduce land loss and itsimmediate impacts

Currently, Sphons ar= being designed to imitateand mimic naturd crevasses, while diversons
will supply fresh water and mineral-rich sedimentsfrom theMississppi River, Bayou Lafourche,
1d the Atchafalaya to restore and maintain wetland habitats. Diversonsprojects a ten points
dong the Mississippi—Bonnet Cam Davis Pond, Violet Caemarvon, Hero Cand, Whites
Ditch, Naomi, \iést Pointe-a-la-Hache, Bohamia, Bayou La Moque—will emphasizefresh water
introduction into the wetlands It should be noted these are not sediment projects Y,
sediments ar e thekey to managing theecosystem and associated environmentsand not maneging
for a particular habitat or species. All of these endeavorsaugment the Mississippi River's ability
to replace the sedimentsnecessary to reestablish the wetlands being lost.

In conjunction with funding provided under the CWPPRA and Louisands Coadtd Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Plan, state and federd plannersare implementing guiddlines to
restore, preserve, and enhance Louisianas eroding wetlands  Bath endeavors include projects
designed to counteract site-specific erosiona problems  Each project is designed to addressa




specific land loss issue within the narrow limits of a specific geographica area.  No single
solution will solve Louisands land lass problem. It will take a multiple approach based an
cregtive and innovativeidess and engineering methods

Current restoration techniques include marsh management, shallow-bay terracing, sediment
capture, structural shordine protection againgt eroson and emulating crevassing through
diverson projects that promote sedimentation within the wetlands.  Regardlessof the technique
employed, minerd-rich sedimentsare considered critical. The smpligtic natura process modd
presented in the previoussection should be used to guide CWPPRA''s comprehensive plan. The
strategy, therefore, should indude the following dements.

1

What are the dominant natural processeswithin the basin under discussion, and
how have these been impacted by humen activity. In other words, how'have
humanschanged the Fluvial/Basinal processesrelationships. Havewe pushed t he
baance too much to oneed or the otha?

What long-term strategy can we develop to reindate the natural processes? One
goal should bereestablishing the Fluvial/Basinal procasses ratio back to its natural
reldionship. This impliessetting Up a long-term naturad process-oriented plan.

In short, what large-scale (big-picture) projectscan we start to initiateand findly
congiruct to get the natural processes going?

What short-term projectscan weinitiatethet will support our long-term Strategies
and big-picture projects.

The present development of the CWPPRA plan isseverely fl aved because it lacks a number of

key isues.

1

It has not followed thissmpligtic naturd process modd, mos of the basin plans
do not reflect an understanding of natural processes, both modern and those prior
to the leveang of the river and the closure of distributary channels (ca 1904 -

A number of basin plans (Strategies) do not pay any heed to long-term, big-
picture conceptual solutions presented in t he main document—solutionsaimed &
long-term natura process restoretion.

Many besin plans (strategies) gppear to have started with a list of projects and
then tried to fit theseintoadrategy. Many times, proposed or suggested projects
do not fit into the basin's drategy. If they do not fit, they do not belong in the
plan.

Many projects gppear to be aimed & a specific marsh type or are designed to
benefit a Sngle species, usudly ducks

9
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5. The cost and benefitscdlaimed often gppear to be kewed. The codt to re-ingtate
the natural long-term processes and to gpproach a no-net-lossscenario will exceed
$ 1.1 billion. It will be more like $ 4.0 billion. Only with this sort of
expenditure representing a mixture of long-term, large-scale projects and
supporting short-term smdl projects will a no-net-loss scenario be achievable.
Wehave to get the Fluvial/Basinal processes ntio of each basin back in line with
what it would beif nan had not interfered.

F. A DISCUSSION OF INDIVIDUAL BASIN STRATEGIES
1 THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA BASN

The Missssppi River Delta Bagn isan Activedelta geomorphological unit. Fluvial processes
should dominate over basinal ad increase in wetland expresson should be the dominant
consequence of fluvial processdominance, However, thi's basin logt 105,298 acres of wetlands
between 1932 and 1990 (ie. morethan 20 % of thebasn aeg.  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 every year!

The reason for dramatic wetland 10ss in the basin is partially because men forced the
Fluvial/Basinal processes baance towards the Basinal end due to navigaion interests and
flooding controls, and patialy because the Missssppi River has reached the edge of the
continental shelf.

The long-term strategy for this basin should be the rdlocation of the Misdssippi River into
Breton Sound at the meander is the river opposite the toan of Naim. Thus the Mississippi
birds-foot delta would eventualy be abandoned.  As a consegquence, the now abandoned delta
will rework into an outer beach-barrier sysem and sone inner marshes, Thusthe short-term
Srategy for thisbasin should be:

1. Placementof as much dredged sedimentas possiblewithin a three mile strip seaward of
SV - NE line passing through Venice Such sediment will ensure the development of
a substantia barrier idand sysem once the ddta is abandoned.

2. The immediate initiation of the necessary scientific, engineering and socio-economic
feasibility/assessment/design studies to get the Breton Delta diversion project under
congtruction.

We gpplaud the Mississippi River Delta Basin Planning Teamin stating that their selected plan
is the pursuit of the full-scaleuncontrolled diverson of the Mississppi River.

10

RESFONSE 11F.MISS1: A specific site for the relocation of the
Mississippi River's main channel will be determined through a
feasibility study proposed in the basin plan. The Nairn site
possesses several desirable features and will be given due
consideration.

= 11F.MISS2: The concept of placing dredged material for
the enhancement of barrier gev&opmér)n s gxtrem%?y val uab?e.

This concept has been incorporated into the basin plan both as a
plan formulation need and a long-term supporting project concept.

RESFONSE 11F.MISS3: The initiation of some feasibility studies
is already being contemplated by the task Force. Should the
State recommend this project be an immediate priority, the
necessary feasibility study could begin in the very near future.
Should the State's recommendations become available prior to
submission of this report, they will be included in the document.
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2 THE ATCHAFALAYA BASN

The Atchafdaya Badin is an Adtive delta geomorphological unit. In mogt of the basin Fluvial
processes dominateover basinal. We agree with the AtchafalayaBasn Planning Team that the
long-term strategy for this besn should be the modification of the operation of the Old River
Control Structureto increase the amount of flow conveyed to the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway
system to AtchafdayaBay. All of thisextradischargeshould bedlowed to flow down the VK
LakeOutlet Channel to maximizethe progradation of the natura Vil Lake Délta, presently 650
acres per annum (p.a.). Whether thisis achieved by removing the Vi Lake Outlet wer and
connecting levees or through construction where the channdl exits the basin, isan engineering
quegtion. Certainly, in theshort-term, if the dischargefrom Old River was today increased by
a least an average of 50,000 cfs, removing the outlet weir and connecting levees would result
in an increase in thegrow h rate of Wax Lake ¥ ta,

In addition to building tve ddtasin AtchefdayaBay. Atchafdayassdimentsar ¢ also responsible
for shoreline progradation dong the Gulf shoreline of the Mermentau Basn. Atchafdaya
sediments are aso effectively reducing land loss in the western Terrebonne Basin and move
down the GIWW as far east asthe Houma Navigation Cana during Atchafdayafloods. In \&&
CoteBlancheand Vermilion Bays Sgnificant amountsof sedimentationare also occurring where
short channels link the bays to the GTWW. To increase the present Mississppi discharge
directed down the AtchafalayaRiver, even for only limited partsof the year, could only expand
the area benefitted by this sediment source.

Relocating the navigation channd to Shell Idand Rss will be an engineering nightmare and
would not be cost-effective.  Literally millions of cubic yards of materia would have to be
dredged to establisha new navigationchannd acrossthe Bay and inner continental shelf. Mgor
wair constructionwould, no doubt, also be necessary to ensurethe whole Atchafdaya River does
not jumpin to the new channd. Rather, the statusqw should remain.

One structure that may have to be engineered and constructed, in terms of the long-term
Srategy, is a spillway upstream of Morgan City, to ensure that incrsased Atchafdaya River
discharges do not raise the flood regime at Morgan City.  Additionaly, communities in the
Verret Sub-basin of the Terrebonne Basn, my have to be relocated. arc presently
experiencing higher flood levelsthan in the past dueto the Atd]éfdayakiver%aein darting to
reech a sediment-filled state.

The short-term strategy of meking deltagrowth and navigation complementary, as developed by
the Basin Team, issupportivedt the long-term strategy.  The present beneficid use of dredged

¢ maerid in the Atchafdlaya bay should result in a rapid expanson of new wetlands in the

AtchafdayaDdta  The reopening of distributary channdsand the useof booster pumpst/large
capecity dredgers will ensure thet the delta system expandsat a rate competible with whet would
be expected if the deltawere totdly naturd.
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RESPONSE 11F.ATCH1: Comment not ed.

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH2: The text of the basin plan'has been reworded
to include the effects of Atchafalaya sedinents on other basins.

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH3: The navigation channel is the prinmary reason
that the growth rate of the Lower Atchafalaya River delta is
significantly less than it would be w thout human intervention
and even | ess than the Wax Lake Qutlet delta that receives half
the flow and sedinment. It makes sense to solve this problem by
movi ng the channel if possible. The status quo will not maxim ze
the effective use of flow and sedinent when the majority of that
sedi ment bﬁ)asses the Lower Atchafalaya River delta. Engineering
studies w tell us if this project will work. Other reviewers
al so support this concept.

RESPONSE 11F.ATCH4: A spillway upstream of Mrgan Cty would
reduce the growth rate of the Lower Atchafalaya River delta and
shoul d only be considered if the majority of the flowis diverted
down the Wax Lake Qutlet to counteract the reduced delta growth
of the Lower Atchafalaya River delta. That alternative was
elimnated. See section on Rationale for Selected Plan. A
barrier levee to prevent flooding in the Verret Subbasin is a
more acceptabl e and feasible solution to the flooding problems to
the east of the Atchafal aya Basin than noving comunities.

RESPONSE 11F.ATCHS: Conment noted. Making delta growth and
navi gation corrﬁl ementary is a long-term rather than short-term
component of the basin plan.
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The Atchafdaya Bagn is one bagn in which there hes been a vary podtive link up between
Federd and State agencies, and the academic research community. The latter, through their
understanding of the natura physical and biological processes operativein the am, do the
conceptud designs for the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as to where and
how dredge material should beplaced. The Louisiana Wildlifeand Fisheries, as trustees of this
area, work with the designsand the USACE to come up with the fina disposd sites. This
teamwork will ensure that over the next few years, many 100°s of acres of new wetlands will
be created through the beneficid useof dredged materid in Atchafalaya Bay.

3. THE TECHE/VERMILION BASN

The Teche/Vermilion Basin isin trangtion from an abandoned delta geomorphological unit to
an active delta. Thus the strategy, bot h short-term and leng-term, should be to enhance fluvial
processes.

The CWPPRA Planning teem identified reducing shoreline eroson aong bays and waterways
as a mgor objective for this basin. Bay and pond shoreline eroson within the basin is part of
the natural process. To expend energy and finances in bay shoreline protection is fruitless and
goesagaing there-instatenatural processmode  Shordineprotection aong man-medeand other
navigational channels, should where necessary, be undertaken, In the ped the strategy with
these channelshasbeen to placerip-rap dong thebank. raise bank linesor build shear wooden
wadls. However, engineered shorelines, thebanks of navigationor oil/gas 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 sheer vertical aspect of the bank and the
relatively high energy assodated with boat wakes. In Severd overseas countries, a flexible
concrete mat placed on top of a geo-fabric on a bank sloped a 15 to 20 degress, has proved
successful in the stabilization of dredged waterways. This method hes seen limited use in
Louisana, by petroleum companies principally, but the results are encouraging. Ultimately,
such technology nay have to be used on alarge scaleto sabilizethe myriad of dredged channels
and canalsin coastal LouiSana. An important aspect Of bank stabilization isS that bank caving
and associated wetland erosion isdramatically reduced, and asa consequence, S0 is the need for
expengvechannd maintenance.

The second mgjor objective for this basin is the reduction in wetland loss in the'hat  spots”,
reading the project list thisis supposad to be achieved by hydrologic restoration.  Projects, such
as TV-4, that condder reducing the input of sediment-laden waters into the wetlands, for

* | whatever reason, should not be part of any short-term strategy for thisbasin. Project TV-4,

which is estimated to cost § 4,579,428 will effectively impound a large area of marsh that,
because of fresh water and sediment input from Atchafalaya Bay, has converted from
brackish/saline marshesin 1949 to fresh marsh at present! This project is nothing but a marsh

scheme and goes totally againgt the naiural processes of a besin becoming more
fluvially dominated. The same commentsgpply to TV 5/7.
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RESPONSE 11F,.ATCH6: Comment noted. Project XAT-5 Delta
Management, is patterned from the positive link-up and
cooperation of various agencies in regards to beneficial use of
dredged material. Delta Management wi || incorporate this effort

into its overall management plan.

RESPONSE 11F.T/V1: Your concerns about shoreline erosion control
measures being very costly and not bein? effective in the Ion(t;—
term have been incorporated. Projects that would reduce or stop
typical erosion problems occurring in the basin are not given a
high priority.

RESPONSE 11F.T/V2: The projects you refer to (1/v-4 and T/V-5)
do not include levee systems. Thus, the marshes within the
project areas would still flood each spring. Nevertheless, your
concern has been incorporated into the basin report.




The long-term gtrategy for this bedn should be the management of the dispersal of fresh water
and sediment that enters the basn from the Atchafdaya River dong the G WWand directly
from AtchafdlayaBay. Short-term strategies should takecognizance of thefact that Atchaefdaya
IF. discharges Will be increasing in the future. Short-term strategies should thus be the protection
Tl /3 of thebanksof man-madecands to reduce erosion of adjacent wetlands, hydrologic restoration
to ensure thet natural waterways or drainage lines will function to ensure the full penetration of
the sediments coming from the Atchafdlaya The besin plen as it presently stands appearsto be
acase of strategy thought up to link a bunch of previoudy devised projects.

4, THE BARATARIA BASN

In the Introduction to the Barataria Plan there is clear concen over the amount of fastlands
within the region. Thisisa good point and should be incorporated in dl plans, &s it is the
fastlands thet serve as the region's high ground. These are the areas that have historicaly
||F served as the focusfor settlement and economic devdopment.  Further, the plan calls for the
use of Sphonsand diversonsto enhanceand create wetlands  Thisis the type of management
BAM| srategy that should be aggressively considered and promoted. The Mississippi has during its
annua cycle of spring floods the necessary flow to eesily build land through a larger number
of well designed crevasses. "Gaping ad directing flow across Bayou Lafourche's eastern levess
wiill also serve as a valuablesour ce of mineral-rich sediments.

Historically, crevasses served as natural safety valvesin directing flood waters away from the
river's main channd. Thesenaturd outletsshould beemulated by constructing artificial outfalls
that would act as conduitsto move spring flood waters into the coastal lowland;, depositing after

\f cach flood a venesr of deltarbuilding sediments  This process would renourish the wetlands
annualy. In retrospect, an active sysem of artificial diversions would have replenished the

BMP  marshes and offset the accumulated damege causad by levedng the Misssdppi <River.

Consequently, thist ype of controlled erevassing should be en integra part of the comprehensive
plan. Bayou Lafourcheis mentionedin thetext, but it is not incorporated into acomprehensive
gpproach to solving the basin’s wetland problems, which in mogt ¢cases is associated with an
accretion deficit. The mapson page 15 should add a Bayou Lafourche crevasse component—
particularly to the upper bagin.

Long-term protection, preservation, and restoration of Louisands wetland resource base cannot
be accomplished without diverting of sediment-laden water from the Missssippi. Historicaly,
1T crevasses and overbank flooding renourished the wetlands.  Crevasses served as conduits to

* | direct sediment-laden water throughout the corridor affected by thebreak. Sedimentsarecritical
BARA3|in rebuildingthewetland. They are necessary in order to help offset accretion deficits partially
induced by channeling the Mississppi. Mississppi delta projects that emulatecrevasses will
provide vauable basdine data in the andyss of the success of small-scae diversion efforts.
These controlled crevasses should be monitored carefully, becausethey represent a cogt-effective
way to maximize movement of sediment-laden watersinto sediment-starved areas.
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RESFONSE 11F.T/V3: Management of sediments from the Atchafalaya
River through the Glww and directly from Atchafalaya bay have
been made the first strategy in the basin plan.

RESFONSE 11F.BARAl: Strategiy 1 emphasizes both freshwater and
sediment diversions, as well as outfall management, to capitalize
19In the availability of fresh water especially during spring

OWS.

RESPFONSE 11F.BARA2: Both the text and the deseription of the
Bayou Lafourche Freshwater Diversion project (PBA-20) have been
expanded. The strategy maps include a diversion from, or re-
connection to, the Mississippi River and numerous small
diversions from Bayou Lafourche to marshes in the Barataria
basin. Diversions are also included for the Terrebonne Basin
(see the Terrebonne appendix).

RESPFONSE 11F.BARA3: The monitoring protocol has established the
minimum amount of monitoring for CWPPRA projects. Large-scale
crevasses constructed with other funding should have pre- and
post— construction monitoring costs factored into the total
project cost.
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Il to assure individualsreading this document that every attempt will be mede to use appropriated

this concept appears in the Key Issues Section, it should be addressed much earlier in the text

funds in a prudent and judicious manner.

‘| A discussion of process ussd to obtain the Wetland Vaue Analysis should be incorporated in

every section. WhatisaWVA? How are WVA's calculated? \Why were WVA’s established?
These questions should be answered in a WVA section.  Currently, without this discussion the
reader has no idea what these derived number meen.

In meny sections, landowner approval is consdered essentid. It is important this condituent
group be contacted and informed of whet is happening, or may happen, in or on their land.
Workshopsand seminarsshould beincorporated in the planning processto ensure thisgroupis
not thelast t o beinformed. They nesd to bean important part of the decison-making process

The suggested program encourages developing marsh management plans thet ssam to focuson
impounding marsh areas, Or designing projects tha promote tidd exchange The debate
continueson the structural modificationsrequired to maintain and/or regulate wetland hebitat
quality and quantity. The problem is that i tend to 1) limit some species of
vegetation, and fish and wildlife 2) dter hydrologic regimes and nutrient cycles 3) diminae
sediment 4) reduce public access and 5) restrict movement Of estuarine organisms  Although
considerablediscussionscent er around the meritsof impoundments, there are other techniques
that need t 0 beat least evaluated. They are apparently not being considered. Regardless of t he
technique employed, sediment is considered critical and there isa good case mede for the ue
of theavailablenutrient-rich sediments. The object should be managing the sysem to enhance
and build vegetated wetland. The god is an offensedesigned to manage gain not manage for

a particular species or habitat. ,

In generd there are marny excelent idess presented in this plan that are worthy of note
However, most of theideasare lost in thetext. They should be highlighted to show the reader
thet the plan does, in deed, address short- and long-term issues in the devdopment of the
mandated ComprehensiveWetlandsPlanning, Protection, and Restoration Plan. TheTerrebonne
Basin is a complicated region, because meny condder it isolated from a source of miner-rich
sediments. That may not bethecase, Asisthecase in the Barataria system, Bayou Lafourche

may haveto be usad as the sediment condiit.
6. THE MERMENTAU BASIN

Direct sediment input from deltas does not gppear to have been the process responsible for
building the Chenier Flain. Rether, shoreline progradation as mud flats occurred during periods
when thecenter of Misssdppi River deposition activity was west of Fourchon. As is the case
today, coastal mud streams were responsble for moving the sediment wesward where it was
deposited along the coadlline.  Chenier ridges are productsof shorelineretreat thet took place
when significant mud inputst o the near-shore marineenvironment did not occur. Sand and shell
berms and dunes developed dong manland beeches These coarse materials Stabilized the

15

RESFONSE 11F.TERR4: This has been was done under descriptions Of
strategies (see Strategies Considered, page 15).

RESFONSE 11F.TERRS: This information iS in the main report.

RESFONE 11F.TERR6: The Task Force is instituting a new public
outreach program, that will, via newsletter, mailings, and
regular press releases and conferences, notify the public of the
status of the Restoration Plan, hearings, meetings, and the
expenditure or commitment of restoration funds.

RESFFONSE 11F.TERR7: Basin objectives were rewritten t o emphasize
restoration of fluvial inputs as the first objective. The
importance of long-term strategies to bring sediment into the
basin was also re-emphasized, and the perspective of the short-
term protective strategies was explained.
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to only thisissue. Sdtwater isonly oneelement of concern, it can be countered but will require
more than short-term management decisons. The solution is in the long-term introduction of
sediment and fresh water. The management team’s thess should revolve around natura
processes, Not artificid sysems

Because mud flat accretion is not yet occurring dong the western Gulf shoreline, the ssgmented

breakwaters constructed by the State may have to be augmented with direct sediment placement

n the beaches. Any extenson of the breskwater sysem should only be undertaken once the
tential negative impactsof these structureson mud flat accretion has been determined.

7. PONTCHARTRAIN BASN

Environmentally, the best scientific solution t0 wetlandsloss in the Pontchartrain Basin (and
perhaps Breton Sound) would involve dosing the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO); once
and for d| ending the environmenta nightmare it has caused. The MRGO, designed to be a
500-foot wide, 36-foot deep tidewaterchannd, is now nor e then 2000-foot widein some places.
The USACE estimatesthat over 2,400 zcres of marsh have been lost Since 1968 and that ship
induced waves erode the north bank & arate of 15 feet per year. Furthermore, MRGO permits
higher sdlinities to intrude into Lake Pontchartrain and the surrounding area.

In selecting the so-caled hest besn dternative. the USACE in effect predetermines the
outcome by factoring in the cogt of replacing the MRGO. Whether or not the MRGO should
be replaced by another cand should be based on economic and environmenta analyses which
are conggtent with the godsof dl governing agencies. It should not be a foregone condlusion
that a new channd is necessary. Claims of job loss are exaggerated since the underlying
assumption is thet all ship traffic currently usng MRGO would be diverted to a port other than
New Orleans.  Although this may sound like blagphemy, it may not be a horrible solution to
oreed out the jobs to other ports where the environmenta uences mey not be as great.
Furthermore, the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) position concerning
MRGO should not bebased on economics any more then its postion on cigarette smoking.

We haveexamined the proposed Bonnét Carré diverson project from numerousangles and still
can not, in a| good consciousness, recommend this project as a band-aid for the environmenta
damage caused by the MRGO. As currently proposed, the potential negative environmenta
effectsto Lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne, and the questionsregarding the lack of hard scientific
judtification concerning many o the beneficia daims by proponents of the Bonnet Carré
diverson project, outweigh the probeble postive project features. The management plan for
Bonnét Carré diversonsis besed on sdlinity concentrations in Mississippi Sound, not near the
MRGO. The highest diversons would be in eerly spring and would, therefore, not benefit the
|lake during the more critical autumn months where prevailing wind and sorm conditions are
more likely to drive the st water wedge into the lake. The diversions were determined based
on fresh water deficitscreated by drought conditionsin the Pearl River bagn and thereislittle
or no judtification as to whether or nat the essumed mixing would occur.

17

RESFONSE 11F.MERM5: W feel that the current basin strategy does
not dwell on prevention of saltwater intrusion throuclgh artificial
means. The basin plan centers on lowering of water Tevels in the
Lakes Ssubbasin and bringing fresh water to the Chenier Subbasin.
This basin strategy involves returning natural processes to the
area through the Use of man-made strucCtures (i.e. culverts under
Hi%hway 82 to return freshwater introduction to the Chenier
Subbasin). An attempt is made to lower water levels to a point
that is more conducive to emergent vegetation in the Lakes
Subbasin and to implement freshwater diversions to the south to_
mimic what had happened naturally prior to the present hydrologic
alterations in the basin.

RESPFONSE 11F.MERM6: V& agree that the shoreline protection
afforded by segmented breakwaters can possibly be increased by
sediment deposited along the shoreline. We do not accept the
premise that segmented breakwaters may have "potential negative
impacts” to mud flat accretion. No one has constructed these
breakwaters in the areas where mud flats are accreting in
Louisiana to date. However, the existing data from the LDNR
indicates that the breakwaters near holly Beach -in Cameron Parish
are successfully reducing shoreline erosion and stimulating beach
accretion.

RESFONSE 11F.PONT1: Since the MRGO alone is not responsible for
increased salinities in the basin, closing it does not solve the
?roblem. The major problems are subsidence and lack of )

reshwater input from the river, with its accompanying nutrients.

RESPFONSE 11F.PONT2: We do not understand this comment. A new
channel is not proposed in the basin plan.

Most of the damage caused by the MRGO is already done. The only
ongoing damage is bank erosion. The most cost effective solution
to this problem is bank stabilization. Closing the MRGO would
cause the loss of 10,000 Louisiana jobs would have a significant
adverse effect on the State's economy.

RESFONSE 11F.PONT3: The negative impacts of the MRGO in Lakes
Pontchartrain and Borgne are minimal. The effects of existing
freshwater diversions lower in the river provide scientific
evidence that bears out our conclusion that the Bonnet Carré
Diversion will preserve wetlands and improve fisheries.

It is mainly salinities in the Biloxi marshes of Louisiana that
would drive the operation plan of the Bonnet carré diversion.
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The statement concerning water quaity & the bottom of page 18 is mideading a best because
it is based on numerous assumptions not clearly indicated induding a very limited number of
datapointsand the premise that US BPA will not require municipditiesto improveweter quality
basad on storm water parmits. Singe no mention of a water qudity index for the lake is made,
one must assumethet .improvement  isfor every parameter for all time  Moreover, the water
quality in the Mississippi River ishighly varisble0it is conceivable thet mass loadingsinto the
lake may be sgnificant.

The Pontchartrain Plan doesvery littlein the way of introducing sedimentsinto the upper besin.
Additiond fresh water and sediments, perhaps even from a redesigned Bonnét Carré project
could be routed through the upper wetlands to filter ot sediments and nutrients. Additiond,
long-term nutrient cycling studies in wetlands would be nesded to evaluate the possible negative
impacts to the receiving waters.

The US EPA sponsored a Lake Pontchartrain Basn Management Plan which expressed the
concerns of many local residents. This plan does not even acknowledge the existence of such
adocument. This oversight should be corrected.

There is an overwhelminglack of demonstration projects dated for this basin given the
environmenta activity of groups such as the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation and the
Codlition to Restore Coadd Louisana, the potential media coverage, and public opinion from
New Orleansand North Shore a2z residents.

One, highly visible potential project existswithint he City of New Orleans a Bayou St. Johns.

Bayou St. Johnsislocatedd the east sideof City Park. The entranceto Bayou St. Johnsfrom
L ake Pontchartrain was once covered by a beneficia grassbed. However, developmentof hard
structures aong the shoreline caused wave energy to be reflected into the mouth of the bayou.

The increased energy scoured the bottom so the sedimentswhich once coverad the mouth of the
bayou have now been replaced with an armored surface congsting primarily of shells. Sediment
fence structures could be placed in Lake Pontchartrain and in the mouth of Bayou . Johns

The density of the fence, angle of wave approach, height could be varied and the amount of

sediment accumulated in t he area could be dosaly monitored. Wien (if) sufficient sediments
were deposited, the area could be revegetated and the biodiversity of the grass bed could be
examined to determine the benefits of grass beds in coastd wetland areas as wel as the
regeneration time.

Numerous other projects are likely to exist in the Pontchartrain Bagin incdluding the beneficid
uses of urban storm water, nonpoint source eroson control on wetlands aong the North Shore,
Cypress regtoration projects, and the beneficid uses of recycled waste products such as a

combination of findy crushed glass and biosolidsas a stablebase maerid in a wetland area.

18

RESPFONSE 11F.PONT4: Mississippi River water would not
significantly impact the water quality of Lake Pontchartrain.
Despite extensive analysis of data by the USACE, thisis a
continuing argument. However, the weight of evidence bears out
the conclusion above. We recognize that BHPA will require a
cleanup of stormwater, but until then, there are fewer fecal
coliform bacteria in river water than lake water along the south
shore. You can swim in the river at Luling and cannot swim along
the south shore of the lake.

USACE analysis does not bear out your assertion that water
quality inthe Mississippi River is so variable that mass
loadings into the lake may be significant.

RESFONSE 11F.PONTS: The draft plan proposed one such diversion.
The final plan proposes two freshwater diversions and two
sediment import projects into the upper basin.

It is hydrologically impossible and economically infeasible to
route water from the Bonnet Carré diversion through the upper
basin wetlands. The proposed Bonnet Carré Outfall Management
plan would direct 5-20 percent of the diversion through the
LaBranche wetlands.

RESFONSE 11F.PONT6: This plan is discussed on page 2 of the
Pontchartrain Basin appendix.

RESPFONSE 11F.PONT7: SiXx demonstration projects, addressing a
variety of problems, were added to the final plan.

RESPFONSE 11F.PONT8: This is an excellent idea for a
demonstration and it has been added to the plan.

RESFONSE 11F.PONT9: Three out of your four suggestions have been
incorporated as demonstration projects. The only one that hasn’t
1S non-point source erosion control on wetlands along the North
Shore (of Lake Pontchartrain).
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8 BRETON SOUND BASN

As currently envisioned, the restoration plan for the Breton Sound Badin is totally inedequate.
The short-term plan will create, enhance, protect, and/or restore only 1948 acres of marsh, 1100
|acres of submerged aguatic vegetation and 2320 acres of wellands over the next twenty year
period. During that same period, it is edimated that marsh acreage done will be reduced by
19,780 acres. In effect, the plan will save less than 10 percent of theloss at a cost of $4200an
acre ($8,225,000 tota project cods).

The so-called long-term strategy for restoration carries a $55,000,000 dollar price tag and
benefitsonly a few acres of marsh and submerged aguatic vegetation. Table4 identitiesa total
of 1911 benefitted acres. As a result, even if this project was implemented (not currently
recommended), the loss of marsh in thisarea over t he next 20 years would il outpace the
acreage that the plan will create, enhance, protect and/or restore.

The plan properly identifiessubsidence, sdltwater intrusion, erosion, levees, andt he oil and gas

industries as the causesof welland lossin the basin.  Exoept for the fresh water diversionseffect
@n salinitiesand some secondary long-term sediment delivery schemes the projectsincluded in
the plan seem t0 neglect the causs-effect-solution procedure developed in other basins. In short,

additional projects must be proposed for the basn which attempt to overcome the problems of

the past with visonsof thefuue These projects, including demongtration projects, should

include the use of alternativesediments such as Kaiser's red mud and the mixing dredge poils
with fresh water diversions(especially & Caemarvon) t0 replace sedimentdeficiencies. Locaing
land filling of abandoned and/or redundant canals to prevent or reduce salt water intrusion should
s be examined and proposed where feasible. The overall height of the spoil banks should be
cut and the poil banksshould b< gaped to dlow more realistic hydrologicand marsh conditions.

[The long term god should be to credt e additiond acreage not offset 10 percent of the losses.

|Beneficia use of dredge material will be Lirritedl by perceived financia constraints until steps
are taken to force dredgers to properly dispose of the material. Ezch year millions of cubic
yards of material are disposed of in ocean disposa areas or in places such as Pass a Loutre
where the currents are strong enough to carry the sedimentsout to sea. Before dredging, such
sediments would have built up marsh areas and changes the course of the river.  Now, this
sediment is lost to the sysem. The USACE hes bemn deveoping and implementing beneficid
use plans but, despite their success to date, such planszrs usd only when the disposd area in
nvenient. Navigation interestsshould bare the cost of proper disposd even if the sediments
have to be barged or pumped miles to en appropriate Ste. The useof a demondration project
uld play an important role in such en endeavor.

9. CALCASIEU/SABINE BASN
The " Perimeter Control Restoration” drategy sdlected for implementation is nothing more then

a gigantic marsh management project. The plan callsfor surrounding the area with leveesand
does littleor nothing to address long-tem neads for sediment and fresh water. The dternatives
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RESPFONSE 11F.BRET1: Acreage estimates have been obtained for
more projects. The plan prevents the loss of 39 percent of
Breton Sound Basin wetlands over 20 years.

RESFONSE 11F.BRET2: The $55 million cost of Fiddler Island has
been removed from the table. This project will not be built
unless costs of barrier island restoration are dramatically
reduced. Benefits have been developed for other long-term
projects and the plan prevents the loss of 39 percent of the
wetlands in the basin over 20 years.

RESFONSE 11F.BRET3: May of these measures were already in the
plan. Plugging canals and gapping and shaving of spoil banks is
major component of the PBS-9 project. Addition of sediment to
the Caernarvon diversion structure was deemed infeasible.

RESFONSE 11F.BRET4: The Mississippi River adjacent to the Breton
Sound Basin, does not require dredging. |f Congress decides that
navigation interests, and eventually consumers, should bear the
cost of moving dredged material from the mouth of the river, the
material could be used more cost effectively in the Mississippi
Delta Basin.



examined in the plan are ajoke  No effort a al was placed into obtaining reasonable cogt or
benefit estimatesfor Alternative A, and AlternativesB and € are actudly one plan (perimeter
and interior) S0 it is more then likely that Alternative B and parts of C were chosen. 1t was
obvioudy a foregoneconclusion that nothing was going to be done that would in any way affect
ship treffic.

The project plansare very terse and are not consstent with the format usd in severa other
bedns As such, project summearies are difficult or impossible to evaluate.  Depending on the
specific details of a project, the plan may or mey not be environmentally sound.

Given thelack of natura sediment, thisbasin appears to bean ideal candidatefor demonstration
projects involvingaternativesediments or the distribution of sedimentsfrom other basins using
abandoned oil and gas pipdines. Fresh water and sediment diversions from the Sabine River
or other potentially feasble rivers should be examined.

The project summarieslisted in Table4 are al bessd on “benefitted acres® rather then created

and protected. Thissubgtantialy reduces thecost per acre of these projectstoan artificiallylow
number. This should be corrected.

20
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JOHN N _ALES
SECRETARY

EDWIN W. EDWARDS
GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
August 23, 1993

Col onel M chael Diffley
District Engineer

Cor ps of Engi neers

P. O. Box 60267

New Ol eans, LA 70160- 0267

RE Conmments on Draft Restoration Plan and Environnental | npact
Statenent (June, 1993)

Dear Colonel Diffley:

The Louisiana Departnment of Natural Resources (DNR)
appreciates the opportunity to review and comrent on the above
referenced draft docunment. As you are probably aware, our Coastal
Restoration Division staff menbers net with the appropriate Corps
of Engi neers (COE) personnel to reviewand discuss the first (April
1993) draft ES ~We feel this neeting was very groductlve and t hat
we achi eved a better understanding and bal ance bet ween COE and DNR
on several major restoration program issues which are of nutual
concern. As a result, DNR has minimal comments on the current
(June 1993) public review draft (see attached).

Unfortunately, DNR nust disagree with several of the issues
and positions expressed by the Environmental Protection Agency
EPA) concerning deficiencies inthe draft HS In our view, the
IS ‘adequately and fairly addresses the environnental concerns
relative to the various coastal restoration techniques (sol utions)
presently avail able in Loui siana. W strongly urge your agency and
other participating Task Force agencies to continue pursuing a
bal anced approach In the EIs and In the devel opnent of the final
Restoration Plan. It is inportant to remenber that Louisiana's

COASTAI RESTORATION DIVISION P () BOX 9436 BATON ROUGH. | OUISIANA X391

AN FQUAL OPPORTYUNIFY E MPHOYIR

August 23, 1993
Colonel Diffley
-2-

geology is unique and the conventional ideas in other coastal
regi ons (e.g., regardi ng *hard structures” and "marsh nanagenentn)
i s not always apPI i cabl e here. To be successful, this program nust
be broad and flexible yet capable of addressing site-specific
problens, many of which are practically unique to Louisiana' s
coast. '

Sincerely.

Dave Soileau

Assi stant Secretary
DS:BS:Ks

Att achnment



Draft EIS Comments (August, 1993)

12.1

Line

Comment

lest

Instead of "...induce  the desired plant and/or anima community
responsas.” |t would be better t 0 say that marsh managers
atemptt o increase vegetative extent, productivity,and
diverdty. Tha isthedesired response in al modem marsh
management plansto be permitted.

27

36

Same as above.

k1.2

28

[ S3[-

all

This paragraph should e omitted. Marshesin South Carolina
are not very comparablet o Louisana managed marshes
Furthermore, therear e plenty of locd studiesthat provide
ingght’  to Louisianamarsh management practices. The Devoe
and Baughman reference should probably be deleted throughout
the document.

1.3

28

'Producing favorableeffectson controlling marsh lossrates are
lessdefinitive.." Deetethissentence. It shows bias and isnot
an accuratefinding. There are, in fact, may marsh
management plansthat havebeen demondtrated to reverse land
loss

Change'..unavoidable  effects’ to "...variable effects

124

12.€

[o2] (e}

N

“One-effeet-is Qe study indicatesthat sometypesof pessive...
(Herke, Rogers, and Knudsen, 1984), however, other studies
(Wicker, 1983; Herke, 1971; Herke, 1992; Gagliano and
Roberts, 1987; Chabreck and Hoffpauir, 1962; Nyman, &
al, 1990; Hoese and Konikoff, in press) from thesamearea
shows no noti ceableimpact on these same organisms.
Although this can somewhat limit sediment introduction,
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 marshesindicate
that sediment has played a minor rolein marsh creation In
many areas and much greater dependenceon organic
accumulation which Increased plant growth, both possble
through use of passive management. (Nyman, Chabreck,
DeLaune, and Patrick, 1993).

12.6

30

"Proposdst o useonly fixed-crestwelrs to maenegearessare
extremely-rare USSful in areas to stop or reduce erosion.
Moreactivestructures re required to regeneratemarshes
(Carney and Chabreck, 1977, Hess, et al, 19?2,

12,7

30

‘Devdoped in the late 1880's...conventiond fixed-crest weirs.
It hes preven-itself-te- been indicated that it might be an
improvement in thin regard (Rogers, Herke, and Knudsen,
1992), however the final analysisisstill incomplete.

1 of 34

RESPONSE 12.1: W have retained our phrase at this point in the
text because we believe it is an agpropriate summr%/ statenent.
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.

RESPONSE 12.22 W& believe that it is conmon and appropriate
practice when discussing scientific issues to reference
apPIicabIe literature. "W have alerted the reader that there are
ditferences in the marsh managenment practices of Louisiana and
South Carolina, and have made efforts to point those differences
out when the South Carolina studies are referenced.

RESPONSE 12. 3: W& have noved this sentence to Section 3 since it

deals with effects of managenent. W have nodified the sentence
to specifically refer to passive managenent. During our

di scussions, you agree that this is an appropriate statement for
passi ve managenent .

RESPONSE 12. 4: The sentence has been del et ed.

RESPONSE 12.5:  We do not believe that the conclusion that you
of fer can be drawn fromthe references cited. As for the second
part of your comment, that discussion has been noved to the
second paragraph in Section 3.3.23.  where we believe that we
have captured your suggestion in our own words.

RESPONSE 12.6:  During di scussions, this comrent was w t hdrawn by

LDNR.

IEEEIEO\ISE 12.7: During discussions, this comment was withdrawn by




Page

Para

Line

Comment

1.8

30

"..naturdly _ drained areas. The voids between rocks allows
quicker passage of water than earthen or other structures
and may in fact alow accesstoa very limited extent of
organisms. Theextremetidal fluctuations causing scouring
are greatly lessened, as in other measures, than those of
open channels. e of rock weirs islimited toaress..*

129

37

"..as anexampledf thistype of sediment diversion.

In the western part of thestate, and other areas, sediment is
not available in sufficient amounts to utilizea project of this
type. Thegrowth of marshes in theseareas are more
dependent upon organic accumulations { Nyman, et al ,
1993; Gagliane and Roberts, 1987) and the use of other
project types are more appropriate.

1210

10

Duckweed (Lemma spp.) docsrd grow in brackish marshes. It
is found only in fresh and intermediate wetlands.

1

47

The common namefor Taxodium distichum isbad cypress.

1212

47

Alligatorweed (4/ternansha philoxeroides) iSaso very common
in cypress swvamps

1213

52

al

What is the significance of thisparagraph? Why includeit if
thereis nothingat all concluded by the authors? Omiit this
paragraph.

1an

56

last

The statement that orest el marshes may not function equally to
naturd mashesisvdid. However, nearly all nar shes cregted
with ONPPRA fundswill be adjacent t o natural marshes and
over timewill in al probability function equally aswell. The2
105 year old marshes in Minello's study are too young to nake
the point that CWPPRA created marshes may haveless
ecological valuethen naturd marshes. The proximity of newly
credt ed marshesto naturd marshesand the degree that sediment
types will becomparable, will t o a large extent, determinehow
quickly biodiversity and speci es richness will reach an

equilibrium.

2 of 34

RESPONSE 12.8: W have noved the discussions of the effects of
mar sh managenent 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.

RESPONSE 12. 9: Your suggested addition has been used.

RESPONSE 12.10: W have renpved duckweed fromthe list of plants
occurring in brackish marshes.

RESPONSE 12. 11:

RESPONSE 12.12: W have added al ligatorweed to the list of
plants occurring in cypress-tupel o swanps.

RESPONSE 12. 13: The main 80i nt of this paragraph is that the
literature base, up to 1990, on the effects of marsh managenent
on emergent vegetation is sparse. W have retained this point in
the seventh paragraph under Section 3.3.2.3.

W have used "bal d cypress* as you suggested.

RESPONSE 12. 14: 1 ‘
created marshes become increasingly simlar to natural
over t ime.

The paragraph has been nmodified to indicate that
i i mar shes



Comment

Yau could emphasizemore some of the drawback of current
barrier idand restoration techniques. For example. We know
thet the back barrier marshes and shdlow bays provide the
platform for natura idand transgresson. So why arc we
spending millions dredging out this platform to reinforcethe
idands physical integrity. Thisisaclasscexampleof rabbing
Peter to pay Paul' and will, in thelong run, wind up costing
even more money as the idandscontinue to transgress into the
hole that wearedigging'to save themi?  Weshould do a better
job of educating the publicas t o the controversid natureof
barrier restoration. No doubt barriers play arolein tidal
amplitude regulation and freshwater retention, but we have no
clear idea how important they ar ¢ in terms of these functions
nor in ther total value in reducing wetland |oss within the
landwerd interior marshes. ThisEIS should bring to light that
mery of the functionsand valuesof barrier idandsar ¢ not
clearly definedand understood in coadd Louisana The
combined benefitsof such projectsnay not greatly reduce
interior marsh lossin all cases.

V egetativeplantings t o restore marsh should be placed under its
onn heading asa distinet project type.

W an dampening fencescould bea componentof the sediment
trapping or shorelineerosion control With structures Or headings
or even could be considered a distinct project type. Wave
dampening fences such as hay bale fences can be used to
dampen wave energy in shallow open water environs where
there is little or no suspended sediment to trap. They could also
be used to protect newly established plantings.

Water level management is only a component of active marsh
management. Delete °...(which active marsh management
really is)..." There is more to marsh management than merely
water control as this statement reflects.

There is an entire section on SAV and insufficient mention of
floating aquatic vegetation (FAV) FAYV should be included in
this section almost everywhere SAV is mentioned. It serves
most of the same ecological functions.

Omit this paragraph. This really isn't true. We know which
species of SAV and FAV occur in most abundance in different
marsh types and predictions are not difficult to make.

change "sediments” to “sediment”

Page | Para [ Line
56 4 al
12.15]
12, 57 3 all
57 5 al
I‘zl/7
58 3 2
118
60 2
12.9
60 5 all
12200
1.2l 61 last 2
64 3 all
12.24

Outfall management in addition to having effects similar to
hydrologic restoration will tend to ¢xpand habitat for wildlife
that require fresher conditions and displace fisheries that are
intolerant of fresher conditions.

RESFONE 12.15: W have added some of your suggestions to the
report.

RESFONE 12.16: During discussions, this comment was withdrawn
by LDNR

RESFONSE 12.17: We have included some of your suggestions.

RESFONE 12.18: During discussions, this comment was withdrawn
by LDNR

RESFONSE 12.19: In the third paragraph under Section 3.3.4.1. we
state that the term "submerged aquatic vegetation”, as used here,
also includes floating aquatic vegetation.

RESFONE 12.20: During discussions, this comment was withdrawn
by LDNR
RESFONSE 12.21: W have made the suggested correction.

RESFONSE 12.22: W have included your suggested addition.



Page
66

12,33

Para

Line

Comment

last

.managed  areas, theimpact i might be significant. (Herke,
1979), or it may be negligible (Hoese and Konikoff, in press;
Herke, 1992, Wicker, 1983; Herke, 1971; Gagliano and
Roberts, 1987; Chabreck and Hoffpauir, 1962; Nyman, et
al, 1990).

12.24

67

Hoese and Konikoff (in press) iscutting edge research in marsh
management and it's importanceshould not be down played as
you have here. Include thisstatement. 'This study indicated
thdt the overall populationsof managed systems is maintained
despite partia restrictionson organism movementsdue to water
control structures. In addition, thisstudy suggest that
recruitment, growth and eventua export rapidly increasesin

managed areas.

12.25]

67

..enhances  growth of SAV is sometimes claimed as a benefit
o marsh management.."? You haveclaimed it yoursdlf already
in previous sections(see pg. 31.51, 61, 63)

Rr.ab

67

‘However, improving...management.” Thereare exceptions
to thisin that some of the landownersare extremely
interested in maintaining fisheriesresources (CS-20, Mud
Lake), and recognizethe loss of habitat to have a long-term
negativeimpact on the fisheries resource that want to
maintain. Landowners need to continue to havea major
impact on methods for protection of their |andssince they
are the one impacted the most by these decisions.
"Historicaly,.."

12.21

78

..management  projectsis that sdinity levels, on theaverage,
would aet beincreasad i

decreased where active management scenarios are planned
to meet this objective.

Other studiessuggest that improved water quality
parameters would be benefited under managed areas after
temporary adverse effects during construction (Chabreck, et
al, 1978)

12.28

all

This entire paragraph should be omitted. As ated in the
previous paragraph, ownershipof tidel and emergent wetlands is
very complicated and often requirescase by case anaysis.
Furthermore, all tidal overflow landsare not claimed by the
Stated Louisana. This paragraph was reviewed with Mr. Glen
Kent, Director, Office of State Lands.
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RESPONSE 12. 23: W do not believe that the referenced studies

could lead to the conclusion that passive managenent's effects on
fisheries resources is negligible. In contrast to the referenced
Herke (1979) study, which was a controlled experinment, the other

studi es used survey data to conclude that estuarine fish were
present in managed areas.

RESPONSE 12.24: W have reviewed t he Hoese and Koni kof f 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

coment coul d be disregarded.

RESPONSE 12.26: W have added the nmin point of your suggestion.

RESPONSE 12.27: W have nodified the sentence as per our
di scussions. The second part of your comrent was not used as we
had agreed during our discussions.

RESPONSE 12.28: W agree that this paragraph was an
oversinplification and it has been deleted. W have included
information from a recent Louisiana Attorney General's opinion
which details the conplicated 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
agenci es that resolution of those conments would be acconplished
through work groups made up of Task Force agency representatives.



COMMENTS
DRAFT LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
MAN N REPORT
GENFRAI COMMENTS
D M grongly suggests that the individua basin teams review the Problemsand
Solutions sectionsof the Main Report for consstency with t he individua Basin
Reports. Presently the Problemsand Solutions sections appear to lack condstency with
the presentations made within several of t he individual Bash Reports
Theoriginal draft report (April, 1993) containedafarly extensive section on herbivore
problemsas a major biologica fadtar contributing to wetland loss. The present draft

(June, 1993) does not address or mention the herbivore problem. \We strongly urge
that this section be re-incorporated within the Problems Section.

DETAILED COMMENTS

page 74 Sixth ling, ddete’and.
Last sentence, thetext regarding the development of a more
diversified economy does not relatetot he previoustext in this paragraph
or the previousone.

page 75 Seventeenth line of text, 'dternative  should be 'dtemndtives.

page79 TableBS2: add theabbreviation OM  Qutfall Management' tothe
notesat the bottom.

Under note J/ after ' Idand  add ', NOr projectswhere codt is not
shown.

Revisetable to reflect groupingsof projectsby category, e.g., ST, LT,
Considered but not included, and listed in numerica sequencewithin
esch group.

page 103 Eighteenth line, 'extending  should be *extend™.

page 104 Thirty-third line, *appendix F* should be "Appendix D",

Thirty-sixthline, Table BA-3 and Figure BA-4 dso indlude projects
considered, but not selected, as part of the plan tobe implemented.

5 of 34

pege 105

Lineforty indludesa term *influence®. Does that nean 'Project Type,
e.g. Bl, FD, HR, etc.?

Cog of Flanand acreage at top of the pagedo not agres with Table BA-
3

Critica Projects XBA-54, XBA-63, and XBA-69ar e not included on
FigureBA-4.

pages 106-108 Rearrange Table BA-3into categoriesof 'Sdected for Implementation),

pege 109

pege 111

and "Considered but not Selected”, Group in numerica sequence by
Project Type under each category.

The'FORD LINE isnot discussed in the text of the report. Empire
and Venice Diversonsare omitted from the Figure.

Only someof the'Sdected  projectsar e induded on this Figure.

6 of 34




MAIN REPORT COMMENTS (Pontchartrain Basin)

Page

Para

Line

Comment

Reference : Figure 2-Comprehensive
Restoration sStrategy. Revise/expand
strétegy types to correspond to the
project summary indicated on Table PO-
3, page 66-69 and Fiqure PO-2, page6i.
For example, Pontchartrain projects
include barrier island restoration,
mar sh creation, marsh managenment

sedi ment trapping, vegetative
planting, sediLment diversi.op, gutfall
management as well as freshwater
diversion, hydrologic restoration and
shore protection

66-69

Table
PO-3

Ref.Table PO-3, Summary of
Pontchartrain Basin Projects: The
following projects have not been
selected as critical/supporting
projects: PO-8,9: PPO-
1,2b,3,5,6a,6b,8,11,14,16,18,21,22,23,
24,25,26,29,30,32,33,34,35,3739,40,41,
42,43; XPO- 44,53,54,56a,56b,57.
Several of these project lines in
Tabl e 8 do not contain any information
as to their status. | suggest as a
mninum giving a brief comment on the
status of each line itemin this
summary table

7 of 34

BASI N (APPENDI X A) REPORT COMMENTS (Pontchartrain Basin)

Page

Para

Li ne

Comment

33,37,
44,47,
54,62,
68*

Reference Project Maps: Figures 9, 44
18, 19, 22, 25, and 27 should be !
inmproved for clarity and consistency
with the quantity and types of
features listed 1n the accompanying
proj ect descriptions. Consideration
shoul d be given to increasing the
scal e of the maps thus inproving the
quality and useful ness of the exhibit

Insert a page number on every sheet in
the report to assist the reader in
tracking information listed in the
Tabl e of Contents. A so, nunbering al
pages will elimnate the possibility
of missing pages due to binding error.

Consi der replacing the word' Feature
with'Elenent' to indicate alternative
measures. Also revise all references
to' Feature' if this suggestion is

adopt ed.

17

At. C

The di scussion of Alternate C attenpts
to quantify the benefits associated
with the Bonnet carre Diversion plus
MRGO Bank Stabilization/Marsh
Creation. | suggest giving nore
information about salinity reductions
in this paragraph. Wat is the
estimated salinity reduction ?

94,95
L96

Tabl e
8

Summary of Pontchartrain
Basin Projects: The follow ng projects
have not been selected as a
critical/supporting project: PoO-8,9;
PPO-1,28B,3,5,6A,6B,8,11,14,15,16,18,21
+22,23,24,25,26,29,30,32,33,32,33,34,
35,37,39,40,41,42,43; 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, glving
a brief comment on the status of each
line item in this summary table.

Ref. Table 8

94,95,
96,97,
98,99

Figures,tables and plates following
the bibliography would be easier to
find/use if they were placed in an
appendix or inserted in the text body.

8 of 33



BASIN

(APPENDIX A) REPORT CoMMRENT S Cbnterorimin Boua '

Page

Para

Line

Comment

18-19

last

Name studies which support the
position that this project will
eliminate "dead zones" of low bottom
oxygen.

18-19

last

Water quality is an important
consideration in this project.
Additional discussion addressing the
issue of water quality would be
desirable. Site studies which support
your conclusions.

9 of 34

COMMENTS
DRAFT LOUISANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN
BRETON SOUND BASIN
APPENDIX B
pageii Under 'Sup‘;;orﬁng projects, long term, organize them {0 begrouped by

two categories: (1) Considered projectsbut not incdluded in the
Comprehensive Restoration Plan, (2) Projects beyond the scope

of PL 101-646.

page 1 Regarding the Bohamia Freshwater Diversion, indicate what entity failed
to mantan the exiging facility followingits construction.

page 3 Change'Divert" to'Diverting  in last sentenceof first paragraph.

page 7 Delete *are* from last sentence on pege

page$s Delete'and_‘ fromthe fourth sentancs, first paragraph, following

‘project”
page9 Delete'of" following'categories  in second line of first sentence under

'OVERVIEW OF BASN STRATEGY ",

page13 Organizeprojectsby 'Shot Tem'. 'Long Term”, 'Not Included”, and
‘Beyond Scopedf PL-101-646.

page 16 Indicate thet the basisof t he Caemasvon Diversion isa 50 yeer life.
Change*”104,00™ to *104,000" in next to last fine of BS-3A Description
Replace Plate 3 with revised Plate which corresponds with the revised
project description.

page 17 The cost estimate of $1,850,000 does nct correspond with economic
andysiswst of $2,522,200 usd in the CWPRRA TI report.
Under 'Sidtus”.  theleed Federd agency (SCS) is undertaking a detailed
design study; delete reference to the tate.

page 18 Replace Plate 2 with revised verson matching the project description.
The basis for the Key Issue assessment should be specified.
Under "Status', LDNR hes no detailed feasibility sudy currently in
preparation.

page 19 Replace Plate 4 with revisad verson matching the project description.

10 of 34.



pege 20

page 21

page 22

page 24

page 25

pege 31

page 32

page 33
Pae7

Theesimatedcost is5567.459 based on thelatest project design
summary.

Explan why thisproject is not independent of the outcomeof Project
BS-3a.

Replace Plate 5 with revised verson metching the project description.
Project description (BS-6A/B) does not describe the project asref| ected
in the cogt estimate shown on page2l. The project summary callsfor
onesmal pump station with 3 pumpsand in addition to what is stated,
two rock weirs with boat bays, spoil bank gapping, shorelineprotection,
and plug removeds

Under Key Issues (1) ddete'ather’  from second lie;
(2) What is the basis for the condusionsdrawn in the second paragraph?

In first sentence show 20-year project life.

Third paragraph, last sentence, change This' to "These”,

Ladt linefourth paragraph, in to' should be'intd.

Ladt lineindicates a project of $55 Million which is beyond the scopeof
current guiddinesfor projectst o beindudedin plans for PL 101-646
projects.

Under "Key Issues  (PBS-5), explain how a project which is not cost -
effectivecan becritical to the restoration plan when its shear cost
magnitudeinterfereswith the completion of other more feasible
projects.

PBS-11 comment thet any amendment to the Caernarvon Diversion
authorization was determined t o be inappropriatefor incluson in the
restoration plan needst o be explained as to who madet he determination
and the basisfor it.

Second line, insart *of* between 'sudy”  and 'effect .

Supporting Research is now underway by whom?
Under'SUMMARY",  third paragraph, changecogtruted  to
‘condruction’, insert PBSS  before'(FHddler Point Barrier Idand),
and change'crested  to "create. 'restored  to'restore, and
"protected’ to'protect”; and in the next tolest linedelete'and'”.

In thelagt linechange "project’ to "projects’

Identify it with the number *7*, and indicate the extent of oyster leases
involved.

Cucen oir  Jrnie § XeuZ 13 Kebeyanw, 11 Kep Lsve Oscnms
oF PB5t ond PBST resecetuily . 11 of 34

COMMENTS
DRAFT LOUI SI ANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATI ON PLAN
MISSISSIPPI Rl VER BASI N
MAI N REPORT AND ENVI RONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
APPENDI X C

Apf)endi x Cand the Main Report write ups appear to fol | ow each
other ¢

cost

osely with consistency of content. However there are sone
nunbers” that do not seem consi stent.

Page 45 of Appendix C indicates that estimted cost for

M ssissippi River Basin projects is $948,082,00, where as page 12
of the Maln 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

scal e uncontrol | ed diversion of the Mssissippi River with a cost
of $910,000,000. This cost is not included in the summary report
cost data on page 12 of the Main Report.

12 of 34



COMMENTS

DRAFT LOUISANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PU N

pagei

pegeii

pageiii

page 2

page S

pege 19

BARATARIA BASN
APPENDIX D

Critical projects listed in the Tableof Contentsinclude moret han $100
Million of unfunded and long termt ype proposalswith additiona mgor
projectsonly in the very basic conceptual stage of development. Calling
thesecritical at the point of having no technical or economic feasibility
basis for execution of the project isa bit far-fetched.

Definitionsof the terms 'Criticd’, ‘Near Tah, and'Long Term®
need to be Sated.

ProjectsBA-4¢c, BA-6, BA-8, k BA-9are notinduded on Tables,
pages 26-28.

ProjectsPBA-50. XBA-50, k XBA-51 are not induded on Table5,
pages 26-28.

Beginning &t project BA-1B, insert the heeding *Long Term’.

ProjectsBA-IB, BA-10, k XBA-49are nat induded on Table5, pages
26-28.

Figure 5, page 23 includesonly near ter mprojects; there needs to bea
similar Figurefor long tstm projects.

The page number for Plate No. 1 isnot indicated.

Reviselagt sentence of seoond paragraph to reflect t he correct Davis
Pond timeframe: Congruction start late 1994, completion late 2001

Fifth paragraph, Use of t he word "cosset” is confusingtot he average
reader; substitute *it* for the second "breakwater” in the last sentence of

this paragraph.
Sixth paragraph refers to Table5 asalist of projectsimplementingt he
sdected plan. Table5 in fact contains many more projectst han are

included in the selected plan and excludes some projectsthat are
induded in the selected plan.
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pege 20

page 21

pege 22

pege 25

pege 26

pege 27

pege 28

Figure6 is not clear asto thet ype of projectspresented, since more than
the type indicatedar e shown.

In thelast lineof thisparagraph, t he phrase'lid theinfluence” isnot
clear. |sthat reference to projecttype?

The costs and benefited wetland acreagesited in the seventh paragraph
do not agree with Table5.  Explain variance.

. Projectsdited in the third and eighth paragraphsas the mogt critical

projectsdo nat agree with t he main report, page 105.
Project XBA-63 dited in fifth paragraph doees not appear on Figure6.

Figure 4 makes reference toa’FORD LINE which isnever discussed
in the text of the bagin report. Delineation of the barrier idand
restoration should be enhanced for ready observation. Figure4 should
agrae With projectsidentifiedas critica on page 105 of the Man Report
as wel as those projectsshown as criticd in the Table of Contents, page
i of thisbasin report. Al critical strategies are identified.

Figure 5 makes reference toa'FORD LINE' which is never discussed
inthe text of the basin report. Thi s figureincludes sone longt erm
strategies aswdl as short term srategies. A supplementa Figure
showingonly long t er mstrategieswould be helpful.

The fourth paragraph disagrees with page 105 of the Man Report.

Thefifth paragraph indicates two projects as thecritical onefor the
freshwater introduction component which ar e not identified ascritical on
page 105 of the Man Report.

Projects XBA-lal, XBA-Ibl, XBA-Icl, XBA-Idl, XBA-lel, ad
PBA-45 shown in Table5 are not Lised anywhere in the Table of
Contents.

Projects XBA-68, XBA-70, and BA-2 shown on Table5 are not listed
anywherein the Tableof Contents. Elementsof BA-laand BA-Ib are
combined ad incorporated in the BA-1 project. ProjectsPBA-62a and
PBA-62bar e identified in the Table of Contentsunder one project
number PBA-62.

Projects BA-16 and BA-19 shown on Table5 are not listed anywherein

the Tableof Contents.  Projects BA-17a and BA 17b are identified in the
Tableof Contentsunder one project number BA-17.
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pege 29

pege 31

page 32

page 33

Add [ ] symbadl to thechart to indicate their meaning as they apply to
data in the Table.

Thetitleof this Figuredoes not describewhet is presented. Thereare
24 projectsinduded in the Table of Contentswhich are not plotted on
this Figure thereare 3 projectson the Figurewhich are notin the
Tebleof Contents; there ar e 8 projects that are not on the mgpand are
not in the Tableof Contentshbut are incdluded on Table5; thersare 8
projectson the map which are not in the Table of Contentsand not on
Table5; and only one of the Research and Development proposals iSon
the mgp but 5 areindicated in the Tableof Contentsand shown in Table
5.

Criticd Projectslist in components discussion on pages 19, 20, and 25,
do nat coincidewith the projectsin thii text,

In first sentence, delete *.* after the word ‘gpplied.

Under BA-I, P& O, project XBA-57is not in the Tableof Contentsar
shown on Table5; Under Description, *Figure BA-I' should be
'Figure 1*; Estimated codt is$70,000,000 and isfunded by separats
legidation; Under Benefits, explain why the WVA teamhas not
assessed the benefitsdf the project; Under Key Issues, explain why no
CWPPRA funding isan issueand clarify thesgnificanceof *Project
will cause southerly movement of some oyster leasesinto historical
oyster producingaes.

In thefirst paragraph, state how the project is funded, instead of how it
isnat funded. Changethe project completeion dete from 1997  to
"2001..

Referenceis medet o projects PBA-2 and FBA 53 in thesixth paragraph.
Nether of these projectsisinduded in The Tabledf Contentsor Table
5.

The cogt per benefited acreis too high and the tota cost of the
refurbishment and breakwaters is beyond thescope of PL 101-646.

The Tableerntitled 'Coagtd  Wetlands Conservation and Restoration
Pan' isnot induded in the report as indicated in the first paragraph.

Under Key Issues, add *,* before and after the phrase 'dthough
sgnificantly”. In the next paragraph project PBA-2 is not described
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page 34

page 35

page 36

pege 37

page 38

anywhere, nor included in the Tableof Contents, nor included on Table
5.

Under Status, designation of a project, which iseconomicaly unfeesible,
as'critical, near term" does not competible.

In the third paragraph reference is made to project XBA-57 which is not
included in the report.

A project esimated to cost more than $67 Million will requireseparate
funding.

Under Key Issues, clarify whet ismeant by 'Project will cause southerly
movement of some oyster lessesand brown shrimp harvesting into
historical production aress.

Under P & O, Capitaizefirst word of second sentence. Change first
sentenceof second paragraph to reed 'Freshwater  currently being
introduced via the West Pointe-a-la-Hache Siphon will be managed
under project BA-4¢.

Under Description, last paragraph, indicatewhere to 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.

The Table referenced in the sscond paragraphis not induded in the
report-

Under P & O, in the second paragraph, reference is mede to project
XBA-46 which is nowhere described nor induded in the Tableof
Contentsor on Tableb.

Explain how a downstream Myrtle Grove Sediment Diverson would
enhance the Tidal Drag concept.

The estimated cost of Amost $17 Million would require separate funding
abovethe PL 101-646 levels

The Tablereferred t o in the last paragraph is not induded in the report.

Under Key Issues, the second paragrgph begins with a question (add
“7").
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pege 39

pege 40

page 41

Under Status, a project which requires separate funding is not likely t o
be accomplished "near term’.

Under P& O, add to'  after'dug, second sentence. Change'sts  to
Stes in the fourth sentence.

In theladt line , reference is madet o project BA-16 which is not
described anywhere, nor isit in the Tableof Contentsor included on
Tables.

In thefirst, third fourth, and sixth paragraphs, projectsPBA-65a and
PBA-65b art described as projectsXBA-65a and XBA-65b on Table s,
and XBA 65in the Tableof Contents.

Under Key Issues, reference is madet o project BA-16, which is not
described in the report nor induded in the Tableof Contents.

Under Status, three projectstotaling $33 Million are not likely to be
accomplished'near term,  because gpecid funding would be required
aboveand beyond PL 101-646.

Under XBA-67, Descriptionand Edtimated Codts, and Benefits (page 40)
referencet o the four project numbers without a page reference requires
looking back at the Tableof Contentsto find where these projectSart
described.

Under Key Issues, thelast | i e of second paragraph should end with a
R

Under Status, if thisisa'supporting, near term * project, thea it should
follow thet hesding on page 41. However, the Table of Contents and the
Man Report classfiesthisproject as'Critical'.

Under P & 0, first paragraph has a statistical expression of idand
disgppearancein 1996, giveor take 23 years*, Thisisnot araiond
Satement given theidand is till present.

Under Edimated Cogts, and Benefits, refer t 0 project costsand acreage
benefited on Table5 or sate them here.

Under Key Issues, state the Key Issuesingteed of referring to the Key
Issue sectionsaf each project.

Add ", before and after ‘dthough Sgnificantly’.
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pege 42

pege 43

page 44

pege 45

Under NEAR TERMSUPPORTING PROJECTS, the phrases " generaly
support, 'Magt of them, and May of them' do not seem appropriate
because they dl should support, bolster, be described, and be enhanced
or enhanceesch other. If they don't, they should nat be part of the

plan.

Under P & 0, change the last word from *tested™ t o 'used.

Under Location, delete *proposed” since thefacilitiesart in place.
Sited benefited acres does not agree with WVA outcome of 1637 acres.

The latest Estimated Cost is$1,428,963 with cost per benefited acre of
$873.

Project BA-4¢ is not listed on Tableb.
Under Location, change "deterioration” t 0 deteriorating', line3.

Under Description, reference to theoriginal Siphon construction and its
enlargementis not necessary since this project deals only with outfall
managamen.

The latest Edtimated Cogt is $585,084 with cost per benefited acre of

" $215.

Project BA-6isnot on Table5.
The Estimated Cogts shown do not indludeany land rights.
Project BA-8 is not indluded on Tables.

Thelatest Esimated Cogt is$376,437 with cost per benefited acreof
$5.456.

Project BA-9Q is not shown on Tableb.

Project BA-9cost estimateshould be $344,444 with cost per benefited
acreof $12,063.

In the last sentenceof the Description of Project BA-14, 'David” should

be"Davis. The estimated cost for thisproject is$1,111,969, with cost
per benefited acreof $1,677.
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page 46

page 47

page48

pege 49

page50

Under P & O of Project BA-15, the Project BA-5b refarred to in the last
sentence is neither described nor shown in the Table of Contents, and it
isnat in Tableb.

The esimated cod is currently $1,260,739 with cost per benefited acre
of $1,103.

Under project Description, reference is medein thelast sentence to
Project XBA-1al which is not shown in the Tableof Contents.

Edimated costsof $21 Million and cost per benefited acredf $148,000
are not cons dered economically feasibleand zre beyond the scopeof AL
101-646. Thiswould require separate funding and thus is not
compatiblewith the designation of 'supporting, neer term * under Status
on page48.

Under Benfits, third line, "observe® should be ” observed®

Under Key Issues, the fourth Paragraph text isduplicated in the previous
paragraph.

In thefifth paragraph, referenceis mede to Project PBA-2 which is not
described in thereport nor listed in the Table of Contents, and it is not
included in Table5.

Under Status, this project istoo codtly to be classed as a neer term
project.

Under P & O, the satistical expressionof projected disappearance of the
idand should be reworked to givea morecurrent projection. The range
of timeis 1978 to 2034.

Under Description, fourth line, add ft'  after 500; sixth line insert

'ac’ after "83" and *ft. " after "800"; delete"“ac” after *)*,

Under Bendfits third line, add "ft.* after *4,500%; fourthline,
“extending..project longevity. .unpredictably* iStantamount to saying the
project mey naot beeffective. Give some reasonable basisfor suggesting
project lifewill be extended.

Under Key Issues, the first line should end with a question mark.

Infirstline, insert *,* before and after "dthough significantly’.
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peges51

pege 52

page53

pege 54

pege’55

pege6

In the second paragraph, reference t o Project PBA-2 is made but the
project is not described in the report, shown in the Tableof Contentsor
lised on Tableb.

Under Destription, sixth line, add "ac.” after 165 and “ft." after
*800", and delete "ac” afier *)*,

Under Esimated Costs, the cost per benefited acrefs-too codtly for the
first 5-year program under P L 101-646, thusdesignating it a'near term
project’ under the Status section is incondstent.

Under Bendfits, aod *ft.* after *9,000". Providebasisof
*unpredictability” of idand longevity. Descri be the naturedf the
‘additiondl esimations that 2re being devel oped.

Under Key Issues, thefirst lineshouldendina *?*; In the fourth
paragraph, reference is madet o Project PBA-2 which is not described in
the report, induded in the Tableof Contents, nor listed on Table5.

Under Edtimated Codts, thisProject i s not economically feasible under
the current P L 101-646 authorizations, thusa designation of near term
project’  under Status (page 53) isinappropriate.

Under Bendfits add ft'  after '74.520.

Under Key Issues, thefirstlineshouldend ina*?”; insert *,” before
after 'dthough sgnificantly”, fourth lie; referenceisagan medeto
Project PBA-2 which is not described in the report, listed in the Tableof
Contents nor induded on Table5.

Infirst lineadd *ft.” after *500"; in third lineadd *ac.” after 124",
*ft." after '800" and delete®ac® afier ")*.

Under Key Issues, Project PBA-2 isagain referenced which is not
described in thereport, ligted in the Tableof Contents, nor included on
Tableb.

Under Status, at the current cost per benefited acre, the likelihood of
this project being a near term oneis minimd.

Cogt per benefited acre of both ProjectsPBA-12 and PBA-16ist 00 high
to classeither project as'near tam.

Under Benefits, last sentence, the table'Coagd WetlandsConsarvation
and Regtoration Flan’ is nat included in the report.
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pages’

pege 58

pege59

pege 60

page61

pege 62

pege 63

pege 64

Under Estimated Cods the $2,770,660 figure does not agree with the
10130192 report to Congress of $3,012,800 or with the Executive
Summary figure of $4,303,000.

In the second paragraph, thetable'Coestd  Wetlands Conservationand
Restoration Plan' isnot induded in the report,

Thetota cost and cost per benefited acre of Project PBA-38ist 00 high

. toclassitas anear tam project. Itisbeyond thescope of current P L

101-646 authorization.

The estimated unit costs for Project PBA-39are not cons stent with those
used for esimating PBA-39, thereforethe likdihood of it being a near
term project is minimal.

Project PBA-50 is not induded on Table5. At acost per benefited acre
of $68,790, thereis no need to demonstrate the technique multipletimes.
The statement that a duplicateproject is already included in t he 2nd
Priority List for Breton Sound is not correct. Project PBA -13 ves
considered but was not selected. The status S a near term project is
questionable.

Under Description, explain who will determinecriteriaand select ‘idedl
marsh enhancement meterids.

The Edimate Cogt should be $13,628,677 ($49,201 x 277). This project
is beyond the current sScopeof PL 101-646 funding, thence not a near
term project.

Project XBA-51 isnat incuded in Teble5.

This project is not economically feasible. \When added to Project XBA-
IB, C, or D, thetotd cost makes it even further beyond thescope of
funding under P L 101-646, thusit is not a near term project.

Under Description, second paragraph , the phrase'or 1,000,000" isa
dangling expression which hasno tie to earlier or subsequent text.

Under Key Issues, funding extensve research under P L 101-646 was
not the intent of the legidation.

In the second paragraph, concern for the aesthetic impact is expressed.
The appearancewould be dependent upon the severity of storm for
which they are designed to withstand.
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page 65

In the third paragraph, a choice of breakwater congtructionschedulesis
suggested, but no schedulesar ¢ indicated.

Under Status, classification of the project as a neer term one without any
cost edimatesis unreasonable. Construction could extend over a very
long period of time.

Under P & O, last paragraph, thetext isconfusng and of avkward
structure.

Under Edimated Codts, identify t he congtruction method intended to be
accomplished with this funding. The cost per benefited acre indicates

480 acres would be involved which doesnot agres with the *126" acres
shown under Benefits. In any event, the cost figum used seem low for

the typeof project ¢ being Suggested.

Under Status, designatingthis project asa near term oneis not
appropriateif segmented breakwaters an ussd, because of t he magnitude
of the funding required.

page 66 k 67 Referenceto Table 12 under Edimated Costs should be Table 5.

pege 68

page 69

Under Key Issues at bottom of pege67, *acezs* should be ‘Access.

Under Edimated Codts, referenceshould be made to Table5 ingead of
Table12. Better yet, showing the figum would be more consistent with
the format of the rest of the report. Thisproject ist oo costly to be
dassed asa near term project.

Under Description, and Benefits, referenceis medeto Project PBA-35,
which includesPBA-60 within it. Theamored earthen plug feature,
however, isnotinduded inthe Deserigtion of Project PBA-35.

Referencesto Table 12 under Edimated Costs for both projectsshould
beTable5. Show actual cost figum to be consistent with the rest of the
report format. Both of these projectsar ¢ t oo cogtly to beincluded as
near term projectsand ar ¢ outside the current scope of P L 101-646
funding.

Project PBA-62, is shown esewherein the report as two projects, FBA
62-A and PBA-62B. -

Under P & O, referring the reeder to another project description, include
the page where that discussion can be found (i.e., "See XBA-65, page
38).
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pege 70

page 71

pege 72

pege 73

Under Key Issues, Project BA-16 is not described in the report nor
induded in the Tableof Contents, nor shown on Table5.

Under P & O, fourth ling, make 'ste  'sites’, and add "ac" after
"1,165; in seventhlineadd "ac® after '37.8

Under P& 0O, fourth lie, add'ac  &fter 1,165, change'sts  to 'tes;
in saventh lineadd *ac* after '37.8.

" Under Description, referenceis meadet o 'marsh buggy’.  There needsto

be a transition from marsh buggiest 0 a newer dassof lessdamaging
vehides, infifthlie, *600,00* should be "600,000".

The mining locations withii BayousPerot and Rigolettes would be wry
critical and an important consideration. Describe screens which will be
usd to retain sedimert.

Under Edtimated Codts, Table 12 should be *Table 5.

Under Key Issues, sediment borrow Sitesas far avay from the shoreline
as possbleis not the only consideration. Recognitionof conditionsto
prevent degp channding as aresult of mining is very criticd.

Under Description, describe ‘Bight'.

The Cod per Benefited Acreist o high to warrant classficationof this
project as neer term

Under P& O, third line, *172,00* should be *172,000".

Under Locetion, second line, add *,page 31' after 'See BA-L.

Under Description, eighth line, change’'maintain’  to'sustan’;  third
paragraph, Project BA-10 isnot induded on Table5, and include page

reference.

The estimated costs referenceshould bet o Table 5 ingeed of Table12.
The cogt for this project, however, is not shownon Table5.

Under Benefits, following last word on the page, change *.* to *:*.
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pege 74

page 75

page 76

page 77

pege 78

Under Key Issues, the feagihility of this project isquestionablet o the
extent that its inclusonas a project becomesserious congdering the
extent of unknowns (i.e. appropriateness of delta building). Project BA-
10 isnot induded on Table5.

Under Status, neer t ermdesignationis not compatiblewith the
uncertainties of the nature of the project.

Under P & 0, third line, dlarify 'esimeted  limited ac wetland®.

Under Description. second line. Project XBA-48a is not described in the
report, Thereis no nead t o re demondrate the sang principlein Project
XBA-67b; inline5, change'mantan’ to 'sdan.

Under Edimated Codts, Table 12 should be Table5; thecostis not
shown in Tableb.

Under Key Issues, the feasibility of this project is questionable t o the
sameextent as Project XBA-67a; lines5and 11 should end with *7*. A
near t ermdesignationis not compatiblewith the vagueness of the
project.

Under P& O, lagt i e, clarify limited & welland.

Under Description, third line, Project XBA-48a does not describedesp
river gphons. Thereis no ned to do multiple demondtration projects
showing the same principle; in line 6, change'maintain’  to 'susan;
ladt line, explain why the sphon may be removed.

Lack of costs, vaguenessand uncertainty of outcomesand suitability of

other solutionsdoes not support the dlassficationof thisprojectas near
term Thiswould be alongtermproject at best.

Under P & O, third line, *172,00" should be *172,000".

Under Description, first and ssoond paragreph are not compatible.
Discussion of a30 cutter heed isa moat point when the project callsfor
16" or 24" heads

In theeighth ling, change'maintan® to'sustan’;  in fifteenth line, add
*,page 81' reference following'(See BA-10)".
Under Estimated Cogts, Reference should be madet o Table 5 ingeed of

Table12. Satethecos of $4,579,000 hare The cost per benefited
acreis $676.
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pege 79

pege 80

page 81

pege 82

pege 83
pege 84

Under Bendfits, second paragraph, thetable'Coastd  Wetlands
Consarvationand Restoration Plan’ isrndt induded in the document.

Under Key Issues, third line, 1997 should be *2001"; the second
paragraph should end ina *?*; the third paragraph second Line should
end with a "?*; thefourth paragraph, second line, states'Once
...management plans ... .are filled...*. Planscannot be filled.

Under Status, are other enrichment alternatives possible?.

Under Long Term Supporting Projects, third paragraph, XBA-48
referenceshould be set up in the same presentation format or give page
referenceto quickly find the description.

Under P & O » and Description, change'sphon’  to'gated dtructure.

Project BA-1B isincluded in Project BA-1, thereforethereisno nesd to
indudeit in thisreport,

The nead and feagibility of Projects BA-3b and BA-4b ar ¢ undetermined.
Thereforeincluding them as possible projectsis pure conjecture.

For BA-10 Title. include redirectionof flows into the Sdvador WMA
as part of thetitle.

Preliminary cog estimate is $6,848,551; Benefited acres of 1,888;
Cost per benefited acre of $3,627.

Projects BA-11 & BA-12are combined; Tota cost is$5,669,500;
Benefitedacres of 1,361; Cod per benefited acre of $4,166.

In firgt line, deletethe word 'nat.

Preliminary cod estimate is $8,396,918; Benefited acres of 775; Cost
per bendfitedacre of $10,835.

Project BA-17 consists of two project areas, Happy Jack and

Homeplace The preliminary cost estimatefor the Happy Jack project is
$2,014,341; Bendfited acres of 152; Codt per benefited acreof

$13,502. The nead for the Homeplace projectisminimd, at best. Mte

under Key Issuesfor thisproject that long term benefitsmey offset the

impactson the shdllfishindustries.
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page85-90  Projectslisted arebased an SO minimdl information that perhaps a
separate Potential  Future Project Development lid'  would be more
appropriate than the format presented.

pege85 PBA-I 1 appears to bean innovative technology demongtration type
project. No commitmentsar ¢ givenas to thetimeframefor greater
detail development.

page 86 PBA-21, under P & O, describehow the AlgiersLocks management
would change

Under Benefits, the table'Coastd  Wetlands Conservation and
Restoration Plan’ is not induded in thereport.

Under Key Issues, thefirst sentence isduplication of text already
mentionedin the P & O section.

page9l Under Supporting Research, Project RBA-1, last word of text should be
'EES instead Of

page92 Under Project RBA-3, first paragraph, first line, specify who thelarge
investors ar € who are doing predictive modding; second paragraph,
specify which diverson implementation plan iSbeing referenced; fourth
paragraph, second line, change'devdloped  to'utilized;  fifth
paragraph, second line, change "fothe® to for the.

page93 Project RBA-4, paragrgph 2, line 5, ddete’be’ following'might";
third paragraph , Project PBA-33is not described in thereport, listed in
the Table of Contents, nor induded on Table5; Project PBA-45 is not
described in thereport nor liged in the Tableof Contents, ProjectsBA-
4¢ BA-10 are not induded on Table5.

Project RBA-5, third paragraph, last sentence suggests thet thisisa new
approach to project development.  In fact this procedure has been

ongoing for years.

page95-97  Only two of the references cited ar ¢ Specifically mentioned in the text of
the report. Citetheothersin the text or removethereferences.
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Comntents on the Terrebonne Basin Plan
August 17, 1993

There following are descrepencies and omissions from the various project lists.
Map Page 25 - The following projects are listed twice
XTE-51 and XTE-52

The following projects are listed on the table on pages 26-28 but do not appear on the
map on page 25.

XTE-30 PTE-3 TE-17
XTE-33 - PTE-6 TE-18
XTE-36 PTE-7 TE-20
XTE-37 PTE-12 TE-21
XTE-44 PTE-13

XTE-47 PTE-21

XTE-48

XTE-53

XTE-57

The following projects are listed on the map on page 25 but do not appear on the map
on pages 26-28.

XTE-14 PTE-72
PTE-73
PTE-59
PTE-36
PTE-71

The following projects are listed in the text but do not appear on the map on page 25.
XTE-47/48 PTE-3

XTE-57 PTE-21

XTE-44 PTE-13

The following projects are listed on the map on pageS but do not appear in the text.

XTE-46 PTE-T2 TE-14

XTE-26b PTE-73 TE-1

XTE-14 PTE-4 TE-2
PTE-11 TE-3
PTE-9 TE-19

PTE-59 TE4
PTE-36 TE-13
PTE-23
PTE-26a
PTE-71
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Line

Comment

PTE-15 Another key issue in planning would be to ask the
question, "Is is possible to hold these islands in place without
spending tens of millions over the project life?* Further, we
know that the back barrier marshes and shallow bays provide
the platform for natural island transgression. So why are 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®? Lastly, as we learned
from hurricane Andrew, it is certain that just one hurricane can
wipe out entirely any dunes that we may construct on the
islands.

44&
46

last

XTE-45 & XTE-67 Same comment as above

62

Correct typo on “"reduce”




page

page

page

page

page

page

125

127

129

129

130

21

COMMENTS

DRAFT LOUI SI ANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATI ON PLAN

ATCHAFALAYA BASI N
MAI N REPORT AND ENVI RONMENTAL | MPACT STATEMENT

In table AT-1, under Projected Loss/50 Years, (acres),
t he nunber 23,410 should have a dash "= in front of it
to denote that this is a negative nunber.

In the section "Selected Plan% Alternative B is not
di scussed as an alternative that was not sel ected.

It isdifficult to match up the verbiage inthe "Results"”
section of the report and the tabul ation of the projects
in Tabl e AT-3 on page 130.

“"Results", inplenentation costs of

listed as possible for long term
ossible cost may not be
the Restoration Plan.

In the section
$400, 000, 000 are
_supPorti ng projects. This

included Inthe total cost o

Li sting project XAT-12 as a deno project for $11, 350, 000
mekes this a very expensive denonstration project.

APPENDI X F

XAT- 12, DELTA MANAGEMENT is |isted as acritical project.
Delta Managenent is not a construction project for the
CWPPRA program it is nore of a procedural or operational
concept which may be good for the long term for the
basin. However, funding for this activity should be
out si de of the CWPPRA program
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page 140

page 141

page 12
page 13

COMMVENTS
DRAFT LQUI SI ANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATI ON PLAN
- TECHE/VERMILION BASI N

MAI N REPORT AND ENVI RONVENTAL | MPACT STATEMENT

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 t he map but

not shown on the Table TV-2 on page 141.

The cost of TV-10 should be $1,206,000 instead of

$530, 000. This would increasethe cost of the basin from
$25,524,000 to $26, 200, 000.

APPENDI X G

Sane comment as for page 140 above.

Sane comment as for page 141 above.
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MAIN REPORT COMMENTS (Calcasieu-Sabine Basin)

Page

Par a

Li ne

Comment

Ref erence : Figure 2- Conprehensive
Restoration Strategy. Revise/expand
strategy types to correspond to the
project summary indicated on Table cs-~
3, page 167-70 and Figure CS-5,
pagel65. For exanple, Cal casi eu- Sabi ne
PFOJeCtS i ncl ude marsh creation,
reshwat er diversion, vegetatlve
pl anti ngs, marsh managenent and
terracing as well as shoreline
protecti on and hydrol ogi c restoration

166

| ast

par a

Ref erence: Sel ected Pl an Proj ect
List.Total sel ected plan cost and
benefitted acres ( $77,672,000 and
86,000 acres ) differ fromthe data
presented in Table 1 Restoration Plan
Summary, page 12. Should this

i nformation be consistent?

162,
163

Fig.
Cs-3

cs-4

Ref.: Figures CS3 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
conpliment the sel ected project types
listed in Table CS3., Summary of

Cal casi eu- Sabi ne Basin Projects,
pages 167-170.
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BASI N (APPENDI X 1) REPORT COMMENTS (Calcasieu-Sablne Basin)

Page Par a Line Conment
15. 16 Fi g. -——- Ref.: Figures 4&5. Consider revising
4,5 these figures to indicate project

Pes by using symbols in the

iniated interior and exterior
control zones. These figures should
conpliment the selected project types
listed in Table 4, Sumary of

Cal casi eu- Sabine Basin Projects
pages 20-23.
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MAI' N REPORT COMMENTS (Mermemtau Basi n)

Page

Para

Line

Comment

Reference : Figure 2-Comprehensive
Restoration Strategy. Revise/expand
strategy types to correspond to the
project summary indicated on Table ME-
3, page 152-3 and Figure ME-3,
pagel49. For example, Mermentau
projects include marsh creation,
freshwater diversion, vegetative
plantings, marsh management, terracing
and shoreline protection as werf as
hydrologic restoration.

148

Table
ME-2

Reference: Table ME-2 Project Costs
And Benefits.Total project costs and
benefitted acres in the amounts of
$62,700,000 and 17,596 acres
respectively differ from the data
presented in Table 1 Restoration Plan
Summary, page 12. Should this
information be consistent?

152-3

Table
ME-3

Table ME-3 Summary of Mermentau Basin
Projects does not contain the complete
list of critical/supporting projects
indicated on pages 150-51. For
example, XME-19 through XME-31 are not
listed in Table ME-3. Should the two

| istings be consistent ?

147

Fig
ME-2

Const ance Bayou is a significant.
sal twat er source and shoul d be
Label ed..

149

Fig
ME- 3

| recommend that the author nake a

conpr ehensi ve check of Fg. ME-3,
Tabl e ME-3 and the critical/supporting
project lists. There appearsto be

I nconsi stenciesin the projects listed
in each of these areas. However, if
these inconsistencies are intended
indicate so in a note near the
exhi_bi_t .
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BASI N ( APPENDI X H)

REPORT COMMENTS (Mermemtau Basin)

Page

Para

Line

Comment

18-19

Tabl e
4

Tabl e 4, Summary of Mermentau Basin
Proj ects does not contain the conplete
|list of critical/supporting projects
indicated on pages 17, 21 & 22. For
exanpl e, XME-19 t hrough XME-31 are not.
listed in Table 4. Should the two

|'i stings be consistent ?

Fig 1

Locks and water control structures
such as Cal casi eu Lock, catfish Point
structure, Freshwater Bayou Lock and
others are critical features yet they
are difficult to see. | suqgest

i mproving the graphics -to make these
el enents easy to Identify.

fig 2

The Cal casi eu ship channel should be
mar ked as a sal twater source also.

6and
15

Fi gs
284

Label all inportant saltwater entry
sources such as Constance Bayou/Lake
Syst ens.

20

Fig 5

I reconmmend that the author nmake a
conpr ehensi ve check of Fig s, Table 4
and the ecritical/supporting project
|lists. There appears to be

i nconsi stencies in the projects listed
in each of these areas. |f these

i nconsi stencies are intended indicate

so in a note near the exhibit.
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STATE OF LOUISIANA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMENT
P. O. Box 94245
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9245

Sept enber 7, 1993

‘DWIN W. EDWARDS JUDE W. P. PATIN
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

Mr. Richard E Boe, ~

US Arny Corps of Engi neer
CELM\- PD- RS

Post O fice Box 60267

New Ol eans, LA 70160- 0267

Dear M. Boe:

~ Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft )
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, including the Min

Report and Environmental |npact Statenent, prepared in accordance
with the Coastal Wetlands Pl anning, Protection, and Restoration
Act (CWPPRA) .

Thi s Departnent firmly supports this comtJ)rehensi ve approach
to restoring and r)reservi ng Louisiana's val uabl e coastal wet-
|ands, and feel all of the proposed projects are worthwhile. In
concept, we agree with the programmtic approach to addressing
environmental inpacts associated with the Coastal Wetlands
|3.{ |Restoration Plan, recognizing that it is general in nature and
does not docunent the specific effects of each of the various
proposed projects. W understand that additional detailed
docunentation wi Il be provided for each project prior toits
construction.

Ve note a nunber of the proposed projects may have some
inpact in areas of concernto this Departnment, i.e., transport-
ation infrastructure, navigation, flood control, and drainage.
W, therefore, will reserve our coments until such time as nore
site specific data is available for each individual project.

If the Departnent can be of further assistance, please feel
free to contact ne, or M. Curtis Patterson, {(504) 379-1294.

Si ncerely,

Chief Engi neer
DDW/EJP,Jr/db
cc: Curtis Patterson

Al Dunn
Vince Pizzol ato

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
A DRUG FREE WORKPLACE

RESPONSE 13.1:

Coment acknowl edged.



Depariment of Wildiife and Fisherl
Joel. Herring " Post Office Box 98000 Edwin W. Edwarde
Secretary Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000 Governor
(504) 765-2800

August 30, 1993

Col onel M chael Diffley

Di strict Engi neer

US Arny Corps of Engineers

New Orl eans District

P.Q Box 60267

New Or | eans, Loui si ana 70160- 0267

Dear Col onel Diffley,

The following are comments of the Department of WIldlife and
Fi sheries on the "Louisiana Coastal \\tl|ands Restoration Pl an* that
was prepared by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and
Restoration Task Force.

The Loui siana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task
Force is to be commended for the monumental effort that has been
ut forth to develop the "Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration
| an®  The Departnent supportsthis effort and the broad concepts
contained inthe plan al thoughthe Department reserves theright to
comrent on the individual projects separately.

he problens section in the main report concentrates on geol ogic
problems, i. e, the leveeing of the Mssissippi River that has
contributed to sediment deprivation and subsi dence, the dredgi ng of
navi gati on channel s that has altered hydrol ogic fl ow patterns and
contributed to saltwater intrusion, global sea level rise, etc.
However, there is no nention of the major biological cause of
tlands loss and that is herbivory. The loss of vegetated
tlands fromthe activities of nutria and nuskrats is a mmjor
problemin manK of the basins across coastal Louisiana. A section
on herbivory that was devel oped by the Departnents of Wldlife and
Fi sheries and Natural Resources was contained inthe first draft of
he main report. A gection on herbivory should be placed in the
probl ens section of the main report and in the basin reports where
ppropriate. The Departnent's staff is availableto work with the
ask Force and/or the Corps to develop this material.

8

An Equal Opportunity Emp*oyer

RESPONSE 14.1: A di scussi on on herbivory has been added to the
Probl ens section of the Main Report (page 31). In addition,

sever al

basin reports acknow edge t he herbivory probl em




Col onel Mchael Dffley Page 2
Arny Oorgs of Engi neer
August 30, 1993

The mai ntenance of the barrier islands is an essential conponent in
coastal restoration. The continued deterioration of the barrier
islands will, as some of the recent nodeling has indicated,
increase the tidal prisms in the bays, thus increasing saltwater

al ntrusion, erosion, and wetland |oss. The continued deterioration
4 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 conprehensive barrier island
Initiative .to restore the barrier island chain between the
M ssi ssi ppi and Atchafal aya Ri vers shoul d begin i mediately.

A maj or diversion of the Mssissippi River into Breton Sound and
the “abandonnment of the existing delta would have significant
negative inpacts on the fish and wildlife resources throughout a
| arge portion of coastal Louisiana, not to say what it would doto

4.3 thelives of the people in that area. Additionally, thi sv\;)ro' ect
could destroy the Departmentt's 66,000 acre Pass a z.outre Idlife
Managenent Area which provides wintering habitat for thousands of
wat erfow and ot her mgrating birds.

There are areas in coastal Louisiana where freshwater and sedi ment
resources are not readily available. |In these areas we recognize
the value of marsh management and hydrol ogic restoration as
wet | ands restorationtools. These activities nmay have inpacts to
sone fishery resources and we recomend t hat continued research and
H"' nmonitoring be carried out to further identify these inpacts and
ways to Tmnimze them Additional |y, the inpacts of nmajor
navi gation channels, 4. e, the Houma Navigation Channel, the
Cal casi eu Shi p Channel, the M ssissippi River If Qutlet, etc. and
their contribution to salt water intrusion nust be further
identified in the probl emsection of the report.

One issue that has been left out of the solutions section of the
r_er)ort is the rate at which these coastal restoration activities
will cause change in the distribution of fish and wldlife
resources and, in some instances, relocation of people in the
coastal zone. The rate of change will have a major efrect on how
HSthe public perceives the benefits of any particular project. (ne

way to lessen the sociological inpacts of coastal restoration
activities is to preformthe restoration activities at the sane
rate at which coastal deteriorationtook place. Atimetabl e should
be included as part of the plan. A conflict resolution
subconmmittee within the Task Force may be an appropriate approach
to devel oping a plan on this issue.

The Departnent of Wldlife and Fisheries is the a?ency of state
government charged with the responsibility o protecting,
l"”p conserving, and repl eni shingthe renewabl e natural resources of the

state, including all aquatic life. Additional IR/, t he Department
owns and/ or manages appr oxi mat el y 500, 000 acres of coastal wetlands

RESPONSE 14.2: Restoration of existing barrier islands is a key

strategy of the Restoration Plan in both the Terrebonne and
Baratarla Basins. Several critical projects in these basins
invol ve barrier island restoration. In the Pontchartrain and
Breton Sound Basins, artificial near-shore barrier islands are
part of the long-termstrategy.

RESPONSE 14. 3 The short-term damage to fishery resources and
wildlife refuges that would be effected by a | arge-scal e sedi ment
diversion into Breton Sound Basin is acknow edged i n both the
Breton Sound and M ssissippi Delta Basin plans and the E S A
the same time it is recognized that such a diversion would create
| arge areas of marsh.

RESPONSE 14. 4: Al types of projects will be nonitoredto
determne their contributionto wetlands restoration and their
degree of inpacts. The inpacts of major navigation channels on
wet| and | oss are recogni zed 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 Pl an has
not yet evolved enough to devel OB such a timetable. Ve will
cgnm Ider preparing such a timetable during future revisions in
the plan.
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Col onel Michael Diffley
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and has been actively nanaging wetland habitats for alnost 100
years. As such, the Departnent recognizes the vital role habitat
playsin fishand wildlife production. The Departnent has, tothis
point, been |eft out of the coastal restoration planning process.

coastal restoration in Louisiana wll have significant inpacts
both beneficial and adverse) on the fish and wildlife resources of
he 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.

V¢ appreciate the opportunity to conment on the Loui si ana Coast al
Vet | ands Restoration Plan.

elé; , —
Jo# Bl dHgrring
cr

etarv

cc: . Len Bahr
Dr. Jim Stone
W. S “Corky" Perret
Lee Caubarreaux
John Roussel
Phi | Bowman
Di vi sion Chiefs

RESPONSE 14. 6: The Governor's Office of Coastal Activities is
the official State representation on the Task Force. Ve suggest
that you contact themto insure future close coordination between
your agency and t he CWPPRA Task Force.




STEVEN D. WILSON, PRESIDENT
COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

August 20, 1993

Mr. Richard Boe

El S Coordinater

CELMN-PD-RS

US Armwy Engineer Dstrict, New Ol eans
Post O fice Box 60267

New Ol eans, Louisiana 70160- 0267

RE  COASTAL weTLAaxDs PLANN NG PROTECTI O\, AND RESTCRATI ON ACT
Dear Mr. Boe:

On behal f of Lafourche Pariah Council Coastal Management Advisory Committee, |
would like to take thi s opportunityto express our opi ni ons reﬁar di ng t he Coast al
wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act. As | have stated at the
Barataria-Terrebonne Public Hearing a the COE, we support the plan and feel
it is long overdue. |In Lafourche Parish, there wers no projectson the critical
|S| list inthe Baratari a Basin and there were two projects in the Terrebonne Basin.
One of the projects in the Terrebonne Basin calla for the reatorati on of East
Timbalier Island. \¥ feel restorationof the barrier islands is a priority that
is needed to maintain the integrity of marsh and continue as a front line of
defense from hurricanes. The project proposed, (XTE 67). calls for the
reatorationof the washouts caused by Hurri cane Andrew at a coat of approximately
16 mllion dollars.

The committee also realizes the need for public education and support of the
plan, the need for large projects such as sediment diversions, and most
|§ 2 Inportantly a streaniined approach to implementing projects. Bare in Lafourche

*oParish we have been working on the federally funded project *Giww TO CLOVELLY
5 , (BA-2) for the s t two years. We have encountered problems with
devel opi ng t he landrights agreements; however, we feel that for future projects
t hi s agreement should be devel oped by an agency and acquired by t he same agency.

Ve apgr eci ate this opportunity to conment and look forward to hel pi ng implement
this Plan in a timely manner.

Siacerely,

LAFOURCHE PARISH COUNCIL
%"’% I St
y P.

Roy P. rranci
czM Adnmi ni strat or

amt
XC: M. Len Bahr, Ofice of the Covernor

M. Phil Pittnan,
M. Steven D WIson, Parish President

101 WVEST 112THSI. . CUT OFF, LA 70345 « 632-4666 « FAX 632-8653

MARY C. LOWERS, DxST. 1 ROBERT P. NAOUW, DIST. & RAY ZERINGLUE, DST. 7 LOUS A BREAUX, DXST. 10 MARCISSE J MAYET, JR, DEST. 13
AOLAND J. SOIGNET. OIST. 2 ERMEST oSt § APHAEL CHALVIN OFST. & AMOREW JOHNSON, BIST. (1 ROYCE J DOUCET, OIST. 14
JEARY JONES, DIST 3 ROBERT C. BENOIT, DIST. ¢ GERALD J. . ST 9 KENT BOUVIER, DIST. 12 DAMIEL LORRAINE, DIST. 18

RESPONSE 15. 1: We acknow edge 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 sel ect
strategies that restore barrier islands.

RESPONSE 15. 2: The Task Force has established a work group
charged with streamining the project inmplementation process.
The | ead agency on each project is responsible for acquiring any
land rights.
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Lakeway | - Sute 821 - 3900 North

SAVE OUR LAKE

LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN FOUNDATION

August 30, 1993

Hessrs. Stanley Green and Bruce Baird
CELMN-PD

P.0.Box 60267

New Ol eans, La 70160

Dear Stan and Bruce:

The Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation strongly supports
coastal restoration. The Conprehensive Coastal Wtlands Pl anning
Protection and Restoration Act (CCWPPRA) provides a unique
opportunityto devel op projects whichcouldtruly benefit our area.

The Foundation request that the proposed Bonnet Carre!’
D version Project be removed fromthe list of projects for the
Draft Loui si ana Coastal Wetl ands Restoration Pl an and Envi r onnent al
I npact Statenent (DRAFT). As currently designed, the risks of the
proposed Bonnet carre' Pr 0% ect to Pontchartrain appear to far
outwei gh any possible benefits. The proposed Project targets
maxi mum benefits in the M ssissippi Sound/Biloxi Marsh area.
recomrend t hat any diversion planned i nto Pontchartrain, consider
as a primary goal, targeting maximum benefits in Pontchartrain.
Enclosed are the Foundation®s comments on the June 1993
Envi ronnent al Assessnent for the proposed Bonnet carre' D version.

The Pl an Fornul ation Section of Appendi x A of the DRAFT st ates
on page 14: "“rThe salinity problemis sol ved either by adding fresh
water to the basin or by preventing salt water fromentering the
basin via the URGD (Mississippi R ver Qulf Qitlet). Sol ution of
the salinity problemis related tothe solution of the MRGO erosion
probl em because one strategy, closing the MRGo, solves both
Rrobl ens.* Al organizations, groups, and agencies agreethat the

is the source of the basin's salinity problem

The problem should be addressed at its source, the HRX
Attenptingto dilutethe salinity probl enby artificially injecting
additional fresh water into the basin far away fromthe MRGO does
not addressthe source of the problem W suggest that Alternative
B (Navigable Gate in the | be given further consideration by
t he Wet [ands Task Force. Alternmative Bwould restoresalinitiesto
|t heir historic regines, allow continued deep draft navigation in
the MRG), provide trenendous hurricane protection benefitsto S.
Bernard and Ol eans parishes, and cost | ess than 10% nore thanthe
selected plan, Aternative C gpr oposed Bonnet carre' D version).
If hurricane protection benefits are included, Aternative B's
total benefits will far outwei gh those of Alternative C

Boulevard - P.O. Box 6965 - Metaiie, Louisiana 70009-6965
(504) 836-2215 - FAX: (504) 836-7283

RESPONSE 16.1:  The Task Force does not concur w th your beli ef
that the Bonnet carré diversion should not be a part of the
Restoration M an. ’

Maxi mum benefits of the Bonnet Carré diversion are pot targeted
in Mssissi pgl Sound/Biloxi marshes. Oysters are the only
benefits to be realized mainly in this area. Al of the 10,000
acres of wetlands preserved by the diversion are in the

Pont chartrai n Basin of Louisiana and an estimated 70 percent of
these acres surround Lake Pontchartrain.

Responses to your comments on the USACE June 1993 envi ronment al
assessment (BA) will be included in the final A schedul ed for
rel ease in Decenber 1993.

RESPONSE 16.2:  Scientific evidence provided by Sikora and Kjefve
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 a each
station. Subsidence rather than construction of the MR is
responsi bl e for the presence of brackish water in western Lake
Pont chartrain.
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16.3 |Aternative B should have strong support from the public, user
Cort. groups, and agenci es.

We | ook forward to continuing to work with the Wetlands Task
Force in your efforts to restore coastal Louisiana.

Very truly yours,

€2

Grlt 0—r1-—l'3uf FEC hou

Encl

r\

RESPONSE 16. 3: Subsi dence and | ack of fresh water, rather than
the MRGO are a nmjor cause of salinity stress in the basin's
wetl ands. The MRQD caused a slight increase in salinity

imredi ately after its construction, but salinities have
stabilized. Restori n% fresh water flow reduces salinity and
restores nutrients. he nutrients hel p ameliorate subsidence by
increasing plant productivity thereby augnmenting the amount of
organic matter in the soil.

Conparison of historic isohalines with those which woul d exist
with a gate on the MRGO indicates that the gate could not achieve
h;]_storl c nean 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-mle w de surge
over the marsh. The damage in the Parish during Hurricane Betsy
occurred as inproperly designed |ocal |evees overtopped or failed
catastrophically. Since then, the USACE had provided protection
where |ocal |evees failed. Since there are no hurricane
protection benefits for a gate, the diversion continues to have
nore benefits and costs |less than the gate.



August 10, 1993
Mr. Richard Boe
E1s Coor di nat or
CELMN-PD-RS
US Arny Engineer District, New Ol eans
P.0.Box 60267
New Ol eans, LA 70160-0267

Mr, Boe

I am a registered professional engineer in Louisiana and
M ssi ssi ppi . he attached proposal is an expanded and nore
detailed version of comments which | made at the Barataria Basin
public neeting in Larose, La. on July 27, and at the Breton Sound
& Mssissippi River pelta Basins public meeting in Belle Chasse,
La. on July 28, 1993.

I have read and studied the June 1993 Louisiana Coastal
Wet| ands Restoration Plan draft and appendices A thru E. In
general nost of the proposals appear worthwhile and the selected
plans for the various basins seem well reasoned and are probably
good short term policy. | suggest, however. that long term
nmeasures and policies have been given inadequate attention.

| offer this proposal in the hope that it can serve as a
”| basis for reversal of the deterioration of our coastal marshes and
b Jwetlands. | think that if enacted it can do exactly that. | very
much want ny great-grandchildren to be able to enjoy the marshes

and fishing as | did thirty sone years ago.

?fﬁ}erely,
'\?W{éé@4 e
Benjam . Leig <E. -
3464

eira Dr.
Bat on rouge, LA 70810
Ph (s504) 766 0861

cc: Senator John Breaux
Senat or J. Bennett Johnston
Dr. James stone, La. Governor's Office of Coastal Activities
Or. Paul Kemp, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana

Thanks for your at t:el)tion and consi derati on,




’7" PROJECT PROPCSAL

It seens clear that restoration of existing marsh and

C_oﬁf- creation of new marsh can only be acconplished by the same process
which originally built the marshes. that is sedinent accumul ation

from river discharge. A present alnost all M ssissippi River

1f this proposal were put into notion today it would take 15

|'[| years to have the facilities conplete and operational. Stubborn
apposition, from whatever source, could add several nore years to
Coal.that. There would, of course, be some opposition. Wth a well
prepared plan and sufficient public notice and input, the lon

sedinent is lost by discharge into deep water at the current ; time scale should mininize serious opposition. he potentia
mouths of the river. A all but the highest river stages the vast ! benefits over the next 200 years are very great. he total
mejority of sediment carried by the river is to be found in the i sediment load of the |ower Mssissippi river is approximtely
deepest parts of the river channel. Wth perhaps one exception ; 460,000 tons per day.l This anount woul d build one inch of
the PVOPOSBd river diversions take water from the upper part of i sedi ment on 840, 000 acres per year. That is equivalent to a strip
the flow and niss nost of the sedinment. The remaining flow, being ; 13 mles wide by 100 mles long. For a 200 year tinme span this
reduced, i s less able to carry sedinment which will then accumul ate X represents-a 4 foot thick deposit over an area of 5460 square
in the river channel below the diversions. Substantial increase : mles. This is very substantially greater than current |oss rates
in dredging will then be required to maintain channel depth. The i from subsi dence, erosion, and sea level rise over the area which
bul k of the sediment will still be lost in deep water. caln be fed fromthe Mssissippi river fromany point south of New
‘ O | eans.
The only clear means for capturing all river sediment in f

shal | ow areasS where marsh building can occur is to divert the ! Many other areas need sedinent deposits besides Breton Sound
entire river flow The further upriver such a diversion is nade, i and Barataria basin. A high river levels many, if not all, of
the greater marsh area which can be benefitted thereby. In the currently proposed diversions above New Orleans would likely
consi deration of individual and commercial interests the furthest L be worthwhile. articularly, diversions into Bayou Lafourche,
ractical upstream diversion point apgears to be between Dal cour, " Lake Pontchartrain, and alake Sal vador seem likely to be

ver Mle 72, and Jesuits Bend, RM 68.5. ; productive. additional diversion into the Atchafal aya during high

shorter proposed river course fromJesuits Bend to sea |evel would
likely postpone for centuries the ulti mateIK inevitable total
af al aya' s channel .

In order to block flow below the diversions w thout bl ocking
access to the river for large ShIES a pair of dams with Iar%e
e

! river stages also seens indicated. These diversions plus the
]
| ocks would be required. Such locks should be able to pass t |

di version of the M ssissippi river down the Atc

largest ships which the rest of the river can handle. | suggest
a maxi mumdraft of 60 feet and a maxi mumvessel width of 300 feet. Design and construction of such control structures, dans, and
Dams should be perhaps three to five mles apart, pernmtting | ocks as proposed herein are indeed a mgjor undertaking. Very
vessel s of alnpbst any length. At least three gates in each dam long termcommtnent is absolutely required. Political wll over
would be required. °~ Four gates per dam would be better for a long period is necessary. The long termnature of the benefits
mai nt enance and dredging as required. Since no flow would exist of such a project surely justify such comitment.
bel ow the dams the requirements for dredging would be greatly
reduced for the river channel below the dams. This plan could Gven the will, the project is certainly possible of
accommodate the |argest vessels which we can foresee in the next acconpl i shnent . The Dutch have built substantially larger and
century. i deeper dans on thei r3 North Sea coast." The gates on the Thanes
Di version near Jesuits Bend should be both to the east and ; River below London” are of a type potentially suitable for
west, controlled roughly at one third westerly into Barataria gnlf?r_ger}etnt to tfhe re%wrerrertns ftqr the MSSItShSIppI AR Th‘i
Basin, two thirds eastefly into Breton Sound. ~ The M ssissippi Cnsol i biat ed: sedi moni g of Cohe ot ! M et e e me b il
River Qulf Qutlet channel would be heavily silted by the easter Y O e G o E T TS o o O & atr g b cail b8 Tet oY o>t
flow and would probably be inpractical to maintain bel ow Shel i YA A ! 4 poci t1vel v i re Mth Coeb . Suppor
Beach. A set of locks near Shell Beach could then serve to G Ons C DE e ane o e Y ouoyam A iy boaant,
mnimze salt water intrusion thru the MRGo and permit mjor barge e o mRel i OF it o KEPP L NE SLLUCLUrS ewraly Lupyant
fow access. from the M ssissi poi Sound and ‘Lake' Borgne. nto’the Iifance and exif wngs oL either side o each gate, of lenat)
intracoastal waterway and New Orleans facilities. ' per hap * 9 Y
the structure. The gates also can be made buoyant and opened by

sinking themw th punped in water. or closed by punping out water
to float them Small |oconotives running upon the gate entrance
wings can be used nuch as in the Panama canal |ocks for control
and gui dance of even the largest vessels. A vehicle roadway above
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August 30. 1993

M. R chard Boe

US @ordi nat or- CELMN-PD-RS
US Armmy Qxps d Engineers
PO Box 60267 °

New Q| eans, La. 70160

Re: Louisians Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear M. Boe.

We have reviewed the D&t EISfa t he Coastal Wetlands Restoration P an requi red by the
CWPPRA. TheTask Force hes produced adocunent whi chidatifies nost o the problems
causi ng ccestd land loss. Thi s was an anti ti ous undert aki ng and the Task Force shoul d be
Iconnendedlnthsﬁmsteplnlthﬂfyl g problems and proposing solutions t 0 coastal wetlands
Gs

W a b i O Public Works projects in the coastal Zone for twenty-five years
and COE navigation projects in particular. M ¢t cl1t basin il i 3 oot includedin
the RestorationPt  aredisi edto d | caused by large i works p1)j  suchas
the:

* Calcasies S p Channel

* Hourra Navi get i on Channel

* Barataria Waterwa,

o \lssi ssippi River Gulf Outlet
* (@l Intracoastal Vit er way

to name the more significant ones.

The Ddt EIS shouldi ncl Lok dat aon the direct and indirect adver seenvi roment al i npact s
d these Public VO ks Projects. Rit her then creating snal | projectstoconbat saltwaterirtrisi m
why it consi der the naj o causes o | and | Gssin each besin and then devel op nessures to
decrease adverse i npact of these projects|isted above? Many d the north-sout hshi p channel sare
naj or causes Of sdl tveter i rtrusi anand tidal surges. Wiat strutud changes coul d be made to
these rg etsvherethey ate the Gul f tol essen adversei npact sinl and?

Hydr ol ogi ¢ Units:
Each Basi nshou d be consi dered as a uni que hydrd ogi C unit. Al proposed federal, e

and |ocdl projects shoul d berevi eved vithi n each besinto determnethdr effetsonthe hydrd ogy
f the basin. The presenteffects d e rgetsneedto beevd tteddsa Qily thencan pgeds

be desi gned to correct danage s the realt o hydrd ogi c alteration. The EIS does i address

Acadiana Audubon Society, Baion Rouge Audubon SOCi ety. Natchitoches Audubon Society, Orleans Audubon Society

m ponted on meycled papes

RESPONSE 18.1: The EI'S does not go into detail about the causes
of wetland |o0ss in coastal Louisiana but rather references the
di scussion of "Problems®™ in the nain report. We felt that there
was no reason to repeat the same information twice.

The Restoration Plan enbodies a phased apProach that focuses on
smal ler, nore diffuse projects inthe early years that can help
“hold the liner while larger, nore conplicated projects are

studi ed, evaluated, and designed. The CWPPRA was witten in a
way that favored inplenentation of rather smal]-scale projects
prior to conpletion of the Restoration Plan. The priority
project lists submtted before conpletion of the Restoration Plan
could only contain Prohects that could be substantiall &econpl eted
within five years of the submttal date. The revised Restoration
Pl an contains an inplenentation 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.
Det ai | ed studies are necessary before inplementation of these
tyPes of projects to minimize jnpacts, maxinize benefits, and

hol d costs to a mi nimum

RESPONSE 18.2:  The EIS is not neant to anal yze inpacts of all
existing projects in the coastal zone. Certainly these projects
have altered the wetlands but they performvital soci oecononic
functions including navigation, flood control, and hurricane
stormsurge protection. Myjor nodifications to these projects
will require nuch nore 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 deternine inpacts for all
proj ects. arge- scale projects that would affect |arge parts of
a basin, an entire basin, or nultiple basins would require

t horough eval uation and public disclosure through the NEPA
process. A'so, in the NEPA docunents, alternatives to the
proposed projects woul d have to be anal yzed and considered.

RESPONSE 18.4:  The Task Force has agreed to a conprehensive
moni toring program for CWPPRA ij ects to be adninistered by the
Loui si ana Departnent of Natural Resources with suPport fromthe
U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Departnent of Natural
Resources is the only agencg with direct involvenment in the
implementation of every CWPPRA project since the departnent
serves as the cost-sharing partner. The department wll
standardi ze and integrate data collected for all projects.

RESPONSE 18. 5:

a) The objectives of the basin plan, described on page 17 of the
basi n appendi x, are to restore fluvial inputs, maintain and
restore marshes and barrier islands, and reduce tidal exchange.
In so doing, fisheries production should be increased.
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adequately theimpactsdf present mgor federd projectsin thecoastal zone:

The Draft E1$ nesdsto be restructured toconsider the Environmental Impactson abasin by
besin bass Theprojects need to beeva uated within thet framework to determinetheimpactSon
the badin's hydrology etc. When basins are now inter-connected because of men induced
these changesnesd tostudied todeterminet he affectson adjacent basins and corrective action
recommended.

ta Acquistion-Monitoring:

Thereare monitoringprojects ongoingin many of the basinsincluded in thedraft EIS. One
roblem that existsisthat meny agencies ar e gethering datausing different measuringdevices.
li"he resulting datasetsar e either incompetiblewith other agencies information or thereisnointer -
communicationat al. Water queity monitoringin theBarataria Basin hasbeen undertaken
by the Nationd Rrk Service, USGS Jefferson Paish. consultantsete. and thesedata, in some
instances are not compaible. Y ears of vauabledata havebeen lost because they were not
Jinduded in adigitized database or thedatacould not be integrated.

Thereshould beabasn-wide, inter-agency monitoring program with common parameters
meesuredand Similar instrumentation used a)thattrnedaIacanr%J compiled i ntoonedatabasefor
eech basin (dinity, turbidity, fecd colliform, heavy metals, pesticidesetc). By standardizingthe
messurement and durationd monitoringand keeping adigitized database, abasin-wide
informationsystem can be created for usein monitonng the truction and post-construction
impactsto theI m n. Fixed monitoring Sationswithineach basit with shared information between

eswou p.

Barataria Basin:

Priort 0 1963, lower Barataria Bay wasa mgjor producer of oysters. A detailed report
published by La Dept. o Wildlifeand Fisheries documents the deteriorationof thiscommercial
fishery. The remova o the naturd sill between Grand Iste and Grand Terre Idand by the COE as
part of the Barataria \Weterway Project increased saltwater intrusion and tidal surgesinto thelower
Barataria Bay. killing the productiveoyster lesses

Thedredgingd theDupre Cut. as [art of the Barataria Waterway, provides an avenuefor
the northward movement o salt water into the upper Barataria Basin causing deterioration of
vegetationand land loss. Thecontinued maintenance of this 1200t deep channd has caused a
conversondf fresh water marsh intointermediatemarsh. Catfish fisheries in Lake Salvador have
admost disappeared because of increased sdlinities. One of the goals of the Restoration Plan should
be the re-esteblishingd historic fisheries production levels (oyster, catfish etc.).

Wesupport the DavisPond Diversion Project and other freshwater / dint-introduction
projectsbut theseareonly onepart of the solution.

The followingneed to beaddressedin theFinal EIS | Restoration Plan regarding Barataria Basin:

\
l.)Whal were thequantifative effectsdf thedeepening d thesill depthin 1963?/ mpactson
\ basin hydrology PImpacts on commerdid fisheries?
Z.Mat istheoptimum deptht 0 maintainthesill? The COE was dischargingdredged materid
from the pass into theoffshore dredge diposd sitewhich decreased the net amount of
\ sand for barrier idand nourishmem.g;'las thispolicy been changed?
3)Has the Tesk Force used computer moddlingtodetermine the effect of maintainingthe natural
sill depth of ther'b}r the Sil| depth iSrestored would thishavea positiveaffect on
the badain's hydrdogy ['agquaticenvironment?
4w will theother projects of beach nourishment | idand restorationaffect sill depth at
_t Pass? The normal gorocess of long shore drift is to fill in | e pass and mhgsl-'wln
it & shallower 1 ¢ 1s. The COE dredges ihe pas8 to mainiain the artticiat depth?How

will theother 'oastal Restoration Projects in the area be affected  tt  dredging of

b.1) Although not specific to the Barataria Waterway, the
effects of deelplening or constricting waterways on tidal volume is
discussed in the Problem Identification Section on page 10 of the
basin appendix.

b.2) The discussion of problems and future without- project
conditions 1S very general for the basin, therefore specific
impacts are not identified.

b.3) The future without-project impacts t o commercial fisheries
IS very generally mentioned under Fish and Wildlife Resources and
Economic Resources on page 14 of the basin appendix. The plan is
more concerned with the future condition of the basin rather than
the historic effects of the Barataria Bay Waterway.

c.1) The authorized depth of the Barataria Bay Waterway is -12
feet. Any change would require a feasibility study and a change
in project authorization.

c.2) The Barataria Bay Waterway bar channel  is dredged every
three years on the average and the material iS deposited offshore
in a designated disposal area. |f funded, the PBA-66 Igroject
would supply funds for the incremental cost of using the material
beneficially to nourish Grand Terre Island.

d.1) Some computer models are being developed for the Barataria-
Terrebonne National Estuary Program. A model pertaining to the
influence of barrier islands on inland marsh loss rates has been
developed by researchers at Louisiana State University.

d.2) This aspect of the basin's hydrology has not been
researched. However, studies have shown that the presence of
barrier islands, especially Grand Isle, East and West Grand
Terre, and Cheniere Ronquille are important in maintaining tidal
drag. Shallowing of the bar should not significantly affect the
aquatic environment.

e.l) Four barrier island sediment replenishment projects are
considered critical projects in the basin. Even if implemented
so that the sediment supply in the long-shore drift increases and

the bar channel silts in more frequently, the depth of the
waterway will continue to be maintained at -12 feet unless the
project authorization is changed.

e.2) The Task Force will likely initiate a study of barrier
island nourishment in the near future. Effects of tidal passes

will be included.
£) Critical long-term project (XBA-63) proposes a possible

constriction of the Dupre Cut as a component of the Central Basin
Tidal Drag concept.

D
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" g Barataria Pass? . . .
*~ £]5. Consider a structure (lock) in the Dupre Citt o reducesalinities and tiddl surges in the
Conl. upper Barataria Basin.
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Pontchartrain Basin:

Wewouldliket o see more information eval uatingt he effects of asill in the Seabrook Candl
and other structurd solutions which prevent the saltweter intrusion into St Bernard Parishand
Lake Pontchartrain. The alternativesd i dintheElS are deficient and sidestep issuesthat
should be addressed. Emphassshould be placed on modifying theMRGO. Whatisitslife
expectancy? What heppenstothe Rrt of New Orleanswhén the MRGO can nolonger provide the
shippingaccessfor which it wasdesigned?

Maybe we should |00k at the long view. How can the port be redesigned without the
MRGO?Whataret he dternativestot he MRGO? When wiill it becomeobsolete? | stheMississippi
River Leveethe placeto build anew container port? TheTask For ce meedst 0 bemoreinpovative

*lhen and propose other solutionstot he stated problems

Calcasien | Sabine Basin;

The peak losses of wetlandsin the two sub-basins were between 1955 and 1974.
according tothe Draft EIS, Thedeepening and wideningd the CalcesieuShip Channel and
Sabine-Neches Waterway took place in 1951 and 1968, This coincideswithtze initiation of the
greatest ratedf wetlandsloss. | attendedt he Cameron-Creole Watershed publicbearing on

*| December 20, 1972 whenthelocd citizensand meny environmental gr oups pointed out that the

wetland | ossaround Cal casieuL ke wasadirect aresult of the deepening Of the Cal casieu Ship
Channd.

The selected dternativeisneither A. Bor C. WY not designatethe preferred alternativeas
*Alternative D" and spell out whet theobjectivesare? Thischosen dternativedoes oot re-establish
natural hydrologic regimes(whichisagtated strategy).

The Alternative chosen by t he Task Forcedoes oot address themgjor cause of wetlands
|toss around Calcasieu Lake which iSthe elevated salinities produced by the Calcasieu Ship
Channdl. Rether than the*Preferred Alternative we believethat amodified Alternative A"

<hould be investigated. We propose that amodified Alternative'A". (which wouldincludea

* |moveeblesill) to prevent salt water intrusion while alowi the(gsggec{ ships and ingress and
g

legressd fisheries resources i N the Basin. A structure rqely aﬂmﬁt&j would
negatethe need for many of t he marsh managementprojects proposed for the Basins.

1 Hasahydrologicmodd been designedwhich closely resemblesthe historichydrology of the
' Basin?

2. Instead of using marsh management to reduce marsh degradation (which introduces new
lems, exclusion of sediment etc.) why not go to the source of the problem and fix it?
t appears that in this basin the plan is biased toward marsh management as the only
acceptable dternative.
3. What isthe benefit/ cost retiofor agtructurein CacasieuPass? In Sabine-Neches
Waterway?

Thefollowingare summeary commentson the full document:

I. We request that the vaue of present and past fisheries/shellfish production be provided for
each bagin. Either in dockside valueor in ton Thiswould providean index o the
relativevadued wetlandsin eech besnand d assgtin determiningthe priority

of each basin asit related to commerdid fisheries. These fisheriesresources are renewable

unliketheoil and gasresources, and they could sustain local economiesthroughoutthe

RESFONSE 18.6:

a) Asill inthe Inner Harbor Navigation Canal would do nothing
to reduce salinity in St. Bernard Parish. As discussed on page
11 of the Pontchartrain Basin appendix, slightly increased
salinity is not the only problem in the basin and the diversion
of river water helps solve both the salinity and nutrient
problems. As discussed on page 23 of the Pontchartrain Basin
appendix, rip-rapping the MRB is the most cost effective
strategy to solve the MRB erosion problem.

As long as the MRGO is maintained, it can provide its designed
shipping access. It will be maintained as long as the cost of
maintenance is less than the benefits produced. There iSs no
reason to assume that the benefit-cost ratio will drop below
unity.

b) Re-design of the Port of New Orleans to function without the
MRR is a decision for the Nav Orleans Dock Board. At the
present, the MRGO is an integral part of their operations.

Several alternatives to the continued operation of the MRGO were
considered and found infeasible. Please refer to page 20 of the
Pontchartrain Basin appendix.

The Mississippi River would be the only logical place to put a
new container port to replace the facilities on the MR since
such a port requires deep-draft access. Any new channel would
cause extensive, and unacceptable environmental damage.

RESFONSE 18.7:
a) We concur.

b) The selected strategy is perimeter control which can solve
}hekbasin's problems at a lower cost and in a shorter time than
ocks.

¢) The perimeter control strategy would reduce salinity levels
and tidal scour within the wetlands. Other "long-term"
strategies certainly remain possibilities after additional
studies have been made. In the interim, the perimeter plan will
provide protection and restoration for at least a 20-year period.

d) None that we know of.

e) The total number of projects by category in the selected plan
are:
Marsh Management = 12
Hydrologic Restoration - 38
Freshwater Diversion = 9
Marsh Creation = 5

Shoreline Protection = 25
Terracing - 1

Sediment Trapping - 8
Vegetative Plantings - 4

f) The benefit/cost ratio is unknown, but locks in these
waterways would cost $750 million to construct, operate, and
maintain. On the other hand, the perimeter control costs only
$5.4 million.



coestd zone if properl%nanaged. o ]
2 There needs to be aconpr ehensi veEIS fa each kesi n whi ch woul d be aseparate hydrd ogi c
119 wnit. The effet Of each proposed project should be addressed. The spedi fi ¢ causes of
hydrd ogi ¢ probl ensin each besin need to ke datified Any kesingdanshou d be
designed to oigi |draii g pat mif p ¢
3 Projects secking wetlands permits through the Corps of Engineers and Sae CZM need to ke
i dwithintl context [theBasin'shydrolo  Thereare rgects being
considered now by the Corpsand Sa e vihi ch would neget e projects included inthe
t Rstoration Han e.g. Point au Fer (Terrebonne Parish) and Bayou Perot Gt (Jefferson
1810 Parish). Criteria need to [® established {0 permit review in { he coastal zone which
takes nt o accourt t he goals of the restoration [ an in each basin. Projects vhi chare
counter tothe goals of the f an shoul d be deni ed.
4 Many d the projects ated it he [ an have seperat e goals, and in some eases the godl
\ conflict. Sincetle task force is made up of agenci es each Wthitsown agendawe
recommend the there be aperd o sdetists nt dregly i nvd ved wth the process, to

Bl revi ewt he recommendations d the Task For ce and provide an unhi ased analysis. |t is
' apparent that in several basinst he agency i & has prevailed and the correct d terreti vehas
i not been chosen.

: 5 The Barier [slad porti onof the restoration [ an is given high priority, y& the hydrd ogic
: i tsd the nevi gati oncardl s whi ch at thmughsaneBarrierId)gd Gonpl exesand
u”_ other coestal amsarenotfdl(}/d&lssed R ease discuss the neget i ve i npact sto each
. S ogy asaresultd t prgeds.
kesiris hydra Itd thesefederd

6 Because of tfie inherent problems vith marsh management, this sdl Ui on shoutd not ke t he

|8.|3l primary choice.

‘We are concerned that projects included on the priority lists 1-3 will not be propedy

reviewed before funding and implementation. Will Environmental Impact Statements be required
1 4 _H for each agency-sponsored project? Will these projects have to follow the normal Sec. 404 and
' Sec. 10 review process? Will there be public input in the project review process?

We consider the Restoration Plan a first step in identifying damage to our coastal wetland
ecosystems. Additional studies are needed. We are concemed that many projects could be counter
productive and therefore suggest more emphasis on demonstration projects with a good monitoring
program. We hope that interagency commuaication and problem solving now initiated will
cgﬂkﬁnue. Please provide us with a copy of the Final Impact Statement when available for public
review

Thank you fa the opportunity t ocomment

Srcerdy.
Bary Kohi. Ph.D.
M ce Rresi cint

cc: Ms. Dori s Falkenheiner, Pres. LAC
Mr. Nor man Thonas. EPA, Qi | as
Serad ub, NewOrleans Grou
M . Dave Fru, e,U.sHsI"larxi\ﬁdifeService, Lafayette
M. Rck Rue en, Ntiond MrineHAshaiesSrvice
Bat on Rouge

RESPONSE 18.8: W do not believe that prioritization of
restoration projects by basin, based on fisheries production, would
be a proper nethod. e CWPPRA is focused on wetlands, not
commercial fisheries production. Even if we tried to devel op
fisheries production for each basin, the figures would be very

m sl eading. Landings data are based to a | arge degree on the point
of sale and not the point of catch. For instance, fishernen

selling their catch to seafood dealers in Oleans Parish woul d have
much of their catch reported as comng fromthe Pontchartrain
Basin. |In realiti/), nmuch of the seafood sold to New Ol eans deal ers
cones fromother basins, but there s no way of knowi ng how much
fromcurrent landings information. Simlar situations exist at

ot her maj or seafood ports across the coast. A limited amount of
landings data is included in each basin report.

RESPONSE 18.9: Pl ease refer to Response 2.1

RESPONSE 18.10:  Section 304 of the CWPPRA provides for devel opnent
of a Conservation Plan which shall have a goal of achieving no net
| oss of wetlands in the coastal areas of Louisiana as a result of
devel opment activities. As stated in Section 2.2.2. of the HS
regul ation of devel opnental activities is covered under a separate
section of the CWPPRA (Section 304), and therefore will not be

di scussed in this HS

The plan acknow edges 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 sone extent in the Conservation
Plan, but will also need to be the subject of periodic review

RESPONSE 18.11: In a Task Force conprised of five Federal agencies
and the State of Louisiana, all of whom have different nissions,
any single agency's bias is |ost.

RESPONSE 18.12:  The Barataria Basin plan states that channel
construction is one cause of barrier Island deterioration.

RESPONSE 18.13: W believe that projects to use available
sediments to0 the maxi mumextent practical are to be favored over
protection type projects such as marsh managenment when cost - benefit
ratios are conparable. Unfortunately, projects to nove sedinents
are often extrenely costly conpared to the cost of projects to
protect wetlands, such as hydrol ogi c restoration and marsh
management. These protection-type projects may be the only logical
approach to wetl and preservation or restoration in areas far
renoved from sedi ment sources.

RESPONSE 18.14:  Much of the information you request is in Section
13 of the EIS. Al projects will require Section 404 pernits.
Sone projects, like the ones to protect and maintain existing dikes
on Federal refuges may be covered by Nationw de or general pernits.
As it stands right now, each Task Force agency will gain
environmental conpliance 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 |IC6.




STATEMENT REGARDING THE DRAFT
LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN

by
Charles G. Groat, Executive Director

Center for Coastal. Energy. and Environmental Resources
Louisiana State University

The academic scientific community of Louisiana played a magjor rolein documenting the loss of
Louisiana's coastal wetlands and in developing an understandingof the processes responsible for
the loss. We supported efforts to enact legislation at both the state and federa levels to restore
our coastal wetlands and we applaud the work that has been accomplished under the
Breaux/JTohnston 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 L ouisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan by the academic scientific
community. This review will not present EPA's official positionon the plan. ratherit will provide
an independent review useful to the agency. We will provideour preliminary comments to EPA
by August 30 with a fina report due September 30. Based on our progress to date. we offer the
following observations and comments.

The coastal wetland loss problem relatesto increasing inundation of marsh soils over time. the
inundation eventually leading to the coffapse of marsh plant function followed by wetland loss.
Increasing inundation or water-logging of marsh soils resultsfrom:

1. Subsidence

2. Increasing tidal prisms due, principally. to the disappearance of our barrier isands (eg.
East Timbalier could be gonein 4 years).

3. A deficiency of mineral 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
basiswhich makes it necessary to recognizetheinterdependenceof habitat and landform elements
and the effects restoration projectsin one area will have on other parts of the basin. Given the
aforementioned. we wgh to express the following concems :

4.l . The lack of recognition of the role barrier isands play in protecting the wetlands in the

basins behind hem and of the very red and urgent need to restore our barrier islands RESPONSE 19.1:  The Terrebopne, Barataria, Breton Sound, . and
Pontchartrain basin plans all trecognize the role of bartier

islands in protecting wetlands. ;
strategies that restore barrier i;’gﬁgslbam n plans sel ect



H ot . The presence of only a few sediment diverson projects in the priority listsdeveloped to

dae

1 3" Mod of the projects are defensive rather than offensve

. The incdlusion of alarge number of marsh management projectswhich gppear to prevent

H 4 much needed sediment input and generdly restrict marine and estuarine organismsfrom
: utilizing the impoundment

. The use of hard gtructures without consderation to how they mey disrupt loca longshore
84|  sediment distribution

We encourage CVWPPRA program to further develop the "big picture” or systemic conceptual
resoration idess presented in the Solutions to Wetland Loss in Louisana section of the main
document, such as

14,6 Icreation of the Breton Delta
14 |Reconnection of Bayou Lefourche
194 [Increasing the discharge down the Atchafalaya River

We urge the Louisana Coagd Wetlands Conservation ad Restoration Task Force charman to
sk out the necessary funds to initiate the scientific and engineering feasibility studies that will
be necessary to lay the groundwork for implementation of  hig picture solutions. For our part,
CCHEER wiill direct its data gathering and basic and gpplied research programsin directions and
aress that will support big picture solutions.

We are excited to reed in the draft plan that the CWHPRA program will be developing aformal
mechaniam for organized involvement by the academicscientific community, somethingthat hes
been missing in the padt.

We congratulate the Task Force an its accomplishmentsin producing this much needed plan and
look forward to participating with the Tesk Force in the devdopment of a long-term wetland
resoration strategy for coastal Louisiana

New Orleans. LA
Augug 11, 1993

RESFONSE 19.2: The plan provides for a number of possible
diversions and it can be modified from time to time t o provide
for more. The Task Force intends to conduct feasibility studies
that will be needed for all major diversions and to conduct a
study to determine how much capacity the system has for such
projects.

REFFONE 19.3: The plan embodies a phased approach that focuses
on smaller, more diffuse projects in the early years that can
help hold-the-line while larger, more comprehensive projects are
studied and designed.

REFFONE 19.4: The plan is not intended to favor marsh
management over any other technique. The plan recognizes that
marsh management is a controversial restoration technique but
feels that there is ample support for including it as a
restoration tool in certain situations.

REFFONE 19.5: The plan does not encourage the use of hard
structures where other techniques would be appropriate. Through
the use of demonstration projects, various shoreline protection
techniques will be evaluated for effectiveness and
appropriateness before committing to their widespread use.

REFFONE 19.6: The plan provides for a number of possible
diversions and it can be modified from time to time to provide
for more. The Task Force intends to conduct feasibility studies
for all major diversions and to conduct a study to determine how
much capacity the system has for such projects.

RESPFONSE 19.7: The Barataria Basin plan includes a project to
reopen Bayou Lafourche. Any such large- scale project would
rtr-:]quire a feasibility study and would be implemented in a |ater
phase.

RESFONSE 19.8: This will be studied pursuant to Section 307b of
CWPPRA,
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PREFACE

‘Marmade modification in Louisana wetlands, which are changing the
conditionsof existence from its very foundations, are the result of flood
protection, deforestation, deepening channels, and the cutting of
navigation and drainage canas..Reclamation and flood control as
practiced in Louisiana have been more or less a failure, destroying
valuableresources without producing the permanent compensating benefits
originaly 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 degree of
control & all times, to the end that the stateand nation may enjoy a more
balanced diet, healthful recreation, and enduring prosperity."

Viosca, P, 1928. 'Louisana wetlands and the vaue of

their wildlifeand fishery resource’  Egology 9:216 - 229

INTRODUCTION

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 Coedtal, Energy, and Environmental
Resources (CCEER) at Louisiana State University.

On 19 August 1993 a group 22 scientistisassembled in Baton Rouge: Louisianato participatein
a workshop to review the Louisana Coastd Wetlands Restoration Plan.  The day-long
symposium focusad on concerns compiled during the three weeks prior to the mating. The
scientificpane vas composed of researchers from a variety of disciplinesfamiliar with physical
process, biology, geology, soil science, geomorphology, ecology, natural resource management,
and engineering. Thisdocument represents the resultsof this meeting, dong with the concerns

" of other scientists who could not attend the workshop.  All materid collected from the

conference and from others was synthesized by an editoria panel into this short, but complete
manuscript.

The Editorial Pandl consisted of:
Dr. Ivor L1. van Heerden, (Chairman), Naturd Systems Management and Engineering
Program, CCEER/LSU
Dr. Dondd Davis, Louisana Applied Oil Spill Research and Development Program,
CCEER/LSU
Dr. Paul Kemp. Coastal Ecology Institute/Natural Systems Managementand Engineering
Program, CCEER/LSU
Andy Nyman, Wetlands Biogeochemistry, CCEWL SU
Dr. Paul Templet, Environmenta Studies, CCEER/LSU
Dr. EugeneTurner, Coadd Ecology Ingtitute, CCEWL SU
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Additiond contributors induded:

Dr. Bill Herke, Forestry, Wildlifeand Fisheries, LSU.
Dr. Bruce Thompson, Coagta Fisheries, LSU.

Dr. Charles Groat. CCEER, LSU.

Dr. Charles Sasser, Coastd Ecology, LIU.

Dr. Charlie Adams,Coastal Studies Inditute, LU.

Dr. Denise Reed. LUMCON.

Mr. Eric Swenson, Coastd Ecology, LSU.

Dr. Gary Shaffer, SE. Louigana Universty

Dr. Greg Stone, Department of Geography, LSU.

Dr. Harry Roberts,Coastal Studies Indtitute, LSU.

Dr. Irv Mendelssohn, Wetland Biogcochemistry. LSU.
Dr. Joe Suhayda, Civil Enginegring. LSU.

Mr. Johan Sydow, Coastal Sudies Ingtitute, LSU.

Dr. Mark Bymes, Coagtd Studies Indiitute. LSU.

Dr. Mike Barber, Civil Engineering. Tulane University.
Dr. Nan Waker, Coastd Studies Ingtitute, LIU.

Dr. Paul Templet, Environmenta Sudies LIU.

Dr. Robert Chabreck, Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries, LSU.
Dr. Shea Penland, Coastd Studies Ingtitute. LSU.

Dr. Steve Faulkner, Wetland Biogcochemistry. LSU.
Dr. Steve Murray,Coastal Sudies Indtitute. LSU.

The panel's views are summarized and discussed under the following heedings

1 Executive Summary

2. The Problem statement

3. The Solution statement

4. A Rrocess Modd for Wetland Restoration

5. Condusons

A draft comment to the Draft Programmatic Environmenta Impact Statement for the
LouisianaCoastd Wetlands Restoration Plan isincduded as an appendix.

EXECUTIVE SUMVARY

The executive summary, as currently written, certainly sets the stage for the remainder of the
document. It has, however, one critical omisson. The large-scale, long-term restoration
conceptud plans and idess are nat incorporated into the text or liged as gopendices. This
materid should bean integra part of thegodsand objectivesoutlined in theexecutivesummary.
Once the long-term conceptud idess are integrated into the summary, it should be stressed that
the samaler short-term initiatives, that comprise the Priority Projects Ligts, are projects that

support each basin's long-term strategies. In other words;, the smaller projectssupport the long-
term, large-scde (big-picture) plans

On page 11 the datement: The Task Force did nat develop nor did CWPPRA require—a
process for analyzing, designing, or obtaining Congressiond goprovd for large projects beyond
the scope of CWPPRA'’s Priority Project List' appears. This assertion implies the CWPPRA
has no recommendationsfor the future. We need a list of recommended ‘point forward' steps
that take CWPPRA intot he 21st century. CWPPRA has an opportunity t o havea mgor impact
on achievinga no-net-loss of wetlands in Louisana It should riseto the occasion. If it does
not chooseto do so, mary scientists and members of the general public will question the vdidity
and val ue of a program thet so limitsitsdlf to the short-term.

The cost ad benefits claimed in the plan often appear to be skewed, The cod to reiindate
naturd long-term procssses and to gpproach a no-net-lassscenario will no doubt excead t he
eimated $ 1.1 billion discussed in the plan. Thecost could be as high as $ 4.0 hillion. Only
with this kind of expenditure, representing a mixture of long-term, large-scae projects and
supporting short-term, small-scde efforts will the no-net-loss objective be achievable. It is
imperative that natura fluvial/basinal processes be reestablished in a manner that duplicates, as
close as possible, the naturd system prior to humen interference.

THE PROBLEM STATEMENT

As mogt scientistsinvolved in this were part of the peer review team that assisied Drs. Kamp.
Van Heerden, and Davisprepare t he problem statement for the CWPPRA Task Force, therewas
strong consensus and only general commentsabout t he draft plan. Some researchers felt more
emphasisshould be placed on the influence of cands and impoundments One of the mgor
changes proposed was the devdopment of a Proem Solution Mode linking problemsto

processes t0 solutions.
THE SOLUTIONSSTATEMENT

As mogt scientistsinvolved in the present evaluation wen a part of the peer review pand thet
assisted Drs. Ven Heerden, Kemp, and Davis assemble and prepare this document for the
CWPPRA Task Force, there was strong consensusast o the vaidity of the solution satement.
It was felt additiondl figures demonstrating the various concepts would add to the document.
The fact thet if Bayou Lafourche was reconnected, it would aid wetland restoration in two major
basins, Terrebonne and Barataria, was not emphasized strongly enough.  Additiondly, the
section on Sediment Trangport should be expanded as should t he section on Inert Industria By-
Products. |n thelatter section the fact that composted sewer dudgecould be utilized in wetland
restoration should be recognized. More importantly, the scientificcommunity is proposing thet
a Process SolutionMode be the basic philasophy behind t he generation of Solutions to coagtal
Louidands wetland loss problem. A modd of this nature was utilized in the development of
the conceptud idess in the Solution satement.  Incorporaing such a modd in the Man
Document will serve as the link between the problem and solution sections.
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A PROCESS MODEL FOR WETLANDRESTORATION

Most of the pand's commentsdid not concem the specific projects or strategies outlined in the
basin plan gppendices. It was recognized these plans were developed independently of each
other and did nat include the overdl regiond gpproach identified in the main document's
solution section. The basin planning processwas extremdy vauablein obtaininggeneral public
and agenci espergpectives on what messureswere deamed appropriateto resolve specific wetland
problems. Itis, in thet regard, a vauable document that outlines citizen/agency concerns. From
this standpoint, the plans provide a useful catdog of issues, problems, and matters relevant to
eech basin. They are, therefore, an excdlent arting point for the feasibility work required to
set priorities within each management unit and for the coast in generd.

The basin planning method was, on the whole, map-based; it was not conceived as a process-
oriented gpproach to solving the wetland lossissue. Land- oss processes are used anecdotaly
to explain the need for various sSite-specific projects. These observations may turn ot in the
futuretobe full of insight, but cannot currently be tested, or even subjected to in-depth critical
sdientific andyss.  Further, evaudions of dternaives liged in the basn plans mus be
considered preliminary and speculative assessments. Whet is needed is an ecologically and
geomorphically sound restoration modd thet can be utilized at both the basin and sysem
levels--aPROCESSSOLUTION MODEL.

The Natural System

Prior to European settlement dong the Missssppi River, the naturdly subsiding ddltaic plain,
not only sustained itself above sea level; but dso increased in area and eevation. Thiswasa
product of various fluvial processes, such as overbank sedimentation during spring flood events,
crevassing, channel bifurcation,and ddta switching. The sedimentation processis illustrated
in Figure 1.

Ddtasand rivers, likedl naturd sysems are continudly in a stete of change evolving toward
a new set of conditions. Ecologists s the process reflected in plant and animal community
uccession. It isimportant to understand this neturd adaptabilityas we seek to manege wetland
sustainabilities. The mgor sedimentation cycle, ddlta switching a about 1000 year intervals,
isan exampleof successon. Ddta switching occurs when the Missssippi River ébandons an
inefficient channd and finds a new and shorter channd to the Guif of Mexico and beginsto
build a new ddta at its mouth. The ddtawhich has lost the majority of the flow then begins
to degrade, however, the switching eccurs gradualy and the old delta and it's wetlands till
receive mind-rich sadiment during the soring flood which hes an important maintenance
function, dthough the volume of sediment declineswith time. The switching process can be
visudized by viewing the characteristic processes of rivers and basins (or estuaries). Those
processes are listed below.

FIGURE 1. THE NATURAL SEDIMENTATION PROCESS
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Basin Processes (land-loss) Fluvial Precesses (land building)

1. Subsidence 1. Sedimentation (inorganic)
2. Tidal Action 2. Spring How

3. Sorms 3. DeltaSwitching

4. \Wave Action 4. Fresh Water Introduction

5. Sedimentation (organic)

Basin processes generaly leed to wetland loss, while naturd fluvial systemsleed to land gain.
Each badn is in a different State of succession and can be viewed as a continuum with basin and
fluvial processes &S end membars Those basins losing land the festest are primarily affectad
by besn processes  Those gaining land the fastest are controlled by fluvial processes. The
remainder of the basins ar ¢ governed by basin and fluvial processes. Humen 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 N TS AND DOM NANT PROCESSES

Within coastd Louisiana we rscognize three mgor geomorphological units—active delta,
abandoneddelta, and chenier plan. The following sections will discuss the relationship between
basnd and fluvial processes within each. The discussion assumes the humean impacts on these
physiographic units ar ¢ minimal.

Active Bita

In an active delta the key physical processesarc those related to theinput of fresh water and
mineral-rich sediments. Thus, fluvial processes (Sediment input and fresh water) dominate and
control the basinal processes of subsidence, wind-waveand 0oeen swell erosion, tidal scour etc,
The net result is expansion of the wetland surface over time and creation within the system of
extensive fresh-water habitats, Implied in an active ddta is annual wetland flooding that is
considerably grester than before the ar=2 was consumed by an active delta. With time, theddta
and asociated fluvial channels prograde and fill in the landscape's topographic lows—creating
vegetated wetlands.

Abandoned Ddta

In the abandoned delta, basinal processes dominate over fluvial. However, fluvial inputs of
fresh weter and nutrient-rich sediments, athough reduced from when the sysem weas an active
ddlta, lead to the maintenance of large partsof the wetlands  This maintenance effort nearly
balances the combined erosion/wetland loss besnd processes.

Generally, an abandoned deltashowsa marked gradation of marsh types from saline at the coast
to fresh dong interior portions of the basin. These wetland types dowly migrate landward.
Fresh and intermediate marshes are generdly decreesing in areal extent. Some parts of the
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FIGURE 2. A FLOW CHART OF THE WETLAND LOSS PROBLEM
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basin, Where basind processes srongly dominate fluvial events, are characterized by mersh
segmentation and pond formation.  These processes work to the detriment of the emergent
wetlands.

Immediately following abandonment, basind processes begin to control the sysem. Further,
the outer beach or shoreline separates from the marsh as a dring of barrier idands. The
intervening area converts to a productiveestuary. The barrier idands move dowly landwards,
generdly a a rate lower then the outer shoreline o the marshes. In the process, the estuary
enlarges. The abandoned delta estuaries becomevery productiveand sustain a large percentage
of the areal's commercid fisheries (e.g., Barataria Bay).

Ultimately, the outer coastal marshesar e eroded into a seriesof idands, with the barrier idands
separated from the marshes by large, open bays  The estuarine sysem is eventudly replaced
by aSound (e.g., Breton Sound). Moreover, the estuary is redtricted to smdl bays within the
marshes that have tidd connectionsto the Sound.

Chenier Plain

Marine processes dominate throughout, but sediment introduction waxes and wana.  When an
active ddtaisin the vicinity of Fourchon, or further west, a Sgnificant volumeof sediment is
deposited along the shorelinethat progrades scaward as a vegetated mud flat.  Fluvial processes
dominate. When active deltasar e located east of Fourchon, basind processes exceed the fluvial.
The end mult is the shordine reworksinto a beech ridge or chenier that migrates landwards.

The mgority of the beech materials are shell and shell fragments. These are derived from the
eroded md flats and from shell organismsaon the shalow inner shelf. Ocean swell processes
rework the shellsinto the beach profile.

The interval when the dominant chenier processes change from basind to fluvial is marked by
rapid shorelineeroson. Theonset of the fluvial phaseincreases the turbidity within the shallow
inner shelfs water column. Thisimpects the productivity of the region's invertebrates, which
in turn reduces the quantity of materid that can be incorporated in the beach. The Chenier Rlain
wetlands, until humen intervention, were maintained by fluvial sediment input from a number
of interior riven draining Louisana and Texas.

A PROCESS SOLUTION

Thelong-term solution to Louisanas wetland loss problem is tied directly to reetablishing the
hydrologic processes that crested the wetlands. Principal among the processesto be reindtated
is increesed sedimentation, (i.e., introducing sediments from rivers into wetlands and
discontinuing activities thet restrict sediment movements).

A hydrologic-process-oriented solution to correct the wetland loss problem seeks to reestablish
natura water and mineral-rich sediment flow mecheniam tha duplicate, where feasible, those
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that dominated before humen intervention (see Figure3). The wetlands were created by a series
of dynamic processes—short- ad long-term sedimentation pulses that initiated continuous

Tryingt o stop and/er alter those natural occurrencesisdetrimental, expensive, and will
ultimately fail. For those reasons, and others, we recommend a process gpproach t o restoring,
enhancing, and creating new wetlands. This gpproach was utilized in the generation of the
conceptud idess presented in the Solution Statement in the main documentof the CWPPRA draft
restoration plan. We would encourage the use of this modd in the refinement of the basin-by-
basn plans. The process goproach has a number of advantages over solutions that seek to
preserve particular landforms, species, or Ste-gpecific issues Seven dements illustrate the
importance of the process-oriented gpproach.

1 A process goproech captures naturd energies and works with nature's forces
rather then againg them. This results in large benefits from a rdatively smdl
input or cos--favorable benefit/cost ratio are obtained.

2. A process goproach will result in a natral Sydem whose landforms are
determined and maintained by the reingtaled or reconnected hydrol ¢ forces.

3 A process goproach avoids species management problems. That is it refrains
from trying to maintain a gpecies in an area that is no longer favorable for thet
species. |n thelong-term, species digtributions may change. The net effect will,
however, be postive. For example, more alligators mey be present. but they
mey be shifted in space.

4. A process gpproach bypasses the tendency to manage for a specific landfurms
(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 goproach manages for gain; it is a postive goproach and coes not
managejust to prevent events from occurring. Louisands exiding ceasmal zone
is testimony to the building powers of deltaic processes—reestablishing those
processes Can result in net wetland gains.

6. Since nature maintains the natural sydem and dollars are saved, a process
goproach provides the lowest maintenance costs over time. The dterndtive,
trying t 0 menagefor particular species or landforms, will result in much higher
maintenance cogts.  Ultimately the goproach will fall because the ecosystem
changes to non~optimum conditions for those maneged species.

7. Because d| projects, regardless of basin, seek to reestablish the sane natura
processes, a Process goproach results in consistent projects across ach badn.
This means the projectsare much eesier to justify and defend to dl interested

parties.



FIGURE 3. THE RESTORATION SEDIMENTATION PROCESS
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Reegtablishing natura sedimentation processes will result in existing wetlands being maintained
from sediment accretion each year and the cregtion of new wetlands It requires much less
sedimentto maintain existing wetlandsthan to create nev ones. The process will result in the
same types of landforms that we see today. They may, however, be in somewhat different
places—fresh marsheswill form in areas that mey be currently brackish, as water and mineral-
rich sediments “freshen yd an area. The processwill not alter species diversity. The same
gpecies will utilize these new habitats.  In fact, as wetland hedth improves they mey be in
different places, perhaps in greater numbers, and certainly in different areas as they adapt to
optimum conditionsor habitets. The region will readjust to the new process conditionsand
achievea'deady date" that is much easier, and lessexpensive, to mantain. Trying to maintain
landforms and species in particular places, over time condemns one to perpetua maintenance
ad very large costs.

A DISCUSSON OF INDIVIDUAL BASIN STRATEGIES

The scientific pand applied the process solution modd t o each besn and made the following
uggedtionsas to the possble strategiesin each besn.

Pontchartrain Basn

he Pontchartrain Badn isan abandoned detageomorphologica unit. Sedimentand fresh water
put has been dradtically reduced due to the closure, in 1812, of Bayou Manchac and the
veeing Of the Mississppi River. Additiondly, the dredging of the Misssdppi River Guif
let (MRGO) combined with the reduction in fresh water input hes creeted a Situation where
inities ar e elevated. The upper fresh weter swamp region has been impacted by the dredging
the AmiteRiver DiversonCand. Artificid levees associated with thiscana haveimpounded
amps thet are now severdy stressed.  The scientific pand suggedts the long-term Strategy
Id be to createa fluvial regimein the system, and to connect impounded wetlandsto netural
rainage sysems.  Additiondly, the scientists would support, on environmenta grounds, t he
osure and sedling of the MRGO—if such wen ever undertaken.

Breton Sound Basin

e Breton Sound isan abandoned geomorphalogica unit which hasbemn pushed toa dominance

y basinal processes due to man's activities The suggested long-term strategy is the

tablishment of the fluvial regime through a seriesof controlled and uncontrolled diversions.

e crestion of a new Breton Ddta through an uncontrolled diversion should greatly benefit this
1n.

The Mississippi River Delta Basin
The Missssppi River Ddta Badn isan active deltageomorphologicd unit. Fluvial processes

should dominate over basinal and increese in wetland expression should be the dominant
consequence Of fluvial process dominence. However, this besin logt 105,298 acres of wetlands
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RESFONSE 20.PONT1: Restoration of fluvial input to the basin is
a key strategy. In the short term, the Bonnet Carré Freshwater
Diversion (a non-CWPPRA project) isS a critical component. The
long-term phase of this strategy includes several smaller
freshwater diversions and also recommends projects to import
sediment from the Mississippi River. Gapping spoil banks to
reconnect impounded wetlands to natural drainage systems is
included in the plan as one demonstration project and two short-—
term supporting projects.

The rationale for elimination of numerous methods suggested to
solve the MRGO problem is found on page 20 of the Pontchartrain
Basin appendix. The rationale indicating that bank stabilization
is more cost effective than a gate is found on page 23 of the
appendix.

RESFONSE 20.BRET1: The basin plan includes a 20,000 cubic feet
per second sediment diversion. |f feasibility studies indicate
that a major uncontrolled diversion should be in the Breton Sound
Basin, the larger diversion would be substituted.
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between 1932 and 1990 (i.e., morethan 20 % of the besin area). Such lossshould be compared
to the period 1880 - 1930, when Plagquemines Parish, in which the basin is located, gained in
excessof 40,000 acres (Fisk et al. 1936).

The reason for dramatic wetland loss in the basin is partially because men forced the
Fluvial/Basinal processes balance towards the Basinal end due to navigetion interests and
flooding controls; and partially because the Missssippi River has reached the edge of the
continental shelf. In the short-term reactivation of former crevasses and the cregtion of new
subdeltas would result in locd reversal in wetland loss.

It is suggedted that the long-term strategy for this basn should be the rdlocation of the
Missssppi River into Breton Sound, possibly at the meander in the river oppositethe town of
Naim. Such an action would cause the Missssippi buds-footddtat o eventually be abandoned.
As a consequence, the now abandoned delta would rework into an outer beach-barrier sysem
and someinner marshes.

We gpplaud the Mississppi River Ddta Basn Planning Team in gtating that their sdected plan
is the pursuit of the full-scaleuncontrolled diversion of the Missssippi River.

The Barataria Basn

he Barataria basin has changed from an activedelta geomorphological unit in the 1700's to an

B8ARM {abandoned ddlta unit.  Presently, the activitiesof nan, beng principally the leveding of the

0.
LA

Mississppi River and the closure of Bayou Lafourche, have pushed this to a basn dominated
by basind processes. The long-term strategy Suggested is to reinstate and enhance the fluvial
processes. The proposed reconnection of Bayou Lafourcheand associated gapping and directing
flow across Bayou Lafourche’s eastern levees will serve as a vauable source of mineral-rich
sediments.

In addition, an active sysem of artificial diversons would replenish the marshes and offset the

2o jaccumulated damage caused by leveeing the Missssppi River. It is further suggested thet
@aaa3irestoration of the barrier idandswill havean impact in reducing some of the basind processes

0.
TERR(

The Terrebonne Basin

The Terrebonne Basin isan abandoned delta geomorphotogical unit. Assuch, basind processes
dominateover fluvial. Thelone-term trend would be shorelineerosion dong theouter (seaward)
fringesof the marsh and a stow migration of the salineand brackish marshes [andward, to the
detriment of the fresh and intermediate wetland types. The western hdlf of thisbesin isdowly
becoming more and more influenced by the Atchafalaya River and is moving from a besind
process dominance to a greater fluvial influence. Partsof the western basin are experiencing
flooding which for t he most part isa natura phenomenon, before wetland cregtion processesset
in.
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RESFONSE 20.MISS1: A specific site for the relocation of the
Mississippi River’s main channel will be determined through a
feasibility study proposed in the basin plan. The Nairn site
possesses several desirable features and will be given due
consideration.

RESPFONSE 20.BARA1: The problem identification section on pages
7-16 of the basin appendix has been rewritten and these facts are
emphasized.

RESFONSE 20.BARA2: Twenty of the twenty-two critical long—-term
projects involve freshwater or sediment diversions (includingthe
reconnection of Bayou Lafourche) Or outfall management.

REFFONSE 20.BARA3: Barrier island projects compose half of the
critical short—term projects. Other barrier island projects are
included in the supporting short and long-term categories.




For thelong-term strategy the scientific pand suggests establishment of a fluvial process regime
"67:“ which will ensure that minerd-rich sediment and fresh water are spread over aslarge an area

as possble. Additionaly, the barrier idands should be subgtantialy restored as this will have
Qon'r- an impact on reducing some of the basind processes.

The Atchafalaya Basin

The Atchafdaya Bagn is an active ddta geomorphologicd unit. In most of the basin fluvial

olD0. |processes dominate over besind. The stientific pand agreed with the Atchafdaya Basin
ATEMH Planning Team tha the long-term drategy for this besin should be the modification of the
operation of the Old River Control Structure to incresse the amount of flow conveyed to the
Atchefdaya Basn Floodway sysemto Atchafdaya Bay.

In addition to building two ddltasin AtchafdayaBay, Atchafdayasedimentsar e also responsible
for shoreline progradation dong the Gulf shordine of the Mementau Badn.  Atchefdaya
0. |sediments are also effectively reducing land loss in the western Terrebonne Basn and move
avenal down the GIWW as far east as the Houma Navigation Cand during Atchafalayafloods. In West
Cote Blancheand Vermition Bays sgnificantamountsof sedimentationar e also occurring where
short channels link the baysto the @ VWV To increase the present Mississippi discharge
directed down the AtchefdayaRiver, even for only limited parts of the year, could only expand
the area benefitted by this sediment source

The Teche/Vermilion Basin

The Teche/Vermilion Basin isin transition froman abandoned delta geomorphological unit to

o20- an activeddta. Asauch it is dtill experiencing welland lossand shorelineerosion.  However,
TN |wetlands close to sediment sources (eg. Gulf Intracoastal \Waterway) are experiencing some
natura restoration.

The suggested long-term strategy for this besin is the manegement of the dispersal of fresh water
—}0- and sediment that enters the basin from the Atchafdaya River dong the GIWW and directly
TS from AtchafdlayaBay. Short-term strategiesshould take cognizancedf thefact thet Atchaefaaya

dischargescould beincreasing in the future,

The Mermentau Basin

The areastabilized by permanent mud depositsfrom the Atchafdayais currently spreading from

2 |eest towest &t aout 0.5 to 1.0 miles per year. |f this pace continues, it cen be speculated thet

m&\ the Gulf shorelineof the Calcasieu/Sabine Badin will begin to see permanent mud accumulation
and shoreline stabilizationin about 75 years.

In thearea of the largelakesin the northern hdlf of the basin, a seriesof control structuresand

highway embankments have restricted neturd drainage to the south.  This effort is part of a
project to transform the lakes into fresh water storage reservoirs sarving inland rice-framing
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RESPFONSE 20.TERR1: \We have made re- establishment of fluvial
processes the first basin objective, with corresponding re-
emphasis of critical long-term strategies to accomplish this
objective (i.e., to bring sediment into the basin, page 15).
Barrier island restoration has been identified as a critical
short-term strategy in Terrebonne Basin (page 27).

RESPONSE 20.ATCH1: Comment noted.

RESPFONSE 20.ATCH2: The text of the basin plan has been reworded
to include the effects of Atchafalaya sediments on other basins.

RESPFONSE 20.1/v1: The fact that wetlands and shorelines near
sediment sources are experiencing natural restoration is
acknowledged in the basin plan.

RESPFONSE 20.T/v2: Utilization of water and sediment from the
Atchafalaya, is a key strategy in this basin.

RESPFONSE 20.MERM1: This is good information, but it is not
definite that the mud deposits will continue to move westward at
the rates indicated. W have added to the revised basin plan a
discussion of the phenomenon of the mud deposits currently
formm}g from Freshwater Bayou westward to near Rollover Bayou and
Rockefeller Refuge.
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interests.  This has resulted in maintenance of unnaturaly high water levels that have caused
submergence and wave eroson adong lake margins. The practice hasa so limited the supply of
fresh water to marshes south the Chenier ridges and highway 82.

A long-term policy of water-levd managemet is needed for this basn. The plan could
incorporate major fresh water Sphonsand pump structures over highway 82 from the lakes,
especially White Lake, into the coastal marshes. The object is to establish more natura
condition in thelakes. Loweringwater levelswill aso reduce marsh stressdue to submergence
and fadilitate drainage.  Fresh water input to the coestd  marshes should reduce sdlinities
significantly.

The proposed re-connection of Bayou Lafourche and increased discharge down the Atchafdaya
River will cause a corresponding increasein the amount of sediment in the coestd mud stream
heading wes. Gulf shorelineprogradation should be enhanced by the sporead of mud flatsdong
thecoast. A potentiad restoration technique involves utilizetionof the pumping power of water
level setup/setdown associated with cold front passage as a mecheniam to force coastal mud
stream waters into coastal marshes. This could becomea significant sediment input source for
the coastal marshes.

Calcasieu/Sabine Basin

Long-term solutionswould gppesr to be the congtruction of locks or weter control structuresat
both Sabine and Calcasieu Passes. A detaled scientific feasibility study needs to be
implemented. This effort should includecomputer modeling of the expected hurricane surges.
The purpose would be to reh  if completelock, were needed. It may dso be beneficid to
install a lock sysem on the GTWW to re-establish the hidoric separation of the Sabine and
Calcasieu estuaries.

Because the mud stream from the Atchafalaya is inhibiting shell production to the detriment of
the beaches/shoreline, an alternative source should be determined. Mining of sediment/shell

from theinner shelf and depositiondong the beech would Significantly reduce shorelineerosion.

Dedicated mining of shelf sedimentsand their dispersd in coastd  marshes through pipeline
conveyanceis a possible method in raisi  mash elevaionslocaly. Hydrologic manipulation,
shorelineprotection I {1 naturd), sediment trapping and t it useof dredge

material are restoration techniquesagpplicableto this basin.
FUTURE DIRECTION

The followingstepsare required before scientifically sound long-term restoretion strategies can
be devised.
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RESPFONSE 20.MERM2: Please refer to Responses 11F.MERM2 and
11F .MERM3.

RESPFONSE 20.C/s1l: These locks were considered in Alternative 1
in the report. They would need to be considered further under
some other authorization.

REFONSE 20.C/52: As we begin t o understand_more about this
phenomenon, a strategy cou e devised t O alleviate the problem.

RESPFONSE 20.¢/s3: The area of loss is far from the shore and
pumping sediment to these areas from the Gulf of Mexico would be
verg expensive. Furthermore, the highly saline material would
probably kill existing vegetation. The other items listed, as
well as others, are all a part of the basin plan.
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Because these sysems are so dynamic, it is necessary to determine within eech
basin exactly where the basn sits an the geomorphologiccontinuum.  Thiscan
be determined from our present scientific understanding of deltadevelopment and
abandonment. No new gtudiesarc required. The dataare available.

Having a basc undadanding of waer movements within eech basin is a
fundamenta requirement of the planning process. Thesedementsare consdered
critical and the following questions nead to be asked.

a Whaare the exising water, sediments, and nutrient budgets?
b.  What wen the historic water and sediment pathways?

Badc regtoration concepts must take into account the morphodynamic and
ecologica nature of eech basn, as wdl as the primary sediment and water

pathways.

We nead to examine where projects on the list, as presently ddineated in the
basin-by-bagin draft restoration plan, fit into the conceptua process modd being
suggested by A sdientific community.

This gpproach to addressing wetland loss does not imply any additiond mgor or extensve
dudies To build a plan around the process modd concept, it is necessary to undertake some
limited hydrologic mode lingand comparethe results with existing dataand then incorporatethe
synthesis into a process modd framework.  This strategy will ensure the deta ar ¢ synthesized
into a document that focuses on the connectivity between basinsand how current site-specific
projectsfit into a process-oriented plan.

The conceptual natural process modd presated should be used to guide CWPPRA's
comprehensve plan. Developmentd arationd plan, thus, will requireanswersto the following

questions.

R0.E

Jo.F

1.

Whet ar ¢ the dominant natural processes within the besn under discussion, and
how have these been impacted by humen activity? In other words, how have
humanschanged the fluvial/basinal processes relationships? Have we pushed the
balance too much to oneend or the other?

What long-term strategy is necessary to reingtete the natura processes? Onegod
should be reegtablishing the natura fluvial/basinal processes ratio. This implies
setting Up a long-term natura process-oriented plan.  In short, whét large-scale
projectscan beinitiated that will reestablish the natural processes?

What short-term projects can we emphasize thet will be in support of our long-
term dtrategies?
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RESPONSE 20.A In the newy revised basin plans, we have
determ ned where each basin sits on the geonorphol ogi ¢ continuum

RESPONSE 20.B.  The existing water and sedi ment budget for the

M ssissippi River will be determined in a study to be comenced
inthe near future. Once this is done, it will be ap;la_ropriate to
deternine water and sedinent budgets w thin basins. he historic
vvlaterdand sedi ment pathways within basins are fairly well known
al ready.

RESPONSE 20. C Revi sed basin plans not only take into account

t he nor phol ogy and ecol ogy of each basin as well as water and
sedi nent pat hways, 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 nodel. In choosing projects for
future priority lists, the fit of a project to the conceptual
nmodel wll likely be a factor in selection.

RESPONSE 20. E Thi s has been done in the revised basin plans.

RESPONSE 20.F. The | on%- termstrategies in all of the basins
near the M ssissi pfn and Atchafal aya Rivers have the goal of
reinstating natural fluvial processes.

RESPONSE 20.G The critical short-termprojects in each basin
now support the |long-termstrategies.
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CONCLUSIONS

—

A long-term management and restoration plan is needed for coagtd Louisana

We gpplaud the efforts of the Task Force and its committeesin assembling dl of the
elements necessary to put a plan together.

We encouragethe Task Force to step beyond the small, short-term, site-specific projects
and solutionsand move into the large-scale, 'Big  Picture Arend'.

As academic representatives of alarge portion of Louisanas scientific community, we
fed we can support the bass o the restoration plan as presented in the main document's
solutions section.

We recommend the Task Force adopt the conoept of a process solution model and that
al future planning efforts utilize this process goproach. The scientific community is
willing to help to rewrite the problems and solutions section of the man document
incorporating the Process Solution Modd concept.  Additionaly, we would be willing
to help basin cgptains and their teams use this modd in future plan developments or
refinements.

We request the Task Force developa meaningful relationship with Louisands scientific
community coordinated through the offices of Louisana State University's Center for
Coadtd. Energy, and Environmenta Resources.  The contract that mede this review
possble—an gpplaudable effort by the Environmental Protection Agency a the 11th
hour—defused a potentialy disastroussituation for the whole CWPRA process. Unless
the scientific community stands behind CWPPRA and its mtoration plans. CWPPRA's
efforts will have a had time being accepted by Congress and the general public. Until
Colond Miched Diffley requested the scientific community's input and encouraged this
review, the process had only token sciertific involvement. Individuas involved in the
process, who happened to be scientists, did not have any support from the
academic/scientific community or theingtitutionsthey represent. In conclusion, we look
forward to the establishment of meeningful and sincere forma relationships between
CWPRA, its basin cgptains, and Louidands scientificcommunity.
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RESFONE 20.1: We have added the requested information in the
Introduction of the Summary and in Section 1.3. .

RESFONE 20.2: We acknowledge that habitat quality and quantity
has been the basis for estimating the benefits of proposbd
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 fast
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 rarger,
more comprehensive projects are studied and designed. The
Restoration Plan has béen rewritten to place added emphasis on
the need for the large- scale restoration efforts that you
support.
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COMMENT TO
DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
THE LOUISIANA COASTAL VT/%WFSLANDS 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 potentialto 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
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 projectslikely to be funded by the
Plan. This is a goodidea 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
(p21). 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 20.1: W have added the requested information in the
Introduction of the Summary and in Section 13 .

RESPONSE 20.2: W acknow edge that habitat quality and quantity
has been the basis for estimating the benefits of proposed
projects. Usi ng only acres of marsh created or protected for
cal culation of benefits was not used because it was acknow edged
that all marshes are not equal in quality of habitat. The
habitat quality cal culations are heavily dependent on acres of
energent marsh vegetation and habitat quality and quantit?/ is
shown to increase as energent vegetation increases. The [ast
sentence of your comment deals with an entirely different
subject. The piecemeal counterneasures referred to in your
conment may be a reflection of the priority project |ists. The
priori t¥ project lists have, so far, contailned rel at!vel?/ smal |,
more diffuse projects that can help hold the line while [arger,
mor e conpr ehensive projects are studied and designed. The
Restoration Plan has been rewitten to place added enphasis on
the need for the large-scalerestoration efforts that you
support.
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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 acknowledgedin 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 is 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.

RESPONSE 20.3:  CQur expectation is that the sorting and
prioritization processes enployed by the Task Force will result
In projects that will produce positive net wetland benefits. W
have acknow edged in the referenced section that sone project
types nore than others are able to address specific wetlands |oss
probl ems and restoration opportunities.

RESPONSE 20.4: W have added additional information about
natural processes under the descriptions of freshwater diversion
and sedi nent diversion. These are the only types of projects
that we consider as attenpts to nmimic natural processes.
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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 results from a need to address the
large scale processes at work. Briefly. the marsh creation and maintenance
processes of bay filing and spring flooding are not operating because of the
nation's energy, flood protection, and transportation needs. Furthermore, the
natural marsh decay processes of sediment starvation, subsidence, and saft-
water intrusion associated with the delta lobe cycle continue (Coleman 1988)
and have been greatly accelerated by the same needs that prevent natural
marsh creation. Preventingfurther 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

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 decliningand 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 20.5: We have rearranged and nodified Section 21 to
enphasi ze that, without the CWPPRA, protection and restoration
efforts would continue to be small-scale and lack integration.
Addi tional information, extracted fromyour comment, has been
added to Section 12

RESPONSE 20. 6: W are aware that new wetland | oss data will soon

be available fromthe USFWS. [t is our understanding that the
data is not yet finalized and has not been published.
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|Plan as nothing more than a funding mechanism for what will otherwise occur:
greater funding of piece-meal effortsto counter wetland bss. The EIS should
more clearly point out that despite the Plan's great potential, virtuallyno
proposed projects were eliminated from it and it lacks a big enough frame of
referenceto sort these out. Presently, it offers little else than what would occur
without it.

If the Plan were modified (1) to acknowledge the overridingmarsh
creation. maintenance, and decay processes and (2) to include a mechanism
that assures that only projects that take these large scale processesinto
account were funded, then it might be possible for the EIS to confidently state
that the Plan will have a net positive impact. The Preliminary Evaluation Sheet,
Screening Information Sheet, and Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee
describedin 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.

232 Marsh Management

Marsh managementwill be implementedwhen (1) the overall (net)
productivity of the managed areas can be increased and/or (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 (p50). 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 20.7: The information that you suggest including is to
be found in Section 2.3.1.

RESPONSE 20.8:  This comrent is virtually the same as the first
part of conmment 20.3.

RESPONSE 20.9:  The quote in your comment appeared on gage 50 of
the EIS, but was under Section 3323  not ction
ref er enced quote has been rewitten and now aggears near the end
of the 4th paragraph under Section 3.3.2.3 ction 302(6) of
the cWpPRa defines a coastal wetlands restoration project as "any
technically feasible activity to create, restore, protect, or
enhance coastal wetlands..." V¢ believe that projectsto create
nore desirabl e habitats woul d be included in the "enhance'

cat egory.
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loss. The fact that a landowner sincerely believes that marsh management will
slow or reverse marsh loss is not sufficient to insure that only successful
projects will be implemented.

It is not until page 52 that it i s stated that how much is actually realized by
a particular project is influencedby a number of factors. Some Important factors
are then listed, but they do not include long term and targe scale processes
such as the delta lobe cycle of the river and associated subsidence and
saltwater intrusion. This may be especially important In southeast Louisianain
part of the Barataria and Terrebonne Basins.

More attentionneeds to be paid to the impacts of passive marsh
management because phase 2 of active management functions very similar to
passive marsh management. Thus any negative effects of passive
management, such as decreased mineral sedimentation (Reed 1992) will likely
occur.

The EIS should acknowledgethat marsh managementto prevent or
reverse marsh loss is a brand new science unlike marsh managementto
improve waterfowl habitat, which is well understood. Much of the increase in
emergent vegetation resulting from drawdowns is annual vegetation that is
temporarily establishedon 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, Del.aune 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

RESPONSE 20.10: Even though your comment refers sPecifi cally to
mar sh managenent, the sane argunent could be nmade for many of the
ot her project types. That is, wthout recognizing and eval uating
the processes that are occurri n%, we cannot properl|y design and

i mpl enent projects. W agree that matching the solution to the
problemis vital to success. W expect that the proper match of
solutions will be inplenmented through the integrated efforts of
all those involved in the CWWPRA.

RESPONSE 20.11: Discussion of the delta | obe cycle of the river
woul d be totally out of context in the referenced paragraph.

RESPONSE 20.12: Pl ease refer to Response |IC 16.

RESPONSE 20.13: Al though you have singled out marsh managenent,
other types of projects are "new science" which doesn't make them
any nmore or less desirable of a tool for addressing marsh |oss.
We believe that the other issues in your comrent are addressed
under Section 3.3.2.3.
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adventitious root production (see pg. 11 of this comment). Thus traditional
marsh management, with its emphasis on drawdowns, is not likely to be
sustainable because of subsidence and global sea levelrise, which is
substantial in Louisiana (Penfand 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 |n the Mermentau
Basin. It might reduce marsh loss where they correct human-made hydrologic
alterations that accelerate marsh loss processes of flooding, 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
Jparticularly 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 "historic*
(p54) water flow patterns to such areas (p54) might be trying to make this cycle
runinreverse. 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 marshlandsin those areas is to accelerate the marsh building
processes of river flooding with freshwater and sediments. Thus, a net positive
impact cannot be assured.
234. Hydrologic Management of Impoundments

Again, there is no screeningmechanism to assure that impoundments

are used only in slowly subsiding areas. Lacassine Pool at the Lacassine

RESPONSE 20. 14: You have described root zone stinulation as a
contributing factor in the accretion process. Ohers believe
that active managenment can increase organic matter production
(leaves, stens, and roots) and that the organic material is
retained within the managed area enough to maintain and
eventual ly increase soil elevation.

RESPONSE 20.15: W agree that net positive inpacts cannot be
assured for hydrologic restoration. There hasn® been one
hydrol ogic restoration project constructed and nonitored yet to
determine if they are efifective. we’ll never know how effective
they can be unless we careful |y design, build, construct, and
monitor some to deternine their effects.

Your entire package of comments is very pronotional of Pro% ects
that would restore "natural processes” and very critical of those
that would attenpt to protect what is left of the wetlands. W
believe that the best anroach to wetland restoration is through
the wise use of avail abl e sedinents where feasible. However, we
realize that moving sedinments, either through gravity flows or by
mechani cal means can be very expensive. In the case of

di versions, the potential for significant soci oeconom c inpacts
can nmeke projects inpractical and politically unacceptable.

Large- scal e sediment diversions will take years to study, plan,
design, and inplenent. W believe that protection projects are
vital 1n critical areas while we investigate and plan large-scale
projects for using sediment beneficially.
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National Wildlife Refuge and some impoundments at Rockefeller State Wildlife
Refuge are examples of successfulimpoundment. 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.

235, Sediment Diversion.

Sediment diversions attempt to speed wetland creation and enhance
marsh maintenance processes, and s 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 accommaodate sufficient water flow
to allow sediment delivery. Peat accumulation prolongs their life, but they
eventually subside away. After some time. the resultingbay 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.
236.  Freshwater Diversion

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 20.16:  You may have nissed a very inportant point
stated in the EI'S about this type of project. W would only
inplenment this type of project in areas where inpoundnent
currently exists and the infrastructure (levees, punps, culverts,
and structures) controlling water levels in the inmpoundment are
in need of upgrading or nmaintenance. No new areas are proposed
for inpoundnent. In a classic exanple, like the inmpounded areas
of the Bayou Sauvage National WIdlife Refuge, years of

m smanagenment have contributed to soil conpaction and subsidence
resulting in soil elevations considerably |ess than that
necessary to support marsh vegetation in an open, tidal system
Reopening of the area to tidal flow would result in rapid |oss of
the freshwater wetland plant species within the inpounded areas.
These inpoundnents coul d never receive enough sedinents fromthe
tidal systemto rebuild soil elevations to levels that woul d
support emergent vegetation. The only approach for dealing with
these areas I's intensive water |evel nanagenent.

RESPONSE 20.17: W believe that you are wong about sedi nent

di versions not needing a great deal of engineeri nﬁ to be
effective. True, the small-scale diversions in the active deltas
of the M ssi ssi pFi and Atchafal aya Rivers can be constructed
easily with |ittle more than a barge nounted dragline. It's a
conpletely different story for sedinent diversions that would
have the real potential to si gnifi cantly affect existing

devel opment, navigation, flood control Systems, and various other
soci oeconom c resour ces.

W believe that you are also wong about sedinent diversions
being tenporary.  In reference to geologic tinme they are
certainly tenporary, but any projects designed to operate for 50
to 100 years, as in the case of nost large-scale civil works
projects, are not considered tenporary. Certainly, |arge-scale
sedi ment diversions shoul d be designed to operate for at |least a
period of 50 to 100 years; anything | ess would never justify the
exFense. Judi ci ous periodic dredging of passes in the energing
deltas forned by sedinent diversionsto kept to the diversions
gper?_ti ng woul d extend the lives of the projects and maxim ze
enefits.



|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
JDI ] 1988, Nyman et al. 1990). Thus, converting intermediate marsh to fresh marsh.
C.D ,d. brackish marsh to intermediate marsh, and salt marsh to brackish marsh should
slow marsh loss rates in sediment starved marshes.

We have never heard of 'over-freshening' nor of # 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
Jo'ﬂ Jbecause 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 sectionit
should be clearly stated that oyster populations will be positively affected.
237.  Outfall Management

The EIS cites the dangers of waterloggingstress. but # should also point
out that flowing fresh water has a much less severe impact on wetlandplants
than standing water (Jackson and Drew 1984).  Thus the need for outfall
20.20 management might not be as severe as anticipated. Their use sediment
diversions is probably short sighted as noted earlier.
239, Barrler Island Restoratlon

This is an example of a project type that fits in well with the large scale
processes at work in southeast Louisiana, and ths point should be highlighted.
This type of project might greatly slow marsh loss rates by slowing the gradual
0. 2 saltwater intrusion and increased tidal prism and floeding associated with the
delta lobe cycle. They therefore reduce the need for marsh management and

it's associated problems.

RESPONSE 20.18: W have added sone of the infornmation that you
suggest.

RESPONSE 20. 19: Over - fresheni ng saline habitats won't
necessarily cause adverse effects to the marsh vegetation, but
woul d significantly affect the ability of many estuarine fish
species to utilize the area. Fisheries harvest, both
recreational and conmercial, is one of the primary reasons why
peopl e want to protect wetlands and we cannot ignore the effect
of restoration projects on fisheries resources. The bl anket
statenent you neke about *the nore freshwater habitat there is,
the nore estuarine habitat there is" is sinply not true for all
cases. |If freshwater input reaches all the way to the qulf
shoreline, there would be no estuarine habitat available for
estuari ne- dependent species that are intolerant of fresh
conditions and need shallow, protected areas during their early
life stages.

RESPONSE 20.20:  outfall managenent of sediment diversions woul d
be consi derabl&/) di fferent than outfall nanagenment of freshwater
di versi ons. nceptual |y, outfall managerment for sedi nent
diversions would include sediment trapping devices and dredging
of outflow passes to maximze deposition of sedinents in
favorable locations to prevent the diversions from being silted-
in.

RESPONSE 20.21: A key word in your coment is the word "might".
Fact is, we really t know what barrier island restoration
will do for mainland narshes, just like we don’t know for sure
what sone other types of projects will do.




2.3.11. Shoreline Erosion Control with Vegetatlon
This section states that vegetative plantings may also be used in broken

marsh or shallow open water areas within marshes to reestablish emergent

0. A]vegetation. This is not likely to have a positive impact because whatever killed

20.23

20.24
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the pre-existing vegetation is likely to kill the planted vegetation as well. This
therefore seems a great waste of resources.
2312 Terracing

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
23.13. Sediment Trapplng

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 s it also beneficial. But it is probably
harmful in sediment poor marsh brackish and intermediatemarshes 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.

3 Affected Environment Environmental Effects
3.1. Description of Habitats

The description of coastal Louisiana provides an excellent snap-shot of
these habitats. But it ignores severalimportant and very relevant processes that

drive the gradual change that these habitats are undergo. It is extremely

RESPONSE 20.22:  The object of revegetation efforts is to

i ntroduce plant species that did not occur in these areas when
the marsh di sappeared. Plant species nore tolerant of flooding,
l'ike giant cutgrass, nay be able to thrive in areas where soil

el evation is insufficient to support the species that were there
originally.

RESPONSE 20.23: Terracing is sinply one of the tools that have
been proposed for wetland restoration. It is unlikely that
terracing will play a major role inthe restoration of wetlands
but could play a mnor role in areas suitable for this type of
project. Success of projects is not totally dependent on "acres

of grass”. |Inprovenent of wetland habitats for dependent fish
and wildlife resources is, in our opinion, a valid reasonto
i mpl ement restoration FrOj ects. It may help to read the )
definition of a coastal wetlands restoration project in Section

302(6) of the CWPPRA.

RESPONSE 20.24: W have included sone of the suggestions in your
conment .
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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
tthis cycle are the marsh creation and marsh destruction processes. Marsh
creation and maintenance depends on bay filling that creates new marshes,
iand 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 intrusionneeds to be clarifiedbecause it is a
justification for many projects. Some saltwater intrusion In southeast Louisiana
Is associated with the delta lobe cycle of the Mississippl River (Coleman 1988).
This is often ignored because it is assumed to be too slow to be important, but
fthat is debatable. Much saltwater intrusion occurred in the early part of this
century because of navigation canals (Viosca 1927). Some likely continued as
icanals 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
icontinuing, 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.

10
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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 Louisiana (Hatton et al. 1983,
Delaune et al. 1988, Nyman et al. 1993). Briefly, peat production results from
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 hypoxia in the plants. Although
death often resultsin 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 absolutely essentialin brackish 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.

34 Cumulative Impacts of Alternatives

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

11
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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.

345. Barataria Basin.

Q)I'he east/west 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 cycle.b)-'reshwater and sediment
diversions into the basin combined with barrier island restoration provide the
most effective means stimulate the marsh maintenance processes and slow the
marsh destruction prmesses.chlowing freshwater fow through the basin will
require that the flood protection levees run parallel to Bayou Lafourche rather
than perpendicular.

3.4.10. Calcasieu/Sabine Basin.

The perimeter protection plan seems an expensive way to combat the
problems associated with ship channels. The perimeter protectionplan 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 channelsin

basin addressed?
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RESPONSE 20.25: W have referenced the " Probl ens” and

" Sol utions" 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 ES

RESPONSE 20.26:  You have taken the statenent nmade in the BIS out
of context. The EIS states that the Restoration Plan will not
add to the cumul ative adverse effects that hunan devel opnent has
had on the natural environnment. Certainly, many of the projects
that are included in the Restoration Plan woul d produce effects
that would be considered adverse by some nenbers of the public.
These adverse effects may not be related to wetlands, but rather
t 0 soci oeconomi ¢ resources.

Anot her comment you make is also msconstrued fromwhat is
presented in the EIS. W never say that project goals wll
al ways be realized. What we do say is that pro{)ects are expected
to produce a net increase in emergent and/or submerged vegetation
over conditions without a project. W fail to see what the

problemis with that statement. |f 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 fromall
those associated with the process and the public, is to build a
BI‘Oj ect based on anticipated benefits to wetlands, then we should
e able to state that we anticipate beneficial effects.

RESPONSE 20. 27:

a) The east/west hydrologic barrier is not part of the plan
sel ected for the Barataria Basin.

b) The large nunber of critical short and long-term projects in
the diversion and barrier island categories attest to the

i nportance of such projects in the restoration plan for the
Barataria Basin.

¢} Prior to inplenentation, a feasibility study will be
conducted for each diversion. Flood control will be an integral
part of any study.

RESPONSE 20.28: The perineter plan was selected as the
recommended alternative at agency/public neetings in April and
May of 1992 and at present is probably the mpst econom cal way of
treating coastal erosion problenms in the basin. O course, other
Iong_—term alternatives renmmin a possibility after additional
studies. The perineter alternative should not significantl
interfere with sediment introduced by stormtides as natura
channels are left open, except for Kel so Bayou.
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Comments 0n the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Pian
Gregory B Miller
937 Sena Drive
Metairie, La 70005

1 Executive Summary

page 1:

page 2

page 4:

,Page 5

page 10:
page 11:

Which projects are aready under construction?

Is there a monetary value for 78 million visitor days? It should be included if
available.

*active management of water levels does this mean marsh management?

V&G the 1981 Gagliano, et d.. study used to produce the projections of the 2040
Louisianacoastline? If so then the map contained in Figure 1 (p. 5) should
be adjusted using current land loss projections.

line 2, use "restoration” not "restoring”

"In summary..." should include referenceto citizen involvement
in preparation of the plan.

2 Main Report

page vi:

page 1.
page 2

page 7:

page 8:

page 9:

page I1:

indicates that Exhibit 1 contains President Bush's signing statement-the statement
does not appear in the exhibit.

Which four projects have construction approval?

Preident Bush's signing statement is referred to but the statement does not
appear in Exhibit 1.

Under Study Process, paragraph 3 should include the designees from each federa
agency/department, not just the designee from the USACOE.

Paragraph 3, examplesof the man'induced and natural componentsof_each primary
cause should be given- not just for subsidence.

Last paragraph, land clearing..increased Sediment load" sentence should begin the
paragraph.

To be consistant, "Exhibit Four" in paragraph 2 should read "Exhibit 4".
Paragraph 4, beginning "Pursuant to the..." should be indented.

Paragraph 1, the efforts of scientistsat Louisiana's and other universities should
be mentioned here.

RESPONSE 21.Ex1: The map is based on projections derived from
actual |osses from 1956 to 1983. The |ine of demarcationis a
50/50 line; that is, the region south of the line is greater than
50% water while the area north of the line is nore than 50% | and.




Paragraph 5, does the Chenier Plain extend beyond the Louisiana border into
Texas? If so, thiswould be an opportunity to point out the importance or
effects of Mississippi River influencesoutside of Louisiana.

page 12: Paragraph 2, The first use of RSLR should not be abbreviated. It should read

Al "Relative Sea Level Rise (RSLR)". , 5 ) RESPONSE 21.MR1: The retreat figure i s based on average changes
ma\ Paragraph 3, is the 5390 feet average retreat per year? per 100 years? per storm? over the past 100 years.
Thisis an impressive statistic that should be clarified.
page 13: Last paragraph. was the 1981 Gagliano, ¢t al, study used to produce the
. . projections of the 2040 Louisianacoastline? If so then the map contained
MR in Figure 1 (Executive Summary. p. 5) should be adjusted to reflect RESPONSE 21.MR2: Please refer to Response 21.EX1.

current land loss projections.

page 15: Paragraph 1 under "Background Loss", “waveof failed agricultural 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.

page 18: "excess loss” should be defined
Paragraph 2, delete "Sequentially”, use "Below we consider...”

Paragraph 3, to what extent are the CalcasieuShip Channel and Port Arthur Canal RESPONSE 21.MR3: The Cal casieu and Port Arthur Ship Channels are

both heavily utilized. Wetland benefitting alterations to

2 currently used? Are wetland bennefitting alterations to the existing use existing use patterns are possible, but would be very costly and

. patterns possible? In planning for restoration of this basin, was closing woul d need to be considered under authorities other fhan the

Mme3 these waterways or attempting to reduce associated impacts considered? CWPPRA. Closing these waterways was not considered. Reduction
If so, adiscussion of these considerations should be included in the plan of associated inpacts was considered by Alternative 1, which

included locks in Cal casieu and Sabi ne Rivers, but these would

or basin appendix. If not, consideration should be given to the potential need to be considered under another authority.

for such actions.
Last paragraph, in sentence 1 "limited" should be"limit". In sentence 2, land loss
is more complex than what? or where?

page 19: 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
MRQ), thissentenceshould be clarified to avoid future misinterpretations.
Paragraph 3, oil field cana networks are dredged. The word growth is not
appropriate in this context.

A2l Why has Shell Iland dissentegrated while the rest of the islands haven't? This RESPONSE 21.MR4:_ All barrier islands in the Barataria Basin are
MY should be explained deteriorating. The reasons for differing rates and patterns of
’ deterioration will be studied as plans are devel oped for the

t ti f ific islands.
page 21: Under " Sedimentation And...", paragraph2, 1 think thecitation (Nyman et al. 1990. restoration of specttic 1stands
1991) is misplaced. Shouldn't it follow the first sentence instead of

appearing within sentence 27

page 24: This page is blank.
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page 32:
page 35:

page 36

page 40:

page 52:
page 56:
page 92:

page 97:

page 98:

page 108:

page 120:

page 154:

page 181:

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.

North edges of maps, pictures, etc. should be oriented towards bindings and
towards tops of pages.

This page is blank.
second paragraph, first sentence. should be pluralo  avert critical problems”
This page is blank.

Under Coastal Wetland Problems. oil well 1ccess and pipeline cana construction
should be included as a ¢ause of wetland loss.

This page is blank.

The Table listing Barataria Bagin Projects contains a section of "Ressarch and
Development Proposals -this appears to be a valuable list that should be
developed for each of the basins.

Project number BA-17a/17b is not shown on the basin map (Figure BA-4).

Project number X TE-65isnow a hydrol ogicrestoration project under consideration
for Priority Project List #3.

This page is blank.

Fisheriesmonitoring should beincluded asan'Additional Variable or Substitution"

for "Sediment Diverson"”, 'Vegetative Planting”, and "Beneficial Use of
Dredged Material” projects.

"Text of the Act. doesnot contain President Bush's signing statement asindicated
in "List of Plates p. vi.".

paragraph 5, "provided™ instead of "provide".

paragraph 1, should list al of the species with Fisheries Management Plans.

RESPONSE 21.MR5: The plan does identify oil and gas access
canal s as a contributing cause of wetland loss. Future plan
nmodi fications may deal nmore with this issue.

RESPONSE 21.MR6: The XTE- 65 project was originally designed, and
remains, a marsh refurbi shment project utilizing spray dredging.
Thus it should be referred to as a marsh creation with dredged
material project.

RESPONSE 21.MR7: SIIJ_eCi fic nonitoring plans are to be devel oPed
for each project. he nmonitoring of fisheries inpacts as well as
sedi nentation inpacts has been a controversial matter, wth cost
as a factor preventing their inclusion in nmost cases.




page 10: paragraph 3, "'recomments"?, use "recommends’

3 Eavironmental |mpact Statement

ICover page:  Why is marsh management listed first out of the thirteen project categories? Is
it the most effective? |sit the most common strategy? Thislist should be
211 q) logically organized (alphabetically, by most common project type, or largest
expenditure category, €tc.).
b)Hydrologic management of impoundments? |s that marsh management?
¢ )Herbivore control? Where is this discussed further?
d)There is no date for the comment period.
[E1IS-2: Under Planning Constraints, the " availability of sound. verifiable data
Al regarding specific projects...". Thisimplies that there is sound verifiable
g data suporting the thirteen restoration project categories. There are
questions about the benefits of some of these project categories.
EIS-3: 1. Under Alternatives. again marsh management is listed first out of the
A3 thirteen project categories. This list should be organized logically.
[EIS-4/EIS-6: 1. Marsh management is listed first in Table 1. Why? The other parts of the
a|'+ Restoration Plan do not offer evidencethat marsh management isthe most
effective restoration method.
A5 [e1s-12: 1. This pageis blank
o EIS-16: 1. This page is blank.
1S-7: 1 Under 11 Study Authority. Priority Project Lists are to be submitted each
2.7 year for fiveyearsfollowing the passageof the CWPPRA. This paragraph
implies that lists will be submitted indefinitely.
2. Under 12 Background.. The Chenier Plain includes portions of southeast
A1.8 I Texas.

. This page is blank.
Y IE(S-!44. pag

Al

al.

PonT]

General Comments.

The summary (EIS-| through EIS-3) of the EIS fails to address or acknowledge the potential
social impacts associated with the Plan. Thisis important because these impacts may result in
further environmental impacts. An exampleof thiswould 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 areasalready stressed by overfishing. This could also lead
to increased user conflicts between commercia and recreational fishermen.

Based on my own limited general knowledgeand comments others have made at severa of the
public hearings, it would be beneficia to reevauate the possibility of closing the Mississippi

RESPONSE 21.1a: Marsh managenent is listed first for two nmain
reasons. First, there is nore information available on the
effects of marsh nanagement than for any other project type.
Second, we did not want to be accused o tr){_i ng to "hide" marsh
management anong the other project types. he 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 managenent is, far and away,
the nost controversial restoration nethod.

RESPONSE 21.1b: The difference between the two projects types
lies in the existing condition of the proiect area. Hydrologic
managenment of i mpoundments woul d be used for existing

i mpoundments where little to no tidal exchange presently occurs.
Marsh managenment woul d be used for tidally influenced areas in
need of the benefits that marsh managenent can offer. It is true
that both types of projects are a formof managenent, but

hydr ol ogi ¢ managenent projects would not have fisheries access
controversy surroundi ng them as woul d marsh nmanagenment projects
since the existing i npoundments are isolated fromestuarine
fisheries access. O her controversies about marsh managenent
also wouldn't apply to inproved managenent of existin
in?oun_dnents. Ve teel this difference in the |evel of effects is
surficient to separate the projects into two types.

RESPONSE 21.1c: Herbivore control is discussed in several places
withinthe EIS. Please refer to the Table of Contents and | ndex.
A di scussion on herbivory has been added to the Probl ens section
of the Main Report (page 31). In addition, several basin reports
acknow edge the herbivory problem

RESPONSE 21.1d: The date indicating the end of the comrent
period was inadvertently left off. The coment period for the
draft report officially ended on August 30, 1993.

RESPONSE 21.2: W 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. Wiat we are saying is sinply that we donit know
enough about rranY sEemfl c proposed projects to determne their
benefits due to lack of details.

RESPONSE 21.3:  Sanme as Response 21.1a.

RESPONSE 21.4:  Sane as Response 21.1a. In no way do we inply
that marsh nanagement is the nost effective restoration nethod.

RESPONSE 21.5:  The page was intentionally left blank to start
the next section on the right side of the docunent.

RESPONSE 21.6: The page was intentionally left blank to start
the next section on the right side of the docunent.



o2). |River Gulf Outlet. Consideration should also be given to altering use of the outlet through

speedtimits or the construction of locks. | believe this will result in greater public support for

PoNT| the Restoration Plan. Citizens and commercial fishermen in the Ponchartrain Basin appear to be

Cont. [mohilizing against the Bonnet Carre diversion and a concessionon the MRGO may help dispell
some concerns about other projects in the basin.

4. Appendix A
5. Appendix B
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 |
To what extent are the Calcasieu Ship Channel and Port Arthur Canal currently used?
Are wetland bennefitting alteratiors to theexisting use patterns possible? In planning for
,‘ll restoration of this basin, was closing these waterwaysor attempting to reduce associated
qs| impacts considered? If so. a discussion of theseconsiderations should be included in the
plan and basin appendix. If not, consideration should be given to the potential for such
actions.

RESPONSE 21.7: W have nade your suggested change.

RESPONSE 21.8: W have included your suggestion.

RESPONSE 21.9:  The page was intentionally left blank to start
the next section on the right side of the docurent.

RESPONSE 21.10: W have added a sentence to capture your
suggestion in the last paragraph of -Planning ConstralntsW"

RESPONSE 21 .PONT1:

The rationale for not considering speed

limts on the MRGO is found on page 20; for not considering | ocks
on page 23; and for elimnating a gate on page 24 of the
Pont chartrai n Basi n appendi x.

RESPONSE 21.C/S1:

Pl ease refer to Response 21.MR3.
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Mr. Richard Schroeder

Chief, Planning Division

US Army Corps o Engineers, New Orleans District
P. OBox 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70610-0267

Dear Mr. Schroeder:

Enclosed please find the Nationa Marine Fisheries Servi ce Restoration Center
commentson the Draft LouisianaCoasta Wetlands Restoration Plan and Executive
Summary. Ric Reubsamen of the NMFS Southeast Regiond Office in Baton Rouge
will be providing you with conment s on the Environmental Impeact Statement and
the Basi n Plans, and TomMinello o the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science Center
in Galveston will be providing commentson the draft monitoring plan.

Thank you for this opportunity.

Sincerely,

'l'fn&\' Born

NOAA/NMFS Restoration Center

Enclosure

Comments designated as 22: The following comments on the
Executive Summay and Main Report submitted by the National
Marine Fisheries” Services' Restoration Center in Silver Spring,
Maryland, are not responded to in detail. As stated earlier in
this report, we have not responded to comments by Task Force
agencies on the Executive SUmmay or Main Report. These comments
have been resolved by work groups made up of Task Force agency
representatives.



Commentson the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration At
Restoration Plan

EXECUTIVE SUMVARY

The Executive Summary is going to be published under separate cover from the

main report and appendices. This will require that the summary be
comprehensivewhile brief in order to inform the reader o the important
highlightsof the Plan.

Within the Section Introduction,” the Act should be cited when quoted.

Within the Section Introduction,” the text should be revised since np CWPPRA
funded restoration projectsare under congtruction. In the absenced an escrow
agreement, no project can move forward.

Within the Section "Introduction,” reference should be made to the
involvement of citizen and environmenta groups. A listing o the groups
should be appended to the back d thesummary.

Under the Section 'The Resource™ the summary should include a table similar
to Table 6 showing the value d fisheriesthat arelanded in coastal Loui Si ana.

Within the Section "' Strategy,”  the summary should describe the approach the
Task Force used in developing the Plan.  Specifically, the summary should
include a desaiption of the hydrologicbasinsand how restoration strategies were
built for each basin. A map of each basin should beincluded in the summary.

Within the Section “Strategy,” each strategy (creation, restoration, protection,
etc.) should be expanded to providea more thorough desaiption. Each strategy
should include, where possible, an example (actual proposed project) to provide
the reader with a better understanding o thetypes of coastal protection projects
being proposed in thereport

Within the Section 'Strategy," each basin description should include a map of
thebasin and the number d projectscurrently funded by the Priority List process.
Identificationd the Basin Captain should be considered.

Within the Section "Implementation,” a deseription of the main report should

be provided. This should provide the reader with understanding that the report
discusseseach hydrologicbasin in the main report and in an appendix, the
reason that an EIS has been written, and where other partsdof the report (such as

total restoration cost estimation) can be found.

The Executive Summary refers to Plate 1, and accordingly, it should be included
in the Summary. Additionally, since the basinsare referred to by roman
numeral designation aswell 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 usad.

In both the main reportand the Executive Summary, there should be consistency
between the uses o "'the CWPPRA™ and "CWPPRA."

MAIN REPORT

Page 14, Figure 2, the three graphsshould dl have thesamex and y axesin order
for the reader to easily determinetherated land loss relativeeach graph
(chenier vs. deltaic plain, etc.).

Page 15, "Background Loss," should consider smplifying thissection. The
discussion o background vs. natural loss doesn't contribute much to the reader.

Page 21, "Why the Plantsare Dying," should incdude a dearer explanation that
land lossand vegetativelossare related Consideration should be given to
another title to this section such as "Vegeative and Land Loss™

Page 25, 'The Vdued Coastal Wetlands," this entire section should be moved
forward in the report follow the introduction. The present placement interrupts
the report asit describesthecauses d land loss and movesinto
solutions/strategies.

Pages35, 37: Thesemapsare very confusing. Either theland areasor the water
areasshould be shaded for contrast

Page 57, Pontchartrain Basin Map, this mgp and other maps should provide a
dearer boundary d thebasin. Each basin map should also beinduded in the

executivesummary o the reportas well asa map identifying the eritical and
supporting projects.

NOAA /NMFS Retoration Center Draft CWPPRA Restoration Plan Comments



TYPOGRAFHICAL ERRORS ETC.

Executive Summary
F%ge Paragraph Comments

When listing the Task Force members, started out with
commeas and went to semi-colonsin the middle. The
commas are the correct punctuation.

Agan, the usecommasinstead o semi-colons to separate the
idess.

Should merge this paragraph with the previous one.

First sentence should have commas. ** Floodcontrol works,
conpr i si ng... nearly $12 hillion, pdet...'

Need to statewhat MRGO standsfor.

Last sentencer "'..the Task Forceand its committeeshave:
established.

Page Paragraph Comments

2 2
3 5
3 6 .
9 1
10 last
Main Report
9 fl rst
1n 1
12 2
36 1
36 4
38 0
39 1
41 1
41 1

Last sentence. "bird foot”= ?

Need to explain what delta lobe construction.

Second sentence starting "Much new insight™ is a run-on
sentence.

Need to capitelize “Chenier Pan."

Define “fs.”

Explain the processd crevassing.

The"Mississippi and Atchafalaya Detas” at the top of the
page need to be justified to theleft.

Remove the comma™...conceats is ambitious, and...”
State that “cy”’ = cubic yards.

In the third sentence, add a commabetween " continue to be
excavated, althoudn.."

NOAA /NMFS RegtorationCenter Draft CWPPRA Restor ationPlan Comments
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AN f NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
~ Srapgy o

Picka 142 Southeast Regional Office
9450 Koger Boulevard .
2 3 St. Petersburg, Florida 33702
August 31,1993 F/SER4/RR;jk
504/389-0508
Colonel Michae! Diffley
District Engineer, New Orleans District
Departrnent of the Arnty, Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267
Dezr Colonel Diffley:

The National Matine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has received the June 1993 Draft Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Restoration Plan (Main Report) and appendices. These documents were prepared pursuart to
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act  Through the NMFS, the Department of
Commerce contributed to the development and preparation of portions of the Main Report and appendices.

The NMFS has reviewed the subject documents. Broadly viewed the Main Report adequately describes
Louisiana coastal wetland values, problems and potential solutions. However, the enclosures to this letter
providereview comments addressing specific deficiencies 2.0 recommending appropriate ~isicrs tothe
Main Report and appendices.

To facilitate future amendments to the restoration plan, development of priority project lists, and full
implementation of the restoration plan the NMFS, under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (FWCA), recommends t he following:

1. Active coordination and consultation with the NMFS should be maintained throughout
development of priority project lists, revisions to the restoration plan, and development and
implementation of project monitoring plans.

2. An effective mechanism should be Moped t0 immediately initiate acquisition cf
information on and implementation Of critical restoration projects.

3. Science advisors (e.g., university scientists) should assist in future priority lid development
and review of project monitoring results.

4. Each priority project list should include one & more dessmmimstion projects, within Task
For ce established constraints, t 0 evaluate new zlarx restoration technologies & techniques.

5. Where feasible, hydrological/ecological d i n g efforts should be undertaken 0 wicts
prediction of cumulative, synergistic, and antagonistic effects of project implementation.

6. Marsh management projects utilizing levees adl water corire! structures t 0 control wettand
hydrology and which are reasonably expected to adversely impact estuarine-dependent
fisheries should not be implemented untif Such projects are refined through Axtrer study to
erfﬁ’;“l:re that they will provide long-term wetland benefits and maintain existing wetland

jons,

“
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the restoration plan and planning recommendations
pursuant to the FWCA. Department of Commerce comments on the Programmatic Environmental fmpact
Statement are being provided separately.

Sincerely,

flebsy 71 Cocbosoron
%nchu Mager, Jr.

Habitat Conservation Divison

Enclosures

Comments designated as 23: The following comrents on the Main

Report and Basin Plans submtted by the National Marine Fisheries
Servi ces' Southest Regional Oficein S. Pet ersburﬁ, Florida are
not responded to in detail. As stated earlier inthis report, we
have not responded to comments by Task Force agencies on the Min
Report or Basin Plans. These coments have been resol ved by work

groups made up of Task Force agency representatives.



Comments of the National Marine Fisheries Service
Coastal Wetland Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act
Restoration Plarn-Main Report and Appendices

MAIN REPORT

Page 9, paragraph 4. Because the state-administered Coastal Zone Management Program does not
encompass the entire Louisiana coastal region, the acreage figures referenced in this paragraph and
presented in Figure 1 represent only a portion of the permitted development. More complete data for the
entire coastal region and including general and nationwide permits should be provided by the Regulatory
Functions Branch of the New Orleans District. Also, Hartman et al. (1993) present a more thorough
analysis of habitat loss through major development activities permitted by the Corps of Engineers. These
data show that sigriificant, permitted coastal wetland losses continue to occur in Louisiana. The apparent
conflict between permitting such coastal habitat losses and expending state and federal funds to restore
and protect wetlands should be addressed thoroughly.

Page 33, paragraph 3. This section should indicate that projects involving many of the identified
methodologies have been included on priority project lists already submitted to Congress.

Page 44, paragraph 1. To depict the documented uncertainty of success of marsh management, line 6
should be revised to read, "variety of ways to attempt to promote the growth . . ."

Page 47, paragraph 1. The paragraph should be totally rewsitten to address only socioeconomic
considerations of marsh management. The characterization of hydrologic restoration projects as having
impacts similar to marsh management projects is inaccurate. These two project types, in general, have
entirely different designs, purposes, and impacts to the production of living marine resources. The last
sentence is speculative, unsupported by historic fishery data, and should be deleted.

Page 175, paragraph 4. We find no reference in the CWPPRA that only two additional priority project
lists (a total of five lists) are required. Clarification should be provided.

Page 179, paragraphs 1 and 2. The fishery monitoring plan (Exhibit 3) was developed by NMFS
scientists with assistance from other federal and state agencies and academia This part of the monitoring
plan is peer-reviewed and adequately addresses monitoring problems for fishery resources. The Executive
Summary of Exhibit 3 and this section of the Restoration Plan, however, do not accurately reflect the
concerms raised in the fishery section. The peer-reviewed plan identifies projects that need monitoring
for fishery productivity, including all marsh management, hydrological restoration, 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. However, paragraph
2 states that "For cases where project budgets are not able to cover the fll protocol recommended in the
document, the Monitoring Working Group (MWG) has determined, by project type, which variables are
essential in judging project success or falure." On the basis of cost, therefore, the MWG decided that
fishery monitoring was only essential for marsh management projects, and fisheries would be listed as a
secondary variable for hydrological restoration and freshwater diversion projects. This decision, its
rationale and justification, and possible altematives should be fully discussed in the Restoration Plan. The
relegation of fishery monitoring to only marsh management projects is inconsistent with the fishery
monitoring plan.

Furlnc..na 1

While we have no objection to not monitoring fisheries for all freshwater diversion or hydrological
restoration projects, there does not seem to be a clear mechanism for monitoring some of these projects
when it appears necessary for documentation of functional success determinations or scientific reasons.
In addition, the fishery monitoring plan recommended that selected projects involving sediment diversion,
beneficial uses of dredged material, and sediment trapping should be monitored. Since only some
freshwater diversion and hydrological restoration projects are now being considered for monitoring, these
other project types should be similarly classified That is, fisheries should be a designated secondary
variable for sediment diversion, beneficial uses of dredged material, and sediment trapping projects. In
part, the need for such an approach is addressed in Enclosure 2. Therefore, we recommend adding
Fisheries as an Additional Variable in Table 11 (p. 181) for the Project Types of Sediment Diversion,
Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material, and Sediment/Nutrient Trapping. Fishery monitoring should be
given a very high priority at certain demonstration projects, and some of the first of these should be
sediment diversion projects such as those in the Atchafalaya Delta and any temracing projects. This
approach will enable NMFS to provide scientifically-based recommendations on other CWPPRA projects
in the future. In addition, the reference to Table 11 should indicate that the table does not incorporate
all recormmendations of the various monitoring subgroups.

MONITORING PROGRAM
EXHIBIT 3
Page 5, paragraph 2.
The permiltimate sentence states that “Sampling intensity and frequency depend on size of the project area,
mumber of different habitats present, and cost.” This implies that the need for a certain number or
frequency of fishery samples is determined by their cost. Cost has nothing to do with the scientific need
for samples, although it cestainly controls whether they will be taken. This distinction should be made.
PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN
—AN

WETLANDS PRt
CRITICAL SALINITY PROBLEMS
Page 8, paragraph 5. To allow an assessment of the significance of the increase in salinity averages and
peaks over the past 10 years, it would be helpful to include a figure or table depicting these increases.
PLAN FORMULATION
SELECTED PLAN
Page 18, Table 5. It should be footnoted that the "Displacement of Brownies & Specs” attributable to the
operation of Bonnet Carré would occur on the average of one of every two years.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS IN SELECTED PLAN

ERVATION OF LAND SHORT TERM CAL

PROJECTS
PO-15 ALLIGATOR POINT MARSH RESTORATION
ems ,
Page 32, paragraph 4. This section should note that shoreline erosion also is occurring along Lake
Borgne.

Key Issues. _
Page 33, paragraph 3. To more accurately portray the key issue, we recommend revising the first sentence
by deleting "slightly” and inserting after "organisms” the phrase into some portions of the project area,
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BRETON SOUND BASIN
APFENDIX B

EXISTING PROJECTS

COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION ACT (CWPPRA)
Caemarvon Outfall Managemnent

Page 3. This discussion should refer to the existing Corps of Engineers’ project on the previous page and
identify overall benefits and those attributable to outfall management only. The acreage in this section
does not correspond to that in the more lengthy discussion on pages 16 and 17.

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Page 9. The first complete sentence should read:  Por o most hialogical resorress Will be
maintained until he marsh-water interface reaches its Mmm As {Ne interface declines. estuarine-
dependent fishery ations dr ¢ expected t 0 decline. regardiess of the salinitv regime,

PLAN FORMULATION

Altemative B - Freshwater Diversion
Page 10. Delete the word "diversion” at the beginning of line 3 and substitute water over 3 longer period
of time.

SELECTED PLAN

Page 10. Item (5) was not mentioned in any of t he alternatives.
PROJECTS CONSIDERED

CRITICAL PROJECTIS)

CAmNARVON FRESHWATER DIVERSION -

Page 5. Addt hefollcwngopum«!almfcrmanm The structure was active a total of 255 mm

was 714 cfs with a maximum flow of 5,777

SUPPORTING PROJECTS. LONG TERM

m;l FIDDLER POINT BARRIER ISLANL -

Phygical Characteristics.

Page 24 and following project discussions. The heading "Physical Characteristics” replaced "Problems
and Opportunities” and "Description” i N the previous section. For clarity and consistency, the earier
headings should be used.

PBS-4 RELOCATION CF THE MISSISSIPPI Rl VER INTO BRETON SOUND

Page 26. This rget should be moved tot he Critical, Long T am Project section to correspond to t he

discussion in the Mississippi River Ddta Bagin (?ARDB) W inclusion of the following

pmagraph at the begl nnl ng of thls prolect to refer { e reed e tothe dlseusxon This project is
t River De ) ains the various

n
23S ppend

; Riyer

Effects.
Page27 ThE'lsttun seﬁe:wslnﬂdbedeletedmd hefollowngsubsuhmd he sediments

U1S. ARMY CORPS Ol ENGINEERS
Page 1 Themmmmmda45foddeepdm“asmldedaﬂ planing
is underway for the same depth and area. This should be corrected.

PLAN FORMULATION FORTHEBAI N

PLANNINGOBJECTIVES
Page 14, This section should acknowledge the existing freshwater diversions, those authorized and
proposed iN other basins and thenead t 0 allocate the available water to areas of greatest benefit

PROJECTS CONSIDERED
CRITICAL PROJECTS. LONG TERM,
PMR6 UNCONTROLLED DIVERSION OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER

Project Effects,

Page 23, paragraph 2. Thelastsamshmﬂdberewnttmaexpandedtouﬁmamwhmposmve
{and building scenario in which sediment would continue to accrete beyond t he 89,300 acres projected
for 50-year life of this project. Delta formation and usage by aquatic and terrestrial organisms should be
greater than t he Atchafalaya River and Wax take Outlet deltas combined, 9n0e over twice thaT flows
would be diverted into Breton Sound.

paragraph 3. It has been shown that newly planted marsh is not as productive as established
marshes, however, we a/C unaware Of research on naturally accreting versus established marshes. This
paragraph should be rewritten to eliminate the oontmdimm inthe first tun, sentences. Also, if not

by the above revision, the phrase "cutrently proliferating” should be replaced by abundance of
in the first sentence and jnhabiting on line 9.

BARATARIA BAS N

APPENDKX D

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION
PR

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Page 1|, paragraph 4. The second sentence should indicatethat loss of wetland habitat and hi&
salinities can |ead to lower biodiversity and productivity (e.g., fishery diversity and some and
agd production could increase).

PLANFORMULATION

Page 13, pamgraph 2 Itan]) is udlear. We recommend deletion Of { the phrase, "resulting in the
expansion . . . marsh build-up.”

KEY ISSUES IN PLANNING

(ONS




Page 19, pazagmphl The first sentence should indicate that management has the potential to restrict
migrations and production of fish and shellfish

NEAR TERM SUPPORTING PROJECTS

BA-14-Little Lake Marsh Management

Page 46, paragraph 1. Added to the Key Issues statement should be recognition of adverse impacts to
estuarine-dependent fishery resources and the uncertainty of such projects in protecting or enhancing

tidally-influenced coastal wetlands.

PBA-61-Southeast Lake Salvador Marsh Management
Page 69, paragraph 4. See previous comments on Little Lake Marsh Management.

LONG TERM SUPPORTING PROJECTS
BA11-Tiger/Red Pass Diversion 8Nd Outfall
Page 83, paragraph 3. See previous comments on Little Lake Marsh Management. Also, Table 5 should
be revised to indicate marsh management (MM) as an additional project type.
TERREBONNE BASIN
—AE
PLAN FORMULATION
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
ALTERNATIVE C. PENCHANT SUBBASIN, HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION

Page 15, paragraph 8. This paragraph should indicate that placement of water control structures in natural
bayous would significantly reduce the production of estuarine-dependent fishery resources.

Page 16, paragraph 1. This section should note that numerous plugs and water control structures have
already been placed in waterways east of Four League Bay. In order to enhance flows of freshwater and
sediments to interior marshes, consideration must be given to removal and alteration of such structures.

ALTERNATIVE E: TIMBALIER SUBBASIN, BARRIER ISLAND PROTECTION
Page 17, paragraph 2. The last sentence should be revised to read: *With total loss of the islands and

subaqueous platforms, some 117,000 acres . . ."

P
ENVIRONMENTAL _
Page 23, paragraph 4. This paragraph succinctly identifies marsh management conflicts. However, we
mommﬂﬂmndwmfamﬂwmgmngsmdyofmshmbmngcmduaedbydnUS
Fish and Wildlife Service and preparation of the programmatic environmental impact statement.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED BASIN PLAN

Table 6. Projects TE-8 and XTE-29 should be identified as marsh management projects.

CRITICAL PROJECTS

TE-10/XTE49 Grand Bayou-GIWW Diversion/Cutoff Canal Plug

Page 51, paragraph 7. Based on final project design, adverse impacts to estuarine-dependent fisheries
could be a Key Issue. This should be noted.

SUPPORTING PROJECTS, LONG-TERM

XTE-28 Shoreline Barrier-second line of defense.

Page 100. The discussion of this project should address the funding distribution between the wetland
restoration and hurricane protection projects, potential adverse impacts to basin hydrology, and induced
wetland development associated with hm'\cme levee construction.

TECHE/VERMILION BASIN
APPENDIX G
PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

EXISTING CONDITIONS
GEOMORPHOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY
Page3. mgeonnphologymdhydmlogyofﬂxemmtyofthe“edmmtlusbasmhavebemaltaed
by the dredging of navigation and petroleum access canals and the construction of spoil banks and levees.
Many areas that previously served as low salinity nursery areas for estuarine-dependent marine species
mmﬂympmlﬂedbylmwuﬂanumguMmlngaMMmoﬂmmdmmd
structures. Much of the area under some form of hydrologic control is used for rice or crawfish culture,
onsnnugedtommvevmufawloralhgatorharth Potential impacts of the construction or levees
or spoil banks and the impounding or management of wetlands include reduction in marine fishery
production, artificial ponding of water, a reduced influx of sediment and nutrients, and lowered vertical
accretion rates. In tumn, these could be expected to adversely impact plant health and could lead to
increased wetland loss rates. Topographic and hydrologic alteration, and their potential impacts, should
be identified and discussed in this section.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page 5, paragraph 2. The final sentence should read: The lelat:velx low-sahm;x TecheNgnLhon Basin

FUTURE WITHOUT-PROJECT CONDITIONS

Page8 paragraph 3. The final sentence should read: Because 95% of the fi
t_igm&ﬂfgjmum.gvalg'ugm' of est Mmg,theevamﬂlg
% al 21C3a B A 13

STRATEGY
Page 8, paragraph 6. The NMFS is unaware of any data which show reductions in wetland loss rates on
xvmnhlslmxl-amstﬂtofhydmlogcmmmpmjeds Conversely, Nyman et al. (1990) reported a
slightly higher wetland loss rate in a weir-managed area on Marsh Istand as compared to an unmanaged
area and concluded that weirs did not affect marsh loss. The reference to reduced wetland loss rates
should be deleted from the text or supporting information provided.

SELECTED PLAN
Page 9, paragraph 3. The first sentence should begin: A combination of offensive and defensive

KEY ISSUES




Page 9, paragraph 5. Tlefoﬂowmgsmtms!nﬂdbeaddedaﬁuﬂ\efmsanmmﬂuspmagaph
ects would marine on on project wetlands to a

M—Mwm_m___
significant degree, while poorlv designed hydrologic restoration projects may impair fishery access and
production.

PROJECTS CONSIDERED
SHORT TERM CRITICAL PROJECTS
PTV-19 LITTLE VERMILION BAY SEDIMENT TRAPPING

Problems and Opportunities.
Page 20, paragraph 1. ‘Iluspaxagmphslulldbexewnnmasfollows

Little Vermilion Bay (located in the northwestern comer of Vermilion Bay) receives sediment
from the Atchafalaya River via the GIWW and has shallowed 2 to 3 feet in the last 30 years. If
the impacts of wave fetch could be reduced, and sediment deposition on the shallow waterbottoms
ofﬂnbaynnmsed,almgemofmguﬁmhmﬂdbwonnmblwlwdwmmﬂy
there is only open water. This would serve to trap additional sediment and halt shorefine retreat.

Description of Project Features.
Page 20, paragraph 2. This paragraph should be rewritten as follows:

The project would entail the dredging of several distributary channels through shallow subaqueous
channel banks in Little Vermilion Bay. The approximately 300,000 cubic yards of sediment that
would result from the dredging of these channels would be placed to create 14,000 ft of emergent
terraces at an average elevation of 2 ft above mean sea level. The creation of the distributary
channels would improve sedimentation on the shallow waterbottoms adjacent to the channels and
the emergent terraces will reduce the effects of wave erosion on vegetative establishment.
Vegetative planting would be undertaken along the shores of Little Vermilion Bay and at the
bases of all emergent terraces.

Estimated Costs
Page 20. A more correct estimate of the total cost of the PTV-19 project is $1,200,000.

Acres Benefitted

Page 20. It has been estimated by the Environmental Work Group that implementation of this project
would immediately create 32 acres of emergent marsh, and that an additional 358 acres of marsh would
be created by year 20. Approximately 304 acres of SAV would become established. The cost per
benefitted acre would be approximately $1,300. This information should be used to replace the inaccurate
data provided under this heading.

MERMENTAU BASIN

APPENDIX H

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

EXISTING CONDITIONS

GEOMORPHOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY

Lakes Subbasin,

Pages 4 and 5. Morton (1973) studied the aquatic fauna of White Lake after installation of the Schooner
Bayou structure and concluded that the structure eliminated 50,000 acres of suitable estuarine habitat for
numerous commercially and recreationally important estuarine-dependent species. Although published

7

data are absent, it is probable that the installation of the Catfish Point structure had a similar impact on
marine fishery use of Grand Lake. This section should include a discussion of the impacts of the
installation of the Catfish Point Control Structire and the Schooner Bayou Control Structure on the
production of estuarine-dependent marine species in Grand and White Lakes.
Fmﬂmalargepacaﬂagcofﬂnfmnuiyudaﬂy-mﬂumd“eﬂmmthlssublmmlnvebcen

or put under hydrologic management using water control structures and levees. The areal
extent of this hydrologic alteration-should be ldumﬁedmipotmml impacts on marine fishery production
discussed.

Chenier Subbasin.

Pages 5 and 7. Much of the wetlands of the subbasin have been hydrologically altered by the construction
of levees and installation of water control structures. The areal extent of this alteration should be
identified and potential impacts on marine fishery production discussed.

Figure 2, Page 6. There is a management levee along the eastem bank of the Mermentau River between
Lower Mud Lake and the northemn portion of Upper Mud Lake, 'l'lnssectlonoflcvecshmﬂdbesmwn
in this figure.

Page 8, lines 11 and 12. The sentence should be rewritten to state that saltwater intrusion is closely
monitored to avoid impacts to rice agriculture.

Chenier Subbasin
Page 8, paragraph 1. The third sentence in this paragraph should be rewritten as follows: In_brackish
are on a seasonal basis to allow, at reduced levels, in and f
ine-depend s,

IMPLEMENTATION OF SELECTED PLAN
Table 4, Page 18. All projects between XME-17 and XME-32 are missing from this table. Those missing
projects should be included.

Lakes Subbasin, Hydrologic Restoration

Page 21. Projects PME-14, PME-15, XME40, and XME45 have been incorrectly identified as
hydrologic restoration projects. These projects more closely fit the definition of marsh management
projects as described in the restoration plan and EIS. These projects should be reclassified under the
"Wetland Management” (i.e., marsh management) heading.

CALCASIEAV/SABINE BASIN
APPENDIX 1
INTRODUCTION

EXISTING PROJECTS

STATE OF LOUISIANA
Page 3, paragraph 2. The first sentence mistakenly implies that the breakwaters installed in the guif
would help protect the terracing project on the Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. Also, the meaning of

8




the second sentence is unclear. Weteoormutddﬁspamgmphberewxittmtobetterdsaibemepmjects
implemented in this basin by agencies of the State of Louisiana.

COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION ACT (CWPPRA)
Page 3, paragraph 5. Uﬂulteunlmeinfomnﬁms!nﬂdbcpovidedmdxevegﬁaﬁveplmning
demonstration project.

Pages 3 and 4. TheElidLakc,PﬁgmayJM,mBmmhke;mjedsmnmshmmgunat
projects. As such, it is misleading to use the term "Hydrologic Restoration” as part of their name. We
recommend this term be replaced with Marsh Management.

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Page 4, paragraph 2. The word "extrapolation” should be replaced with petroleum extraction.
GEOMORPHOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY

Page 4, paragraph 4. The meaning of first sentence in this paragraph, which describes the deterioration
of fresh marshes, is unclear and the sentence should be rewritten.

VEGETATION AND SOILS
Page 5, paragraph 3. The final sentence in this paragraph is confising and should be reworded or
deleted

Page 5, paragraph 6. The word "graduating” should be replaced with grading.

Page S, paragraph 7. The last sentence in this paragraph seems to suggest that excessive rainfall occurring
in the basin during the last several years has demonstrated potentially effective wetland restoration
techniques. The correlation between rainfall and effective wetland restoration is unclear. This conclusion
should be stated more clearly and substantiated, or the final sertence in this paragraph should be deleted.

ECONOMY

Page 7, paragraph 3. In 1991, the port of Cameron was second among all ports in the United States in
quantity of commercial fishery landings. Landings at this port have averaged 20 million dollars (dockside
value) from 1989 through 1991. This information should be added to the paragraph.

PR CONDITI
LAND LOSS

Page 9, paragraph 2. It should be indicated that the increase in future wetland loss rates may represent
a worst case soenario, since it appears that rates have been decreasing since 1974.

PLAN FORMULATION

KEY

Page 13. We recommend the following issue be added to those identified in this section: Potential

alteration of tidal amplitude and marsh drainage pattems in areas outside of structurally managed sites.

CRITICAL PROJECTS

- 'AS]
Page 24, PCS-25 HWY. 384 HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION. This is a marsh management project and
should not be termed "hydrologic restoration." We suggest this term be replaced with marsh management.

9

CALCASIFU SHIP CHANNEL AREA

Page 25, XCS-51 MINE SHIP CHANNEL SPOIL AND PLUG WEST COVE CANAL. We recommend

the physical characteristics description be changed to the following: Use spoil from an existing upland
il di ite to plug and create marsh in West and create in the

ion of West Cove adi to the Calcasieu Shi X

CALCASIEU-SABINE RIVER BASIN AREA .
Page 28, CS-9 BROWN LAKE. HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION. This project does not fit the
description of critical as agreed to by the basin team. We recommend it be moved to the SUPPORTING
PROJECTS - NEAR TERM section. In addition, this is a marsh management project and should not be
termed "hydrologic restoration.” We suggest this term be replaced with marsh management.

SABINE REFUGE AREA

Page 31, XCS-47, 481, J, & P REPLACE SABINE NWR HEADQUARTERS STRUCTURES. Depending
mﬂnsmnmdwiyxmﬂopmnimﬂﬁspojeacmﬂdmmadvmdthnmimﬁsluy
production on the Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. We recommend this potential impact be identified
as a "KEY ISSUE."
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SUBJECT: Commentson CWPPRA Projects

We have some concerns regarding impacts of Coastal WetlandsPlanning
Protectionand Restoration Act (CWPPRA) projectson marine fishery productionin
coastal Louisiana. The CWPPRA isintended to provide for the long-term conservation
of coagtd wetlandsand dependent fish and wildlife populations(Section 303al of Public
Law 101-646). Theexwemely productivefisheriesin coastal watersof the northern Gulf
of Mexicoar e supportedto a great extent by thelargeareas of intermediate. brackish and
sal i ne wetlandsin Louisiana Relationships between coastal wetlands and fishe
productionare complex, however, and there exists the potential to develop CW
projects with extensive detrimental effectson fishery resources. Although we understand
that maintainingfishery productionisonly a partial %od of the Act.itis imfonam that

project selection and monitoringconsider fisheries. The attached pages outline our
concerns.
, Attachment
cC: A. Mager
B. Brown
T. Osborn
A, Kesrerer
11 iy
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Effectsof CWPPRA Projectson Fishery Resources

Typesof Projects Selected

A i varietyof proje e been proposed to protect and restore Wetlandsin
coasta i Someproje  Wwilll  1)im diateb ficial effe on wetland
dependent fisheries, some will have 2? immediate detsimental effects (e.g., replacement
of shallow open water with land) but long-term beneficial effects, while other projectsare
likely to cause 3) immediaté and | as?]ng?,reducti onsin fishery productivity of thearea

esupport ¢t Of pr je« in the-TIrst two categories. In addition. we support pro-
active projects where wetlands are built. over reactive projects intended to slow wetland

] Eroj ects thc?t involve reduction o;] accessto marine fishery organisms tr}rough
R R S e T MR Sl B R
1992ab). Thus. selection of these projectsunder theW P R A isdisconcerting. .

ecially when available evidence bri ng?s into question whether such projectseven will
achieve the goals of preventing wetland lossor reducing saltwater intrusion (Cowan et d.
1988. Turner and Cahoon 1988. Turner et a. 1988. Cahoon and Groat 1990, Turner 1990,
Reed 1992). Theincentives for supporting these projectsar e not always clear
(improvement of duck hunting, retentionof oil'and gasrights, flood control), but what is
clear is that these projects are not intended to increase marine fishery productivity. S

jt certainly should not be "sold” with the objective of im 3¢ ries.

_ Theproject review and selection processis partly responsiblefor this problem.
Descriptions ar e developed by prOJIect proponentsand are filled with undocumented
statements-suchas "the project will be beneficial to fish and wildlife.  An unbiased
scientific review of the project goalsand thelikelihood of successisneeded. Project
statementsshould document use of thearea by marine fishery organisms, and benefits
g?_ai ned by the project should be weighed a}gai nst potential losses in fishery production.

he Wetland Vauation Assessment (WVA) processwas developed to provide such
estimates and fill the need for an unbiased assessment of project impacts. Reasonsfor
ignoring WVA resultsin the final selectionof projectsshould beclearly stated.

Monitoring

Use of the WVA model for project selection is necessary due to time constraints
and thelack of a better assessment tool. .This model is mainly qualitative, however, and
isbased on Sﬁecul ative estimates and limited scientific information. The uncertainty
involved in the model enforcesthe need for monitoring of project effects. Resuits Of the
WYVYA model should not beused to determine whether or not projects need
monitoring.

At the request of the MonitoringWorking Group, a fishery monitoring plan has
been developed ly NMFS scientists with assistance from other federal and state agencies
and academia (Minello et al. 1992). This peer-reviewedplan outlines acceptable methods
for monitoring impacts of projects on fishery resources. rn addition. the plan identifies
projects that need monitoring for fishery productivity. These projectsinclude all marsh
management. hydrological restoration, and freshwater diversion projects. Theplanalso
recommends monitoring for selected projectsinvolving sediment diversion. beneficial
uses of dredged material. and sediment and nutrient trapping.

_ Thefishery monitoring plan was developed to minimize monitoring costs, even to
the point of severély restricting temporal replication of sampling. We understand that
monitoring resources are limited, but fishery monitoring iSessential to determineimpacts
on coastal fishery resources. Projects known to have agreat potential for restricting -
ingress and egressand reducing fishery use of an area (all marsh management and some
hydrological restoration projects) need to be monitored to document any fishery |0Sses.
Because-marsh management projects ar e commonly and persistently proposed and
implemented, operational characteristics that are |east damaging to fishery production
need to be identified and promoted for future projects.

Theeffects of many other proposed CWPPRA projectson fishery productionin
both the long-term and short-term are difficult to predict. Those project typeson which
we have little information should be developed a. demonstration projectsand monitored
extensively (including for fisheries). Specifically, we believe monitoring effects on
fishery resources should be given a very high priority at demonstration projectson
shallow delta habitat creation (e.g.. Atchafalaya Delta building project). terracing. and
freshwater diversion. Such an approach will enable NMFS to providescientifically-based
recommendations on CWPPRA projectsin thefuture.

Thecost of fishery monitoring has often been used as an excuse to eliminate this
type of monitoring from consideration. Based on the fishery monitoring plan, however.
scientifically-sound assessments of effects on fishery resources can beconducted for
about $75 k per year per project (500 samples).  The first one or two yearsfollowin
project implementation will require monitoring. Over the remaining portion of the 20
year projectl  x veyer, monitoring during one or two additional years should be
sufficient. Thus, for $150 10 $300 k. valuableinformation on sof ti
projecu can beobtained. Thiskind of information iscritical for making mid-course
project modificationsand for making decisions on fumre projects. Considering the size
of thefishery resourceinvolved. thiscxpense does not seem unreasonable.
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M. Richard E Boe
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CELMN-PD-RS, PO Box 60267

New Ol eans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Mr. Boe:

Encl osed are comments on the Draft Environmental | npact
Statenment for the Loui siana Coastal \et|ands Restoration Plan.
V& hope our comments will assist you. Thank you for giving us an
opportunity to reviewthe docunent.

Sincerely,

(r‘) David Cottingha
D rector
Ecol ogy and Conservation Ofice

Encl osur e
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August 13, 1993

Col onel M chael Diffley ] ]
District Engineer, New Oleans District
Departnent of the Arny, Corps of Engineers
PQ Box 60267

New Orl eans; Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Col onel Diffley:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NWS) has received t he June
1993 draft programmatic environnental inpact statement (EIS) for
t he Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan. The programmtic
EI'S provides an overview of plans and effects of alternatives
(project types) proposed in the Restoration Plan prepared in
response to the Coastal Wtland Planning, Protection, and
Restoration Act of 1990 (COWPPRA). W have revi ewed t he docunent
and offer the follow ng conments for your consideration.

_Ceneral Conments

Wiile nost of the progranmatic EIS adequately analyzes and
di scusses the effects of various types of projects considered in
the Restoration Plan, we find that it presents a sub#' ective,
inaccurate, and misleading review and assessnent o mar sh
managenent activities. The docunent portrays marsh nanagenent,
using levees and water control structures, as a proven and

effective technique for addressing coastal marsh |oss when, in . . . .
fact, benefits of such projects to estuarine wetlands are RESPONSE 24.1: V@ have substantial | Y Levi sed our di scussi ons on
specul ative and severe adverse inpacts to commercially and the effects of marsh managenent. V@ Dbelieve the revise

i di scussions fairly and accurately describe the current know edge

recreationally valuable marine fishery resources are well

docunented inthe scientific literature. Long-termand cunul ative of managenent's effects.

) impacts to wetlands and i fishery resources are crucial
l” i;@ues but are not addressl(‘eadx.‘ ne y The study of 16 paired sites which was included in the Cahoon and
' Goat report has been cited in the document as Sweeney et al.
The nost pertinent scientific study of marsh managenent in coast al (1990). " Much of the information that you suggest in this comment
; has been added to the report.

Loui siana (Cahoon and Goat 1990) has been largely ignored,
presumably because sone of its findings appear to question the
efficacy of marsh managenent in preventing or reversing wetland
| oss. For exanple, mapping data (16 paired sites) suggest that
passi ve managenent is unsuccessful in preventin% marsh | oss and
active rmnagierrent can have negative, positive, or have no affect on
marsh stability. That report also finds that actively nanaged
sites had | ower sedinment accretion, bulk soil density, soil mneral
content, and organic matter accunulation. An objective reporting
of the findings of this study inthe progranmmatic EISis essential.
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Specific Comments

SUMMARY
Introduction

Page EIS-1, paragraph 2 This paragraph shoul d indicate that the
third Priority Project List will be submtted to Congress alon
Wi t hht heIRest oration Plan and was devel oped fromprojects discusse
in the Plan.

Alternatjves.
Page EIS-3, paragraph 1  Project types apparently are listed in
random order with marsh managenent first. 1n order to not convey

the idea that marsh management is the nost inportant project type,
we suggest that, here and in the reminder of the docunent, the 13
project types be listed and di scussed in al phabetical order.

Page EIS-4, Table 1. The summary of effects of nmarsh managenent on
coastal wetlands should indicate that active managenment al so can
have m xed effects on land loss. As reported in Sweeney et al.
(1990), marsh coverage in 60 percent of the actively managed
mar shes investigated through mapping either decreased or did not
change as conpared t o unnanaged control areas.

Mar sh managenent inpacts to fishery resources should indicate that
reduced access results insignificant reductions in productivity of
commercially and recreationally inportant marine fisheries.
Regarding resident species, it only should be indicated that
managenent may provide benefits.

Effects to threatened and endangered species of marsh managenent
operations should reflect the discussion of sea turtle inpacts
presented in section 3.3.7.3

Page EIS-6, Table 1. The inpacts of marsh nanagenent to navigation
and other forms of transportation incorrectly suggest t hat water
control structures are "comonly fitted with boat bays.” Boat bays
typically nay be used in hydrologic restoration-type projects but
sel dom are incorporated in managenent projects.

Under t he mar sh managenent headi ng, t he summary of flood protection
shoul d address the inplications of reduced wetland sheet flow and
attendant increases in channelized flow and tidal anplitude. The
summary of recreational opportunities also should address reduced
public access and reduced production and harvest of mpst sought

after estuarine-dependent species.

RESPONSE 24.2: W have included your reconmendation.

RESPONSE 24.3: Pl ease refer to Response 21.1a

RESPONSE 24.4: W have nodified the table to be, |l ess definitive
about the beneficial effects of active nmanagenent on marsh
vegetation.

RESPONSE 24.5: V¥ have added a statenent under soci oeconomic
items about the effect of management on estuarine fisheries. W
Qa}/e revised our statenment about resident species to be |ess
efinitive.

RESPONSE 24.6: W have added a statenent about your concerns.

RESPONSE 24.7: W have nodified the tabl e as you have suggested.

RESPONSE 24.8: W believe that the |ow |evel natural ridges,
| evees, and spoil banks that delineate the vast majority of marsh
managenent projects woul d nornally be overtopged before fl ood
Rgot ection systens for devel oped areas woul d be threatened.

duced public access is addressed under the heading of Property
Onnership and Val ues.



M9

4.0

M

1 PURPOSE AND NEED
12 BACKGROUND ON COASTAL WETLAND LCSS | N LOU SI ANA

Page EIS-18, line 3 The first conpl ete sentence shoul d be revised

to enphasize that sediment is being deposited in the Qulf of
Mexi co. W suggest * . . . sedinent transported by the river is
Ibei(?g deposited in the Qulf of Mexico in areas too deep to create
and. "

2 ALTERNATI VES -
23 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED | N DETAI L
232 Marsh Management

Page EIS-27, paragraph 3. The last sentence should be revised to
highlight the great uncertainty involved In marsh managenent. V¢
suggest it be revised to read, "By attenptingto selectively nodify
attributes . . . managers try to induce . « .."

Page EIS-27, paragraph 4  This section should indicate that new
spoi |l banks are constructed on marsh or in shallow, open water

ere el evations of the management area periphery are insufficient
to block tidal flows.

Page El S-27, paragraph 5 Because of varying biol ogi cal responses,

J\'“J-'the second sentence should indicate that structures are used to

443
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attempt to produce desired results.

Page EIS-27, paragraph 6 In the sentence continuing on page EIS-
28, the term "fisheries productionh shoul d be deleted and t he word

cu substituted in its place. W are aware of no marsh
mana?ement_ plan in Louisiana, planned or inplenmented, which woul d
benefit fisheries production other than for a selected species,
i.e., maricul ture.

Page EIS-28, line 5 This sentence shoul d i ndi cate that nanagenent
i s one of several alternative ways of attemptingto deal with nmarsh
| oss but scientifically docunented studies 1ndicate that success
apparently is limted.

2.3.2.1. passive Management.

Page El S-28, paragraph 3. This section should thoroughly discuss
the findings of Sweeney et al. (1990) regarding the Foor success of
passi ve managenent in preventing or reducing marsh |oss in coastal
Loui siana. |n sonme cases, passive nmanagenent appeared to cause an
increase in wetland |loss rate, possibly because of excessive
pondi ng and toxic soil conditions. To avoid potential confusion,
the word " dependentn shoul d be deleted fromline 5 Docunentation
of success and a discussion of conditions necessary to provide
sedi nent and nutrient enrichmentsto passively managed areas shoul d

be provided.

RESPONSE 24.9: W have included your suggesti on.

RESPONSE 24.10: W have incorporated your suggestion.

RESPONSE 24.11: W have included a statenent to the sane effect
as your suggestion.

RESPONSE 24. 12:
nmodi fyi ng.

W& have renoved the phrase that you suggested

RESPONSE 24.13:  During our discussion with you, we agreed to
| eave in "fisheries production” but linked it wth practices nore
conmon to South Carolina.

RESPONSE 24.14: W have nodified our statement in an attenpt to
make it |ess objectionable.

RESPONSE 24.15:  Discussions of effects have been noved to
Section 3. Reference to Sweeney et al. (1990) has been
incorporated intothe EISin Section 3.3.2.3.
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Page EIS-28, paragraph 5  The suggestion in the second sentence
that only "sone types of passive structuresh can restrict nmovenent
of estuarine-dependent fisheries is incorrect. W are unaware of
any scientific studies which have docunented structure designs
whi ch did not reduce fishery novenents. We reconmend this sentence

be rewitten as follows: "One effect is that all types of passive
structures restrict the free novement of nigratory estuarine-
dependent fish species."” The third sentence should indicate that

passive structures affect sedinent 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 sedinment accretion (Boumans and Day
1990, Cahoon 1990, and Reed 1992).

Page EIS-28, paragraph 6. The inference that structures can be
selected to elimnate all adverse inpacts is incorrect. The word
"necessarily® shoul d be del eted

Page El S-29, paragraph 1 This section should note that hydrol ogic
restoration projects differ greatly frompassi ve managenent i nthat
nost involve mnimal disruption of natural channels and do not
include |evees which prevent sheet flow of water and organism
novenent over the marsh surface from adjacent water bodies.

2.3.2.1.1. Fixed-crest weirs.

Page EIS-29, paragraph 5. This section should reference the
intensive, long-termfishery study by Herke et al. (1987) who found
that annual production of estuarine-dependent fisheries was reduced
by 50 percent to 93 percent.

2.3.2.1.2. Slotted Wirs.

Page EIS-30. This section should note that slotted weirs, while
not as intrusive as fixed crest weirs, still significantly reduce
est uari ne- dependent fi sher)(] pr oducti on. The Tast paragraph is
specul ative and appears to have been included only to mininize the
significance of adverse weir inpacts. |t should be deleted unless
supported by credible scientific data.

2.3.2.2. Active Management.

Page EI S-31, paragraph 2 To avoid confusion, |ine 11 shoul d refer
t o resident fish species.

Page EIS-31, paragraph 3. Inline 1, delete the term ®sufficient®
and insert in its place to Fttemg_;. This section also should
thoroughly review the photo-docurmentation of wetland response to
active marsh managenent presented by Sweeney et al. (1990). The
responses enunerated in this paragraph often are unmet in Louisiana
coastal marshes.

RESPONSE 24.16: W have rephrased the portion of this paragraph

regarding fisheries to reflect your coments and have noved it to
Section 3.3.6.3. have al so fephrased and noved t he ot her

portion dealing with sedinments to Section 3.3.2.3.

RESPONSE 24.17: This paragraph has been restructured and noved

to appropriate sections within Section 3 since it dealt with
effects of managenent. The sentence referenced in your comment

has been del eted, but your suggestion is captured el sewhere.

RESPONSE 24. 18: Your suggestion has been added to the report.

RESPONSE 24.19: Al nention of effects, which is the thrust of
your comment, has been noved 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
nmodi fi cation has been nade.

RESPONSE 24.22: W have anended 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.
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sediment input) has had very limted use and, in general, its
purported bene

Page ElS-31, Sar agraph & Phase 3 operation (freshwater and
its are undocunent ed.

Page EIS-32, lines 1-17. The sentence beginning on line 9 should
be revised to read, " Achieving the desired responses is attenpted
by setting the crests . . . at 1 foot or occasionally 2 feet bel ow
. « .." The last sentence is only partly correct and should
include the concern that, 1)short-term mmnagenent inpacts are
vari abl e and can be negative and 2)long-term i npacts generally are
unknown. Thi s paragraph al so shoul d di scuss the frequently noted
increase in soil and water salinities during drawdown periods,
especially during periods of lowrainfall.

Page ES-32, paragraph 1 This paragraph ignores the great
uncertainty in achieving desired wetland responses by managenent
and t he ﬂot ential for negative wetland inpacts. This paragraph, as

with others in this section, should be rewitten to clearly
indicate the specul ative nature of active managenent, even under
ideal conditions, in obtaining desired short or |ong-term nmarsh

responses. Most often, conditions for successful managenment are
not ideal and are negatively affected by rainfall patterns,
drought, subsidence, sea | evel rise, stormevents, prol onged | ow or
high tides, etc.

Page E S-32, Ear agraph 2 This paragraph is not correct. As noted
previously, the NMFs i s concerned about |ost fishery production and
potential adverse inpacts to coastal wetlands.

Page 32, éJaragraph 3. This section (continues on page El S 33
shoul d I ndicate that Phase 3 operations and the effects of suc
operations Iaré;el y are untested and that situations where Phase 3
operation coul d be beneficial are unconmon. Data are not avail abl e
to predict operational effects. Unless the sentence is changed,
the last word on t he page should be corrected to mis.%

PageEl S-33, paragraph 3. Information presented in this paragraph
is very misleading. The study of marsh managenment in Loui siana,
edited by Cahoon and Goat (1990) was very intensive but of a
shorter duration than the South Carolina study. Nevertheless, the
Loui si ana st udy provi ded val uabl e i nsight intothe inpacts of marsh
managenent. Results of that study should be much more thorouPhI y
di scussed with particular enphasis on nutrient/sediment flux,
sedimentation, plant heal th, and habitat trends docunented through

mappi ng.

2.3.3, Hydrologic Restoration.
Page El S-33, par agraﬁh 4. Depending on the type of structures used
and their location, hydrologic restoration projects nay reduce the

use of a project area by mgratory, estuarine-dependent fishery
speci es.

RESPONSE 24.23: V¢ have indicated the linited use of Phase 3
operations at the end of the paragraph describing Phase 3 in
response t o your comment.

RESPONSE 24.24: The sentence on |ine 9 has been revised as per
our discussions. VW have noved all discussion of inpacts to
appropriate sections wthin Section 3

RESPONSE 24.25: W have added-in some of the uncertainties of
mar sh managenent. Discussions of effects have been noved to

Section 3.

RESPONSE 24. 26: Your representatives have agreed to delete this
par agr aph.

RESPONSE 24. 27: See comment 24.24.

RESPONSE 24.28:  Numerous references to the conprehensive 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
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL EPPECTS
33 Bl GNI PI CANT RESOURCES anp EFFECTS oF ALTERATI ONS
3.3.1. |Introduction.

Page EIS-49, paragraph 2 This paragraph should indicate the
antici pated conpletion date of the E'ro\ogranmati c inpact statenment
for marsh managenent, how f ut ure CWPPRA and non- CWPPRA appl i cati ons
wi || be processed, and the current |evel of managenent Fnunber of
permts Issued and acres affected) in coastal Louisiana.

3.3.2. Coastal Marsh.
3.3.23

Page El S-50, paragraph 3. The last sentence should be objective
and reflect that narsh managenent studies have reported both
beneficial and detrinmental inpacts to wetland vegetati on.

Page El S50, paraé;raph 4.  This paragraph is msleading, poorly
worded, and shoul d be revised. Wile a nmanagenent proponent may
hope that a project will provide wetland benefits, that is not a
reasonabl e expectation. A study of existing managenent areas (see
Cahoon and Groat 1990) suggests that inpacts 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 conpared vegetative changes at
passively managed and unmanaged wetland sites. ~This nost
extensive, controlled study of nmarsh nanagenent in coastal
Loui si ana found that no passively managed areas produced net gains
in marsh area or net water-to-narsh gains.

Page ElIS-51, paragraph 4 To somewhat reflect the great
uncertainty of management success, in the second line delete
“strive" and insert gttesmpke. The |ast sentence shoul d be expanded
to ".'t.)l . resident fishery species and migratory species when
accessible. "

Page EIS-52, paragraph 1 It should be noted at the end of this
paragraph that water [evel drawdowns frequently are unsuccessful in
mai ntaining lowered water |evels during the drawdown peri od.

Page EI'S, paragraph 3. This paragraph typifies the overall |ack of
an objective analysis of marsh management and associated inpacts
presented throughout the programmatic EIS. The Cahoon and G oat
1990) report is the nost thorough and intensive investigation of
mar sh managenment conducted in coastal Louisiana. St udi es which
conprise the report were undertaken by some of the best wetland
scientists in the country. A nunber of state and federal agenc?/
representatives and private interests formed an advisory pane
whi ch provided input and guidance throughout study EI anni ng,
i npl enentation, analysis and report preparation. The study

evaluated long-term changes of 16 nmnagenment sites using

6

RESPONSE 24. 30: There is no estimated conpletion date for the
progranmatic EI'S on marsh managenent. Section 404 and Section 10
permt applications for marsh nmanagenent projects, whether CWPPRA
related or not, are bei nf;. processed under normal regulatory.
procedures. W don’t believe its necessary to go into details on
t he number of pernmits issued and acres affected inthis ES

This information will be discussed in great detail in the marsh
managenment El S

RESPONSE 24.31:  The referenced sentence has been rewitten.
Beneficial and detrinental effects of passive managenent are

di scussed in the first three paragraphs under Section 3.3.2.3.

A:‘I %?ree paragraphs nust be read to get the overall perspective
of effects.

RESPONSE 24.32:  This paragraph has been rewitten and now
conprises the second half of the fourth paragraph under Section
3.323. " believe that the revised sentence should be |ess
obj ectionable to you.

RESPONSE 24.33:  The second-to-1ast paragraph under Section
3.3.23 contains the information that is the basis of your
comment .

RESPONSE 24.34: W have made the change suggested in the first
part of your conment. W think that the second part of your
coment refers to the follow ng par a?raf)h. That sentence has
been elim nated because it was out of place under effects to
gargsﬁhig See discussions under Section 3.3.4.3,, 3.3.5.3, and

RESPONSE 24.35: The paragraph you reference has been elim nated.
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interpretation of aerial imagery and analyzed the wetland
functional attributes & managed and unnmanaged sites. Rather than
characterizingthe investigations as "not definitive," an objective
presentation of the study results should be provided.

Page ElS-53, paragraph 1 A discussion should be included to
address the long-term viability of marsh management in an
envi ronment experiencing eustatic sea |level rise of approximtely

i . The discussion should address the
sustainability of these systems over a period of 20 or nore years;
requirenents for future operational changes to rmaintain
sufficiently low water levels wthin the managenment area;
cunul ative fishery inpacts if access is inpaired by revised
oPerat! ons to cope withelevated water |evels; and probabl e effects
of project abandonnent.

3.3.4. Subnerged Aquatic Vegetation.
3343 Marsh Manaaenent.

Page EIS-61, paragraph 1 It should be noted in this paragraph
that inadequate tidal flushing of managenent areas results inrapid

g[gmhsé)éci%ggal mats, which shade out nore beneficial vascul ar

3.347. freshwater Diversion.

Page EI S-61, paragraph 6. This section indicates that "increased
sedi ment and nutrients would tend to increase coverage of sav.n |t
al so should be recognized that higher sedinent ™ levels could
increase turbidity and increased nutrient delivery could stinulate

240

pl ankt on production, factors which would reduce SAV grow h.

336 Fi sheri es Resources.
3361 No Action.

Page El S- 65, Ipar a%ra h 7. Reference shoul d be made t o t he study of
Browder et al. (1988) who reported on the relationship between
brown shrinp catch and wet|and interface. Based on their analysis,
they found that shrinp yields will decline when interface declines,
" possi bly begi nning about 1995,

3.3.6.3. Marsh Manaaenent.

Page El S- 66, paragraph 2. For clarification, we recommend that the
hrase " freshwat er and est uari ne- dependent™ be del eted fromline 3
n the third sentence, the presunption that resident species are

benefitted by protection or expansion of aquatic or emergent

vegetation is unfounded. Wiile wetland vegetation frequently is
not benefitted by managenent, resident species still are selected

2441 preferential IJ{. ] Reduced predation and conpetition, altered
itions

salinity conditi , or a variety of other factors may pl a?/ nor e
pivotal roles in the comunity structure of managed wetlands.

7

RESPONSE 24.36: V@ believe that the revised text gets to the
real controversy surrounding the Cahoon and Goat report,
especially the second-to-|ast paragraph of Section 3.3.2.3.

RESPONSE 24.37: Al though your comment is focused on marsh .
management, sea level rise will affect the long-termviabili t?; of
other project types as well. Fact is, we don’t know very nuc
about the long-termviabili t?/ of nost of the proposed project
types because we don’t have [ong-term nonitoring data.

RESPONSE 24.38: W& agree that algal mats could formin managed
areas, but we believe that projects inplenmented under t he CWPPRA
woul d be operated to mnimze this occurrence.

RESPONSE 24.39:  Your suggestion change has been made.

RESPONSE 24.40:  Your suggested addition has been added.

RESPONSE 24.41: \& have del eted "freshwater and estuarine-
dependent " as suggested. V¥ have added sone of the other factors
that may affect resident fish popul ations, as you suggested.
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Finally, based on scientifically credible studies, the |ast
sentence should be revised to read, Estu e- e
species are adversely impacted.

This section al so shoul d thoroughIP/ di scuss and anal ?/ze long-term
and cunul ative i npacts to comercially and recreationally inportant
marine fishery resources and dependent industries. The analysis
shoul d consider the hundreds of thousands of acres of coastal
fishery habitat currently subject to marsh managenent as well as
the acreage subject to future managenent by | andowners and t hrough
t he CWPPRA.

Page EIs-66, paragraph 3. The |ast sentence shoul d indicate that
the expansion of aquatic vegetation may egcur in actively managed
ar eas.

Page EIS-66, paragraph 4 Ranges in the reduction of fishery
st andi ng crop or production of economcally inportant species
shoul d be provided fromthe cited studies.

gq,q‘IPage El S- 66, paragraph 5. See preceding comments on paragraph 2.

Page EIS-67, paragraph 2. Reference should be to Hoese and
Konikoff's manuscript rather than their "publication® since it is
unpublished.

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.

3.3.6.4. Hydroloajc Restoration.
Page EIS-68, paragraph 1L  There are many projects proposed for

|funding under the CWPPRA that are identified as "hydrologic

restoration” that would reduce tidal flow into restored areas b
restricting, to a large extent, the cross-sectional areas o
natural waterways leading to the project area. These projects
coul d reduce use of project areas by nmigratory estuarine- dependent
organisms. This potential inpact should be identified.

3.3.6.7. Outfall Minaaenent.

Page EIS-68, paragraph 4. This section should note that sone
outfall nmnagenment projects are essentially marsh nmanagement with
a freshwater input conponent. As such, inpacts would be simlar to

or nore severe than those described for marsh nmanagenent.

RESPONSE 24.42: It would be inprudent to make such a definitive
statement when we know there are normally exceptions. Such a
case may occur for areas that are so far remved fromti dal )

i nfluence that the use of the area by estuarine- dependent Specles
is virtually non-existent.

RESPONSE 24.43: The information that you request in Kour comrent
will be a mgjor focus of the programmatic EI'S on narsl
managenent. ~\& are not prepared to delve into these issues at

thistine.
RESPONSE 24.44: W have nodified the sentence so that is it less
definitive about marsh management increasing SAV.

RESPONSE 24.45: W have added a figure for the decrease in
fisheries production in the third paragraph of the section.

RESPONSE 24.46: We have included nost of your suggestions.

RESPONSE 24.47: W have referred to the docunent as an
unpubl i shed manuscri pt.

RESPONSE 24.48: W determined that your copy of the docunent was
m ssing a page of the Literature Cted section.

RESPONSE 24.49: W 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 nanagement
resenpl e marsh managenent projects.
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339 Water Quality.
S
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Page EIS-77, paragraph 4 The fifth sentence should be revised to
LR §3bAp! 13Ls' ARG CABRHIRAL! 1Dt YohPY Fhic B2YE FRPSH-PYbse te mrsh
3.3.11. Property Ownership and Val ues.

3.3.11.8. Freshwater Diversion.

Page E|IS-85, paragraph 5 This discussion would be nore
appropriate in section 3.3.16.

3312 Fl ood Protection.
3.3.12.4. Marsh Manaaenent.

Page EIS-87, paragraph 4 |t has been reported (e.g., Boumans and

#4463

2.54

.55

Day 1990) that the construction of canals and |evees for marsh
managenment or ot her purposes can cause water |evel anplificationin
adj acent areas. Levees also can hinder stormmater runoff from
within a watershed. Increased water |evels caused by nanagenent
area | evees could negate any flood protection benefits which nmay
occur if marsh acreage can be increased t hrough managenent. A nore
thorough and objective assessment of flood protection inpacts
shoul d be presented.

3.3.14.Recreation Cpportunities.
3.3.14.3. Marsh Manaaenent.

Page EI S- 94, paragraph 3. This paragraph shoul d mention that state
law restricts harvesters fromfishing within 500 feet of the water
control structure.

3.3.16. Bocioceconomic |tens.

3.3.16.3. Commercial Fishing and Trapping.
3.3.16.3.3, Future Wth CWPPRA Proiects.

Page EIS-108, paragraph 2. \Wile nost alternative project types
either will not affect or will beneficially effect commercial
fisheries, this section fails to address significant adverse
i rrPacts associ ated with the marsh nanagenent alternative. NMFS has
calculated lost marine fishery production (recreational and
comercial) froma noderately sized (3,000 acres) active managenent
area to be about $500,000 per year. At |east 28 potential marsh
managerment projects are identified inthis programmatic EIS. The
loss in production of commercially and recreationally inportant
marine fisheries should be discussed in depth in this document.

RESPONSE 24. 51: W& have made the editorial correction.

RESPONSE 24. 52: W couldn't find an appropriate place for the
di scussion in Section 3.3.16.

RESPONSE 24.53: W have included some of the information
contained in your conment.

RESPONSE 24.54: W checked with the LDW about the lawthat you
refer to (RS 56:329). The |aw 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 LDW, it is very difficult to prove ]

whet her or not a net ﬁrevents 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: W 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.
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3.4 CUMULATI VE | MPACTS orF ALTERNATI VES

Pages EI S- 117 t hrough 127. Thi s section shoul d i ncl ude t he acreage
of coastal wetlands potentially created and conserved w thin each
throI ogi ¢ basin through inplenentation of the restoration plan.
The area that CWPPRA projects Wuld add to the total area of
coastal wetlands inpounded for nmarsh naenagement should be
specified. The cumulative adverse fishery impacts of cwppra and
non-CWPPRA projects should be identified and di scussed as well.

Sincecely,

S e,

Andreas Mager, Jr.
Assi stant Regional Director
Habi t at Conservation Division

10

RESPONSE 24.56: The information that you suggest including in
the EI'S has not been deternmined. W have devel oped verY rough
benefit calculations for about half of the projects included in
the Restoration Plan, but we are reluctant to use these nunbers
inthe EIS due to the potential inaccuracy of the numbers. The
nunbers are used extensively in the main report and basin plans.



Literature Gted

Bounans, R, and J. W Day, Jr. 1990. Short-term sedi nentation
and water and materials flux. In: Cahoon, DR, and CG
Goat, eds. A Study of Marsh Managenent Practice in Coastal
Loui si ana. Final report submitted to Mnerals Mnagenent
Service, New Oleans, LA Contract No. 14-12-0001-30410. OCS
Study/MMs 90- 0075.

Browder, JA, LN May, A Rosenthal, RH Baumann, and J.G
Gossel ink. 1988. “Uilizing renmpte sensing of thematic mapper
data to inprove our understanding of estuarine processes and
their influence on the productivity of estuarine-dependent
fisheries. Final report to the National Aeronautics and Space
Adm nistration. Center for Wetl and Resources, Louisiana State
Uni versity, Baton Rouge,

Cahoon, DR 1990. Soil accretion in managed and unnanaged
marshes. In: Cahoon, DR, and CG Goat, eds. A Study of
Marsh Managenent Practice in Coastal Louisiana. Final report
subnmitted to Mnerals Managenent Service, New Oleans, LA
Contract No. 14-12-0001-30410. OCS Study/MMS 90-007S.

Cahoon, DR, and CG Goat, eds. 1990. A Study of Marsh
Managenent Practice in Coastal Louisiana. Final report
submtted to Mnerals Managenment Service, New Ol eans,
Contract Nb. 14~12-0001-30410. 0CS Study/MMs 90- 0075.

Herke, WH, EE Knudsen, ZX Chen, NS Geen, PA Knudsen, and
BD Rogers. 1987. Final report for the Caneron-Creole
wat er shed fi sheries investigation. LouisianaState University,
School of Forestry, Wldlife, and Fisheries, Baton Rouge,

Reed, D 1992. Effect of weirs on sedinent deposition in
Loui si ana coastal marshes. Environnental Managenent 16 (1):

55- 65.
Sweeney, KPR, M Swan, KM Wcker, and J. W Day, Jr. 1990.
Eval uati on of marsh nanagenent effectiveness: Anal ysis of

habitat change. In: Cahoon, DR, and CG Goat, eds.

St udy of Marsh Managenent Practice in Coastal Louisiana. Final
report submtted to Mnerals Managenment Service, New Ol eans,
LA Contract MNo. 14-12-0001-30410. OCS study/MMS 90- 0075.

11




AS.1

@ PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77251-1967
BOX 1987

NORTH AMERICA
EXPLORATION AND PRODUCTION

August 30, 1993

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement lor the Louistana Coastal Wetlands

Restoration Plan, Federal Register \Vol. 53, No.
135, dated July 16, 1993

Mr. Richard E. Boe

EIS Coordinator

CELMN-PD-RS

US Army Engineer District, New Orleans
P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Dear Mr. Boe:

PhillipsPetroleum Company (Phillips) appreciates thisopportunity tocommenton 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 aspects 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 itsconcern for wetlands protection through thoughtful planning of day-to-day
operations in the many areas in South Louisianawhere we conduct oil and gas exploration
and development activities in a mainly wetlands environment As an example, in
Plaguemines Parish where Phillips operates two major oil and gasfields, 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 goa 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 alowing 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 grasseswill 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. Thiswasan effort Phillipschose to undertake
over and above any permit requirements at an additional cost of §53,000.00.

BELLAIRE, TEXAS
8330 WEST LOOP SOUTH
PHILLIPS BUILDING

28
Cont.

Mr. Richard E. Boe
August 30, 1993
Page 2

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 burdenswill serve to diminish oil and gasactivity to
the detriment of thestate and.local communities which rely heavily on our industry asa tax
base and for employment opportunities. In closing, we believe it is critica to carefully
weigh the costs and benefits to our society when looking at any wetlands project. Thank
you for this opportunity to comment.

Very truly yours,

PHILLIPS P! LEUM COMPANY

Carver Richards
Laws and Regulations Department

CR/nn

RESPONSE 25.1: The costs and benefits of projects to society are
carefully analyzed when projects are considered for funding under
priority project lists. Large-scale projects that are planned,
for the future will require thorough disclosure and consideration
of socioeconomic impacts during feasibility studies.
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Southeastern Department of Biological Sciences

|} Louisana Box 814, SLU
1871 University Hammond, LA 70402-0814 504-349-3740
Dr. Sue Hawes August 27,1993

US Army Corpsaof Engineers
PlanningDivison

PO. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160

Dear Dr. Hawes,
Enclosed are my commentson the most recent versiondf the" L ouisiana Coastal

Wetlands Restoration Plan" Main Report and Appendix A. A few general comments may
befound below.

1 Many of the priority projectsare highly questionableasto their expected outcomes.

Theoveral visionfor wetlandsrestorationin coastal Louisianashould focuson theone
method that we know wor ks well, namely small-scalesediment diversion projects. These
are the most cost-effective project typesand t h g requiretheleast fundsfor maintenance.
The new presentation on proposed sediment diversions (pages 36-38) should be the
backboneof the overall plan. Although the scienceof wetlands creatlonIsstill in its
Infancy, we know that the probability of successful wetlandscreatlonishigh if an areawith
sufficient throughput al so containsa net aggradation of sediments.

2 A stronger argument should be madefor thestorm-abatementvaluedf wetlandshy
including a sentence comparing theeffectsof hurricane Andrew in coastal Floridaand
coastal Louisianasuch as "Hurricane Andrew hit the coastsof Floridaand Louisianawith
roughly the same wind speeds; the Florida coast was devastated whereas L ouisiands
wetlandsgreatly reduced the energy in Andrew and saved taxpayersmillionsof dollars”

3. Thesentencecircledat thebottomd p 157 should bein the executive summary so that
the reader realizesthat, under natural conditions, net gain of emergent vegetation
occurred for coasta Louisanaasawhole. The currentversiondoesnot makea clear
enough point that human alterationsare largely responsiblefor today's alarming rates of
net lossaf emergent vegetation.

4. Now that the basin plans have been prepared. it isobviousthat some basinsprovide
much greater opportunitiesfor obtaining net gainsin emergent wetland vegetation than
others. It isabsurdto dividefundsin such a manner that each basin getsa couple of
projectseach year. Cost-benefitanaysisshould be performed with all projectsinasingle
pot and on alevel-playingfield.

5. Cost-benefit analysisshould Include only emergent vegetation that will be gained or
protected from loss. Our scienceis not far enough along to offer quantitative assessment of
"acresenhanced” or "acres benefited," or whether one speciesassociationis more or less
valuablethan another. The estimatedvauedf many of the currently proposed projectsis

REFFONE 26.1: The final plan does focus on sediment diversions
as the tool that will restore Louisiana's coastal wetlands over
the long-term. Several small-scale sediment diversions and at

| east one large-scale diversion form the backbone of the
Restoration Plan. L|m|_t|ng the plan to small-scale sediment
diversions_ is not practicable since sediment sources are not
available in every basin.

We do not feel that the success of many of the prlOfItK projects
is questionable. Over 50 percent of the projects on the first
three priority project lists are marsh creation, sediment
diversion, and shoreline protection projects that we know will
work. We are 3U|te certain that the.remamln? hydrologic
restoration and marsh management projects will be successful.
All projects will be monitored and what we learn from this
program will be used to make future projects work better.

RESFONSE 26.2: The plan recognizes the value of wetlands as a

storm buffer. However, no specific data is available that

xermit:s a meaningful comparison between the effects of Hurricane
ndrew on Florida versus Louisiana.

RESFONSE 26.3:  The main report and the Executive Summary have
been revised to more clearly recognize the role that human
activity has had in causing wetland loss.

RESFONSE 26.4: Cost-benefit analyses are performed on every
pro;ect on a leve| playing field.” The same group of scientists
analyzed nearly all the projects in the Restoration Plan. This
interagency team developed the modified rapid-assessment version
of the Weflands Value Assessment especially for this purpose. W
recognjze that some basins provide greater opportunities for
obtarning net gains in wetlands. owever, there are
opportunities in every basin to cost-effectively create or
Protect wetlands. These cost- effective projects are the ones

hat are chosen for priority project lists.

RESFONSE 26.5: The Wetlands Value Assessment methodology
developed for CWPPRA is a_peer reviewed, scientifically valid
method for evaluating projected wetland benefits. We recognize
that the modified rapid-assessment version is less accurate, but
it is the only method that could fairly compare over 500 projects
in about a month's time to meet the mandated deadline for report
submission. As projects e(];ome candidates for Priorjtg lists, a
true WvA will be completed for them and secondary criteria will
be applied.
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highly inflated due to these nebul ouscategories. *

6. It should be made ctear in the Main Document that nany of the proposed projectsare
experiments.

7. The current monitoringscheme appearsto containan inherent bias  the agency
responsiblefor implementingmost of the projectsisaso the agency responsiblefor judging
their success. Anindependent body (such asthe university community and/or private
enterprise) should be soldly responsiblefor monitoringthe success of CWPPRA projects.

8 All sectionsentitled"FUTURE WITHOUT-PROJECT CONDITIONS should be
entitled" FCRECASTEDFUTURE WITHOUT-PROJECT CONDITIONS" Current
predictionsare based on pseudo-science at best.

The Pontchartraindocument isin much better shapethan the previousversion but
could gtill beimproved.
1 In ny estimation,the most cost-effective project in thelist is the *Amite River Diverson
Canal Bank Modification'{ XPO47) project. | amstill perplexedthat this projectisnot a
priority project.

" 2. Severa peoplefrom DEQ havetold methat dataover thelast several yearsindicate

that the Mississippi River is higher in water quality (including lower fecal coliform counts)
than any of the riversand bayous (with exceptionto the Pearl) that currently draininto the
lake. If so, thiswould boost publicsupport of the Bonnet Carre diversion project.
However, | havealso heard that nitrogen (the expected limiting nutrientin the
Pontchartrainsystem) may be higher in the Mississippi River. In either case, a water
quality comparison of the Mississippi River and the other rivers and bayous emptying inte
thePontchartrain should be presented.

3 If the Bonnet Carre project isgoing to win university support, the destruction of 200
acresdf cypressswamp must beavoided. As | mentionin the document, | am also
concerned with the timingdf the discharge; the system needsfresheningin the fall and
most of the planned dischargewill occur during the spring. In addition. | don't understand
why thediversionis planned biennidly.

4. Treatment of MRGOisbiased. Thecurrent version readsasif MRGO isa major
conduit for ship trafficto New Orleans; | am told that it actualy accommodateslessthan
2% of thetraffic. Closingthisenvironmental catastropheshould be a priority.

Specific commentsare writtenin the documents- many are editorial in nature. | am
sure thislast round has been intensive and nerve-wracking. Hopefully you will get a rest
followingthe next re-write. You are doing an admirablejob.

Scientific Advisory Panel

fc Lee Wilson & Associates

RESFONSE 26.6:  The only projects that we feel are experiments

are the demonstration projects. As discussed in Response 26.1

above, we believe that the projects proposed in the Restoration
Plan will succeed in restoring Louisiana’s coastal wetlands.

RESFONE 26.7: 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.

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR), with the
assistance of U.S. Fish and Wwildlife Service, has been designated
by the Task Force to administer the monitoring program. The work
will be done by trained professionals. The monitoring protocol
has been developed by the Task Force agencies with the help of
the academic community.

RESFONE 26.8: We feel the "forecasted" is implicit.

RESFONSE 26.9: This project (XPO-47) is recommended as a
demonstration in the final plan.

RESFONE 26.10: The water quality of the rivers on the north
shore of Lake Pontchartrain is very Eoor as evidenced by the fact
that they, and not leakage from the Bonnet Carré spillway, were
responsible for the algal bloom in Lake Pontchartrain during the
summer of 1993. However, since it is the Mississippi River that
is being diverted into the lake, the onIK fair impact analysis is
that of the Mississippi River water on the lake.

RESFONE 26.11: Swamp loss has been minimized as much as
possible by moving the disposal area for material taken from the
outfall channel to a non-wetland area in the center of the .
spillway. No further reduction iS feasible. The diversion still
preserves a net of 10,000 acres of wetlands over 50 years.

operation of the structure in the fall when salinity is high
would greatly benefit the wetlands around the western portion of
Lake Pontchartrain. This will be given serious consideration
when the operating scheme for the project is finalized.

As described in the Pontchartrain Basin appendix, the Bonnet
Carré diversion will be operated when salinities are high in the
basin. On the average, this occur every other year.

RESFONSE 26.12:  Vessels using the MRGO carry sliﬁhtly over 3
Bercent of the tonnage of goods passing through the Port of New

rleans. However, the value of the goods moved on the MRGO,
because of their containerized nature, compose 13 percent of the
monetary value of goods passing through the port.
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Page 2
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VAI%% .iachgd aREaet comtrentsplsubnitéeg tg t he Lguilsi ana tCO%tSt taI ¢
‘ ands Restoration Plan and Environmental | npac at enen
gplsg)pie(lzt MEggiag‘laelrJ filey Jﬂ'l fromthe USDA = Soi_l Conservation Service conments.
u.s. Arny Engineer.District Coxt.

New O | eans Sincerely,

Corps of Engineers

P )
PO Box' 60267
New O | eans, Loui si ana 70160-0267 %MW

- : Donalld W Gohme
Dear Colonel Diffley: ‘ state Conservat i oni st

| would like to congratul ate you, as chairman, and the entire
Task Force for an outstandingjob on the Louisiana Coastal
Wetl ands Restoration Pan. The plan is an excel l ent exanpl e
of the results that can be achi eved when governnent agenci es,
groups and i ndi vi dual s work toget her t o save Louisiana' s
coastal wetl ands.

Overall the plan adequately di scusses t he problems and

strategies to abate wetland | oss i n Louisiana; however, | feel

compel I'ed t o address t he nmarsh management issue. The Main

Report and El S present some negative findings and generally

ail toidentify the positive role of rarsh managenment. Harsh

nmanagenent is one tool for restoring wetlands in certain areas

where conditions warrant its use. her techni ques such as .
hydr ol ogi ¢ restoration, shoreline protection, freshwater and RESPONSE 27.1:  Conments acknowl edged and appr eci at ed.
sedi nent di versi ons, beneficial use of dredge spoil
revegetation and barrier island restoration are appl’i cabl e
only to certain conditions in coastal Louisiana as well.

A7

Mbder n rar sh management t echni ques i nvol ve a holistic approach
t o ecosystem nanagenent. They address soil, water, aninals,
plants, and air; all of which are essential to a bal anced
ecosystem There are nany success Stories across the coast
that denonstrate clearly the desirability of narsh managenent
as an option to coastal restoration. This has been a concern
of many | andowners who have recogni zed t he critical erosion
and catastrophic | oss of their wetlands and have denonstrat ed
great resourcefulness in attenpting to reverse these |osses.

while many of the large scale projects identified in the
restoration plan may be conceptual |y valid, planning needs and
soci oecononi ¢ constraints nay substantially delay or even
preclude their inplementation. In the interimor as an
alternative we nust inplement nmeasures to retain the narsh
soil substrate where it currently exists.

The Sod Conservation Service
{8 wn agency ot the
\=7' Department of Agricuture AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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BO L CONSERVATION BERVICE RESPONSES TO THE LOUISIANA COASTAL
WETLANDS RESTORATION DRAFT PLAN, MAIN REPCRT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
| MPACT SBTATEMENT, August 30, 1993

EXECUTIVE SUWVARY

PG. 4 Restoration. ...Fresh water will be added, salt water
will be blocked, and dredged-materiai-banks-wiii-be
breached ot her measures will be used to
restore.. ...

INTRODUCTION
THE PROBLEM: THE LOoSsS OF COASTAL WETLANDS
Pg. 7. Para 1 Sentence 2

Tho causes of soil orosion that lead t0 wetland loss
i ncl ude subsi dence «... These causes result in
orosi on of organic surface soil and mineral

shorelines.

Pg. 7. Para 1 Sentence 4
Rapi d subrergence of seils and ...

Pg. /. Para 1. Sentence s. ) )
These stresses ... Organic matter to the soil
substrate .u.a. (Mitsch and Gosselink 1986) and
encourage | and loss by severe Or0si On of existing
organi c soil | ayers.

Pg. 7 Para 1 Sentence 6 )
A variety of nore local ... , hurricanes, herbivory,
and soil erosion by inecrease tidal uchango, ...

Pg. 7. Para 1L Last sentence.
Add: EBrosive effects aue t 0 Wi nd and water have
boon documented t0 be a major factor in tho loss of
coant al wetlands duo to hi gh organi ¢ nature Of marsh
soils. Associated land | 0oss in coantal marshes is
directly related {0 tho loss of the organi C surface
layer of marsh soils.

Pg. 7 Para 2  Sentence 1
Al of the soil built by suus

Pg. 7 Para 3  Sentence 2
Each of the "prinary causes™ of soil 10SS auus

8 Para 4 Sentence 3

Punpi ng of the narsh organi c seils caused rapid

subsi dence suass

H.-
Cortt.

Bg.

Pg.

8

10

Page 12.

Ipg. 12.

Page 15.

Para 7. Sentence 1
The suspended ... hel ped build soils apparently
declined ...

Para 1  Sentence 1 )
-=aeXplori ng the potential of the Gulf Intracoastal

Wat ervay and ot he rmajor water transport routes as a

Para 2

All of Louisiana coastal marsh soOilS have tho common
characteristics of wetness, flooding. |ow elevation,
and | ow relief. They vary widely i N many Of her

" characteristics, howvever, that are inportant to
their use and management.

Marsh noi | S can be divided into two categories;
mineral and organic. Mineral marsh NDi | S have

or gani ¢ surface layers Of less than 16 inches in
thickness. 8oils Wi th more than 16 inches of
orguu.c acocunulations are classified as organic
soils.

Tho highest rates of soll 0rosion in coastal marshes
are occurring in tho deep orgamie soils. Tho

nat ural processes of geologic Or 0Si On coupled with
tho nmai n-induced alterations of tho fragile ecosystem
has shifted tho bal ance of marsh soil development.

Para 4  Sentence &
8oil erosion along both gulf and bay ....

CGeneral Conmmrent
The nmajority of the Teche/Vermilion Basinis in the
Deltaic Plain. The M ssissippi subdelta | obes of
EQSQ Teche and Maringouin are located within the

in.
The area between Freshwater Bayou ~ LA Hwy. 82 and
the western shoreline of Vermlion Bay is
predom nantly within the chenier M ain.

Para 3 Sentence 3 _ )
Even a very ... duration of flooding of seils in

Loui siana aas

Para. 2 ]
«xas Organi c Nass, particutariy-beiovground;
rrrrorgante-mateer-stock, and renoval ...

Para 3  Sentence 2 )
As a result, ...to the marsh noil substrate suus
each year to the soil substrate asass

Para 3. sentence 4,

These include lateral soil erosion ...(Ggliano and
W cker 1989), sheet orosion of organi c materials
from increased ti dal exchange,
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Py 22
Py 22.
Pg. 23

23,
Pg. 23

Para 4. Sentence 1

Wile all wetland...Louisiana swanp
fresh, brackish, «us

Para 5 Sentence 1 ]
Sudden increases .... fresh marsh soils can result

iN sannsn

Para 2 Sentence 1 ] ]
Increased ... to fresh marsh orosionin ...

Para 4  Sentence 2

Such col | apses, duo to erosiom, have been observed
toresult in noil erosiom that |eads t o a surface
lowering sus

Para 4. Sentence 5

«+o.({Stevenson el a., Reed 1991). <These impacts
are al SO observed i n vertically stable narsh
landscapes. Those effects....

THE VALUE OF COASTAL WETLANDS
Fish and WIdlife Val ues

Pa.

bbncorporation UsFWs National Fishing, Hunting and
VIdlife Associ ated Recreation Surveys (USD - P\
1985; USD - FWs, 1992). Linsconmbe and Kinler's Fur
Harvest Data (Linsconbe and Kinler, 1984), and
LDWF's annual mgratory waterfow surveys. This
informationw |l "add to the inportance of al
recreational and conmercial val ues associated with
coastal wetl ands]

SOLUTIONS TO WETLAND LOSS IN LOUISIANA

Page 33

Page 39.

pg. 42

Para 6.
Restructure sentence. Should be
coast al wetlané& system...

«xss Louisiana's

Section : Rebuilding Barrier Islands
Use of subaqueous shoal s woul d renpve sone of the
protection for interior narshes.

@l f Shorelines
== Unfertunately;-rrr-materiat-to-the-beach ::
&Plsleadlng and confusing, not caused by segnent ed
reakwat ers, mud has been in Holly Beach or other
areas for a long time, especially after dredging of
Cal casi eu Ship Channel, other places this is a
natural process of chenier forming] [Add section on
the Holly Beach project.]

2.
Cort.

Page

Tﬁge

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

43.

43.

43.

43.

43.

43.

44,

44,

pg. 53 para

ara 4. sentence 1
drol 0gi C «asss drainage pathways,-by-the-seiective
blecking-of-dredged-channeds.

para 4 sentence 2
O'ten, these excavated channels suss

ara 5 sentence 1
{gtrike the first sentence = the concept of gapping
spoi |l banks is NOT new and has been an extrenely
controversial issue for about a decade]

ara 5 sentence 2
I ntersecting canal s has shoul d read
«wsiNtersecti ng drainags channels has

para 5 sentence 5 )

. ==«Studi es suggest that, ina f w cases, there my
be some Nerits, however often thO banks provide
protection as they exist amd gappi ng will cause more
harm t han good.

ara 6. sentence 2

Shoul d include additional features besides gapping
spoil banks. It is swo® the only tool available in
hydr ol ogi ¢ restoration.]

I ncl ude " Such structures have been used successfully

in the Chenier Plain in Caneron Parish.

Para 1  Sentence 3
these closures are designto aaus should rewite
needs t o say: nay retard Or restrict.

Para 2 sentence 1

Mar sh Managenent

-== practices in Louisiana for at |east 50 years to
protect t ho resource base, by reducing orosion
salinity surges, ti dal scouring, and enhance
emergent and submergent vegetatiom Ce- manage- |er
waterfowi-and-furbearers.

para. 4 Landowners have found that this has boon proven to

be an effective t 00/ under certain conditions
encompassing approximately 168 of coastal wetland
acreage, and shoul d be considered when specific site
evaluations arec dons.

[see Chabreck, 1978 = Soil and Water Characterjstics

of Coastal Marshes Influenced by Wirs = reduci ng
turbidity, siltation behind structures]

1 Sentence 2

««« Therefore, region-scale solutionsto problens
causing | and | 0ss are desirable in tho | ong term.
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Pg.

Pg.

Pg.

However, because Of funding and socioeconomic
constraints, tho length of time needed to plan and
i mpl enent |arger, regional-scale projects, and tho
need t0 protect critical wetland areas in a timely
manner, snaller-scal e projoctsrust al so be an
integral put of tho restoration plan.

para. 3 Add this sentence:
Tho restoration plan nmnust remain flexible so that
critical ‘smaller-scale projocts identified in tho
future can be implemented i N a timely manner.

73 para. 1 Line s ) )
M sspel | ed word. Repl ace "scarsity® with scarcity.
73 para. 5 Linel
Reword t o " Subsi dence, and subsequent erosion,...

. 74 para. 1 Sentence 4. .
The project end Will direct suuss

. 79 Table BS-2 . ) ) )
M is used as a project type but is not listed in
the legend along with other project types.

8l. Ceonorphol ogy Section. para 1. Sentence 3
During this period, the river shifted coursed and
«=xx (delete the d in coursed).

113 para 3 Last sentence. ]
ﬁThI S is an assunption and nmay be inaccurate. |f
and | oss rates are used and hot defended in other

basins, it should not inthis one.) A better
statement would bee Tho Penchant nmarshes receive a
| argo amount of freshwater and sedinents; however,
wi t hout proper outfall management Of these waters
and sediments, erosion i s expected t0 conti nuo.

115 para 3 Sentence 2
Take out the word passive.
. 115 para 4 Sentence 2

«»» Conveyance channel s and inprove the distribution
and mai ntenance of sedinent-|aden water.

117 para 4 Sentence 1
Hydr ol ogi ¢ nodel s are val uabl e tools to determ ne

27.2
Cont

pg. 117 para 4  Sentence 4
Duo to tho insuffiecient use of freshwater and
sediments .« (This basin ham nore freshwater and
sedi nents than nost.)

pg. 127 .
Alternative C Sentence describes Wax Lake Qutl et
as "the nore efficient.” It should be clarified
that Wax Lake Qutlet is tho more efficient in
bui | di ng mar sh.

pg. 133 para 4  After sentence 1
«xs SPring. salinity levels are al SO influenced by
tho ¢Iww and aischarge from terraced upl ands which
are affected by rice oulturo.

pg 136 Para 2 Sentence 4
The underlying cause of .... human induced, of
hydrology¥, «s:s

pg 137 Para 2 onit.
[The paragraph is a repeat of the |ast paragraph on
page 136]).

May insert this paragraph in the place of the

om tted paragraph:

A proforred Strategy would go beyond t hO above
mentioned proj octs by dealing more comprehensively
with t hO major resources of basin, tho freshwater
and sediment of tho Atchafalya Basin. Thus, for
example, under thi s strategy a particular priority
woul d be placed on demonstration proj octs aimea at
overall goal S of sediment management.

pg. 138 Key Issues

Several of the projects ...« [This entire paragraph
is inappropriate since all projects can have these
probl ems, and al | Proj ects go through a pl anni ng
stage to insure all aspects in the project are
addressed. Wiy singl e out hP/droI ogi c restoration as
needing to be planned carefully. A project that is
?o_tI pl anned careful |y has a greater chance of
ailure. )

pg. 148 4 Fisheries Inpacts. ... control structure wiid
3ikedy i N Some cases coul d reduce recruitnment ...a
However several projects in tho Mermentau Basin are
designed t 0 reduce water levels and will have a
positive i mpact on tho movement Of estuarine

or gani sms.

pg 157 Top of page change "Mapone | argeM to |argo open
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Add paragraph after 1st conpl ete paragraph.

I N areas where saltwater intrusionm destroyed fresh
and | ow salinity vegetation grow ng on fragile
organic narsh soils, large areas of shal | ow open
water Now ui st. Wind i nduced wave acti on continues
t 0 srode exposed marsh edges. Additionally strong
W nds ereate tides whi ch often create f|ow patterns
which export aroding soils amd discharge interior
freshwater and/or introduce saltrator. Unless this
erosive cycle | S interrupted, erosion On exposed
mar sh edges will likely continue.

Page 159 Table CS-2
21,900 acre instead of 1, 900.

Overview of Basin Strateqy
|3) Change t0- treating critical arsas Of watland
0sS.

pg. 158

Page 164 Para. 2 1st sentence.

Change 1st sentence t0 ~ Supperting projscts address
erosion in interier [ argo open water areas and other
severely eroding areas, where perimeter projoats
alone cannet provide sufficient protoation.

Add Eroj ect under Marsh Sound of Cal casi eu Lake
XCS-51/44 M ne CSC spoil and plug Wst Cove Canal .

Page 166 Under erosion control along the GIWW strike out cs-
11 and XCS-41. and add themas a conbi ned proj ect
CS~-11/XCsS-41 Sweet Lake- WI | ow Lake Bank
Stabilizati on.

Page 168 Table CS-3
Li ne out Project xcs-44.

Page 170 Line out Project XCS-51.

EXHIBIT 4
pg. 9 US Department of Agriculture (Soil Conservation

Service. Aaricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service).

United States Departnent of Agriculture
] Soi | Conservation Service
Wrk in Protection and Restoration of Wt ands

The Soi | Conservation Service (SCS) objectives include worKki ng
wi th | andowners to reduce soil erosion and thus retain | and

product i vi t%/. The State Conservationists for Loui si ana have
under st ood t he probl ens confronting | andowners with wetl and

erosion for nmany years.

AL
Cont-

The district conservationists, in coastal parishes, have
worked with | andowners to plan conservation measures on

wetl and soils since the early 1950's (Broussard and Floyd,
1987). The pl anni ng has not only been done on snall areas of
wet|ands, but on a basin level.” The SCS Water Resources Staff
has worked with [ ocal conservation districts on both
Cooperative R ver Basin Studies and Watershed plans which
enconpass both public and private |ands.

The SCS has al so been invol ved in conservation pl anning on
public [ ands with the United States Departnent of Interior-
Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5) on nany refuges. In 1951
two reports were issued jointly by the usFws and the SCS in
regard t o Canmeron Parish. These reports contai ned a map of
vegetative types, including all marshlands, within the parish.

Ri ver Basin Studies and Wtershed planning is provided for
under t he authorization of the Small Wt ersheds Pl anni ng Act
(Public Law 83-566). The Public Law was passed by the 83ra
Congress, House Bill Nunmber 566, in August 1954. |t
authorizesthe United States Department of Agricultureto
cooperate with Federal, state, and | ocal agencies in making
surveys and investigations of t he watersheds of rivers and
ot her wat erways.

The SCS, to date, has conpleted two river basin studies and is
working on three others w thin Louisiana's Coastal Zone. The
scs conpl et ed the Laf our ce- Terrebonne Cooper ati ve R ver Basin
Study in Septenber 1986. In Septenber 1989 the SCS conpl et ed
the Central Barataria Cooperative R ver Basin StudY. The

Cal casi eu- Sabi ne Cooperative R ver Basin study will be
finalized by Septenber 1993. The Mermentau Cooperative River
Basin willl be conpl eted by Septenber 1994 and the
Teche/Vermilion Oogger ative Rver Basin Study will be

conpl eted in Septenber 1995.

The SCS, to date, has conpl eted two watershed pl anni ng

studi es, has one study pending and is in the process of

conpl eting a suppl enent on one wat ershed for coastal vetlands.
The Caneron- O eol e Wt ershed Plan was conpl eted in Cctober
1972. The Wést Fork of Bayou L'ours \tershed Pl an was

conpl eted in March 1987. This watershed plan will have nost
O the conponents inplenented under the BA-2 project |isted on
the first priority list. The Sabi ne- Bl ack Bayou \Wtershed, in
Caneron and Cal casi eu Parishes, wll begin the st udéephase
later in Fiscal Year 1993 and will be conpl eted by Septenber
1994.  The Vest Fork of Bayou L'ours \Mtershed Suppl ement
Nurmber 2 is in the planning phase and will be conpl eted by
Sept enber of 1993.

The Soi| Conservation Service is also involved in program-
neutral natural resource planning in wetland areas. These
pl ans are funded under other sources than the PL 83-566

wat ershed funds. A natural resource plan will be conpleted on
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It he Bayou Penchant area of Terrebonne Parish in Fiscal Year
1994. The Lake Boudreaux Pl an has been aPpr oved and is in the
| anni ng process. This natural resource plan will be conpleted
y September 1993.

The scs is al so involved in a'\lgl ant materials program for
coastal wetlands. The M ant terials Center 1s [ocated in
Gol den Meadow, Loui siana. The center actively collects and
grows various wetland vegetation to be introduced into the
nmarsh.  The ﬁoal s of the programare to find plant materials
that can withstand greater ranges in water depths and

Sal inity, inprove hybrid vigor, increase productivity,

eval uate addi tional species and successions, and determine
best pl anting et hods for erosion control.

Various publications and other studies regarding coastal areas
have al so been a part of scs's invol verent in marsh
conservation planning. These documents i ncl ude various coastal
soi | surveys, the Qulf Coast Wtlands Handbook, and the
Coastal Marsh Inventory. The soil surveys (Table 1) ?ener ally
contain information about marsh soil types, structural and

| and use suitabili t%, and productivity for various uses. Al
the ot her parishes have either been published, are at the
printing office, or being surveyed. A Qulf Coast wetl ands
Handbook was devel oped in the early 1970s for use by the field
offices in conservation planning for | andowners in t he narsh.
In 1983, a Coastal Marsh Inventory was nade t 0 determine

aspects of the marsh that did not fit within the National
Resource Inventory that scs does every five years.

al el Soil Surveys in Coastal Louisiana

[Soi]l Survey Publication Date
Ascensi on Pari sh 1976
Assunption Pari sh 1978
Cal casi eu Pari sh 1988
Caneron Pari sh 1993

I beria Parish 1977
Jefferson Parish 1982
Laf ourche Pari sh 1983
Li vi ngston Pari sh 1991
Ol eans Pari sh 1989
Plaquemines Pari sh 1993
S. Bernard Parish 1989
S. Charles Parish 1987
S. Janmes and &. John Parishes 1973
S. Martin Parish 1977,
S. Mary Parish 1959
S. Tammany Parish 1990
Tangi pahoa Pari sh 1990, -
Ter r ebonne Pari sh 1960
Verm lion Parish 1994

I*Currently bei ng updat ed.
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EXI STI NG PRQJECTS
U.S. Department of Agriculture. Soil Conservation Service

TABLE CP scs MARSH WORK

Lafourche-Terrebonne Ter r ebonne

Central Barataria Barataria
Calcasieu-Sabine Calcasieu-Sabine
Mernentau Mermentau
Teche-Vermili on Teche- Verni | ion
Watershed Planning Studies Basin

Caner on- Creol e Cal casi eu- Sabi ne

West Pork of Bayou L*oOurs
West Pork of Bayou Ltours Suppl ement #2
Sabi ne- Bl ack Bayou

Nat ural Resource Protection Pl ans Basin

Baratarija

Barataria .
Cal casi eu- Sabi ne

Lake Boudreaux Terrebonne
Bayou Penchant Terrebonne

s arv of | andowner Marsh Cnnservation Pl ans from 1981-1990.

{-]

Abbeville 11, Mernm./Teche-Vern.
Eel | e Chasse 13 28, 420 Breton 8./Miss.
Covington 2 9,338 Pontchartrain
Franklin 7 8,057 Teche-Verm. /Atch.
Houma 27 356,858 Terrebonne
Jennings s 10,053 Cal casi eu- Sabi ne
Lake Charl es 29 171,391 Cal casi eu- Sabi ne
New | beri a 14 105,000 Teche- Verm | i on
New Or | eans 40 201,443 Bar ./Breton/Pont.
Thibodaux 15 179,888 Bar./Terrebonne

owner _Marsh Conservation Plans on Priority Lists 1 &
BA-2 @l f I'ntracoastal Watervay to Clovelly Farmns
Cs-20 Mud Lake narsh Management
cs-9 Brown Lake Hydrol ogi ¢ Restoration

Comments On the Environnental Impact Statement

ElS 4 [The Tables are well done, the information is correct =
nodi fy Marsh Managenent under Fisheries Resources
change "would be restricted" to "could restrist or
be increaseav

10

RESPONSE 27.2: Al comments on the executive summary, nain
report, and basin plans subnitted by Task Force agencies have
been addressed by work groups nade up of representatives from
those agencies. The coments are not specifically responded to
in this docurent.

RESPONSE 27.3: V¢ have nodified the table to be less definitive.
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76

A7

A8

A79

2 Alternatives
23 Aternatives Considered in Detail
El S-27 232 Marsh Managenent

para. 4
para. 5
para. 7
LIS-ZB
para. 1 & 2
2.3.2.1
para. 3
I para. 4
para. 6

«2x induce-the-desired-piant-and/or-animal
eemmunity-respenses increase t ho vegetative
extent, productivity, and aiversity. Plans to
be permitted shoul d neet this desired response.

.xa.restricted by inadequate structures ...,
properly desi gned structures ril| eliminate
this problem. Canal banks nay be modified
gapped-or-ctosed-of€ depending sas

[Elinminate paragraph = South Carolina does not
apply to Louisiana

[omit entire paragraph = South Carolina marshes
are totally different fromthose in Louisiana]

passi ve Manaaenent .
«xx WOUld likely be t 0 enhanee~-seme-attributes

rrr-miner-envirenmentai-prebiems stop further
erosion fromoccurring, and stabilize water
condi tions.

«e+. Preducing-faverabie-rrr-{€habreck-and
Nyman7;-1969%.

However, passive water management ...seme
unaveidabie variable effects. One-effeet-is One
study indicates that some types of passive aas
(Herke, Rogers, and Knudsen, 1984), however,

ot her studios (wicker, 1983; Horko, 1971;
Herke, 1992; Gagliano and Roberts, 1987;
Chabreck and Hoffpauir, 1962; Nyman, et al,
1990; Hoese and Konikoff, umpubl.) fromtho
same area shows no noticeable impact on these
same Or gani SNs. Anether-effect-is-that-rrr-inte
and~eut-of-managed-areass Al though this can
somewhat limjit sedi nent introduction, many
areas in Louisiana's marshes are not dependent
upon sedinent, and there are usually no
sufficient sedinent available. The deep organic
soils of the marshes indicate that sediment has
played a very minor role i n marsh creation, a
nmuch greater dependency i s on organic

accunul ati on which requires lessened ti dal
actions and increased plant growth, both

possi bl e through use of passive management
(Nyman, Chabreck, DeLaume and Patrick, 1993).
Additionally, ...s marsh soils (Turner, Day and
CGossel ink, 1989). (Broussard, 1988)

11

RESPONSE 27. 4:

RESPONSE 27. 5:
is appropriate.
unmanaged ar eas.

Pl ease refer to Response 12.2.

% do not believethe first part of your comrent
New tidal connections can formin managed or
In managed areas, new tidal connections could

form regardl ess of the adequacy of the structuresto relieve
hydrol ogic pressures. W believe it is aﬁproprl ate to add your

second suggestion rather than to nodify t

suggest .

RESPONSE 27. 6:
RESPONSE 27. 7:

portion of your

RESPONSE 27. 8:

RESPONSE 27. 9:

e original text as you

Pl ease refer to Response 12.2.

Ve have reworded the referenced sentence, using a

suggesti on.

Pl ease refer to Response 12.4

Pl ease refer to Response 12.5.



e
' e

A7.10|

a7

7.1

2713

2714
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EIS-30 2.3.2.1.1 Fixed-crest weirs.
para. 3 Proposal s to use only fixed-crest weirs to
manage areas are extremely-rare useful i N areas
to stop or reduce erosion, more active
structural measures are required t 0 regenerate
marshes (Carney and Chabreck, 1977; Hess, et
al, 1988). Fixed-crest weirs are nore often ...

obj ecti ves.
23212 Slotted weirs. )
para. 2 Devel oped in the late 1980's ...conventional

fixed-crest weirs. |t has preven-itself-te boON
indicated that it might be an i nprovenent in

this regard (Rogers, Herke, and Knudsen, 1992),
however t ho final analysis i s still| incomplete.

Apparently-undecumented Speculated effects of
slotted weirs s

23213 Rock weirs.

para. 6 ««:nNaturally drained areas. The voi dS between
rocks allows quicker passage Of water t han
earthen O other structures and may i N fact
allow access {0 a very limited extemt Of
organi sns, tho extreme tidal f| uctuations
causing scouring are greatly lessened, as in
ot her structural measures, t han those Of open
direct channels. Use of rock weirs is limted
to areas a.s

ElS-32 23. 22 Active Management.

para. 1 .... Periodic water level reduction ... fishery
resources, however, in order t 0 increase t ho
resource base that these organi Snc depend upon,
it i S a necessary aspect 0f active management.

para. 5

para. 2 ««:«This phase is al so controversial because it,
too, adversely effects fisherg access and usage
of the area, on a short-term Dasis. However, as
stated in ﬁha“ 1, it is necessary i n order to
mai ntain tho rosourco base that these organisms
depend uponN.

para. 3 The paragra}ph shoul d stricken fromthe docunent

due to the tact that the restoration plan of

the Task Force is fromconsensus buil ding and

there is no need for one agency's concerns.

The concerns were addressed in the Tabl e on

page EIs-4. However, if this paragraph is not

stricken we suggest the followng to be

appended to the paragraph.

Based upon ... candi date projects. Tho Boil
Conservati on Sservice, along with ot her agencies

12

| ep——s -

i
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!

RESPONSE 27.10:  Your comment refers to paragraph 2 instead of 3.
The concepts that your comment addresses appear el sewhere in the
report and therefore have not been included here.

RESPONSE 27. 11: During discussions with sCs, it was decided that
the original text was adequate.

RESPONSE 27.12: Pl ease refer to Response 12.8.

RESPONSE 27.13:  This section has been noved 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 renoved
fromthis section because it refers to an effect. The essence of
your suggestion appears in the fifth paragraph under Section
3.3.6.3.
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and private | andowners, have realiszed that the
overall benefits in creating mush resources
out wei gh the tenmporary impacts wupon fisheries.
The overall | oss of these resources i npact
fisheries in the | ong term, therefore any
temporary decrease i 1 access would result in a
net increase in resource base when t he big
picture i S examined,

Bl S- 33
para. 3 [del ete paragraph on South Carolina study -
different soils, tidal fluctuations and weat her
patterns nmake these areas inpossible to
correlate].

para. 4 May del ete this paragraph fromthe present EIs
because it has no inPact at this point. |f
that is not acceptabl e then we suggest the
fol | owi ng:
€omparably-intensive-studies-ef-sinilariy
managed-bouisiana-marshes-are-iacking. Many
studi es have bpeenm conducted i n marshes, however
the mpjority are either examining impacts to
ei ther furbearers and waterfowl, or to

A1.1§

%19

A720

2721

tisheries, and nmany ere contradi atory.

El S 34
para. 3 «xx ROCk Weirs ...differ in their top
elevation. As in other instance these
structures can only be used where soils are
tCﬁpabl e of supporting them. The entire width of
e Weir wuw

El S-37 235 Sedinment D version.

para. 1 .=« as an exanple of this type of sedi nent
di versi on.
In the western part of the state, amd ot her
areas, sedinent is not available in sufficient
amounts t 0 utilize a project of this typo. Tho
growth of marshes in these areas are more
ependant upon or gani C accumulations (Nyman, et
al, 1993; Gaglianmo and Roberts, 1987) and the
use of other project types are nore
appropri at e.

ELS-38 236 Freshwater Diversion.
para. 3 .=« During wet periods ... ever-freshening
inundating t he system The constructed ...

El S-39 2.3.8 Uarsh Creation with Dredged Material

para. 4 »*Red Mud* and ot her industrial by-products are
not dredge material and should not be inthis
section. A section 2.3.15 should be created to

handl e this project type. The main report has

13

RESPONSE 27.15: This sentence has been renoved fromthe docunent
with the concurrence of the NWS.

RESPONSE 27.16: W believe that enough similarities exist

bet ween marsh nanagenent in South Carolina and Louisianato

ingl ude this information. It has been noved to Section 3 of the
B S

RESPONSE 27.17:  The first sentence of the parag‘rsap_h has been

del eted but related information is included in Section 3.3.2.3.
-:lg-hg? rest of the paragraph has been rewitten and noved to Section
3. 1.

RESPONSE 27.10:  Your suggestion has been added.
RESPONSE 27.19:  Your suggestion has been added.

RESPONSE 27.20: W have kept our original |anguage and incl uded
your suggested change as addition.



this material as Inert Industrial By-Products.

| f this comrent i S unacceptable we suggest that
the follow ng nodificationsto the paragraph:
Proposal s have been nacke.. Many of these
proposal s are very controversial and i ncl ude

ﬂl‘l .=» addressed in the cWPPRA. The Falgout Canal
1

Cort

A1

A7.23

s Houma, Louisiana. tho effects of this
material on tho resouree i s unknown, and ray .
pose drasti c effects on tho resource that it is
trying t 0 protect. Even i n t hO proposed
demonstration t ho results may not be airectly
applicable t 0 use i N marshes and a careful
study nust be done before this project is
considered.

EIS-40 2311 Shoreline Erosion Control with Vegetation.
para. 4 ««:3 ant cutgrass (Zizaniopsis miliacea),
S8eashore paspalum (Paspalum vaginatum), and
California bul rush (8seirpus californicus) are
4s- a desirabl e species ...

ElS-41 2312 Terracing.
para. 3 «xx MnNnimzingturbidity and shoreline erosion
on windward sides Of open water areas from
w nd- generat ed waves. aas

2.2

7.

o726

A7

3 Affected Environnent / Environnental Effects

ElS-46 31 Description of Habitats
para. 2 del ete duckweed (Lemna minor) = NOT in
racki sh areas]

El S-47
para. 2 +++. bal dcypress (Taxodium distichum) ...
=== Water hyacinth, alligatorweed, and
duckweed aaus

33 S %gi ficant Resources and Effects of Alternatives
3.3.2. astal Marsh
3323 Marsh Managenent

El S- 52
para. 4 [del eteal | of t hi sparagraphnodirect
concl usi ons by authors, many conflicting
results determined in literature = eaheen-and
6roat-rrr-by-other-authers. )
El S- 53
para. 1 « » s Phese-findings-paratiel-ctoselty-with-rrr

Bouth-eareiina-rrr-those-differences. [ South
Carolina, as earlier stated is so different.
from Loul si ana no conparisons can be justified]

para. 6 ¥n-Beuth-earekine; ... (delete entire paragraph

= see above commrent ]

14

RESPONSE 27.21: W have not designated a separate section for
“red nud" projects. Ve have used sone of your suggested changes
inthe revised text.

RESPONSE 27.22: W& have included your suggested addition.

RESPONSE 27.23: W have included your suggested addition.

RESPONSE 27. 24: & have made the suggested del etion.

RESPONSE 27.25:  Your suggested changes have been nade.

RESPONSE 27.26: Pl ease refer to Response 12.13.

RESPONSE 27.27:  The text has been revised for the final report.
W believe that enough sinmilarities exist between marsh
nmanagenment in South Carolina and Louisiana to include this

i nformation.
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ElS-55 3328 outfall Managenent
para. 5 .... sediment deposition. care nust be
exercised that additional water input is oftem
not possible when it is nbst needed, and
conversely, whenm it is Fouiblo t 0 provide
water tho areas that will receive it may not
need addi tional water at that time period.

EIS-56 3329 Marsh Creation with Dredged Material

para. 3 «sx The-key-point-rrr-not-function-equatiy.
[The duration of Minello's study is
insufficient to support this.]

3.3210 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
problemin the long run, particularly if the
material source is fromback bay areas. Many
of the functions and val ues are not totally
understood, and the extent of protection to
interior marshland is not fully quantifiable at
this tine.]

El S-57 3.3.212 Shoreline Erosion Control vith Vegetation
para. 3 [Woul d be nore appropriate to place vegetative
plantings under a separate section]

33214 Sedinent Trapping

shoreline erosion control vith structures]

para. 5 [wave danpening fences coul d be a conponent or
a4

o?7.33

7.3
o238

4730

333 ress- Tupel o Swa

El S-58 3333 C}\l/grsh Nana?gerrent w

para. 3 .. .reatity can be construed am a nanagenent
proi ect since b?/ one definition water levels
woul d be actively managed.

EIS-60 334 Subnmerged Aquatic Vegetation
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]

para. 5 Fhe-oceurrence~rrr-fresh-marshes, [Delete this
par agraph the distribution of SAV and PAV are
wel | "known, and easy to predict.]

3.3.4. Submerged Aquatic Vegetation
El S-61 3.3.4.3 Marsh Managenent
(This section ap]pears to be satisfactory; can
add references of: Larrick and Chabreck, 1976;
Chabreck, 1967)]

15

RESPONSE 27.28: W believe that your suggested addition is nore
appropriate under Section 3.3.2.7., where it has been included.

RESPONSE 27.29: W have elinminated the referenced sentence.

RESPONSE 27. 30: We have added sone of your suggestions to the
report.

RESPONSE 27.31: W have changed the nanme of this project type to
Vegetative Plantings in order to include plantings that are not
for shoreline erosion control.

RESPONSE 27.32: W have added the information that you

suggest ed.

RESPONSE 27.33: W have included a part of your suggestion.

RESPONSE 27.34: Please refer to Response 12.109.

RESPONSE 27.35:  During our discussions, we agreed that this
coment coul d be di sregarded.

RESPONSE 27.36: W& have added one of your suggested references.
W didn’t add the other because it wasn’t included in your list
of references.
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A7.38

2734

2740

3.3.5. wildlife Resources
EIS-63 3.3.5.3 Marsh Management
(This section appears to be adequate)

EIS~64 3.3.5.8 Outfall Management
para. 3 Effects .. projects, however expansion of
habitat is incorporated and this requires
fresher conditions and will therefore displace
fisheries intolerant of these fresher
conditions.

3.3.6 Fisheries Resources
EIS-66 3.3.6.3 Marsh Management
para. 1 ...managed areas, the impact é¢s might be
significant (Herke, 1979), or it may be
negligible (Hoese and EKonikoff, unpubl., Herke,
1992; Wicker, 1983; Herke, 1971; Gagliano and
Roberts 1987; Chabreck and Hoffpauir, 1962;
Nyman, et al, 1990).
para. 3 ...experimental marsh management area. Other
studies have showed no significant impact on
fisheries (Hess, Paille, Moertle, and Guiary,
1988), while others have shown an increase in
biomass production of fisheries (Herke, 1987,
Wicker, 1983). Herke's findings are not unique
to louisiana. similar ... (DeVoe and Baughman,
1986), however, South Carolina differs so much
from Louisiana in soil types, tidal
fluctuations, weather patterns, etc. that
comparisons between the two states are

224

4742

R743

sometimes meaningless. There is also ...
para. 4 «.s.Rogers ,et ol 19 2). SBpe ation on how
much reduct bm o<curs ,... but et-fer-aii
possible-co mbnaOiens much mor needs to be
exanined if any <inal conclusi can be made

EIS-67 =
para. 3 ..., Manoged and unmanaged areas. This study
indicat | thot overall populations of managed
systems s maimtained despite partial
restrict ons on organism movements due to water
control structures. In addition, this study
suggest that recruitment, growth and eventual
export rapidly increases in managed preas.
para. 4 [...SAV is gometiges ¢ lime= ps a benefit in
marsh manag=meot.-. ? I hop Qeon claimed in
orevious sections Bee pg. - 131, 61, and 63))
para. § However, improving .... management. There are
exceptions to this in that some of the
landowners are extremely interested in

27

16

'
i
i

RESPONSE 27.37: Comment noted.

RESPONSE 27.38: We have added information contained in your
suggestion.

RESPONSE 27.39: Please refer to Response 12.23.

RESPONSE 27.40: We have substantially revised this section of
the report. We have already addressed criticisms of using South
Carolina data.

RESPONSE 27.41: During our discussions, we agreed that this
comment could be disregarded.

RESPONSE 27.42: Please refer to Response 12.24.

RESPONSE 27.43: Please refer to Response 12.25




2744
Cost.

s

2.4

747

748

mai nt ai ni ng fisheries resources (CS-20, Mud
Lake), and recognize t he loss of habitat to
have a long-term megative i mpact on tho
fisheries resource they Want to maintain.
Landowners need {0 CONtinNuUO t0 have a Maj or

i mpaot on met hods for protoation of their |ands
since they are tho one impacted the nost by
these decisions. Hstorically, au.

El S-68 3.3.6.4 Hydrol ogi c Restoration.
para. 2 These proj ects often typieaiiy al |l oW ...

3.37.  Threatened and Endangered Speci es
ElS-72 337.3 Marsh Managenent
para. 2 «»» NOwadays occur infrequentl¥. Managed
mar shes are typically located Tarther inland
than these turtles historically utilize.

Preservation Of nesting and feeding areas from
mar sh losses and t ho increased habitat possible
W th active management Can increase resources
available for birds, along with terrestrial
mamnmals.

EIS-72 3379 Marsh Creation with Dredged Materi al
para. 8 It isdifficulttodrawsimlarities between
ydrol ogi c restoration and dredge material.
Under hydrol ogic restoration the openings wll
be reduced to an area. |f dredged spoil is
laced in a containment | evee then no access is
Initially afforded to estuarine species.]

.=» fequire evaluation. As im all other
creation activities initial inpaot upon

exi sting marine organi sns within dredge

| ocation voul d adversely be effected, and this
habi tat woul d be removed fromtheir possible
utilisation, however tho overall benefit of
resource additi on probably outwei ghs this
negative impact.

3.3.9. Water Quality

El' S- 78 Marsh Managenent

para. 1 managenent projects is that salinity levels, on
t he average, would ash be increased-above- (he
tevels-expected-without decreased where active
management scenari os are planned to meet this

obj ecti ve.

Ot her studi es suggest t hat improved water
quality paraneters woul d be benefited under
managed areas after temporary adverse effects
during construction (Chabrock, et al, 1978).

17

RESPONSE 27.44: Pl ease refer to Response 12.26.

RESPONSE 27.45: W have changed the word “typically" to
"normal | y".

RESPONSE 27.46: W& have added the first part of your sugg_ested
change. W did not add the second suggestion because we did not

believe it was appropriate.

RESPONSE 27.47: W& believe that the description of effects under
drol ogic Restoration is al so appropriate tor Marsh Creation

w th Dredged Material. In this section, we are refer only to

effects to threatened and endangered speci es.

RESPONSE 27.48: Pl ease refer to Response 12.27.
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78|

3.3.11 Property Ownership and Val ues

-84 3.3.11.1 Existing condition

para. 1 YUnder-bouisiana-iawy;-rrr-the-State-of
bouisiana. [Delete this entire paragraph,
ownershi p has al ready been nentioned earlier
(p47-48 and EIS-82 L 83). This area is too
conplicated for this report, since the
definition of tidal overflowlands can be
interpreted differently, thus leading to the
very controversial aspects of this paragraph.]

para. 3 Preperty-values-rrr-surreunding-waters. [ Del ete
this entire paragraph = this report is
regardi ng resource base, and not concerned with
changi ng any property val ues.]

3.3.14. Recreational Opportunities

EIS-94 33143 Marsh Managenent

para. 1 Fhe-possibitity-rrr-Pederak-perntts. [Del ete
this entire paragraph = this has been addressed
in easerments that have been prepared for 1st
and 2nd lists to protect-the rights of
| andowners, the public gains benegit with
i ncrease resource base available t o species
that woul d not necessarily be confined to
managed area - e.g., birds can f£ly im and out,
and fish can swimin and out: in addition to
the hurricane protection that additional

mar shes provi de]
References t o be added:

Broussard, Loland and Marty Floyd
1987. Invol vement and Ongoi ng Programof the Soil
Conservation Service in the Coastal Marsh of Louisiana,
p.187-193, 4in Proc. of the Fourth Water Quality L
é\éltlands Managenent Gonf., Sept. 24-25, 1987, New
eans,

Carney, D E and R H. Chabreck
1977 An eval uation of spring drawdown as a waterfow
managenent practice in floating fresh marsh, 31st
Ann. Conf. Sout heast Assoc. Game and Fish Ccomm.

Chabreck, R. H and C M Hoffpauir

1962 The Use of Weirs in Coastal Marsh Managenment in
Loui siana, Proc. Ann. Conf. Southeast. Assoc. Gane
and Fish comm. 16:103-112.

Chabreck, R H
1968 Weirs, Plugs, and Artifical Pothol es for Managenent

of Wldlife in Coastal Mrshes, ppl72-192 in Proc.
1st Coastal Marsh and Estuary Mngt. Symp.
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RESPONSE 27. 49: Pl ease refer to Response 12.28.

RESPONSE 27.50:  During our discussions, we agreed that this
coment coul d be di sregarded.

RESPONSE 27.51: W have deleted the part of this paragraph that
we identified as being the nost objectionabl e during our
di scussi ons.

The rest of the Departnent of riculture, Soil Conservation
Service’s comments pertain to the Basin Appendices. As stated
previously, these comments were resolved during work group
meet i _ngs of Task Force agency representatives and responses to
i ndi vi dual comments have not been prepared.




Chabreck, R H, et al
1978 Soil and Water Characteristics of Coastal Marshes
I nfl uenced b\é Weirs, in Proc. 3rd Synp. Coastal
Marshes and Estuaries Mgt., pl27-146.

Gagliano, S M. and D Roberts
1987 Managenent of Private Wetlands in Coastal Louisiana,
presented at 4th Water Quality and Wetl ands Mgt.
Qnf., 9pp.

Good, Bill and Darryl Cark
1993. Louisiana Departnment of Natural Resources Position
Paper Concerni ng Wtl and Managenent and Hydr ol ogi c
Restoration, Baton Rouge, LA 16pp.

Herke, W H
1971 Use of Natural and Seni-inpounded Loui si ana Tidal
Marshes as Nurseries for Fishes and Crustaceans, PhD
di ssertation, LsSuU, 264pp.

Hess, T. J, Jr., R FE Paille, R J. Moertle, and K. P
Guidry.
1988. Results of an intensive marsh managenent program at
Little Pecan Wldlife Management Area, jin Marsh
Managenent in Coastal Louisiana: Effects and |Issues,
Bat on Rouge, June 7-10 1988, p278-310.

Larrick, W D, Jr. and Chabreck, R H
1976 Effect of Weirs on Aquatic Vegetation al ong
Loui si ana Coast, Proc. Southeast. Assoc. Gane and
Fi sh comm., 30:581-589.

Leblanc, Rufus J.
1988 The Geol ogi cal Hi story of the Marshes of Coastal
Loui si ana, in Proceedi ngs of a Synposi um Marsh
Managenent in Coastal Louisiana: Effects and I|ssues,
Bat on Rouge, June 7-10 1988, pl-27.

Li nsconbe, Greg and Noel Kindler
1984 Fur Harvest Distribution in Coastal Louisiana in
Proc. 4th Coastal Marsh and Estuary Managenent Synp.,
p187-199

Nyman, J. A, R H Chabreck, and R G Linscombe
1990 Effects of Wir Managenent on Marsh Loss, Marsh
I'sland, Louisiana, Env. Mygt. 14:809-814.

Nyman, J. A, R H Chabreck, R D DeLaune, and W. H
Patrick, Jr.
1993 Subnergence, Salt-Wter Intrusion, and Managed Qulf
Coast Marshes, in Proc. 8th Synp. Coastal and Ccean
Mgt, p1690-1704.
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U S Dept. Interior = Fish and Wldlife Service

1992 Prelimnary Findings of the 1991 National Survey of
Fi shing, Hunting and Wldlife Associ ated Recreati on,
Wash. DC 24pp

U. S. Dept. Interior = Fish and Wldlife Service

1988 1985 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and
W dlife Associated Recreation, Wash. DC 167pp

Wcker, K. M,

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

et al
1983 Rockefeller Sate Wldlife Refuge and Gane Preserve
Eval uation of Wetl and Management Techni ques. La Dept.
Nat. Res., Coastal Mngt. Sect., Sépp.

Department of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service
1977. @ulf Coast Wetlands Handbook. Al exandria, LA 82pp.

Degartment of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1976, Ascension Parish Soils Survey, 55+pp.

De[?art ment of Agriculture T Soil Conservation Service,
1978, Assunption Parish Soils Survey, So0+pp.

Degartment of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1988, Cal casieu Parish Soils Survey, 161+pp.

Degartment of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
ég 3 (schedul ed publication), Cameron Parish Soils
urvey.

Departnent of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1977, lberia Parish Soils Survey, 67+pp.

Department of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1982, Jefferson Parish Soils Survey, 95+pp.

Department of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1983, Lafourche Parish Soils Survey, 106+pp.

Degartrr_en_t of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1991, Livingston Parish Soils Survey, 159+pp.

Degartment of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1989, Oleans Parish Soils Survey, 89+pp.

Departnment of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1993 (schedul ed publication), Plagquemines Parish Soils
Survey.

Department of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1989, St. Bernard Parish Soils Survey, 96+pp.
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us

us

us

us

us

us

us

. 9Bartmant of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1

7, S. Charles Parish Soils Survey, 115+pp.

Degartmant of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
Janmes and . John the Baptist Parishes Soi |
Survey, S0+pp.

Departrent of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1977, . Martin Parish Soils Survey, 71+pp.

Departrent of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1959, St. Mary Parish Soils Survey, 45+pp.

Departnent of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1990, . Tammany Parish Soils Survey, 141+pp.

Departnment of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1990, Tangi pahoa Pariah Soils Survey, 142+pp.

Departnent of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1960, Terrebonne Parish Soils Survey, 43+pp.

Department of Agriculture = Soil Conservation Service,
1994 (schedul ed publication), Vermlion Parish Soils
survey.

21

USDA = Soil Conservation Service Conments on Loui si ana
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, |ndividual Basin Reports

PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN Appendi x A

Add:
Pg. 1  EXISTING PROJIECTS AND PROGRAMS

USDA SOIL "CONSERVATION SERVI CE

The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planni ng programw th | ocal |andowners in
t he Pontchartrai n Basin.

BRETON SOUND BASI N Appendi x B

Add:
Pg. 1  EXISTING PROIECTS AND PROGRAMS

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soil Conservation Service has an active narsh
conservation pl anni ng program with | ocal | andowners in
the Breton Sound Basin.

M SSI SSI PPl R VER DELTA BASI N, Appendi x C

Add:
Pg. 1 EXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMD

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planning programw th | ocal |andowners in
the M ssissippi River Delta Basin.

BARATARIA BASIN Appendi x D

Add:
Pg. 1 EXISTING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planning programvith | ocal |andowners in
the Barataria Basin.



TERREBONNE BASIN Appendi x B

Add:
Pg. 1 EXISTING PRQIECTS AND PROGRANE

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE
The Soi |l Conservation Service has an active narsh
conservation planning programw th |l ocal |andowners in
t he Terrebonne Basin. Two of the |arger scal e projects:
1) a 500,000 acre marsh conservation plan wth the
| andowners in the Penchant Sub-Basin
2) an ongoi ng resource plan for a potential ]
wat er shed project for the Lake Boudreaux area in
the Timbalier Sub- Basin

Thi s is being done in conjunctionwth |ocal |andowners
and South Terrebonne Ti dewat er Managenent and
Conservation District.

Pg. 9 Para. 3  Sentence 2
s t0 man- nmade i npedi nents to natural distribution and
retention of sediments.

Pg. 33 PTE-26 “?Description". Para. 1

[rDeI ete last sentence and insert the follow ng:]

ho concept of this management pl an is t 0 better
utilise tho sedi nents and nutrients | N t ho basin by
noans of hydrologic restorati on. Sediments are
introduced to tho area via tho Gulf Iatracoastal
Waterway (GIWW) and t ho Atchafalaya River. Al present a
large percentage Of these sediments are not retained
within tho interior narsh areas because of rapid water
exchange rates. Tho plan proposes tor

1) restore some hi StOriC water flow patterms t hrough
natural bayous (distibutary channels).

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

3) increase freshwater flov to intermediate and
brackish narsh areas by utilizing oilfield and
pipeline canal s.

4) provide outlets to reduce fl oodi ng during high-
water periods.

5) control outfl ow velocities at naj or outlets.

Pg. 34. Para. 5 "Effects™ Sentence 2
«««0f this hydrologic restoration is to increase
sediment retention in the fresh marshes and t 0 increase
freshwat er and sedi nent retenti on and-£lew t o
i nternedi ate and bracki sh nmarsh areasy-it-ean-+rrr-wiid
ocenr.

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, Appendix P

Ad
Pg. 1 XISTING PR S ]

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soi |l Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planning programw th | ocal |andowners in
t he Atchafal aya Basin.

TECHE/VERMILION BASI N Appendi x G

Add:
Pg. 1 EXI STI NG PRQJECTS AND PROGRANS

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soi |l Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planning programw th | ocal | andowners in
t he Teche/Vermilion Basin.

MERMENTAU BASI N, Appendi x B

Add:
Pg. 1 EXI STI NG PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planning programw th local |andowners in
t he Mermentau Basin.

CALCASIEU/SABINE BASI N, Appendix |

Add:
Pg. 1 EXI STI NG PRQJIECTS AND PROGRAMS

USDA SO L CONSERVATI ON SERVI CE

The Soil Conservation Service has an active marsh
conservation planning programwi th |ocal |andowners in
t he calcasieu/Sabine Basin.
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SAVE OUR TICKFAW ~ |

TICKFAW RIVER BASIN GROUP |

! RESPONSE 28.1: The plan {)| aces great enphasis on using natural

PO. Box 549, Springfield, LA 70462 Processes for wetland restoration, especially in the 10ng term,
COMMQJ!\+ Phone (soa) 842-8266
(504) 695-9571 FAX (504) 542-8371
48 August 30, 1993

CELMN-PD-R§ o

V.S Arny Engineer District, New Oleans
P. 0. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Attention: M. Richard Boe
El'S Coor di nat or

Dear Mr. Boe,

I have read the draft executive sunmary of the Louisiana
Coastal \\tlande Restoration Plan and thank you people for doing
all this work to solve this urgent problem

| suggest that nore emphasis be placed on allowing the
natural process that built South Louisiana be unleased {0 help
correct _these problens. Wile we must Prot e%:t fromnature th“e
things for which we have che highest priori our river port

our  towns gnd fac{_orles = natural.forces rhould be allgweﬁ
wor k aroun hi s means acceptl ng a certan anount @ an

&rren{‘apﬁﬁﬂimnc bR BoshiRS Rbi o2YPRN € Wae2hadhgahye! 9ﬂdscﬁBSé
mplicated system and somehow nmake the most people happy. 1

8?'? 5rtsb8} { &XE I:HES br ti] 8%”“98,92% and untﬁYSds?gsult gat ?

systeém is t00 conpl ex, too chaotic to manage wel|.
Sincerely yours,

BAT/plk |

— PROUDLY PRINTEI> ON RECYCLED PAPER — I




U.S. Dep of Housing and Urben P

Fort Worth Regional Office, Region VI
1600 Throckmorton
P. O. Bax 2908

Fort Worth, Texae 761132903 RESPONSE 29.1: Comment acknowledged

August 12, 1993
Mr, Richard E. Boe
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, CELMN-PD-RS
P.O. Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267
Dear Mr. Boe:

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Restoration Plan

The subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement with its appendices has |

been reviewed by our New Orleans Office.
g This Department has no jurisdiction, expertise, or authority over wetlands.
4 . '

It is for this reason that we submit a no comment response to the subject Draft

EIS.
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United States Department of the Interior —
AR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY -.__-

- [

Washington, D.C. 20240

SEP 3 1993

ER 93/668

M. R H Schroeder, Jr.

Chi ef, Pl anning Division

US Arny Corps of Engineers

PQ Box 60267

New Ol eans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear M. Schroeder:

The Departnent of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Louisiana

Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan Report and Environnental |npact
Statement. W have the foll owi ng corments and recommendati ons.
Ceneral Comments

The draft report, aBEendi ces, and progranmmatic draft environmental
i mpact st at ement ﬁP IS) are well witten. Those documents, in
eneral, adequately address natural resources which concern this
partment and the anticipated effects of the reconmrended wet | and
restoration measures on those resources. The Departnent of the
Interior has been involved throughout the fornulation of the draft
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan, and supports the overall
restoration strategy recommended for each of the nine coastal basins
addressed in that plan.

The Restoration Plan describes a very compl ex set of problems in

coastal Louisiana that has led to the accelerated |oss of coastal
wetlands. In review of these problens, it becones apparent that
causes of land loss in the Chenier Plain are somewhat different from

causes in the Deltaic Plain. Perhaps even nore inportant to this
plan, the types of restoratjon opportunities available in the two
regions are significantly different.

opportunities available in the Chenier Plain are prinari I?/ shoreline
rotection, hydrologic and salinity nanagenent, and sone [imted
reshwat er diversion. These actions address nore |ocal, synptonatic
probl ems that are general |y caused by the underlying problens of
subsi dence, salinity intrusion, hydrologic modifications, easily
eroded soils, and an inadequate sedi nent source. Unfortunately, a
| ong-termsedi nent source is not availableto this region to help
address these nore basic problems. Hence, a skillful reliance upon
wel | - under stood, protective projects I's needed.

2.

30.%,

Mr. R. H. Schroeder, Jr. 2

In the Deltaic Plain, substantial opportunities exist for divertin

sedi ment fromthe Mississippi and Atchafal aya Rivers to reestablis

natural |and building processes. Although those projects are nore

expensive to inplenent, they would provide | ong-termsolutions to the

basi c, underlying problens of |and |oss, subsidence, the enlarging

tidal prism and erosion of organic soils. Sedinent diversion
rojects woul d reestablish natural processes that were disrupted by
uman activities.

The Restoration Plan recognizes that there is a limt to the nunber of
di versions that can be constructed and the vol ume of water that is
avail able t o distribute sediment without adversely affecting

navi gati on channel maintenance and the fresh water supply of New

Ol eans and other conmmunities. The Plan further recognizes that
detailed studies will be required to evaluate the various options for
i nproving di spersal of sedinment and fresh water fromthe M ssissi ppi
and Atchafalaya rivers to the Deltaic Plain. A w de range of

economi ¢, soclal, engineering and environnental factors nust be
addressed during detail ed anal yses of |arge-scal e sedi nent diversion
proposal s. Those anal yses and the required project design and
construction will like ?/ take nore than 10 years to conplete. In the
nmeantinme, other critical projects and smaller projects recomended in
the basin restoration plans are needed to prolong the life of existing
wet | ands until the larger projects are installed and nore natural
hydr ol ogi c and sedi nentation regi mes can be reestablished.

Furthermore, the snaller projects would be designed to conpl ement the
| arge- scal e projects.

The Department of the Interior urges expeditious initiation of studies
needed t o determne feasibility and oPtl mum | ocation of nmajor sedi ment
di version projects, as well as other |arge-scale projects, that woul d

establish a framework for stabilizing, restoring, and creating deltaic

wet| ands. Once that framework is in place, the need for many of the
smal ler, site-specific restoration projects will be reduced, and there
will be a ([}reater probability of success of those small projects which
are installed. W planto continueto advocate those measures that

provide t he mobst cost-effective approach to I ong-termconservation of
coastal wetlands.

specific Coments

Maip Reoort and Appendices

= W reconmend del etion of the phrase ... for

Bags 5 PROCGRAM STATUS
each of the five years of its duration."

2 Fish = Wil e the Louisiana coastal
wetlands are of great econom c inportance, those wetlands provide
other nationally inportant fish and wildlife habitat val ues that
transcend nonetary eval uation. Therefore, we reconmmend that the

folllowi ng wor di ng” be added to this section.
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Mr. R H Schroeder, Jr. 3

The wetlands of coastal Louisiana are a vital conponent of the
Qul f Coast Joint Venture, established by the Fish and Wldlife
Service to hel p achieve the goals of the North American Waterfow
Managenent Plan. Those wetl ands and associ ated coastal habitats
al so support an estimated 150 nesting col oni es of wadi ng birds,
shorebirds, and seabirds, representing 25 sr)eci es and hundreds of
thousand nesting adults. The endangered bal d eagl e and brown
pelican nest extensively in coastal Louisiana. The fact that
coastal Louisiana contains seven National WIdlife Refuges,
enconpassi ng over 257,000 acres, attests to the national

i nportance of that area to fish and wildlife.

Paaes 33-47. SOLUTI ONS TO WETLAND LOSS I N LOUI SI ANA = This section
repeat edl y advocates sedi ment introduction as the prinmary solution to
Louisiana's coastal wetland | oss problem W agree that inproved

sedi nent and freshwater distribution is key to effective restoration
of those wetlands. However, the approach taken in the individual
basin restoration plans was to address wetland | oss problens via the
nost practical solutions available in those basins. | n some basins,

| arge-scal e freshwater and sedi nent introduction was deened t o be
inpractical, and alternate restoration measures were recomrended. The
basi n pl ans recomended nunerous short-termprojects as well as |ong
term neasures, while the focus of this sectionis nmostly on long-term
nmeasures. Based on these discrepancies, this section should be
revised to be nore consistent with the basin restoration plans.

This section should al so be revised to acknow edge that the Task
Force, with input fromresearchers, has devel oped ri gorous protocols
for nonitoring restoration projects; details regarding those protocols
are shown in hibit 3

Paae 44, Marsh Management Section. paragqraph 3 = This paragraph shoul d
be nodified to indicate that properly designed and operated marsh
managenment projects can serve as useful tools for reduci ng wet | and
oss, especially where it is not feasible to transport sedinments into
subsi di ng wetlands. Marsh nmanagenent can al so be used as an interim
wet | and conservation tool while nore anbitious projects such as large~
scal e sedinment introduction are being planned and I npl enent ed.

|[Page 53, paradraph 5 - W recommend changi ng " devel op% t o )
*demonstrate® in the first sentence of this paragraph, to be in
agreenment with pertinent |anguage in the Coastal Wetlands Pl anning,
Protection and storation Act.

Paae 57. Fiaure po-1 = Key synbols used in this figure should be
defined in the Iegend.

Page 74. paragraph 1 ~ It is unclear how i mpoundnent is causing marsh
| oss in the outfall area of the caernarvon Freshwater Diversion

Structure, as indicated in the fifth sentence.

40.4
Conl’

203

M. R. H 'Schroeder, Jr.

zg'ge 88, paragraph 2 ~ In the fourth sentence, "cannot%W should be
changed t 0 " shoul d not™.

= The coLhumn designaked "Barataria® should be
deleted; it does not represent one of the nine regions listed in
paragraph 1 on page 93. We also recommend that a "Total" column be
added, to show the total acreage of each habitat type present. Page
125, Table AT-1 ~ n the fourth colfum, a ni'nus synbol should be used
to indicate a projected gain of 23,410 acres in Subbasin 2 in S0
years. . -

Bmwmzﬁumgmmn_mu - W recommend that this
section specify that an i nteraé;ency wor k 8ro_up wi |l be established to
hel p gui de pl acenment of dredged material during maintenance of the
At chaf al aya Bay navi gation channel, to optim ze delta devel opnent.

Page 137, paragraph 2 ~ This paragraph repeats the | ast paragraph on
page 138, and shoul d be del et gd. grap P paragrap

P_;g_e_m._ﬁzj.qure ME-1 - This figure should be nodified to indicate
that the basin boundary enconpasses wetland north of the Qulf
I ntracoastal Waterway.

Page 145. paraqgraph 1 - The | ast sentence is inaccurate. The
channel's spoi|l banks, not the channel itself, have reduced drainage.

Also, the channel's spoil banks are nmaintained to protect the nmarshes
from erosion and sal twater intrusion.

Page 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..

P_ggg_;lﬁ.lahli_g - The Secretary of the Interior's representative on
the Task Force 1s the Regional Director, Southeast Region, US Fish
and Wldlife Service.

4. Studies. oject

Pl ans. Proarams. and Existina
Page 7, paragraph 2~ This paragraph shoul d indi
W Pdrtfe Servitce admi nisters seven National WId
coast al Loui si ana.

cate that the Fish and
life Refuges in

Paae 8 paragraph 4 - This paragraph shoul d be del eted; the Fish and
W ldlife Service no longer adm nisters a Partners for Waterfow
Program The private | ands activities carried out by the Fish and

W | dlife Service are now adm ni stered under its Partners for Wldlife

Program
Draft Proarammatic Environnental Impact Statenent

Paae E1S-27. Section 2.3.2. Marsh uﬁnggenﬁn;._ The description of
mar sh management shoul d be condensed so that it is commensurate with

the description of the other 12 project types. Specifically, this

section should be limted to an easily understood definition of the
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project type; a brief descriptionof active and passive nanagenent
measures and operational details; a brief discussion of managenent
benefits and detrinments; the status of managenment projects in the

0,\1', restoration plan; and the status of the PDEI'S preparation for marsh

managenent in coastal Louisiana.

a = In recent years,
permts for structural management of bracki sh marshes have regul arly
required that actively nanaged flap-gated, variabl e-crest water
control structures include a vertical slot in their variable-crest
portions. Typically, the slot functions only during non-drawdown
periods. The slot iIs provided prior to structure installation; this
nodi ficationis very inexpensive and involves little or no additional
mai nt enance costs.

mg_m_lsﬂ_nm?:nh =~ Phase 3 shoul d be described as including
operations that range fromsinple freshwater introduction to nore
conplicated flow through operati ons.

Inthe third sentence, it should be noted that the desired responses
i ncl ude i ncreased sedi ment introduction and retention.

e = - The primary focus of marsh managenent is

Page EIS-33, last paragraph
the control of salinities and water |evels.

| i = Thi s paragraph shoul d acknow edge t hat
potential contam nant-related probl ems woul d be addressed before a
decision is nade to proceed with inplenentationof the "red nud"
proj ect.

Pages F| S 50 throuah EIS-53, Section 3.3.2.3 = This section should
acknow edge t he 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 t o widespread salinity increases, brackish marsh plant
communities are invading internediate and fresh marshes. unman

throl ogic alterations, especially canals, have greatly accel erated
this conversion by allow ng 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 [oss, especially in organic soil areas.
I f bracki sh marsh vegetati on becomes establ1shed on the renaining
marsh, the growth of brackish marsh plants is often poor due to the
lack of mneral material inthe soils. Under such conditions,
continued deterioration usually results in the near-total conversion
of marsh to open water.

The proposed marsh managenent projects would likely be installed in
hydrol ogical |y altered areas where sedi nent and freshwater
introduction is not feasible. NManagenent would attenpt to partially
re-establish and maintain historic salinities and water exchange
rates. Viewed in this context, marsh managenment is an attenpt to
actively assist marshes in counteracting the detrimental effects of
man- i nduced hydr ol ogi ¢ changes.

RESPONSE 30.1: Conments acknow edged and appr eci at ed.

RESPONSE 30.2:  All comments on the executive summary, nmain
report, and basin plans submtted by Task Force agencies have
been addressed by work grouPs nade UP of representatives from
those agencies. ~The comments are not specitically responded to
in this docunent.

RESPONSE 30.3: W have consi derably shortened Section 2.3.2. b
elimnating some redundant items and by noving all discussion o
effects to appropriate sections within Section 3 of the report.
The di scussions of marsh managenent and its effects is

consi derably | onger and nore specific than di scussions of other
project types because there is considerably nore literature
publ i shed on marsh nanagenent.

RESPONSE 30.4:  Your suggestion has been added in the fourth
paragraph under the description of active managenent where it is
mor e appropri ate.

RESPONSE 30.5: W have included your suggestions in the |ast
par agr aph under Section 2.3.2

RESPONSE 30.6: W have nodified the text in the first paragraph
under Section 2.3.2. to nore closely reflect your suggestion. ¢
have not included salinity as the focus of marsh nanagement
becausle we believe that salinity control is secondary to water
control.

RESPONSE 30.7: W have included your suggestion under section
3.3.9.9. where it is nore appropriate.

RESPONSE 30.8: Al though we agree with the main POi nts of your
comrent, it doesn't fit into the discussion of effects. If is
nore of a problemstatement. |In the EIS we have referenced the
main report for a detailed description of the problens that have
caused coastal wetland |oss.

RESPONSE 30.9:  Mpst of your suggestion has been added to the end
of the first paragraph under Section 2.3.2.
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page EIS-60. Section 3.3.4.2 ~ Subnerged aquatic vegetation may

L1Q]prevent formation of w nd-driven waves and di ssi pate wi nd- driven wave
erergy thus reducing erosion of marsh edges.

Page FIS 65. Fisheries Resources =~ This section should include a brief
dirscussion of the freshwater fish communities present in coastal

.M |Louisiana and the effects of wetland | osses and salinity intrusion on
those communiti es.

paae EIS-67. first p = During waterfow hunting and trapping
p2 seasons, stoplogs are often set at, or slightly below, marsh |evel.

Appendix A Pontchartrain Basin

] 29a and 30. Des t of Protect Features = These paragraphs
incorrectly inply that the recormended teatures have been conpl et ed.

Appendix D Barataria Basin

F_aag ii, Table of Contents - Long Term Supporting Projects should be
isted after Near Term Supporting Projects.

;F.a.a.u_'l:a.b_l_e_;l_ = The TOTAL fi Pures actual |y represent subtotals.
he sum of those subtotals shoul'd al so be provided t o ensure agreement
with acreage totals provided in the text.

Paae 10. paraaravh 3 ~ The phrase "...,erosion and sedi nent export"
shoul d be added to the end of the |ast sentence.

Paue 13. OVERVI EW OF BASI N STRATEGY ~ Strategy 3 should be revised to

read as follows: "Protection of deteriorati _nP_canaI banks and
shorelines of interior water bodies to stabilize and retain adjacent
heal t hy marshes. "

_ D. = W recommend changi ng "may® to ®"will" in the
first sentence.

Paae 16. paragraph 3 ~ W su%gest adding the follow ng sentence to the
end of this paragraph: " Freshwater diversions will be coordinated with

sedi ment diversion to mnimze over-freshening of the basin."
Pages 19, 20. and 25 ~ W recommend conbining the treatnment of
sedi'ment and freshwater diversions into an integrated di scussion.
Appepdix E Terrebonne Basin

Page 5 |ast paragraph - In the third sentence, it would be nore

correct to state that the transition trom internediate t o brackish
marsh occurs in the Lost Lake/Jug Lake area.

Page 10. paraqraph | -
caused by land loss in
intrusion northward in

Increasing salinities inthe GWVnight also be
the Tinbalier subbasin and subsequent sal twater
to the cIww.

RESPONSE 30.10: This information is included in the first
par agr aph under section 3.3.4.1

RESPONSE 30.11: W have included the additional infornation that
you provi ded us under a separate cover.

RESPONSE 30.12: V¢ have nodified the text as per your
suggesti on.

The rest of the Departnment of Interior's comrents (except for
their closing summary which we acknow edge) pertain to the Basin
Appendi ces. As stated previously, these cooments were resol ved
during work group neetings of Task Force agenc% representatives
and responses to individual coments have not been prepared.
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Page 10, last paragraph - The first sentence should begin, "The
estimated loss...." |

Page 11, paragraph 4 - In the second sentence, the word "declining"
should precede "long-term productivity.®

- s - The Fish and Wildlife Service is not
convinced that protection and restoration of the barrier islands is
the "highest priority objective." The Service is not aware that such
a determination was made by the basin team.

Page 17, paraaraph 3 - The last sentence notes 117,000 acres of marsh
would be "quickly lost® with loss of the barrier islands. That
estimate was apparently based on interpretation of the model study
results. The Fish and wildlife Service has identified several
technical problems with the modeling study. Therefore, we recommend
that the model-based estimates of marsh loss be deleted until those
problems are resolved.

[5) ec! v B

Page S, Biological Resources - The description of fisheries resources
should to be expanded to better document the biological value of the
basin's wetlands. We recommend that paragraph 2 be replaced with the
following paragraph:

The basin supports an important and diverse fishery. 1In
fresh and low-salinity areas, catfishes, gars, and
freshwater drum are commercially harvested. Those areas
also support a recreational fishery for largemouth bass,
crappie, other sunfishes, and catfishes. The basin's
marshes also provide valuable nursery habitat for many
estuarine-dependent commercially and recreationally
important species such as white shrimp, blue crab, Gulf
menhaden, Atlantic croaker, sand seatrout, spotted seatrout,
red drum, black drum, and southern flounder. Oysters are
commercially harvested from Southwest Pass and the Gulf
south of Marsh Island.

Page 6, paragraph 2 - We recommend that the first sentence be reworded
as: "The underlying causes of interior marsh hot spots are natural or
human-induced disruption of sediment supply, and increased tidal
scour."

age_ 8 aragra - The second sentence should be reworded as:
"However, productivity will eventually decline as vegetated wetlands
are lost and organic matter production decreases below the threshold
needed to sustain such high productivity.®

8 a a ~ We suggest that the first and second sentences
be reworded as follows:

Addressing such a basin-wide problem as shoreline erosion
will require numerous independent shoreline protection and

Mr. R. H. Schroeder, Jr. 8
sediment trapping projects. Projects to address hot spot loss
will be developed as needed.

The third sentence repeats ideas conveyed in the first two sentences,
and should be deleted.

ect - We suggest that the first sentence be altered
to read "A combination of defensive and offensive measures ...."
erme s

Page 9, LAKES SUBBASIN - The last sentence of the first paragraph is
inaccurate. The channel's spoil banks, not the channel itself, have
reduced drainage. Those spoil banks are also maintained to protect
the adjacent marshes from intrusion and erosion. The first sentence
of the second paragraph is redundant and should be deleted.

a = The phrase "Prior to its closure
in 1985," should precede the sentence, and the word “contributes"
should be changed to "contributed".

\'s - For clarity, the second
sentence should be modified to read as follows:

Although deposition of Atchafalaya River sediments is
building marsh along the Mermentau Basin's eastern Gulf
shoreline, the remainder of the basin is sediment-starved
and deteriorating. The potential for large~scale wetland
accretion in those areas is virtually non-existent due to
lack of sediment input.

Page 15 - 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.

Appendix I, calcasjeu/Sabine Basfin

Page 2, paragraph 2 - The last sentence of this paragraph refers to a
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service project constructed on Sabine National
Wildlife Refuge; that sentence should be moved to the appropriate
section on Page 1.

Page 4. paraaraph 3} - We recommend deleting the phrase, "... as well
as riverine sediment deposition over time...."

Page 4, paragraph 6 - To more clearly explain the cause and effect
relationship regarding marsh deterioration within the basin, the first
sentence should be modified to read as follows:

Because of canal-induced saltwater intrusion, the vast

interior fresh marshes south of the GIWW experienced

substantial deterioration and conversion to more saline

marsh types. Presently, fresh marshes exist in only three fresh
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mar sh i mpoundnents and a few very small remants | ocated
el sewhere.

paae 6| ast paraaraph - The fol | owi ng sentence should be inserted
after the first sentence:

Those i npoundnents, however, have preserved and restored fresh
mar shes and associated fish and wildlife resources which once
donmi nated basin marshes prior to man-induced habitat changes.

paa.a.hga_r_?n_gn_; - The fourth sentence should be nodified to read:
"Almost all fresh marsh was converted to internedi ate and bracki sh
marsh by the late 1970'3, except marsh within freshwater inpoundments
and that preserved..

'detrinental
Simlarly,
" punped dredged

paae 12, paraqraph 1 ~ In the second sentence, the words
wat er " shouI d be used to nodify "circulation patterns

t he \/}Drlds "to create marsh" should be inserted after
material . "

Paaes 14 throuah 16 Figures 3 throuah § = The | egend does not
indicate what the heavy dark line delineates. |f that |ine delineates
the boundaries of the calcasieu/Sabine Basin, it has erroneously

excl uded marshes north of the Qulf Intracoas_t al \Waterwa (szw%

bet ween t he Sabi ne River and the Cal casieu R ver, and t mar shes

adj acent to Sweet Lake and WI I ow Lake.

In Figure 4, perineter control is indicated along the northern
boundary of Sabine National Wldlife Refuge. This area is not part of
the basin's perineter. However, a critical project is located in that
area that would benefit a Iarge area of interior narshes. To avoid
con_fgs(ljon t he designation of perineter control in this area should be
avoi ded.

Paae 17. Proiect xgg-guggj,fggj(ggg = This project should be titled:
"sabine Refuge Water Control Structures."

Page e 6 = Several projects listed in Table 4 are not shown
in Figure 6

Paae 25. Projiect CS-4AIPCS 7 - The project description should be
revised to indicate that only funds for maintenance (i.e., not
operation) of the Caneron- Creol e Wit ershed | akeshore | evee and five
| akeshore water control structures are requested. Fish and Wldlife
Service personnel operate those structures.

paae 25. Proiect XCS-42 - The project location is the south bank of
the AGWVin the vicinity of Saeet Lake.

Page 27, Proiect Xcs-33 - The project would provide additional
rel eases from Tol edo Bend and Sam Rayburn Reservoirs to reduce
excessive salinities in Sabine Lake and adj acent marshes. An
addi tional key issue would be the potential reduction in marine
fisheries production within affected narshes.

M. R. H Schroeder, Jr. 10

Paae 29. Proiect Xcs-46 - Regarding the project effects, the proposed

structure would hel p restore the original hydrol ogic boundary bet ween
the Cal casi eu and Sabi ne estuaries.

paae 31 Projiect XC547.481. J._ & P =~ The project title should be

' Repl ace Sabine National WIldlife Refuge Water Control Structures."
The project's ﬁhy5| cal characteristics involve replacing existing

structures with those having substantially greater discharge
capability and managenment flexibility. The "(8)" should be del eted.

paae 33, Proiect XCS 48F = The schene of operation will be formul ated
via consultation among several resource a?enm es during the Section
404 pernitting process, and not unilaterally by the Fish and Wldlife
Servi ce.

paae 34. Proiect €8=13 - Key issues for this project are the sane as
those for project cs-4B.

i = The probl ens and opportunities statenent
shoul d be reworded as follows: "Vegetation in the area is
deteriorating....®

- - The proposed El ug Will be installed in a
pi pel i ne canal, not a borrow canal. ey issue is reduced boater
access and subsequent | andowner opposi t| on.

Paae 35 Project ¢€s-15 ~ Regardi ng probl ens and opportunities, marshes
edges adj acent to large shall ow ponds are eroding.

paae 35 Proiect €8-10 = The project location is on the eastern shore
of Cal casieu Lake. Key issues include possible reduction of marine
fisheries production within the project area.

P_aggj_&_Em_i_em_xg_s_—A_a_ul_o;z_& = The probl ems and oPportumu es shoul d
be stated as "Maintenance an i nproved operation of an existing marsh
managenent project. The description shoul d read: " Rebuild existing

| evees, |nstaII addi tional water control structures for inproved water
contral, Because an exi sting narsh nanaﬂement project is

i nvol ved, no additional inpacts to nmarine fisheries are expected. |In
fact, the project may inprove fish and shellfish access. W do not
expect the project to additional adverse effects on narine fi sheri es.

i -4) — The problemis severe erosion
threatening an exi stl ng mar sh managenent | evee.

Paae 40 Proiect XCS-48(N0-3) - A key issue is the potential reduction
of marine fisheries production.

Bage 41, Proiect XCS-38(No-17) = A key issue is the potenti al
reduction of marine fisheries production.

Paae 42. Proiect XCS-48(SA-5) - The project would include only one

wat er control structure.
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Page 43. Project Xcs-48(SA-8) - The key problemis that higher-
salinity Cal casieu Lake water circunvents the Headquarters Canal water
control structure during very high tides. The project description
shoul d read: " Repair breaks in Headquarters Canal spoil bank and
breach Shell Canal spoil bank to establish a new water exchange route
bet ween mar sh ponds and Shel|l Ganal ." Regar di ng key issues, we
believe that this project woul d increase fisheries production.

Summary Comments

CQur Fish and Wldlife Service, under the authority of the Fish and
Wldlife Coordination Act, plans to continue active involvenent in the
eval uation, selection, design and inplenmentationof projects
identifiedinthe restoration plan, and in future revisions of that
plan. We plan to place special enphasis on our involverment of the
detail ed anal ysis of the recommended full-scale, uncontrolled
diversion of the Mssissippi River into Breton Sound. That diversion
is expected t o have major inpacts on Delta National WIldlife Refuge,
and may effect Breton National WIdlife Refuge. The position of the
Service on that diversion will be presented follow ng a detailed
analysis of its anticipated inpacts on fish and wildlife resources, to
be compl eted during the feasibility study.

We hope these coments and recommendations will be of assistance to
your efforts.

Sincerely,

i

éﬁ, Jonathhn‘P. Deason

Director
Ofice of Environnental Affairs
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M. Richard Boe August 10, 1993
EISs coordinator

U. s. Arny Corps of Engineers Planning Section  Hand Delivered
New Orl eans District

PO BOX 60267

Foot of Prytania Street

New O | eans, Loui siana 70160- 0267

The opi nions expressed are entirely ny own.

The Planning, Protection and Restoration Act Section 303. a )
and. (b (1? and (2) directs the task force to devel op a pl arﬂ M&
projects Tor long-term conservation of coastal wetl|ands based on
cost effectiveness in creating, restoring, and protecting or
enhancing coastal wetlands. [|ts acknow edged 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. Wthout the reintroduction of
sedi nent all shoreline protection efforts and marsh managenent
pro{ ects will becone increasingly unstable. Such efforts are then
destine to fail after 10-20 yearS, w thout adequate long-term
conservation of coastal wetlands.

Consequent |y pursuit of small shoreline and marsh maintenance
projects is in conflict with Public Law 101-646, Title III.

Funds will be best used if ar)pl ied to projects havi n? a basin

wi de influence thereby establishing a [ong termstable framework
n which the state and | ocal governnents can pursue small er

al t hough needed shoreline and marsh managenents projects which
protect relatively small areas of the basin.

Furthermore it is ny understanding by the very nature of the

funds (Federal Monies) that projects derived fromthese funds

nust benefit a majority of people and not just a select fewin a

select area. Such use of Federal noney for supportive projects,

not including denonstration projects, would be in direct conflict

\ivl4t52 }:h? g:oastal Zone Managenent Act of 1972, 16 USCA Section
+(C).

And in accordance with 40 CFR Title 40 Chapter V Section

1500.2(b) "..... envi ronnent al i rpact statements shall be
supported by evidence that agencies have made the necessary
environmental analyses." The environnental analysis and the

rational used in determning project consistency” and ]
appropriateness for the supportive projects in the Barataria
Basin shoul d be provided in this document for agency and Publ ic
review and i€ this EIS is addressing primari I?/ projects of 5
mllion and bel owthen these project definitely need agency and
Ipublic review before they are included in this BHS

RESPONSE 31.1: Your comment is simlar to others, in that you
are pronoting efforts to reestablish deltaic processes.

acknowl edge this recomendation and we have pl aced greater
enphasi s on sediment and freshwater diversion projects in the
report. We disagree that small shoreline anﬂ rrarsp mei nt epance
projects are in conflict with the CWPPRA.  The Task Force has
determned that a 20 year project life is assuned for the small-
scal e projects inplenented under the CWPPRA. Most large-scale
rojects would have a project life of 50 years. All projects
constructed under the RA are expected to be functional for at

| east 20 years.

RESPONSE 31.22  The priority project lists have, so far,
contained relatively small, “nore diffuse projects that can help
hold the line while larger, nore conprehensive projects are
studi ed and desi gned. he Restoration Plan has been rewittento
pl ace added enphasis on the_need for the |arge-scale restoratjon
efforts that you support. There is general agreement anong the
agenci es represented on the CWPPRA Task Force that our attention
now needs to be focused on |arge-scal e proLects that will have
far reachi _n? benefits. However, nost of these costly |large-scale
;%r ojects will have t o be funded under separate appropriations.

he priority gtrOJ ect lists allowthe Federal governnent to add
noney to the Sate's limted resources and conpl ete nuch- needed
short-termprojects that will help to keep the wetlands that we
have until the long-termprojects can be studied and inpl enented.

RESPONSE 31.3:  Projects inplenmented on private | ands benefit the

general public through all of the resources that the wetlands
rovide, such as fish and wildlife resources which can enter and
eave project areas. W could not deternine any relation between

K/gur coment and Sections 1456(b) or (c) of the Coastal Zone
nagenent Act of 1972.

RESPONSE 31.4: Al this EI'S and acconpanyi ng docunentation is
atterrptln? to do is informthe public of the projects that are
proposed for the Restoration Plan and disclose the generic types
of effects that can be expected fromthe different types of

EI'OJ ects. Conceptual plans for the restoration of each

ydrol ogi ¢ basin are presented but by no neans are the plans
unchangeabl e. One of the biggest tasks that lies ahead is to
determine what is the best overall option for distributing the
freshwat er and sedi nent resources of the Mssissipgi River. The
outcone of this effort woul d obviously effect the Barataria
Basin. A naster plan to allocate the resources of these rivers
will likely require an EHS. As stated in Section 1.3. of the
El'S, each project inplenented through the CWPPRA will have its
own National Environnental Policy Act documentation and will have
to be inplenmented in accordance with all applicable Federal,
State, and local laws, rules, and regulations. In addition,

pl aglsst o inplement a basin-w de restoration effort could require
an .
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40 nillion is not a |ot of noney and considering the entire LA
Coastal Zone and the job in front of us | don't see that this Els
is addressi ndg the major issues at all. The MrGo needs to be
resol ved (and not just rip-raped) now The BBWVis getting wider
and wi der every year and nothing has been said about "this problem
E]rlp-rap is not an answer). The barrier islands will some da&
ave to be abandoned and not hing was sai d Wdnesday, August 10,
1993 about an alternate barrier systemas suggested in the EIs.

What was brought up and is extremely inportant is that if these
i ssues are not addressed and now it wll end up costing the tax
payers nore in flood control, protection and reimbursement for
j ob, famly,. habitat and disaster relief.

Patricia Wi
721 Dumaine . B
New Ol eans, 70116

RESPONSE 31.5: W agree that the existing funding provided
through the CWPPRA is not adequate to address the najor problens
facing coastal Louisiana. One freshwater diversion project can
cost much nore than the 40 mllion dollars avail abl e through the
CWPPRA and mat ching state contributions each year. (The Davis
Pond Freshwater Diversion will cost approximtely 57 million

dol lars.) Large-scale, conprehensive projects are identified in
the Restoration Plan but the funding for 1nplenentation of these
sol utions to major problens nay have to cone through specific
aut hori zations. |If not, nore than one year's priority list
funding may be necessary to inplement a aingle |arge-scale

proj ect -

As described in the Pontchartrain Basin plan, the nost cost-
effective and environnental |y desirable way of resolving "the
MRGO problent is the Bonnet Carré diversion and rip-rap and marsh
creation along the MRGO.

A project on the first Priority Project List will create_parsh
with material dredged fromthe Barataria Bay Whterwa?/]. The di kes
toretainthis naterial will stabilize portions of the waterway.
Anot her project in the Barataria Basin plan proposes to stabilize
anot h_erI portion of the Barataria Bay Waterway w th dredged
material .

Both the Barataria and Terrebonne Basin plans include_restoration
of barrier islands as critical short—termProjects. The first 3
priority project lists contain a total of four barrier island
restoration projects.

RESPONSE 31.6: W& agree and hope that we have made this point
clear in the report.
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APPENDI X A

SUWARY G PUBLI C HEARING ON
THE CWPPRA RESTCRATI ON PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
August 11, 1993

| nt r oduct i on

Col onel Mchael Diffley, Dstrict Engi neer of the New Ol eans
Dstrict, USACE, and Chairnman of t he CAPPRA Task Force, wel coned
everyone to the neeting. He asked everyone who wanted to speak
to please fill out a card with their nane and affiliation so that
they coul d be called upon to present their comments. Col onel
Dffley then asked the representatives of the other Task Force
agenci es to_introduce thensel ves, which they did. The other
representatives in attendance were R ¢ Ruebsamen, representing

t he Departnent of Conmerce, National Marine Fisheries Service;
Davi d Frugé representing the DeEgrtnent of the Interior, US
Fish and Wldlife Service; Len Bahr, representing the Cdfice of
the Governor, Ofice of Coastal Activities; Norm Thonas,
representing the Environnental Protection Agency, and Benny
Landreneau, representing the Departnent of riculture, Sol
Conser vat i on Servi ce.

Slide Presentation

Colonel Dffley presented a slide presentation to the audi ence.
The slide presentation included information on the priority
project lists and on the restoration plan. Colonel Diffley

expl ai ned how he envi sioned the Restorati on Pl an bei ng

i npl emented. He commented that he intended for the neeting to be
run sonewhat informally to allowfor an exchange of infornation
bet ween t he agency representatives and the publi c.

Basi n Pl ans

Stan Green of Col onel Diffley’s staff presented an synoPsis of
the wetl and probl ens in each of Louisiana’s nine coastal
hﬁdrologlc basins. He also presented t he proposed sol utions to
t hose probl ens.

Publ i c Conmment s _ _ _
onel Dffley asked if their were any questions on what had
been presented. There were none, so he called the first speaker.

Terri Bewig Spoke on behal f of North Shore Coast Watch. She
expl ai ned that the group i s made up of sportsnen, conservation
groups, civic groups, and businesses on the north shore of Lake
Pontchartrain. As a group, the North Shore Coast Watch does not
.want t he Bonnet carré diversion PrOjeCt inany form A so, the
hard structures in the | ake
except for the possible exception of the replacenent of (clam
reefs. She also stated that the EPA is funding a conprehensive
managenent plan for Lake Pontchartrain and that this effort is
not nmentioned in the report. M. Bewig said that the Restoration
Pl an and t he 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 al so submtted comments by nail at a
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| ater date. Their comments are reproduced as comment package
nunber 7 in Section 2 of this docunent.

Carlton Dufrechou, Drector of the Lake Pontchartrain Basin
Foundati on, requested that the Bonnet carré diversion structure
be elimnated fromthe current CANPPRA proposal. H s group

bel i eves that the project, as currently pr _ogosed, poses a risk to
Lake Pontchartrai n that outwei ghs any possible benefits. M.

Duf rechou al so stated that the group does not want to see the
Bonnet Carrb project jeopardize the entire proposal. The Lake
Pont chartrai n Basi n Foundati on al so submtted comments by mail at
a later date. Their comrents are reproduced as comment package
nunber 16 in section 2 of this docunent.

Barry Kohl was called upon, but did not speak.

Mark Davis, Executive Director of the Coalitionto Restore
Coastal Louisiana, stated that it is inportant for us to all keep
in mndthat the report is in draft formand that it is a living
docunent. He said that his group woul d be submtting witten
comments at a later date. He suggested that thought be given to
rewor ki ng the Bonnet Carrb diversion into nore of a restoration

i dea project and that he |ooks forward to the Task Force®s
response on that. The Coalition al so submtted comments by nail
at alater date. Their comments are reproduced as comment
package nunber 5 in Section 2 of this docunent.

Bi Il Savant spoke on behal f of the Loui siana Departnent of

Nat ural Resources, Coastal Restoration Dvision. He stated that
hi s departnent had previously provided cooments on the
prelimnary draft report and that they were pleased with the
cooperation recei ved fromthe Corps. M. Savant said that there
are sone areas that his departnent woul d be providing sone

addi ti onal comments and suggestions on before the end on the
comment period. The Departnent of Natural Resources®™ witten
comment s are reproduced as comment package nunber 5 in section 2
of this docunent.

Chris Andry spoke on behal f of S. Bernard Parish Governnent.

M. Andry read a resol ution unani nously adopted by the &.
Bernard Parish Gouncil. The resolution urges the Loui si ana
Congressional and | egislative delegationto |look into the matter
of disproportionate expenditure of ONPPRA funds for projects in
the western part of the State while the eastern part of the State
has the hi ghest erosion rates. |In particular, the resolution
pronotes the inplenmentation of the Violet Freshwater D stribution
project which wll éthe resol ution statesz] alleviate sone of the
probl ens resulting fromconstruction of the MRB Copies of the
resol uti on had previously been sent to all Task Force agenci es
and t he Loui si ana Gongressi onal and | egi sl ative del egati ons.

Captain Gordon Green was call ed upon but did not speak.
Marietta G een spoke on behal f of sone of the | andowners in the

Barataria Basin. She said that she is quite concerned about the
proposed shi p channel that woul d totally .divide the basin. She
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al so stated that the pr oEgsed channel woul d cause an increase in
t he erosion al ong Bayou Barataria, which has a severe erosi on
problem (Note: V¢ assune that she is referring to an alternate
channel proposed by Jefferson Parish for a portion of the _
Barataria Bay Wterway. A Section 10 and 404 permt application
for that channel is being eval uated by the usace Regul atory
Functions Branch. The permt applicant has suggested that CWPPRA
funds coul d be used for beneficial use of some of the nateri al
excavated for the project, but neither the project nor anK
beneficial use of material dredged fromit, are part of the
Restoration P an.

Roy Francis, representing the Lafourche Parish Coastal Zone
Managenent of fice, spoke in favor of the Pan. He said that the
East Tinbalier Island project is critical and that sedi nment
diversion is also needed. He said that public know edge is very
inportant to get the projects inplenented and that he w shed t he
whol e roomwas filled with the public, but that it was not. He
further stated that his office Is working on a |or01 ect (GIWW to
dovelly Farns, BA-2), but it is going rather slow and he hopes
that the mstakes nade will give light to other future projects.
The Laf ourche Pari sh Coastal Zone office al so submtted conments
by nmail at a later date. Their comments are reproduced as
comment package nunber 15 in section 2 of this docunent.

Pet e Savoy, President of the S. Bernard Sortsnen's League and
chairman of the St. Bernard Coastal Zone Commttee, spoke in
opposition to the Bonnet Carré diversion project. He stated that
only a snall nunber of jobs would be lost if the MR3 was cl osed,;
t he contai ner mdustrg woul d just nove to the M ssissippi Rver.
He al so stated that the MRB 1s becomng a bi gger and bi gger
hurri cane threat ever Kear because of the erosion occurring.

al so criticized the Task Force for not recognizing the real
problemin &. Bernard (the MRX) because they are not there to
see the problemlike the people in S. Bernard can see it.

T. J. Hadl ey, an oyster fishernman who has extensive oyster |ease
hol di ngs i n Lake Borgne, spoke in oppositionto the Bonnet Carré
diversion project. He stated that the fishernen had to nove
their oyster edding grounds i nl and when the MR was opened
because of increased salinity |evels and nowthe Proposed o

di version woul d require themto nove again. He also was critical
of the rock dike that was put along a portion of the M3 (a non-
CWPPRA project), which he said was constructed over a portion of
hi s oyster |ease.

Ml es Hebert, who works with the Caneron Parish Police Jury,
spoke in favor of the Bl ack Bayou By-pass Qul verts project (C/S-

-, 16) in the Mernentau Basin. al so said that |owering of the

water |evels in the basin wuld greatly reduce the rate of
erosion that i s now occurring.

Ray Carner, Caneron Parish Police Jury , thanked the Task Force
for the invitationto the public hearing and for all the work

t hat has been done on the Plan. He spoke highly of the Cameron-
G eol e watershed project (inplenented by other authorities). He
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asked for funding (through the CONPPRA) to mai ntai n the Caneron-
Qeole project for the next twenty years (project cs-4a/pPC-7).

Jeanene Peckham, representing the Environnental Protection
Agency, read a Br epar ed statenent. The statenent was submtted
to t he Col onel ffley and it is reproduced as comrent package
nunber 11D in Section 2 of this docunent. Briefly, the statenent
I dentified several areas of concern to the EPA including: the

| ack of denonstration projects; the |ack of a provision for

predi ctive hydrol ogi c nodel | i ng; the appearance of the
Restoration Pl an as just a broadcast of projects across the
coast; the |lack of enphasis on the inpendi ng col | apse of the fish
and shel | fish md_ustrK if nothing is done; and the treatnent of
mar sh managenent in the BS

Tina Horn, Admnistrator of Caneron Parish and Coastal Zone
Admni strator for the Parish, expressed thanks for the Coastal
Restoration Act that was approved by the citizens of Loui siana
and al so expressed gratitude to the Loui si ana Congr essi onal

del egation for the ONPPRA.  She spoke in favor of replacing the
Hog ['sl and, Vest CGove, and headquarters control structures (water
control structures on the Sabine National WIldlife Refuge).

Chip Goat, Executive Director for the Center for Coastal,
Energy, and Environmental Resources at Louisiana State

Uni versity, gave an presentation that roughly paralleled a
witten statement that he presented. The witten statenment is
reproduced in Section 2.of this docunent as conmment package
nunber 19. Briefly, Dr. Goat acknow edged the Pl an as an
inportant step in dealing with coastal wetland | oss; expressed
concerns about sone types of projects (nmarsh nanagenent and hard
structures); encouraged the Task Force to | ook toward

i npl erenting the |arge-scale projects that deal wth systens and
result in systematic solutions; expressed appreciation for his
fqroup'_s I nvol venent in the process; and wel comed the opportunity
or his group to becone an active partner in the program

Patricia VVIIPing, speaking for herself, gave a presentation that
roughlykgaral_els awitten statenent that she later submtted by
nail . r witten statenment is provided as comment package
nunber 31 which is in Section 2 of this docunent. Briefly, M.
WIllging is in favor of the |arge-scale Brojects that have a

basi n-w de i nfl uence and that woul d establish a | ong-termstabl e
framework. She was critical of snaller-scale projects that woul d
protect relatively small areas of the basins. She doesn't want
to see the noney divided up and "piecemealed out™ W th not hi ng
acconpl i shed.

Peter Tesvich, who, together with his father, |ease about 2, 000

acres of oyster bedding grounds in Lake Borgne, spoke in _

op|005| tion to the Bonnet carré diversion project. He believes it
wll ruin his | eases in Lake Borgne.

Nei | Arm ngeon, environnental director for the Lake Pontchartrain

Basi n Foundation, criticized the 404 permt programfor not
halting the dredging and filling of wetlands in Louisiana. M.
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Arm ngeon al so requested better accountability fromthe Task
Force on how funds are being spent. Lastly, . Arm ngeon asked
that the Task Force consult ot her peoPIe out si de_ Loui si ana for
sol utions and not depend on decades-ol d engi neering sol uti ons
(especially the Bonnet Carré project).

Col onel Dffley closed the neeting.

Notes: The mnutes of the public hearing have been transcri bed
and are avail abl e upon request. P ease contact the EIS

coordi nator, listed on the cover sheet of the EIS.

A list of attendees follows this page.




LI ST G- ATTENDEES
PUBLI C HEARING

August 11, 1993

EEDERAL

M chael E. Bar ber _
U S Environnental Protection Agency

Ant hony Beaubouef _
USDA, Soil Conservation Service

Her b Bour que _ _
USDA, Soil Conservation Service

Jim Car son _
Nat i onal Park Service

Joe Conti _ _
USDA, Soil Conservation Service

M chel angel o Perez Quel | ar
U S. Departnent of HUD

Davi d Fruge’ _ _
US Fish s WIldlife Service

Peggy M Jones _
National Marine Fi sheries

Bennett Landreneau _
USDA, Soil Conservation Service

Bruce Lehto _ _
USDA, Soil Conservation Service

Janes E M cul ka
US National Park Service

Gegory Mller _
Nat i onal Marine Fi sheries

Jeannene Peckham _
Envi ronnment al Protection Agency

R ckey Ruebsanen .
Nat i onal Marine Fisheries

Rachel K .
Nat i onal rine Fisheries




Nor m Thonas _
US Environmental Protection Agency

Paul Wl | ace _ _
USDA, Soil Conservation Service

STATE & PAR SH

Chris Andry
St. Bernard Pari sh Gover nnent

Dr. Len Bahr o
Executive Assistant for Coastal Activity

R chard Bejarano _ _ _ .
Loui si ana Departnent of Wldlife &« Fisheries

Phi | i p Bowran _ _ _

Loui si ana Departnent of WIldlife &« Fisheries
Darryl Qark

Loui si ana Departnent of Natural Resources
Ray Conner

Caneron Parish Police Jury

Roy Francis
Laf our che Pari sh Coastal Zone Managenent

Tinal Horn
Caneron Parish Police Jury

Jerry Moni er
Laf ayette Pari sh Counci |

Panel a Porter _
Loui siana Soil & Water Conservation

Bill Savant
Loui si ana Departnent Natural Resources

Brandt Savoie _ _
Loui si ana Departnent of Wldlife ¢ Fisheries

Jim Stone _ o
Governor’s (0fice of Coastal Activities




| NDI VI DUALS & GROUPS

Qiy Al exander
Mary Ander son

Nei | A Arm ngeon
Ver non Behr hor st
Terri Bewig
Cornelia Carrier

Robert H Chabreck
School of Forestry, Wldlife, & Fish

LSU
Cat hryn Col bert
Paul Coreil

LSU Agricul tural Center
Parmel a Quel | ar

Mark Davi s

B. N Deaton

Robert J. Deaton

Carl ton Duf rechou

Dr. Don Dupl anti er

Al en B Ensm nger
Kennet h Faust

Tyrone Forenan

Davi d Gegenhei ner

Mari a CGonzal ez

Capt. Gordon A QG eene
Mariette G eene

Chi p G oat

Center for Coastal, Energy, s Environnental Resources
LSU

T. J. Hadley




Dr. Barry Kohl
Deidre Lloyd

Douglas Lloyd
MARAD U.S. DOT

Oneil Malbrough
Steve Mathies
Dinah Maygarden
David P. Muth
Albert S. Rawle III
Darryl Rodrigue
Charles Savoye
Lori Koen Slavich
Peter L. Tesvich
Jeff Waters

Rick Webb

Patricia Willging
Marnie Winter
Robert Wiygul

Lynn Woods
Barataria Terrebonne National Estuary Program
MEDI A

Avis Landry
WVUE-TV
CORPS OF ENG NEERS
Jim Addison

Tim Axtman

Donnal Bivona



Dave Carney

Colonel Diffley
Jack Fredine

Sue Hawes

Robert Lacy

R. H. Schroeder, Jr.

Jim St. Germain

A-10



