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SUMMARY 
 

This document presents the public’s comments and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New 
Orleans District (the District) responses regarding the draft programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (DPEIS) for the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA), Louisiana - Ecosystem Restoration 
Study.  This document also presents comments of the National Technical Review Committee 
(NTRC), which provided external, independent technical review of the LCA Study.  The purpose 
of the NTRC was to ensure quality and credibility of the results of the planning process. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the District issued a 
Notice of Availability, dated July 2, 2004, inviting public participation to comment on the 
DPEIS and draft Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA), Louisiana - Ecosystem Restoration Study.  In 
addition, the USEPA issued in the Federal Register Volume 69, Number 131, a Notice of 
Availability to comment on the LCA DPEIS and draft Study Report. 

Comments on the DPEIS and the draft Study Report were requested during the 45-day comment 
period from July 9, 2004 to August 23, 2004.  In addition, written comments on the DPEIS and 
the draft Study Report were requested by letter postmarked not later than August 23, 2004.  
Distribution of the DPEIS for review and comment included mailing the document to Federal, 
state, and local agencies; Tribes; libraries; and other interested parties.  During this public 
comment period, six public meetings were held throughout the Louisiana coastal area; additional 
meetings were conducted in Texas, Mississippi, and Tennessee.  A total of 355 people attended 
and a total of 77 individuals offered oral comments at the nine public meetings.  The District 
received 82 comment letters postmarked within the comment period.  

All substantive comments received on the draft statement are included in this report whether or 
not the comment is thought to merit individual discussion in the text of the statement. 

The oral testimonies and letters were reviewed by the LCA Planning Development Team and 
were considered in the study process, in the preparation of the final PEIS (FPEIS), and in the 
final LCA Study report.  Salient comments, questions, and concerns expressed in both the oral 
and written comments were identified.  Several comments warranted revision to the FPEIS and 
final LCA Study report.  Although no major changes to the document content were warranted or 
conducted as a result of the public review, revisions to the text included minor clarifications and 
inclusions of updated and additional information.  None of the changes made to either the FPEIS 
or the final LCA Study Report are believed to have any profound effect on the findings and 
conclusions that were presented in the DPEIS and the draft LCA Study Report. 

All registered comment meeting participants, as well as those providing written comments, will 
be provided a copy of the FPEIS and this report.  In addition, the final LCA Report will be 
posted on the study web site located at http://www.lca.gov. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR 1503.1) established a nationwide 
policy that after preparing a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and before preparing a 
final EIS the agency shall: 

• Obtain the comments of any Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law or special 
expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved or which is authorized to 
develop and enforce environmental standards. 

• Request the comments of: 

− Appropriate state and local agencies which are authorized to develop and enforce 
environmental standards; 

− Indian tribes, when the effects may be on a reservation; and 

− Any agency which has requested that it receive statements on actions of the kind 
proposed. 

• Request comments from the public, affirmatively soliciting comments from those persons or 
organizations who may be interested or affected. 

An agency may request comments on a final environmental impact statement before the decision 
is finally made. In any case, other agencies or persons may make comments before the final 
decision unless a different time is provided under Sec. 1506.10.  

This document describes the public comments and the District's responses regarding the draft 
programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) for the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA), 
Louisiana - Ecosystem Restoration Study.  In accordance with NEPA, the USEPA issued in the 
Federal Register Volume 69, Number 131, page 41476 dated July 9, 2004, a Notice of 
Availability inviting public participation to comment on the DPEIS and draft Louisiana Coastal 
Area (LCA), Louisiana - Ecosystem Restoration Study.  The 45-day comment period for 
accepting written comments extended from July 9, 2004, to August 23, 2004.  Distribution of the 
DPEIS for review and comment included mailing the document to Federal, state and local 
agencies, Tribes, and other interested parties. The full distribution mailing list is provided in 
Appendix 2 of the Final PEIS. 
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Copies of the DPEIS and the draft Study Report were mailed to the following public libraries: 

Acadia Parish Library / Crowley 
Allen Parish Library / Oberlin 
Ascension Parish Library / Donaldsonville, LA 
Assumption Parish Library / Napoleonville, LA 
Avoyelles Parish Library / Marksville, LA 
Beauregard Parish Library / DeRidder, LA 
Bienville Parish Library / Arcadia, LA 
Bossier Parish Library / Bossier City, LA 
Calcasieu Public Library / Lake Charles, LA 
Cameron Parish Library / Cameron, LA 
Catahoula Parish Library / Harrisonburg, LA 
Claiborne Parish Library / Homer, LA 
Concordia Parish Library / Ferriday, LA 
Desoto Parish / Mansfield, LA 
Earl K. Long Library / UNO - Lakefront Campus / 

New Orleans, LA 
East Baton Rouge Parish Library / Baton Rouge, LA 
East Carroll Parish Library / Lake Providence, LA 
Evangeline Parish Library / Ville Platte, LA 
Franklin Parish Library / Winnsboro, LA 
Grant Parish Library / Colfax, LA 
Iberville Parish Library / Plaquemine, LA 
Jackson Parish Library / Jonesboro, LA 
Jefferson Davis Parish Library / Jennings, LA 
Jefferson Parish Library / Metairie, LA 
Lafayette Natural History Museum & Planetarium / 

Lafayette, LA 
Lafayette Public Library / Lafayette, LA 
Lafourche Parish Library / Thibodaux, LA 
Lasalle Parish Library / Jena, LA 
Leslie Blanchard Iberia Parish Library / 

New Iberia, LA 
Library Louisiana State University / 

Baton Rouge, LA 
Lincoln Parish Library / Ruston, LA 
Livingston Parish Library / Livingston, LA 

Louisiana Collection Special Collections Tulane, LA  
University Libraries / New Orleans, LA 
Madison Parish Library / Tallulah, LA 
Morehouse Parish Library / Bastrop, LA 
Natchitoches Parish Library / Natchitoches, LA 
New Orleans Public Library / New Orleans, LA 
Opelousas-Eunice Public Library / Opelousas, LA 
Ouachita Parish / Monroe, LA 
Plaquemines Parish Library / Buras, LA 
Pointe Coupee Parish Library / New Roads, LA 
Rapides Parish Library / Alexandria, LA 
Red River Parish Library / Coushatta, LA 
Richland Parish Library / Rayville, LA 
Sabine Parish Library / Many, LA 
Shreve Memorial Library / Shreveport, LA 
St. Bernard Parish Library / Chalmette, LA 
St. Charles Parish Library / Luling, LA 
St. James Parish Library / Lutcher, LA 
St. John The Baptist Parish Library / LaPlace, LA 
St. Martin Parish Library / St. Martinsville, LA 
St. Mary Parish Library / Franklin, LA 
St. Tammany Parish Library / Covington, LA 
State Library of Louisiana / Baton Rouge, LA 
Tangipahoa Parish Library / Amite, LA 
Tensas Parish Library / St. Joseph, LA 
Terrebonne Parish Library / Houma, LA 
Union Parish Library / Farmerville, LA 
Vermilion Parish Library / Abbeville, LA 
Vernon Parish Library / Leesville, LA 
Washington Parish Library / Franklinton, LA 
Webster Parish Library / Minden, LA 
West Baton Rouge Parish Library / Port Allen, LA 
West Carroll Library Highway 17 & Amp Marietta 

Street / Oak Grove, LA 
Winn Parish Library / Winnfield, LA 
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News releases announcing public meetings were sent to ninety-four news organizations via 
e-mail and fax.  The majority of the organizations were contacted in July before commencement 
of the first public meeting.  Follow-up contacts (telephone calls, fax, emails) were also 
conducted immediately before the meetings.  The full news media distribution list is as follows: 

Table 1 
Media Contacts for LCA Public Meetings, July–August 2004 

KBTV-TV (NBC), Houston  Associated Press NAPS 

KFDM-TV (CBS), Beaumont Baton Rouge Advocate  The Daily Iberian 

Beaumont Enterprise WAFB-TB (CBS), B.R. Opelousas Daily World 

Houston Chronicle WBRZ-TV (ABC), B.R. Plaquemines Gazette 

Houston Business Journal WJBO-AM, Baton Rouge Shallow Draft 

Beaumont Weekly WVLA-TV (NBC) Slidell Sentry News 

Texas Press Association Gambit St. Bernard Voice 

Port Arthur News Go-Gulf Magazine St. Charles Herald Guide  

Biloxi Sun Herald Greater Baton Rouge Business Report Saint Martinville Teche News 

Sea Coast Echo Hammond Daily Star St. Tammany Covington News Banner 

KPEL-FM, Lafayette Houma Business News Sulphur SW Daily News 

Alexandria Town Talk The Houma Courier  Thibodeaux Daily Comet 

Marksville Weekly International Dredging Review Times of Acadiana 

KALB-TV (NBC), Alexandria Journal of Commerce  N.O. Times Picayune 

KLAX-TV (ABC), Alexandria Louisiana Public Broadcasting Waterways Journal 

WNTZ-TV (Fox), Alexandria Louisiana Radio Network  WDSU-TV (NBC) 

KDBS-AM, Alexandria Lafayette Daily Advertiser WGNO-TV (ABC) 

KEZP-FM, Alexandria KATC-TB (ABC), Lafayette   World Dredging Magazine 

KFAD-FM, Alexandria KLFY-TV (CBS), Lafayette WVUE-TV (Fox) 

KKST-FM, Alexandria Lake Charles Am. Press WWL-TV (CBS) 

The Bunkie Record KPLC-TV (NBC), Lake Charles WWL-AM, New Orleans 

The Colfax Chronicle KVHP-TV (Fox) Lake Charles Bloomberg News 

The Jena Times  LaPlace L’Observateur New York Times, Atlanta 

Leesville Daily Leader KLEB-AM, Larose National Public Radio 

Natchitoches Times KLEB-FM, Larose  Reuters 

Winn Parish Enterprise Leesville Daily Leader United Press International 

WPTY-FM, Houston Louisiana Contractor Wall Street Journal 

WHBQ-FM, Memphis Louisiana Sportsman Cable News Network 

Memphis Flyer Morgan City Daily Review City Business, New Orleans 

WLMT-TV KWBJ-TV, Morgan City Construction News 

Memphis MRC mail list The Assumption Pioneer, Napoleonville Corps Report 

   Engineering News Record 
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As an additional measure for providing public access to the document, the District made the 
DPEIS available for view and downloading on the world wide web at: http://www.lca.gov.  No 
reports of user difficulty were reported to the webmaster for the site. 

The dates, locations and attendance of the public meetings are listed in Table 1. Nine public 
meetings were conducted by the USACE in July and August 2004.  The meetings provided a 
forum for public expression of verbal statements regarding the proposed action and the content 
of findings of the DPEIS.  Each meeting also provided an opportunity for attendees to ask 
questions of USACE representatives regarding the LCA Ecosystem Restoration Study and the 
DPEIS. 

Table 2 
Public Meeting Information 

Date Location Attendees 
July 27, 2004 Fredrick J. Sigur Civic Center 

8245 West Judge Perez Drive 
Chalmette, LA 

124 attendees signed in; 25 individuals 
offered comments. 

July 28, 2004 Cameron Parish Police Jury 
110 Smith Circle 
Cameron, LA 

34 attendees signed in; 15 individuals 
offered comments. 

July 29, 2004 Beaumont Hilton 
2355 IH 10 South 
Beaumont, TX 

8 attendees signed in; 1 individuals 
offered comments. 

August 3, 2004 Larose Civic Center 
307 East 5th Street 
Larose, LA 

42 attendees signed in; 18 individuals 
offered comments. 

August 4, 2004 Cyr-Gates Community Center 
300 Parkview Drive 
New Iberia, LA 

38 attendees signed in; 9 individuals 
offered comments. 

August 5, 2004 Mandeville Community Center 
3090 East Causeway Approach 
Mandeville, LA 

41 attendees signed in; 7 individuals 
offered comments. 

August 9, 2004 Best Western of Louisiana 
2720 MacArthur Dr. 
Alexandria, LA 

19 attendees signed in; 2 individuals 
offered comments. 

August 10, 2004 Hancock Civic Center 
3066 Longfellow Dr. 
Bay St. Louis, MS 

23 attendees signed in; 2 individuals 
offered comments. 

August 12, 2004 Radisson Hotel 
185 Union Street 
Memphis, TN 

26 attendees signed in; 4 individuals 
offered comments. 
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A court reporter recorded (using stenography and tape recorder) each of the public meetings and 
provided USACE with a written transcript of each meeting record.  Those transcripts were 
summarized into meeting minutes.  The comments taken from the minutes for each public 
meeting with USACE responses are provided in sections 2.1 through 2.9. 

The public meetings format included an Open House from 6:00 to 6:30 pm where general 
information about the proposed LCA Program and process was provided.  From 6:30 to 7:30 pm, 
an overview of the proposed LCA Ecosystem Restoration Plan was presented.  This was 
followed by a question and answer session.  From about 7:30 pm until completion of the 
meeting, a formal public comments on the DPEIS and draft Study Report were received.  The 
hearings provided a forum for public expression of verbal statements regarding the proposed 
action and the content and the findings of the DPEIS.  Provisions were also made so that 
comments could be written on comment cards and provided to the USACE at the meeting.  A 
total of 83 meeting attendees provided verbal comments at the nine public meetings. 

Written comments on the DPEIS and the draft Study Report were requested by letter to be 
postmarked not later than August 23, 2004.  A total of 82 comment letters were received by letter 
postmarked by the close of the comment period.  A few comments were emailed and/or faxed.  
However, those comments not received by letter postmarked by the close of the comment period 
(August 23, 2004), as requested in the July 2, 2004, Notice of Availability, were not included in 
this report. 

The NEPA also provides guidance (40 CFR 1503.4) on responding to comments.  An agency 
preparing a FEIS shall assess and consider comments both individually and collectively, and 
shall respond by one or more of the means listed below, stating its response in the final 
statement. Possible responses are to: 

• Modify alternatives including the proposed action. 
• Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the 

agency. 
• Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses. 
• Make factual corrections. 
• Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, 

authorities, or reasons which support the agency's position and, if appropriate, indicate 
those circumstances which would trigger agency reappraisal or further response.  

 

All substantive comments received on the draft statement are included in this report whether or 
not the comment is thought to merit individual discussion in the text of the statement. 

The oral testimonies and letters were reviewed by the LCA PDT and considered both in the study 
process and in preparation of the FPEIS and the final LCA Study report.  Salient comments, 
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questions and concerns were identified.  Several comments warranted revision to the DPEIS in 
order to complete the FPEIS.  Although no major changes to the document content were 
warranted or conducted as a result of the public review, revisions to the text included minor 
clarifications and inclusions of updated and additional information.  None of these changes that 
were made to the text are believed to have any profound effect on the findings and conclusions 
that were presented in the DPEIS. 

All registered comment meeting participants, as well as those providing written comments, will 
be provided a copy of the FPEIS and this Public Comment and Response Report.  In addition, 
the final LCA Report was posted on the study web site located at http://www.coast2050.gov. 

Verbal and written comments and USACE responses are presented in sections 2.0 and 3.0, 
respectively. 
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2.0 PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT REPORT 

This section contains a summary of the oral comments received at the nine public meetings held 
for the LCA Study regarding the DPEIS for the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA), Louisiana - 
Ecosystem Restoration Study.  Meetings were held at the following nine locations: Chalmette, 
LA; Cameron, LA; Beaumont, TX; Larose, LA; Iberia, LA; Mandeville, LA; Alexandria, LA; 
Bay St. Louis, MS; and Memphis, TN.  The meeting format included an open house, overview of 
the LCA Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), question and answer session, and the formal public 
comments period.  The hearings provided a forum for public expression of verbal statements 
regarding the proposed action and the content and the findings of the DPEIS.  Provisions were 
also made so that comments could be written on comment cards and provided to the USACE at 
the meeting.  A total of 83 meeting attendees provided verbal comments. 

2.1 PUBLIC MEETING #1: CHALMETTE, LOUISIANA 
(JULY 27, 2004) 

2.1.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:30 P.M.  Mr. Junior Rodriquez. President, St. Bernard Parish, recognized 
the following people and organizations: 

• Senator Craig Romero 
• Mr. Lynn Dean, Councilman at Large, East St. Bernard 
• Mr. Craig De Faro, Councilman 
• Mr. Rick Pellerin, Councilman for District E 
• NOAA Fisheries 
• Department of Interior 
• Dr. Len Bahr, Governor’s Office 
• Mr. Justin Stephens, Congressman Tauzin’s office 

Colonel Peter Rowan kicked off the meeting by giving a presentation accompanied by slides.  He 
stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 
2) answer questions, and 3) receive official public comments.  The comment period extended 
through August 23, 2004. There were nine public meetings, including one in Texas, one in 
Mississippi, and one in Tennessee (see table 2). 

Mr. Jon Porthouse, a manager of the planning section at LDNR, spoke next.  He stated that the 
study team was here not just because it was Federally required, but because it was necessary to 
interact with the public. 
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2.1.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 100 people attended the meeting.  
Names of those who signed in are below: 

Oakland Adams Cathy Forstall Becky Livaudais Elwood “Woody” Riche 
Doug Arceneaux Byron Fortier John Lopez Michael Rivere 
Dan Arceneaux S.M. Gagliano Sue Ellen Lyons Henry J. Rodriguez 
Bruce L. Badon Albert P. “Rusty” Gaude III Andrew MacInnes Craig Romero 
Len Bahr David Gegenheimer Mark Madary Benny Rousselle 
Michael Barbier Heather Gordon Oneil Malbrough G.F. Santos 
Don Blancher Steve Gorin Sam Maniscalco Charles Pete Savoye 
Allen Bolotte Abbye Gorin Shannon Marretta Mark Schexnayder 
Roger C. Bouclle, Jr. Garret Graves Jill Mastrototuro Mark Schleifstein 
Loland Broussard Catherine Grouchy Jerry L. Mayeux Peter Smith 
Rex Caffey Bren Haase Dinah Maygarden Justin Stephens 
Emily Campbell Steven G. Hall, Ph.D. Julio Mayorgo Heather Szapary 
Matthew Campbell Jim Hasik D.J. McClain Craig Taffaro 
Amus Cormier Ralph Herrmann Ricky Melerine John Troutman 
Pamela Dashiell Joseph F. Horse Keith Meyer Kenny Tucker 
Mark Davis David Jefferson Dye Brad Miller Oscar Vera 
Lynn Dean Alvin L. Jones Guy Montana Jay Vincent 
Craig De Faro Bill Kappel Vicki Murillo Al Waller 
Tim Doody John Koeferl Frank & Linda Newell Kim Warner 
M. Patricia Doody John P. Laguens Michael Nicoladis Kathleen Wendel 
Edwin J. Doody Greg Laiche Ken Odinet Toni Wendel 
Jeff Dott Larry J. Landry Rick Pellerin Marnie Winter 
Carlton Dufrechou Joan Lanier Shea Penland Amy Wold 
Joey Englert John Lehrter Sean Phillips  
Stephen V. Estopinal Mike Liffmann Charles Reppel  
Yarrow Etheredge Gatien Livaudais Bruce Richards  

2.1.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session and Colonel Rowan and 
Mr. Porthouse received the comments. 

Comment: Mr. Dan Arceneaux – Mr. Dan Arceneaux, Coastal Zone Management Advisory 
Committee for St. Bernard Parish, said he read an article that said that there is a 
$300 million floodgate going into Barataria Waterway.  In 2001, the USACE had 
10 million dollars for this restoration, Lake Borgne, and Shell Beach.  In 2002, the 
USACE had $12 million for the restoration of Bayou Dupre.  All he has seen are 
studies.  Chris Williams said the projects cannot be done for 9 years because of 
oyster reefs.  He has a geotechnical survey of Shell Beach and Dupre that shows 
that they cannot support rocks anywhere in the lake so now Chris Williams is 
attempting to put rocks on the shoreline.  They will sink there also.  How will rocks 
hold on MRGO? 
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Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Dan Arceneaux – Mr. Dan Arceneaux, Coastal Zone Management Advisory 

Committee for St. Bernard Parish, said that the Shell Beach project includes rocks 
on the shoreline.  The USACE would have to dig a 6–8 foot channel, 30 feet wide.  
The rocks will fall into the canal. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Ms. Pamela Dashell – Ms. Pamela Dashell, Holy Cross Neighborhood 

Association, said that the MRGO should be closed immediately.  The lower ninth 
ward is at risk from a hurricane and it could cost lives and disrupt livelihood.  The 
threat from contaminated sediments is also important.  The rehabilitation of 
wetlands and the coast is also important.  Businesses along the MRGO and 
Industrial Canal can be relocated to the Mississippi River.  The $700 million 
allocated for the industrial canal crossing that nobody needs or wants, could be 
used to mitigate for some of the damages.  The MRGO needs to be closed as soon 
as possible.  Some people seem to feel that people who live in the lower Ninth 
Ward, lower Orleans Parish and St. Bernard Parish are expendable. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Mark Davis – Mr. Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana, said 

that they understand the constraints that the USACE is working under.  The report 
does a good job dissecting the problems in coastal Louisiana.  It does not, however, 
describe adequately the first steps.  The MRGO requires more than a rip-rap 
solution.  It needs emergency shoreline protection.  A Bayou La Loutre weir should 
be looked at.  The MRGO study stops at the Parish line.  There is not any 
discussion about the effects of salinity in the Pontchartrain Basin.  The Hope Canal 
project, which is to benefit the Maurepas Swamp, is too narrow in its focus.  One or 
two thousand cfs may be the most realistic to pursue now but the USACE should 
seek authorization to develop a structure that has more flexible guidelines.  There is 
no mention of the CCMP (Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan), which 
was developed by the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation in conjunction with the 
EPA.  They look forward to working with the USACE.  There is language in the 
Senate bill that goes further in directing the USACE to develop a closure plan for 
the MRGO. 

Response: Please see General Response # 1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature, General Response #3 regarding the LCA Study Area, and General 
Response #5 regarding the 10-year planning horizon. 
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Comment: Mr. Lynn Dean – Mr. Lynn Dean, St. Bernard Parish Council Government, said 
that there needs to be a study of the interaction between wind, waves, tides and 
erosion. 

Response: There are numerous studies and documents addressing the effects of wind, waves, 
tides, and erosion, both individually and in combination.  The recommendation for 
a S&T Program is intended to provide a mechanism for the compilation and review 
of this information, as well as provide recommendations for any additional studies 
that may be needed. 

 
Comment: Mr. Edwin Doody – Mr. Edwin Doody, Coalition to Close the MRGO, said that 

the part of the plan for MRGO does not restore anything and should not be 
characterized as a restoration project.  A hurricane would expose them to storm 
surge.  He agrees with Mr. Gagliano that barrier islands make more sense than 
rocks because the rocks will sink.  The MRGO should be closed to traffic since 
vessel waves cause erosion.  Placing rip-rap on the north bank of the channel is 
another waste of money; the destruction on the south bank will continue.  The 
MRGO must be closed.  Forth-six thousand acres in St. Bernard Parish wetlands 
have already been destroyed by the MRGO.  The dredging of MRGO needs to end.  
Many fisherman and trappers have been put out of business because of the damage 
caused by the MRGO.  Also, the MRGO continues to pose a threat to the lives of 
50 thousand people who live in Orleans, Plaquemines and St. Bernard Parishes.  
There are no funds to fix deteriorated levees and residents of Orleans Parish are 
exposed to flooding danger.  The $178 billion dollars should be spent on MRGO 
restoration, building barrier islands in Lake Borgne, and building a structure to stop 
the flooding at Bayou LaLoutre. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Edwin Doody – Mr. Edwin Doody, read a statement on behalf of 

Representative Ken Odinet.  Rep. Odinet wrote that the closure of MRGO is of 
major importance to his constituents.  However, the USACE’s plans contain no 
mention of the MRGO closing at any present or future date. $107 million has been 
allocated for maintenance of the seldom used channel.  The stone proposed for 
protection will be rendered useless.  This approach is not in the best interest of the 
residents and taxpayers.  The $107 million should be allocated to move industries 
from the MRGO to the banks of the Mississippi River.  Prior studies have indicated 
that the money should adequately allow immediate closure to vessels in excess of 
16-foot draft.  A cost-benefit study would reveal that the safety, life, health and 
happiness of the entire community would win if the $107 million was used for the 
closure of the MRGO. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Tim Doody. Tim Doody, said that the project is budgeted for about $100 

million and Louisiana will fund 35 to 40 percent. The State adopted a resolution 
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calling for closure of MRGO. These seem to be inconsistent with each other. 
Putting rip-rap on the channel is a maintenance issue and should be at Federal 
government expense.  

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature.  

 
Comment: Mr. Carlton Dufrechou – Mr. Carlton Dufrechou, Lake Pontchartrain Basin 

Foundation, said that they give the USACE an “A” on Hope Canal because it could 
potentially mimic the natural overflow to the river.  The USACE also gets an A+ 
on problem identification on MRGO.  However, the rock dikes on the north bank of 
MRGO and rock dikes and beneficial use of dredged material on the banks for Lake 
Borgne will not work.  Rocks have a history of failure.  This is mitigation and not 
restoration.  The Lake Pontchartrain Citizens overwhelmingly support closure of 
MRGO.  They are disappointed with the USACE’s recommendation.  Closure is 
defined as elimination of channel maintenance dredging, relocation of three 
remaining facilities that are serviced by deep dredge vessels in the ship channel, 
and construction of the navigational structure to restore the integrity of Bayou 
LaLoutre.  The Lake Pontchartrain Basin citizens are very disappointed by the 
report’s recommendation and frustrated by the disregard agencies have for public 
input for the MRGO closure.  They believe that the USACE’s recommendation 
wrongly proposes the use of coastal restoration funding to perpetuate deep draft 
navigation projects.  The MRGO is doing significant environmental damage to 
Louisiana coast.  They request the opportunity to meet with the USACE to discuss 
advising the LCA on the MRGO closure.  The Pontchartrain Basin Foundation of 
1992–93 underwent a comprehensive management plan process for the entire coast.  
It included many personnel from the USACE as well as agencies.  Closure of 
MRGO was in that plan. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Dr. Sherwood Gagliano – Dr. Sherwood Gagliano, St. Bernard Parish Consultant, 

said that he has served the Parish for over 30 years, particularly regarding the 
MRGO.  He is part of the Coastal Resources Group that advises the Parish.  He had 
five main points regarding the closure of MRGO.  First, public safety from the 
storm threat.  Second, hydrologic restoration — mainly the breaking up of the tidal 
exchange that occurs through the MRGO channel.  This affects a number of 
hydrologic basins including Lake Pontchartrain.  Third, management and 
advancement of neighboring estuarine habitats.  Fourth, public use for waterways 
and activities — conservation management, public participation, job opportunities, 
education, etc.  (He did not offer a fifth point.)  The study flags the MRGO as a 
significant major high priority project that needs to be addressed. However, placing 
rocks along the banks is not enough.  A closure gate at Bayou LaLoutre large 
enough to accommodate large vessels is needed.  The $80 million earmarked for 
rock placement would be better spent on a closure gate.  He complimented the 
USACE on the meeting and would like to keep moving in a positive direction. 
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Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Garret Graves – Mr. Garret Graves, staff for Congressman Billy Tauzin, said 

he wanted to be clear that these are his personal comments and not those of Rep. 
Billy Tauzin.  He said that the plan is just a proposed plan and that nothing had 
been finalized.  Whatever Congress passes will address concerns of the community.  
The way that Congress is going to authorize the program is not entirely consistent 
with the report.  On three occasions, the House of Representatives passed language 
that would give billions of dollars of mandatory funding to Louisiana for coastal 
restoration but so far the bills have died in the Senate.  Mandatory funding means 
that once that bill is voted on and signed by the President it is done and the money 
is available.  Authorization means that members of the delegations can go back to 
the Appropriation Committee each year and ask for the money.  MRGO has been 
studied repeatedly.  The USACE has authority to address the problems with 
MRGO.  Louisiana has received through the Coastal Wetlands, Planning, 
Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) and other programs more than $500 
million for restoration of coastal Louisiana.  This plan was originally 15 billion 
dollars.  Congress is aware of the needs of coastal Louisiana.  They understand the 
energy impact, the hurricane impact, the economic impact, and the devastation to 
agencies. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Jim Hassett – Mr. Jim Hassett declined to comment. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Ralph Herman – Ralph Herman, St. Bernard Parish resident, said that the USACE 

must close MRGO.  Port Sulfur needs diversion or restoration more urgently than 
Myrtle Grove.  Land is disappearing. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. David Gegenheimer – Mr. David Gegenheimer, St. Bernard Sportsmen’s 

League, stated three purposes of the LCA Study.  First, is to identify the most 
critical and natural ecological needs of the coastal areas.  That means protection 
from storm surges and returning some of the natural hydrology of the pre-MRGO 
days.  Second, is to present and evaluate conceptual alternatives for meeting the 
most critical needs including a gate somewhere below Bayou La Loutre to stop 
storm surge.  Third, identify the kinds of restoration features that can be 
implemented in the near term, identify the 10 years but address the most critical 
needs and propose to address these needs with features that provide the highest 
return in net benefits per dollar of cost.  MRGO must be closed.  This will save $12 
million per year in dredging costs.  However, the USACE does not want to close 
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MRGO.  The USACE commissioned Dr. Tim Ryan to perform an economic study.  
However the numbers are outdated and the study is fraudulent. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature and General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols and 
the need for immediate action and General Response #5 regarding the 10-year 
planning horizon. 

 
Comment: Mr. John Koeferl – Mr. John Koeferl, Holy Cross Neighborhood Association, said 

that Senator Landrieu recently said that the MRGO should be kept open as long as 
it takes to build the new locks in the Inner Harbor Navigational Channel.  The 
USACE should look more in-depth at closing MRGO.  It was a politically driven 
project back in the 1950s and the baseline science was not done to support it.  That 
is why it has so many troubles including using rocks to keep Lake Borgne from 
merging.  Also Lake Pontchartrain could come in the deep end.  The Inner Harbor 
project is not just a name change.  It was always the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet 
New Lock and Connecting Channels program and a name change does produce the 
science needed to propose it as a solution to closing the MRGO.  The USACE 
should be less tied down by the current laws. 

Response: Comments noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. John Laguens – Mr. John Laguens said that the rock on the north bank of 

MRGO is not restoration but rather facilities the navigation project.  He would like 
to have MRGO closed.  The $107 million for rocks should be used for restoration 
(i.e., water control structures, barrier island restoration, and sediment diversions).  
The state government and the St. Bernard Parish Council have called for the 
closure of MRGO.  Money is being wasted on dredging and should rather be used 
to relocate businesses.  The MRGO is not the only place those businesses can 
operate.  The money should be spent on restoration of the MRGO.  The USACE 
needs to change the way they do business. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Gatien Livaudais – Gatien Livaudais, St. Bernard Wetlands Foundation, thanked 

the USACE and the other agencies for the study.  MRGO must be closed and 
restoration for damages be implemented.  Losing wetlands means losing part of 
their heritage.  The coastal resources component of the restoration plan should be 
strengthened.  They are interested in the science and technology associated with the 
restoration, however, the area has been studied enough. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature and General Response #8 regarding project implementation 
protocols and the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Mr. Andrew MacInnes – Mr. Andrew MacInnes, Plaquemines Parish Coastal 

Development Restoration, said that the projects seem to be randomly distributed 
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and do not complement each other.  Money could be better spent holistically by 
combining freshwater diversions with sediment delivery.  He commended the team 
for including Shell Island in the study.  However, Shell Island is being addressed 
along with the Chaland Headland at a cost of $200 million.  The other projects 
supported by the locals in the area behind the islands (especially Boothville, nearest 
Fort Jackson) got filtered out in the selection process.  The USACE is spending a 
lot of money to seal the door along the Gulf of Mexico but one has to go all the 
way up to Myrtle Grove to get anything coming in from the back side.  It is 
important to consider other ways of putting sediment behind these island projects.  
The Empire, Buras, Boothville area has some of the highest locks in the State and is 
gone.  He would like to see some of these larger scale sediment delivery projects 
addressed in the southern end of the Parish because otherwise the islands are being 
fortified but are allowed to fend for themselves and are susceptible to overwash or 
tidal surge.  The locals would like to see sediment delivery in the southern end of 
Plaquemines Parish as a long-term, large scale project. 

Response: The LCA Plan includes near-term critical features, demonstration projects, and 
long-term large-scale projects that address sediment delivery issues, as well as 
barrier island restoration and enhancement issues.  Please also see General 
Response #9 regarding sediment transport via pipeline. 

 
Comment: Mr. Jerry Mayeux – Jerry Mayeux was called but had left. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Ms. Vicki Murillo – Ms. Vicki Murillo, Program Director for Gulf Restoration 

Network, said that during the LCA scoping period they said that appropriate testing 
and monitoring of water and sediment quality must be completed prior to 
construction and implementation of projects.  That does not show up in the report.  
This should be in there especially since beneficial uses of dredged material is part 
of the LCA Plan.  Her second comment was that she was pleased to see that there is 
a whole section on consistency and this was also an issue addressed in the 
environmental stakeholder position.  This is an issue of great concern to her group, 
especially in reference to the consistency between the regulatory branch and coastal 
restoration efforts.  However, the provisions are too weak.  The inconsistencies are 
so great that more significant actions must taken other then just those suggestions 
made in the programmatic EIS. 

Response: Please see response to Comments GRN 04, GRN 07.  Please also see General 
Response #12 regarding hazardous substances in Beneficial Use materials and 
General Response #4 regarding the coordination roles for agencies and local 
governments in the LCA Study. 

 
Comment: Junior Rodriquez – Junior Rodriquez, St. Bernard Parish President, said that 

MRGO is very emotional issue for the people of the Parish.  A lot of people 
probably did not come to the meeting because they are frustrated; those who did 
show up are the hard core.  The people in Congress want to get their hands in the 
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pot.  He hopes he does not have to say “I told you so” if a hurricane hits.  He 
thanked everyone for coming. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Senator Greg Romero – Senator Greg Romero, Chair of Senate Natural Resources 

Committee, said that since the beginning of the Breaux Act 14 years ago there has 
been study after study.  The current plan does nothing to address the MRGO.  
There is nothing left out there as can be seen from the air.  It is time to quit 
studying it and to do something. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Charles Savoye – Charles Savoye, CZAB, said that he is tired of all the 

meetings.  The USACE has no common sense.  He mentioned the floodgates in the 
area and wondered why it could not be done here.  The USACE is concerned with 
economics but not about human life.  A hurricane could cost 500–1,000 lives.  He 
has taken three boatloads of decision makers to Bayou LaLoutre.  The decision 
makers do not know much about Bayou La Loutre.  Protecting human life is the 
most important thing. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Charles Savoye – Charles Savoye, CZAB, said that the protection levee, which is 

supposed to be 17 feet above sea level sank so badly that in many places sheet piles 
were driven down the center of it.  The main supports for the bridge over MRGO 
on Tide Road is now 200 feet out in the water; they used to be 150 feet on shore.  
There is 35 feet of water at the base of these main supports making them vulnerable 
to ship strikes.  The bridge authority will not place fenders around the supports 
because the original plans did not call for them.  That bridge, which is part of the 
evacuation route, is vulnerable to being hit.  The MRGO is causing all of the 
problems and must go. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Councilman Craig Toffard – Councilman Craig Toffard, St. Bernard Parish 

Council, said that the Council passed a resolution that recognized the intent of 
using the rock structures to avoid the erosion of Lake Borgne, but questioned the 
sustainability of that project.  Economic development, economic impact, wetland 
restoration, coastal restoration are all important issues but human life is the most 
important.  He then read a prepared statement that said that the Parish government 
appreciates the public hearings in Chalmette and the diligent effort of those who 
worked on the study.  They are concerned about the loss of wetlands, 
environmental deterioration and storm surge threat related to the MRGO.  Closure 
of the MRGO and restoration of its damages remains their number one issue.  The 
draft LCA report does not address the MRGO closure directly and specifically.  
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This deficiency should be remedied and a timetable for the closure and restoration 
process presented.  They are also interested in restoring the marshes, bays, reefs, 
and barrier islands.  St. Bernard Parish wants to have an active role and a voice in 
the decision making process.  This pathway should be clearly defined in the 
program documents.  The process should also include provisions for arbitration of 
issues.  The people of St. Bernard have suffered losses as a result of the 
environmental damages and changes, much of which is a direct result of the 
MRGO.  They hope for economic benefits of the program.  They remain supportive 
of the objectives of the LCA Plan. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature and General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols and 
the need for immediate action and General Response #4 regarding the coordination 
roles for agencies and local governments in the LCA Study. 

 
Comment: Mr. Kenny Tucker – Mr. Kenny Tucker, legislative assistant to Senator Walter 

Boasso, read Senator Boasso’s comments.  Senator Boasso gave his generalized 
support to the LCA Plan.  However, he wrote that the MRGO should be promptly 
closed to deep draft vessels. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 

 
Comment: Ms. Marnie Winter – Ms. Marnie Winter, Director of Jefferson Parish 

Environmental Department, said that she was attending on behalf of Parish 
President, Aaron Broussard.  The plan represents an important first step.  The Bush 
administration’s support of the $1.9 billion plan is an indication that there is 
national awareness of the significance of Louisiana’s wetlands to the national 
energy supply, fisheries, the economy and general well being.  The Myrtle Grove 
Diversion has been the Parish’s number one project since 1992.  They also support 
the Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration project.  Also, the MRGO needs 
to be included in the LCA Plan. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 
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2.2 PUBLIC MEETING #2: CAMERON, LOUISIANA 
(JULY 28, 2004) 

2.2.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:30 P.M.  Ms. Tina Horn, Cameron Parish Police Jury, asked everyone to 
introduce themselves (see below). 

Mr. Troy Constance kicked off the meeting by giving a presentation accompanied by slides.  He 
stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) 
answer questions, and 3) receive official public comments.  He then presented the meeting 
agenda.  During the comment period the USACE would listen and not respond.  The comments 
are incorporated into the final report.  There were nine meetings held, including three outside the 
state (see table 2). 

2.2.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 30 people attended the meeting.  The 
names of those who signed in and/or introduced themselves are: 

Rodney Gilbeaux 
Michael Harbison, LDWF 
Jim Robinson, Port of Lake Charles 
Charlie Athurton 
Peggy Sullivan, Clean 
Dennis Arnold, Vice President of Cameron Communications 
Michael Tritico, RESTORE 
Jacob Johnson, staff, Louisiana First District Congressman David Vitter 
Ron Johnson, Chief Deputy, Cameron Sheriff’s Department 
Tom Jackson, Jefferson County Navigation District 
Sam McGee, Cameron Parish Police Jury 
Frank Garcia, USACE, Galveston District 
Mr. Joe and Madelyn Gaspar, citizens, Rutherford Beach 
Franklin Price, Cameron Parish  
Bill Herke, retired biologist 
Guthrie Perry, LDWF, Rockefeller Refuge 
Ronnie Harper, Cameron Parish resident 
Billy Dolan, Grand Chenier, District 5 
David Richard, Stream Companies 
Jim Robinson, Port of Lake Charles 
Tom Hess, LDWF, Rockefeller Refuge 
Rusty Wells, Cameron Parish citizen and independent biologist 
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Steve Reagan, USFWS 
Jeremy Harper, American Wetlands 
Myles Hebert, Cameron Parish Coastal Zone Administrator 
Joy Merino, NMFS 
Heather Warner-Finley, LDWF 
Elizabeth Richard 
Leslie Welch, Gravity Drainage #3 
Dan Llewellyn, LDNR 

2.2.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session and received the 
comments. 

Comment: Mr. Charlie Athurton – Mr. Charlie Athurton said that there are no projects in 
Sub-Province 4.  He has seen much loss of coast including the washing away of the 
beach highway.  A large storm (Category 4 or 5) would be devastating to lives and 
the economy.  The coast will never recover.  An airplane ride will reveal all the 
open water.  This project should beef up the Cameron coast.  A hazardous waste 
storage facility (CWMI) could be affected.  The USACE should do whatever is 
necessary to include projects that would prevent the Cameron coast from being 
breached in a category four or five storm. 

Response: Comments noted.  Please see General Response #11 regarding the number of 
proposed features in Subprovince 4. 

 
Comment: Mr. Charlie Athurton – Mr. Charlie Athurton reiterated the need to build up the 

Cameron coast.  The report does not discuss sustainment.  There is a need for 
barrier islands.  The Cameron coast is the barrier island for Calcasieu Parish. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Billy Doland – Mr. Billy Doland, Chairman of Cameron District Number 

Five, said that they are in dire need to fund the Calcasieu lock.  The worst enemy is 
a project from the north on Mermentau Basin.  They have historically increased 
water levels from 1.5 to 2.3–2.4 feet.  There is a push to increase the water levels 
even more to satisfy the rice, crawfishing, and navigation interests.  Lowering the 
water levels would alleviate a lot of the erosion problems in the Mermentau Basin. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Allan Ensminger – Mr. Allan Ensminger, resident of DeRidder, said that 

landowners are concerned with the amount of money in the science and technology 
program.  He does not want this to turn into a WPA program for Ph.D.  Twenty 
years ago, he worked on a diversion structure study for the Bonnet Carre spillway 
but it is still not on the drawing board.  The diversion projects selected (Hope Canal 
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and Blind River) are insignificant.  A meaningful structure in the Bonne Carre 
would help preserve the remaining habitat in the LeBranche Wetlands by 
alleviating some of the salinity encroachment through the MRGO.  Land owners 
have lost almost a half a mile of the front side of Point Au Fer Island.  It is good 
that consideration is being given to looking at more protection to Point Au Fer 
Island.  There is a CWPPRA hydrologic restoration project there as well as the 
consideration of a small dredging project. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #2 regarding the Science and 
Technology Program and see General Response #8 regarding project 
implementation protocols and the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Ms. Madelyn Gaspar – Ms. Madelyn Gaspar, resident of Rutherford Beach, said 

that their beach is disappearing daily.  Is this the result of the ship channel located 
about 15 miles away?  Can a study be made?  Can it be curbed?  Can it be extended 
out so that the currents do not remove sand? 

Response: The land loss experienced by Ms. Gaspar could be caused by a number of natural 
causes or human activities.  Determining the exact cause of loss at this particular 
location is not within the scope of this effort.  A discussion of the causes of coastal 
land loss and ecosystem degradation can be found in section 2.1 of the Main 
Report. 

 
Comment: Mr. Rodney Guilbeaux, Jr. – Mr. Rodney Guilbeaux, Jr., resident of Constance 

Beach, agrees with David Richard, Mike Tritico, Charlie Athurton, and Billy 
Doland.  Cameron Parish needs all the help it can get.  He is enthused about the 
breakwater and sand management projects.  The USACE should not leave them 
with an empty tray.  He also asked Mr. Jacob Johnson to have the Washington 
people realize that this is the most important part of the state.  The areas that need 
the most help are Rockefeller, Rutherford Beach, Cameron, Sabine, Calcasieu, and 
Oyster Bayou. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Lonnie Harper – Mr. Lonnie Harper thanked the USACE for coming and said 

he would provide written comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Tom Hess – Mr. Tom Hess, Louisiana Department Wildlife and Fisheries, 

Rockefeller Refuge, said that he is encouraged by the Rockefeller Refuge 
demonstration project.  The shoreline at the Refuge has an erosion rate of 37 feet 
per year while the shoreline area east of the Mermentau River has retreated at a rate 
of 28.5 feet per year for over 100 years.  Approximately 110,000 acres of wetlands 
from Rollover Bayou west of the Mermentau River and north to State Highway 82 
will be negatively impacted without some form of shoreline protection.  The Gulf 
of Mexico shoreline has eroded in recent years damaging State Highway 82 from 
the west end of Holly Beach to Johnson’s Bayou.  The present rock breakwaters 
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and the recent sand refurbishment project are protecting the highway.  Loss of the 
highway would be a socioeconomic loss to Cameron Parish, as well as cause 
damage to approximately 320,000 acres of wetlands north of Highway 82 to the 
Intracoastal Canal and the west of Highway 27 to the Sabine River. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Dr. Bill Herke – Dr. Bill Herke, an American Fisheries Society Certified Fishery 

Scientist, said that the USACE report had misrepresented him by saying that he 
proposed the use of water and salinity control structures to reduce the marsh 
deterioration as well as to provide fish access.  He then read a letter addressed to 
Mr. Bill Klein.  In this letter Dr. Herke said that Mr. Klein had misinterpreted 
another letter dated 3 May 2004 in which Dr. Herke had commented on the 
structures proposed by the USACE.  He pointed out that the use of such structures 
is controversial and that other scientists have shown that they may actually cause 
marsh loss if not designed properly.  He did say if they are designed to mimic the 
natural hydrology they might help reduce marsh deterioration.  Although he did not 
say so in that letter, this would be a long-term fisheries benefit.  But the near term 
result would be a reduction in fisheries production.  He would never say such 
structures would “provide fish access;” such structures almost always reduce fish 
access.  He pointed out the complexity of designing structures so that fish access 
would be interfered with as little as possible.  He further pointed out that it would 
be necessary to allow access 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, and at all levels in the 
water column.  He further pointed out that rock weirs would need to be designed so 
that the spaces between the rocks did not become plugged or they would eventually 
have the same negative effects on fisheries as a conventional fixed crest weir.  He 
concluded by saying that if salinity control structures did not provide adequate fish 
ingress and egress, they could decimate fisheries production in the subprovince. 

Response: The summary of Dr. Herke’s scoping comments has been revised to better reflect 
the intent of his scoping comment letter.  “The use of water and salinity control 
structures are controversial and, if not properly designed, could cause marsh loss.  
If such structures were designed to mimic natural hydrology, they might help 
reduce marsh deterioration.”  However, there is a complexity of designing 
structures so that fish access would be interfered with as little as possible.  Dr. 
Herke believes it is necessary to allow fish access 24 hours a day, 365 days a year 
at all levels in the water column so that important species are not deprived access.  
Further, rock weirs need to be designed so that spaces between rocks do not 
become plugged or these structures would have the same deleterious effects on 
fisheries as a conventional fixed weir. 

 
Comment: Ms. Tina Horn – Ms. Tina Horn, Cameron Parish Police Jury, said that they are 

losing large amounts of coast every year.  During the last 2 years Rutherford Beach 
and the west side of Constance Beach have lost 40 feet.  Since they are on the 
Chenier Plain, they should be treated special.  Once the Chenier ridges are gone, 
there will be no Cameron Parish.  The eastern end of the state has large projects.  
The 15 projects are not workable projects.  This area has doable projects, 
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particularly since the soils will support the projects.  Much can be done without 
studies.  She has worked with CWPPRA, Coast 2050 and LCA and feels that they 
are going in reverse.  Cameron Parish has less than 10,000 people and cannot 
compete politically.  She is insulted by the LCA restoration plan  

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #11 regarding the number of 
proposed features in Subprovince 4. 

 
Comment: Mr. Jacob Johnson – Mr. Jacob Johnson, staff member for Rep. David Vitter, said 

that he is from Cameron Parish.  He believes that Rep. Vitter will fight for 
Louisiana’s coastal protection.  He then presented a letter from Rep. Vitter that 
demonstrated Rep. Vitter’s support for protecting the coast.  In the letter, Rep. 
Vitter said that vital transportation routes, the nation’s busiest port system, and 
infrastructure important to the national energy supply are becoming vulnerable to 
the elements without protection of the wetlands.  Also, millions of people are 
becoming more and more at risk from serious damage from hurricanes as the 
natural barriers to the storms disappear.  As Louisiana’s only member on the House 
of Representatives Appropriation Committee, he vowed to steer Federal dollars to 
Louisiana to protect the coast.  Work will begin in 2006 rather than 2008. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Guthrie Perry – Mr. Guthrie Perry, Program Manager with the Louisiana 

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries at Rockefeller Refuge, said that he is happy 
that shoreline stabilization is getting attention.  They lose 100 acres a year (or 1.5 
football fields per week).  He hopes the matching funds will be there.  At the LCA 
meeting in Lake Charles, the USACE never mentioned the locks, Oyster Bayou, or 
the people just past the rocks at Holly Beach losing land. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. David Richard – Mr. David Richard, Stream Co, said that the USACE cannot 

say that there are no projects in western Louisiana that cannot be engineered and 
designed in 5 to 10 years.  LCA took money from the planning project of Calcasieu 
lock and the replacement has been delayed again.  It needs to move forward as part 
of the water management plan (navigation and flooding).  There are three basins:  
the Mermantau, Calcasieu and Sabine.  The upper Mermentau Basin needs to be 
studied.  It will be hard to get political support in this district when none of the 15 
projects are in Area 4.  A number of projects along Sabine Lake need to be 
implemented through CWPPRA and LCA.  Some small, important projects should 
be done:  sediment transport across Calcasieu jetty, Mermentau jetty, Oyster Bayou 
(crucial to the perimeter plan for Calcasieu Lake), Kelso Bayou, Salt Ditch and 
Brannon Ditch, and the movement of water between the Calcasieu and Sabine 
Basin.  Also needed is rock jettying along the intracoastal canal and major ship 
channels; there are a number of them on the intracoastal canal in regard to the Clear 
Marais project, the Perry Ridge project, the Perry Ridge West project, the Cameron 
Prairie project, and the rock work that has been done on the Calcasieu ship channel 
itself.  It is a proven method that decreases the amount of dredging and erosion.  
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The East Sabine Lake CWPPRA project needs to be implemented.  Lighthouse 
Bayou needs to be addressed.  Black Bayou could be implemented with almost no 
engineering and design charge. 

Response: As outlined in section 3 of the Main Report, the list of originally considered project 
features was subjected to a rigorous selection process to attain the final 15 projects 
that were selected for the TSP.  Please also see General Response #5 regarding the 
10-year planning horizon and General Response #11 regarding the number of 
proposed features in Subprovince 4. 

 
Comment: Ms. Peggy Sullivan – Ms. Peggy Sullivan, Sulfur citizen, said that they cannot 

stand 10 more years of nothing being done for this section of coast. 
Response: Please see General Response #5 regarding the 10-year planning horizon and 

General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols and the need for 
immediate action. 

 
Comment: Mr. Michael Tritico – Mr. Michael Tritico, RESTORE (Restore Explicit 

Symmetry To Our Ravished Earth), said that his organization would like to restore 
the coast to the way the Creator had it.  He is glad to finally see a holistic approach.  
The USACE will not get much support from the residents unless the USACE does 
things beyond what was presented.  It is good that there is one project near 
Rockefeller Refuge.  There should be a reinstatement of the lock at Calcasieu Pass.  
The jetties at the mouth of the Calcasieu are causing the problems at Constance 
Beach and Long Beach.  Building a breakwater and putting sand behind it simply 
moves the problem a little to the west towards Long Beach.  New problems should 
not be created.  The science and technology budget should include modeling of the 
reconfiguration of the Calcasieu Pass jetties to determine whether or not there 
would be a way to modify them to reduce erosion.  The USACE should model the 
navigation, fishing and coastal habitat interests.  A Category 4 or 5 storm would 
make all the projects moot.  Sea level change is part of the problem.  The relative 
rise in sea level is greater than the global average because of oil and gas 
withdrawals and faulting.  That is going to make most of these projects unworkable 
even in the absence of a hurricane.  The USACE should not throw away money in 
an area that sea level is going to wipe out anyway in the 25 years. 

Response: Comments noted. 
 
Comment: Ms. Carolyn Woosley – Ms. Carolyn Woosley, Coalition to Restore Coastal 

Louisiana, said that they care about southeastern Louisiana.  The LCA Plan seems 
to be based on doable scientifically proven projects.  Are they getting any 
weighting commensurate with their loss?  They have both coastal erosion and 
inland marsh loss.  The salinity intrusion is causing the marsh loss.  The area has 
the Strategic National Petroleum Reserves and LNG plants.  There is also dredging 
of Sabine Pass and Calcasieu Ship Channel.  They would like update meetings 
often.  They need to go to Baton Rouge.  Locks should be considered at Sabine and 
Calcasieu Passes.  Texas should be considered, especially their water demand.  The 
Galveston USACE should be involved. 
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Response: Please see General Response #11 regarding the number of proposed features in 
Subprovince 4 and General Response #3 regarding the LCA Study Area. 
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2.3 PUBLIC MEETING #3: BEAUMONT, TEXAS 
(JULY 29, 2004) 

2.3.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:30 P.M. 

Mr. Tim Axtman thanked everyone for coming.  He introduced Mr. Dan Llewellyn, Louisiana 
Department of Natural Resources. 

Mr. Axtman gave an introductory presentation accompanied by slides.  He stated that the 
purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) answer 
questions, and 3) receive official public comments.  He then presented the meeting agenda.  
During the comment period the USACE would listen and not respond.  The comments are 
incorporated into the final report.  There were nine meetings, including three outside the state 
(see table 2). 

2.3.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, eight people attended the meeting: 

Terry Stelly, TPWD 
John Whittle, National Audubon Society 
Wayne Stupka, Gulf Coast Rod and Reel and Gun Club 
Paula Wise, USACE, Galveston District 
John Sparks, Malcolm Pirnie 
Bill Hughes, Sabine River Authority of Texas 
Jim Brown, Sabine River Authority of Texas 
Cynthia Mercer, teacher 
Dan Llewellyn, LDNR 

2.3.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session and received the 
comments. 

Comment: John Whittle – John Whittle, Board of Directors of National Audubon Society, 
said that channelization and alternation of historic flows have caused Louisiana 
coasts and coastal wetlands to erode at an alarming rate.  The coastal wetlands 
support birds and the seafood industry, and provide flood protection.  It is practical 
to allow freshwater and sediment flows into the coastal systems such as the 
Atchafalaya.  They support four of the five USACE early action projects: 

• Bayou Lafourche Reintroduction  
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• Hope Canal Diversion to Maurepas Swamp 
• Myrtle Grove Diversion 
• Barataria Barrier Shoreline Restoration 

 They do not support the restoration of MRGO because it does not address the real 
problem.  The MRGO canal is little used, is eroded well beyond its original 
dimensions, and causes saltwater intrusion into wetlands east of the river.  The 
canal should be permanently closed. 

 They support the beneficial uses of dredged material.  However, the sediments 
must be chemically tested for possible contaminants before being beneficially used. 

 All USACE projects should be reviewed and modified so that they do not conflict 
with coastal restoration.  The USACE should develop a Science and Technology 
Program, reviewed and evaluated by an independent science board, to assess the 
benefits of different restoration methods and technologies 

Response: Comments noted.  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature, General Response #12 regarding hazardous substances in 
Beneficial Use materials, General Response #4 regarding the coordination roles for 
agencies and local governments in the LCA Study, and General Response #2 
regarding the Science and Technology Program. 
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2.4 PUBLIC MEETING #4: LAROSE, LOUISIANA 
(AUGUST 3, 2004) 

2.4.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:30 pm.  Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Director of the Barataria-Terrebonne National 
Estuary Program, welcomed everyone and recognized the following people in attendance: 

State Senator Reggie Dupre 
State Senator Craig Romero 
Dr. Len Bahr, Governor’s Office of Coastal Activities 
Ms. Vanessa Abbott, representing State Representative Damon Baldone 
Ms. Charlotte Randolph, Lafourche Parish President 
Mr. Daniel Lorraine, Lafourche Parish Councilman 
Mr. Brent Callais, Lafourche Parish Councilman 

Colonel Peter Rowan kicked off the meeting by giving a presentation accompanied by slides.  He 
stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) 
answer questions, and 3) receive official public comments.  This was the fourth of nine meetings 
including one in Texas, one in Mississippi, and one in Tennessee (see table 2). 

Mr. Jon Porthouse, LDNR, conveyed the regrets of LDNR Secretary Scott Angelle, who was 
unable to attend the meeting.  He thanked everyone for participating and encouraged everyone to 
not give up in the coastal restoration effort. 

2.4.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 40 people attended the meeting.  Names 
of those who signed in are below: 

Vanessa Abbott E.J. Daigle Charlotte Randolph 
Jennifer Armand Jerome Daigle Ray Rhymes 
Steve Arms Brent Duet  Michael Rivere 
Keith Bergeron Reggie Dupre Bobbie Rogers  
Keith C. Bonvillain Louise Dykes Craig Romero 
Reggie Bourg Robert Gorman Manuel Ruiz  
Brent Callais Richard P. “Dick” Guidry Mark Schleifstein 
Norby Chabert  Jonathan Hird Kerry M. St. Pé 
Kevin D. Chaisson, M.D. Adele King Neil Suard 
Cally Chauvin Perry LeBlanc Billy Tauzin, III 
Harry Cheramie Daniel Lorraine Eddie Tyler 
Kirk Cheramie Wayne Martin Wendell E. Usie 
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Windell Curole Randy Moertle Troy Voisin 
Doug Daigle Alex Plaisance, Jr. Cecil C. Watt, Jr.  

2.4.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session.  Colonel Rowan and 
Mr. Porthouse received the comments. 

Comment: Ms. Vanessa Abbott – Ms. Vanessa Abbott, Legislative Assistant to 
Representative Damon J. Baldone – District 53, read a statement on his behalf.  The 
recent expression of support by the President is greatly appreciated.  The 
President’s budget acknowledged the national need of Louisiana’s coastal 
restoration and committed to supporting the USACE with a funding of $1.9 billion 
through Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) authorization.  While the 
recognition is appreciated, a much larger comprehensive program is needed to take 
immediate and aggressive action to implement large-scale restoration projects and 
provide continued dedicated funding from offshore oil and gas revenues.  Louisiana 
is 20 years too late in implementing a comprehensive restoration program, and a 
near-term plan is not enough.  The LCA near-term plan will not ensure the long-
term survival of south Louisiana and will use valuable time, money, and resources 
that are necessary for a long-term comprehensive approach.  Offshore oil and gas 
revenues must be reinvested in south Louisiana in order to continuously maintain 
the coast and protect nationally significant infrastructure. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #5 regarding the 10-year planning 
horizon and see General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols 
and the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Ms. Jennifer Armand – Ms. Jennifer Armand, Interning Director of Restore & 

Retreat, advocates comprehensive restoration for the area experiencing the highest 
rate of land loss, the Barataria-Terrebonne Basin.  On behalf of Restore & Retreat, 
she thanked the USACE and LDNR for compiling the Draft LCA Report and 
conducting the series of public meetings.  She also thanked President Bush and his 
Administration for supporting the authorization of the $1.9 billion plan in WRDA 
2004.  Restore & Retreat believes that Louisiana’s coastal restoration needs far 
exceed the near-term plan.  Immediate and aggressive long-term action is required.  
The organization is pleased to see the inclusion of a feasibility study for the Third 
Delta Project in the near-term plan.  The Barataria and Terrebonne Basins represent 
60 percent of the entire state’s land loss, and the Third Delta Project will help build 
land in these areas.  Funding for the feasibility study must be expedited through the 
USACE’s budget process.  Restore & Retreat also supports the Bayou Lafourche 
Reintroduction project, modification of the Davis Pond project, barrier island 
restoration projects, pipeline sediment diversion demonstrations, and redistribution 
of Atchafalaya River water to northern Terrebonne marshes.  All of these projects 
combined offer the Barataria and Terrebonne Basins an opportunity to maintain 
existing coastal resources and establish a natural systemic process for sustaining the 
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coast in the long term.  A comprehensive coastal restoration plan and funding is 
needed now to match the magnitude of the coastal land loss problems. 

Response: Comment noted.  The Third Delta Study is a component of the TSP as a study on 
long-term, large-scale restoration concepts.  It will undergo standard authorization.  
Please see General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols and 
the need for immediate action and General Response #10 regarding proposed LCA 
funding. 

 
Comment: Mr. Reggie Bourg – Mr. Reggie Bourg thanked the USACE for coming to Larose 

and allowing residents to make comments.  He looks at the concept of coastal 
restoration as offensive and defensive.  The most important thing for the 
community is hurricane protection and preserving the property, culture, and 
heritage.  He recommends taking a defensive move to protect what we have and 
dedicate resources for hurricane protection for the short-term.  If a freshwater 
diversion project is chosen for the area, a more detailed environmental impact study 
should be conducted to address the environment and economics in the area.  The 
sections in the LCA report dealing with commercial fishing are not in-depth 
enough.  If the whole project cannot be funded and moved forward then the project 
should not be funded at all, and alternative theories should be developed to provide 
protection. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Chad Bourgeois – Mr. Chad Bourgeois said that 5 to 10 years is too long and 

that a timeline of 18 months or faster is needed.  He understands that the process 
involved is complex, but there are people’s lives, houses, and land at stake.  It is 
critical to get moving on this and stop dumping silt off the Continental Shelf.  It is 
time to stop studying and start doing something. 

Response: Comment noted. Please see General Response #8 regarding project implementation 
protocols and the need for immediate action and General Response #2 regarding the 
Science and Technology Program. 

 
Comment: Mr. Brent Callais – Mr. Brent Callais was called but left the meeting before 

making official comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Dr. Kevin Chaisson – Dr. Kevin Chaisson thanked the USACE for the grand 

overview presentation but prefers more specifics as far as the nature and cause of 
the situation as well as the realistic expectations in the future.  It will probably take 
15 years before anything will produce a significant change from what is seen today 
and another 30 to 40 years before there are any significant accomplishments in this 
region. Any restoration program for the Lafourche Basin should include 
consideration of the bottlenecking problems that exist in the northern and middle 
sections of the parish. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment: Ms. Cally Chauvin – Ms. Cally Chauvin, teacher for the Lafourche Parish School 

Board, is working on the Lafourche Parish Coastal Zone Resource Education 
booklet.  She said that the use of maps in the plan is excellent, but that some of the 
terminology and writing is very hard to understand.  She is helping to educate 
children in Lafourche Parish, and the children are very concerned about what is 
going on.  Ten years is a long time; something needs to be done immediately.  
There are a lot of people willing to help. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #8 regarding project 
implementation protocols and the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Mr. Windell Curole – Mr. Windell Curole said that this is not a future problem, it 

is happening now.  He showed a picture of Leeville on the cover of the telephone 
book and said that it was disheartening to see open water on the side of LA 1.  In 
2001, residents drank saltwater from their faucets and tasted the coastal problem.  
Storm surges are moving further north and causing problems that had not occurred 
before.  A floodgate designed for closure only during hurricanes has to be closed 2 
to 3 times a month.  While the projects are supported, they will not help people in 
southern parts of St. Bernard, Plaquemines, Lafourche, and Terrebonne Parishes.  
The communities of Golden Meadow and Galliano would not exist if it were not 
for the hurricane protection system.  If communities are to exist in south Louisiana 
in the future, a decision must be made concerning which communities can be 
economically protected by levees and which ones cannot.  Plans are needed for the 
futures or lack of futures for communities in south Louisiana. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Doug Daigle – Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance, said his 

organization strongly supports the restoration of the coast and delta.  He said that 
written comments from his organization published in the Draft LCA Report 
incorrectly stated that his organization wanted to see the Inner Harbor Navigational 
Canal Locks completed before the year 2013.  The Mississippi River Basin 
Alliance actually said that it was unacceptable to postpone dealing with the MRGO 
before the projected date of 2013.  The people of Louisiana need to understand that 
the WRDA bill is large and complex and contains many issues of national interest 
that do not have anything to do with Louisiana’s coast but will determine whether 
or not the bill passes.  The WRDA bill contains the proposed expansion of the lock 
and dam system on the upper Mississippi, which is opposed by some environmental 
and taxpayer organizations.  The fate of the bill rests on things that do not have 
anything to do with Louisiana’s coast but do have to do with the Mississippi River 
Basin.  The upper Mississippi River Basin requested $8.4 billion for ecological 
restoration, while Louisiana requested $14 billion for restoration.  Louisiana’s 
problem is a crisis.  Negotiations with the upper basin need to begin, and if WRDA 
does not pass, then a stand-alone bill for the basin is needed.  The only sizable sum 
of money Louisiana will get at the Federal level is from offshore oil revenues. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment: Mr. Jerome Daigle – Mr. Jerome Daigle was called but left the meeting before 

making official comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Senator Reggie Dupre – Senator Reggie Dupre, State Senator, District 20, said 

that the authorization and ultimate appropriations for LCA will depend on the long-
term survival of roughly 80 percent of his legislative district.  He represents about 
120,000 residents of south Louisiana, and more than half of the coastal land loss 
occurs in his district.  He believes that $1.9 billion is not sufficient for Louisiana’s 
restoration needs, but recognizes the need to start somewhere.  The LCA Plan is the 
largest authorization considered in the current WRDA.  Coastal restoration is the 
new kid on block, as WRDA is generally done for flood protection and navigation 
interests.  The $90 million proposed for coastal diversion projects is critical.  In 
November 2000, Lafourche Parish residents were drinking saltwater for three 
weeks.  He supports use of a bypass channel around Donaldsonville and increasing 
the scope of the Bayou Lafourche project to include Bayou Terrebonne.  The worst 
area is between Bayou Lafourche and Bayou Petite Calliou in Terrebonne Parish.  
This area is the most starved for freshwater sediments.  He is concerned that several 
of the near-term critical restoration features are to be submitted to Congress for 
standard authorization in future WRDA bills.  He suggested having an alternative 
in the event that a WRDA is not passed in the future.  Normal permitting 
procedures should be allowed for big projects such as the barrier islands and other 
projects could be done as in CWPPRA.  He is pleased the USACE is now thinking 
outside the box and looking at using other projects for beneficial environmental 
uses, in particular the Houma Navigational Canal Locks and Morganza to the Gulf.  
Another possibility is the use of the Larose floodgate as a feature to divert water 
east and west to the wetlands.  He fully supports the Third Delta Conveyance 
Channel project, and there is a practical need to consider reserving right-of-ways.  
Other projects such as Donaldsonville to the Gulf, the north/south hurricane 
evacuation corridor highway, and Morganza to the Gulf need to be included in the 
planning component.  It is ironic that the LCA Plan of $14 billion is going to 
ultimately be the second largest public works project undertaken by the USACE.  
The largest was the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet (MRGO), which has caused most 
of the problems discussed at this meeting.  A cost-share of 85/15 sounds better than 
65/35. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Richard Guidry – Mr. Richard Guidry was called but left the meeting before 

making official comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Daniel Lorraine – Mr. Daniel Lorraine was called but left the meeting before 

making official comments. 
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Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Randy Moertle – Mr. Randy Moertle, on behalf of Biloxi Marshlands 

Corporation and Lake Eugene Development Company in St. Bernard Parish, fully 
supports the construction of rock breakwaters along the entire north bank of the 
MRGO.  Speaking on behalf of Avery Island, Inc., McIlhenney Resources, Miller 
Estate and the Vermilion Parish Police Jury, he is concerned that the 15 critical 
restoration features do not include the western part of Louisiana.  Projects such as 
Southwest Pass and Vermilion Bay would have worked well with the LCA Plan.  
His clients represent 600,000 acres of coastal wetlands, and the landowners need to 
be actively included in the planning process.  Most of the coastal wetlands are 
privately owned. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #11 regarding the number of 
proposed features in Subprovince 4. 

 
Comment: Mr. Alex Plaisance – Mr. Alex Plaisance echoed comments made by Senator 

Dupre, Senator Romero, and President Randolph.  He said that Coast 2050 
scientists predict that by 2050, Grand Isle and Leeville will be 2 feet underwater.  
This means that within the next 5 to 15 years, Grand Isle and Leeville will likely be 
2 inches underwater.  Both places will be lost.  There have been CWPPRA projects 
that are faster than the near-term projects.  He commended the USACE for taking 
these meetings out of state because it is necessary to get the rest of the country to 
realize the predicament in Louisiana.  He believes the Federal government should 
pay 90 percent and the State pay 10 percent of the cost-share. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #5 regarding the 10-year planning 
horizon and see General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols 
and the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Ms. Charlotte Randolph – Ms. Charlotte Randolph, Lafourche Parish President, 

thanked the USACE for hosting the meeting.  The most important project to 
Lafourche Parish is the reintroduction of freshwater from the Mississippi River into 
Bayou Lafourche.  Use of a bypass channel would be more economically beneficial 
to the project.  Since the project is an offshoot of CWPPRA, much has already been 
studied and this should expedite the process.  In the long-term, the Bayou 
Lafourche project could become part of the Third Delta Conveyance Channel.  
Saltwater intrusion into Bayou Lafourche is a concern, and sediment build-up is 
crucial to the lower end of Lafourche Parish, where the basis of the economy is 
located.  The oil and gas infrastructure must be protected.  She would like to see the 
fast track become 18 months to 3 years instead of 5 to 10 years.  Lafourche Parish 
belongs to a 19-parish organization called Parishes Against Coastal Erosion 
(PACE).  The Congressional leaders understand Louisiana’s problem; the rest of 
the country does not.  All it takes is one large storm to hit the area, and there will be 
no need for studies because there will be nothing left and 45,000 to 100,000 people 
will be homeless.  It is necessary to get the projects off the ground and funded as 
quickly as possible. 
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Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #5 regarding the 10-year planning 
horizon and see General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols 
and the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Mr. Michael Rivere – Mr. Michael Rivere was called but left the meeting before 

making official comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Bobbie Rogers – Mr. Bobbie Rogers was called but left the meeting before 

making official comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Senator Craig Romero – Senator Craig Romero, representing Iberia and St. 

Martin Parishes and Chairman of the Center for Natural Resources Committee, said 
that 14 years ago when CWPPRA came into being, the State of Louisiana was not 
happy with the proposal and requested a blueprint.  Then several years later, a 
white paper was developed followed by the Coast 2050 plan.  After all those plans, 
blueprints, and white papers, how much time and money has been spent on 
studying the coast of Louisiana?  Why are no projects of any significance being 
built?  He was told that money would need to be appropriated for a study in order 
to determine the answers to these questions.  Senator Reggie Dupre helped pass a 
bill in the Louisiana legislature that will expedite the process of getting control of 
land to protect and preserve the coast.  Rights-of-way can take more time than 
actual construction.  He urged the USACE and LDNR to build some projects; its 
been studied long enough. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #8 regarding project 
implementation protocols and the need for immediate action and General Response 
#6 regarding the relationship of CWPPRA and LCA. 

 
Comment: Mr. Kerry St. Pé – Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Director of the Barataria-Terrebonne Estuary 

Program (BTEP), submitted comments on behalf of the BTEP.  The BTEP has been 
frustrated by the studies and additional plans.  A restoration plan should contain 
ecological and human components.  The BTEP recognizes that changes must occur 
but question the magnitude of those changes.  The human component is often 
overlooked.  Success is built upon engineering and science, and it is imperative that 
communities and culture be considered.  Large-scale, uncontrolled water diversions 
or any restoration tool that would completely eradicate the way of life for a 
significant sector of the population is not in agreement with the BTEP plan, 
specifically the Myrtle Grove Diversion.  The BTEP supports diversions, but 
believes they are protective strategies with minimal land building capacity.  The 
BTEP agrees that preventing future land loss is important, but this strategy 
emphasizes protection rather than actual restoration.  The national estuary is in 
desperate need of sediments.  Delivery of river sediments via pipeline is a viable 
restoration tool that is important to restoring the system.  The BTEP strongly 
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advocates the use of newly constructed pipelines to deliver sediment from the 
Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers and believe this technique should be at the top 
of the restoration tool chest.  Dedicated dredging would be publicly acceptable and 
is done in Port Fourchon at a cost of 93 cents per cubic yard.  The essential and 
critical difference between sediment delivery and water diversion is that the 
pipeline sediment system actually restores the system and addresses the question of 
sustainability.  The BTEP understands that there are limited funds and believes that 
incorporated pipeline sediment delivery in this restoration effort is realistically the 
only way that the system can be restored in the near-term.  It is a start, but the level 
of effort proposed in this plan is not enough to ensure sustainability of 
communities. 

Response: Comment noted.  Socioeconomic and cultural resources are discussed in section 
2.2.3 of the Main Report and sections 3 and 4 of the FPEIS.  The rigorous process 
used to develop the TSP included sorting potential restoration features based on 
timing of construction, scientific and engineering understanding, and independence 
of the project.  Critical needs criteria were that the feature prevent or potentially 
restore land loss, restore impaired deltaic function through river reintroductions, 
restore or preserve critical geomorphic structure, and protect vial socioeconomic 
resources.  Please see General Response #9 regarding sediment transport via 
pipeline. 

 
Comment: Mr. Billy Tauzin, III – Mr. Billy Tauzin, III, said that it was significant that this 

meeting is held in an evacuation shelter and emphasizes the fact that citizens are 
susceptible to hurricanes.  He encouraged the USACE to listen to local residents 
who know the area and can provide valuable input.  The USACE should continue 
to look at solutions that have multi-purpose outcomes, such as beneficial dredging 
and diversion projects. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Wendell Usie – Mr. Wendell Usie, representing a group of Terrebonne Parish 

citizens, said that the USACE helped out Terrebonne and Lafourche Parishes by 
constructing levees after the floods in 1927.  No one knew it would cause land loss.  
Then the oil companies came in, cut canals, and left, and this caused erosion in the 
marsh areas.  The Houma Navigation Canal introduced saltwater into freshwater 
ponds and bayous.  He commended the USACE for doing their best to restore what 
has happened after the levees were installed.  The oil companies, barge, and 
shipping industries must be held accountable and take part in the restoration effort.  
The USACE needs to do a better job of selling the plan to citizens.  He found out 
about the meeting last week and did not think many people knew about it.  The 
meetings should have been better publicized.  The idea of trying to stop saltwater 
intrusion from the south by introducing freshwater from the north sounds 
ridiculous, but is one of the ideas the USACE has to sell to everyone. 

Response: Comment noted.  Notifications of the availability of the DPEIS were published in 
the Federal Register and a 45-day comment period was provided.  The Notice of 
Availability was mailed to over 3,000 interested parties, including libraries, 
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Federal, state, and local agencies, radio, television, and newsprint media.  Nine 
public meetings covering 3 states were conducted having previously been 
announced in local newspapers, radio and television in multiple states. 

 
Comment: Mr. Troy Voisin – Mr. Troy Voisin said that one source reported that it took 7,000 

years to build the deltas while another source said that it took 200 million years to 
create the deltas.  He feels that all of the $1.9 billion should be put into the barrier 
islands to stop saltwater intrusion and let nature take care of the freshwater 
diversion. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Cecil Watt – Mr. Cecil Watt, Jr., said that there are sand pits along LA 1.  

This has been going on for years by State permits.  He added that people are willing 
to do anything, even little insignificant things like dumping a bucket of rocks in 
certain places every time they travel up and down the bayou.  People are not 
exactly frustrated; they are just ready to do something. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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2.5 NEW IBERIA, LOUISIANA PUBLIC MEETING 
(AUGUST 4, 2004) 

2.5.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:40 P.M.  Mr. Judge Edwards, President of Vermilion Corporation and 
Chairman of the Vermilion Parish Coastal Restoration Advisory Committee, and Mr. William 
Kyle, Chairman of the Iberia Parish Coastal Restoration Advisory Committee, welcomed 
everyone in attendance. 

Colonel Peter Rowan thanked everyone for coming out and kicked off the meeting by giving a 
presentation accompanied by slides.  He stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide 
an overview of the study findings, 2) answer questions, and 3) receive official public comments.  
The comment period extended through August 23, 2004.  This was the fifth of nine meetings.  
Three of the meetings were held out of state (see table 2). 

Secretary Scott Angelle, LDNR, thanked Colonel Rowan for the fantastic job he has done.  
Secretary Angelle complimented everyone for attending.  There is starting to be an appreciation 
of the efforts by people in Louisiana.  Poll numbers are starting to show that coastal restoration is 
a major issue and is comparable with healthcare and education.  He complimented Congressman 
Billy Tauzin, State Senator Craig Romero, Senator John Breaux, Congressman David Vitter, and 
Senator Mary Landrieu for working very hard on the coastal erosion problem.  The near-term 
plan is a down payment to a long-term deal.  He thanked the Governor’s Advisory Committee 
for doing a magnificent job.  While testifying in Washington, D.C., before the Senate, he heard 
other senators saying that something special needs to be done for Louisiana.  Louisiana is 
starting to marshal efforts and speak with a clear voice to let everyone know that this is of 
national importance.  Thirty percent of the energy that is consumed in this country passes 
through Louisiana’s wetlands.  On behalf of Governor Blanco, he thanked everyone for 
attending. 

2.5.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 40 people attended the meeting.  Names 
of those who signed in are below: 

Scott Angelle Jean Cowan Dale Palmer Sherrill Sagrera 
Len Bahr Bob Dew Acaroc Parsons  E.R. “Smitty” Smith 
Ted Beaullieu Daniel Edgar Donald A. Pavyoed Jacques Soileau 
Shelley Beville Judge Edwards Steven Peyronnin Billy Tauzin, III 
Brit Busch Monique Edwards Cynthia Poland Gayle C. Tauzin 
Ron Boustany Pat Forbes Jon Porthouse Glen Thomas 
Norby Chabert Chad Hardy Gina Prince Barry Wilson 
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Archie Chaisson, Jr. Paul Kemp Terrell Rabalais Scott Wilson 
Darryl Clark William Kyle Stanley Richardson  
Chad Courville Joy Merino Craig Romero   

2.5.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session.  Colonel Rowan and 
Secretary Angelle received the comments. 

Comment: Mr. Ted Beaullieu – Mr. Ted Beaullieu, Acadiana Bay Association, is very happy 
that an Acadiana Bay estuarine restoration study made the cut.  On behalf of the 
Governor’s Advisory Committee, he thanked everyone who traveled to 
Washington, D.C. to attend and present testimonies at the Senate hearings.  He said 
that the proper use of the Mississippi River water is the answer to Louisiana’s 
problems.  The Mississippi River has inhabited seven different courses in the last 
100 years in building Louisiana’s coastal zone.  The oldest Mississippi River bed 
occupied a course from the Cypremort-Bayou Salle area directly into Vermilion 
Bay.  The sixth riverbed occupied a course known as the Lafourche/Mississippi 
course, and this channel occupation had a tremendous effect on the coastline west 
of the river mouth.  He is disappointed that more emphasis was not placed on 
Louisiana fisheries in the LCA report.  The Mississippi River waters present a 
double-edged sword.  The land building that is occurring in the Atchafalaya Delta 
is desperately needed in the Terrebonne and Barataria marshes.  However, there are 
problems caused by diverting river waters for land building, which has caused 
devastation to the estuaries and fisheries in the 475,512 acres in the 
Vermilion/Atchafalaya Bay complex.  Restoration of Point Chevreiul Reef as a 
near-term project would prove that land building and Louisiana’s valuable fisheries 
can coexist in rebuilding Louisiana’s coast. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Brit Busch – Mr. Brit Busch, representing Acadiana Bay, is a camp holder at 

Cypremort Point.  Over the past 12 years, he has witnessed some bad things that are 
a direct result of the Wax Lake Outlet.  In 1988, rocks were placed in the Wax Lake 
Outlet.  Even though the rocks only stayed there for 4 years, it was four of the best 
years for fisherman.  He agrees with Mr. Daniel Edgar that this plan does not 
address the economic effect of camp owners, recreational fisherman, sports 
fisherman, and all other commercial people.  The economic effect should be higher 
on the priority list. 

Response: Comment noted.  Section 2 in the Main Report and section 3 and 4 in the FPEIS 
address socioeconomic issues on a broad scale.  Socioeconomic issues will be 
considered on a project-by-project basis as each feature is implemented. 

 
Comment: Mr. Daniel Edgar – Mr. Daniel Edgar, Owner of St Mary Seafood and member of 

the Acadiana Bay Association, said that he supports doing something to stop the 
land loss.  There is economic damage to the commercial and recreational south 
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central Louisiana.  In the western part of the state, 45–50 charter boats are lined up 
to buy bait shrimp because the salinity is decent and there are a lot of fish.  There is 
also a thriving charter boat industry in the eastern part of the state.  In the central 
part of state, there are two charter boat fishermen.  His business usually buys 1–1.5 
million pounds of crabs a year.  In 2000 when there was a drought and not a lot of 
river water, he purchased 5.8 million pounds.  He believes that the colors on the 
land loss map should represent loss of money instead of loss of land.  He asked that 
economic impacts be considered when studies are done in the future and money is 
appropriated.  He knows that the Atchafalaya Spillway had to be built, but is 
caused economic damage to the Acadiana Bay system.  When the Caernarvon 
project was opened at New Orleans, oyster fisherman went to court because some 
oysters were killed.  All of the water that is being sent into the Acadiana Bay 
system is causing an economic problem. 

Response: Comment noted.  Socioeconomic issues will be considered on a project-by-project 
basis as each feature is implemented. 

 
Comment: Mr. Judge Edwards – Mr. Judge Edwards, with the Governor’s Coastal 

Restoration Advisory Committee, said that this is a complex and passionate issue 
with many people and is not an easy problem.  Twenty years ago, 35 square miles 
of coast was lost each year.  Now, that number has slowed to 25 square miles a 
year.  LCA is a dream and is suppose to be the ideas and extension of the 
CWPPRA.  A lot of the larger and more far reaching projects deal with 
reintroducing the river to marshes on the eastern side of the State.  The government 
should empower the private sector to do what cannot be done through LCA because 
of budgetary constraints.  He encouraged the State and the USACE to consider 
general permits to allow the general public to implement projects that fit with the 
strategy of the LCA Plan, such as small diversions, shoreline restoration, bayou 
reintroduction, dedicated dredging, maintaining land bridges, and stabilizing the 
gulf shoreline.  Beneficial uses of dredge material includes creating new marsh and 
protecting existing marsh through maintaining spoil banks.  A typical USACE 
project takes 20 years from design to completion depending on the size and scope 
of the project.  We need to begin the smaller stuff today.  We are all trying to 
grapple with what is the best use of our natural resource. 

Response: Please see General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols and 
the need for immediate action. 

 
Comment: Dr. Donald Pavyoed – Dr. Donald Pavyoed was called but had to leave the 

meeting early.  His comments from the Question and Answer period will be 
considered as official comments and are summarized as follows. 

 Dr. Donald Pavyoed talked about Weeks Bay, which is not specifically in the LCA 
near-term plan.  The shell industry business took all of the coast away.  It was hard 
to convince anybody, including the USACE, that this was bad business and bad 
ecology.  The Weeks Bay project is not part of the near-term plan and has been 
kicked around between the different agencies.  Dr. Pavyoed is very disappointed in 
what Senator Craig Romero has done with Weeks Bay.  When will something be 
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done about the deterioration in Weeks Bay?  The Goodrich family owns the 
property that is being lost, and they wanted to spend money to fix the problem but 
the LDNR did not allow them.  The State of Louisiana was at fault for not letting 
the Goodrich family repair the erosion.  Why can we not fix something as simple as 
Weeks Bay be? 

Response: Weeks Bay is currently being considered under CWPPRA program and may 
ultimately be considered under the Large-Scale and Long-Term Acadiana Bay 
Estuarine Restoration Study. 

 
Comment: Senator Craig Romero – Senator Craig Romero was elected Iberia Parish 

President in 1984.  Iberia Parish is the biggest sugar-producing parish in the state 
bringing in $90 million per year, while St. Martin Parish sugar farmers produce $70 
million per year.  In 1984, the USACE was asked to dredge Bayou Teche to aid in 
the transport of raw sugar to refineries.  The bayou did not get dredged until last 
year and only because Senator John Breaux got involved.  The Mississippi River-
Gulf Outlet (MRGO) is destroying Plaquemines and St. Bernard Parishes in term of 
coastal restoration.  The USACE is refusing to listen to the people to do something 
and slow down the erosion.  In Lafourche Parish, saltwater is getting into the public 
water system.  On Pecan Island, 40 cattle died from saltwater ingestion.  A set of 
rocks were put in Morgan City, but the USACE ripped the rocks out and this is why 
there are ecological problems in Acadiana Bay estuary system today.  Now most of 
the problems in Acadiana Bay are because of the USACE. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Sherrill Segrera – Mr. Sherrill Segrera said that agriculture is a very 

important economic benefit to the central part of the state, and high salinity is a 
detriment to that industry.  He wanted to point out an alternative in the western side 
of Southwest Pass, but it was not shown on the maps.  Mr. Constance replied that 
some alternatives that were discussed previously were not able to be included in the 
near-term plan.  These projects will hopefully be resurrected in the future in some 
longer-termed studies. 

Response: Please see General Response #11 regarding the number of proposed features in 
Subprovince 4. 

 
Comment: Mr. Smitty Smith – Mr. Smitty Smith, President of Louisiana Wildlife Federation, 

commended the USACE on the scientific program.  He hopes that there will be 
safeguards so scientists can work without political pressure.  He is glad to see this 
getting started.  It is time to quit talking and start making things happen. 

Response: Comment Noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Billy Tauzin, III – Mr. Billy Tauzin, III thanked the USACE and other 

agencies for coming together to make the LCA Report possible.  He also thanked 
everyone for coming out to support LCA.  The comprehensive LCA Plan will be 
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the first round in a long fight to save our coast.  Right-of-ways of private 
landowners whose property will be affected by projects must be addressed 
immediately.  Also, the first fund allocations must be used effectively and 
efficiently.  He applauds the authorization to modify the Davis Pond project to 
optimize marsh creation and supports future multi-purpose operations of the 
Houma Navigation Canal Lock.  The beneficial use of dredge material has the 
potential to reclaim lost land immediately and has been successful in the private 
sector for years.  Every cubic yard of dredge material that comes from construction 
of the deepwater access channel to the Port of Iberia is needed to protect and 
restore the coast.  The beneficial use of dredge material should be one of the 
highest priorities.  The time for crisis is now, and the time for study is over.  There 
is still a long way to go in trying to save the wetlands. 

Response: Please see General Response #5 regarding the 10-year planning horizon and 
General Response #8 regarding project implementation protocols and the need for 
immediate action and General Response #2 regarding the Science and Technology 
Program. 
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2.6 MANDEVILLE, LOUISIANA PUBLIC MEETING 
(AUGUST 5, 2004) 

2.6.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:30 P.M.  Mandeville Mayor Eddie Price welcomed the USACE to 
Mandeville.  In his welcome, Mayor Price said that eight years ago, the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) told the City of Mandeville that there were bad emissions from the 
City’s sewage treatment plant into Lake Pontchartrain.  In response to this, the City put together 
a $2 million plan to utilize wetlands designed to treat the sewage rather than build a $15 million 
mechanical treatment plant.  After discussing this solution, Mayor Price noted that the wetlands 
plan has saved the City $600,000 a year in energy costs and brought emission levels down.  The 
mayor also noted that the USACE assisted in the process because the City was contemplating a 
wetlands assimilation program for 1,200 acres to the west that had been badly depleted by 
saltwater intrusion.  By working together, he said that the marsh has grown ten times to be what 
it is today.  In closing, Mayor Price thanked the USACE and everyone for attending. 

Colonel Peter Rowan, District Engineer for the USACE New Orleans District, set the stage for 
the format of the meeting and gave a presentation accompanied by slides.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) answer any questions regarding 
the report, and 3) receive official public comments.  The comment period extended through 
August 23, 2004.  This is the sixth of nine meetings.  Three of the meetings were held out of 
state so that people outside of the Louisiana coastal zone could become aware of the problem 
(see table 2). 

Mr. Dan Llewellyn, Coastal Restoration Division of the LDNR, welcomed everyone for 
attending and participating.  This is the first step down a long road to restore coastal Louisiana. 

2.6.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 40 people attended the meeting.  Names 
of those who signed in are below: 

Gary Allen, UNO  
Ruth Allen  
Len Bahr, Governor’s Office 
Thoma Bjerstedt, USMMS 
Richard Boyd, Times-Picayune 
Peggy Breland, Vitter for Senate  
Barry Brupbacher, DMJM & Harris 
Deborah D. Caraway 
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Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance 
Barbara Dodds, League of Women Voters, St. Tammany 
Beverly Etheridge, USEPA 
Kelly Fitzmaurice, Advocates for Smart Growth 
Charles Floca 
Priscilla Floca, Earthworks 
Pat Forbes, GOCA 
Mark Ford, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 
Heather Gordon, Pontchartrain Inst. (UNO) 
Catherine Grouchy, USFWS 
Lynn Haase 
Dennis Jones 
Maurice Jordan, Tangipahoa Parish Council 
Joan Lanier, USACE 
John D. Zach Lea 
Michael P. Lockwood, Jordan, Jones & Gaulding 
John Lopez, LPBF 
Jens Lorenz, SELF 
Edward “Bubby” Lyons 
Jill Mastrototuro, Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation 
Loretto O’Reilly, Jr., Abita Springs Landscape Commission and Advocates for Smart Growth 
Jeanene Peckham, USEPA 
Ann Pettit, LWVNO 
R. Barry Pierce, PBQD 
Manuel Ruiz, LDWF 
Ron Sanders, Levitron 
Hazel Sinclair 
James Sinclair, USMMS 
Cindy S. Steyer, USDA-NRCS 
William C. Sullivan  
Randy Waesche  
Linda Walker, League of Women Voters 
Rick Wilke 

2.6.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session.  Colonel Rowan and 
Mr. Llewellyn received the comments. 
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Comment: Ms. Peggy Breland – Ms. Peggy Breland, Vitter for Senate, read a statement from 
State Congressman David Vitter.  Restoring Louisiana’s coastal wetlands is vital to 
the State, not only because of the massive amounts of land being lost, but because 
of transportation routes and infrastructure important to the nation’s energy supply 
that are becoming vulnerable to the elements without the protection of the 
wetlands.  More people are becoming at risk from hurricanes because of the 
disappearing natural barriers.  It will take a strong commitment from the entire state 
to combat this problem.  The near-term approach is only the beginning of efforts to 
save Louisiana’s coast. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Doug Daigle – Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance, said that 

comments made by his organization during the scoping process were incorrectly 
recorded in the draft report.  The Mississippi River Basin Alliance did not state that 
they wanted the Inner Harbor Navigation Lock completed by 2013.  He 
commended the USACE and the LCA team for their work in putting together the 
near-term plan.  The WRDA is large and complex.  There are provisions in WRDA 
that do not have anything to do with coastal Louisiana but will affect whether the 
bill passes or not.  The WRDA bill includes the proposed expansion of the lock and 
dam system on the upper Mississippi River basin, which will cost billions.  The 
WRDA bill also includes provisions for how the USACE operates in terms of 
accountability measures and an ambitious ecological restoration of the upper 
Mississippi River basin.  It is important for the public to understand that some of 
these other issues may determine the fate of the WRDA bill.  Louisiana Senators 
need to work towards a compromise to get the bill passed. 

Response: Comment noted.  The summary of Mr. Daigle’s scoping comments has been 
revised to better reflect the intent of his comment. 

 
Comment: Mr. Mark Ford – Mr. Mark Ford was called but did not wish to make any 

comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Dennis Jones – Mr. Dennis Jones, Archaeologist, talked about the 

environmental impact on cultural resources and referred to the picture on page 5 of 
an overview that showed an eroding cemetery.  Whatever happens with coastal 
erosion, prehistoric and historic sites will be impacted.  There needs to be a 
comprehensive effort made to document the cultural resources that are within the 
entire coastal zone. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see Historic and Cultural Resources in the final EIS, 
chapter 3.16.  Furthermore, additional information will be obtained related to 
cultural resources during the implementation portion of each restoration feature. 

 
Comment: Ms. Jill Mastrototuro – Ms. Jill Mastrototuro, Environmental Coordinator with 

the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation, thanked all of the agencies for all the 
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work and effort they have done.  This plan is very good in identifying and 
describing the problem that is occurring in the Pontchartrain Basin.  The Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin Foundation supports the small diversion at Hope Canal, which 
suffers from subsidence as well as saltwater intrusion due to the MRGO.  She 
acknowledged that while rock dikes are needed to prevent the breakthrough of Lake 
Borgne with the MRGO, this actual feature is mitigation and not restoration.  The 
public has worked tirelessly in their effort to close the MRGO.  Closure of the 
MRGO is defined as the elimination of the channel maintenance dredging, 
relocation of the three remaining MRGO facilities serviced by deep draft ships, and 
the construction of a navigation structure.  The LCA Plan must include public input 
and support to close the MRGO.  She agreed with Ms. Linda Walker that there is a 
need to balance environmental permitting of wetlands.  In St. Tammany Parish, 
48,000 acres of wetlands have been paved over in the last 18 years due to 
development. 

Response: Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature. 

 
Comment: Mr. Loretto O’Reilly, Jr. – Mr. Loretto O’Reilly, Jr., was called but declined to 

give comments. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Ms. Hazel Sinclair – Ms. Hazel Sinclair commended the effort that everyone has 

made to bring the nation’s attention to the wetland loss.  Wetlands are a valuable 
natural resource in this state.  The wetlands are important for recreational and 
aesthetic value as well as providing flood control and water quality.  Louisiana is 
asking the country to support our effort for wetland restoration while at the same 
time development is filling in the wetlands in our backyards at an alarming rate and 
changing the hydrology of the area. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Ms. Linda Walker – Ms. Linda Walker, Water Resources Chair for the League of 

Women Voters of Louisiana, would like to see the draft report include more detail 
about what it will cost the State for operation, maintenance, and property 
acquisitions.  She feels that the USACE needs to outline some of the things the 
Science and Technology Committee need to address.  For example, at the 
American Association of Science Conference in June, it was estimated that the sea 
level would rise 88 centimeters in the next 100 years due to global warming.  This 
must be taken into consideration when talking about sustainability of anything that 
is built.  The Science and Technology Program should also address the impact and 
contribution of subsidence by oil and gas production.  In the overall management, 
there needs to be integration with permitting actions done by the USACE and a 
need to look at easements and restricting uses on the front end.  Cooperation from 
other agencies is also needed.  There is a concern that there needs to be better 
coordination with the USACE, Galveston District, particularly pertaining to plans 
to channelize the Sabine River. 
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Response: Please see General Response #4 regarding the coordination roles for agencies and 
local governments in the LCA Study and General Response #10 regarding 
proposed LCA funding. 

 
Comment: Mr. Rick Wilke – Mr. Rick Wilke has seen the loss of cypress trees from saltwater 

intrusion in Lake Maurepas.  He is happy to see that three projects are in the plan to 
get freshwater in this area and help restore the habitats.  The diversion in Myrtle 
Grove will also be beneficial as well as reauthorization of the Caernarvon.  The 
idea of keeping the MRGO open and dredged for the large ships is only prolonging 
the saltwater intrusion problem.  The rock banks are needed to prevent Lake 
Borgne and the MRGO from joining.  There is a huge expense to maintain the 
MRGO.  Some of the money that has been used for dredging should be given to the 
few vessels that use the MRGO as compensation for taking alternate, longer routes.  
In the long-term, it makes sense to start the immediate shut down of the MRGO. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 
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2.7 ALEXANDRIA, LOUISIANA PUBLIC MEETING 
(AUGUST 9, 2004) 

2.7.1 Introduction 

Mr. John Jurgensen, U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
began the meeting at 6:30 P.M. by welcoming everyone to the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA) 
public meeting.  He explained that central and northern Louisiana are affected by the loss of 
wetlands through the impact of tropical storms and hurricanes.  For every mile of wetland 
present, the storm surge is reduced by a foot.  Also, the Louisiana economy is affected by the 
loss of the coastal zone; five of the nation’s 15 largest ports are in this region.  In addition, 1,900 
square miles of coastal marsh, equivalent to the size of Delaware, has been lost in the past 
decade.  Therefore, it is only a matter of time before the storms cause a greater impact on the 
areas north of the coastal zone. 

Mr. Jurgensen noted that part of the study presented at this public meeting is an ongoing effort to 
address coastal loss.  The CWPPRA has more of a small-scale defensive strategy in which 13 
years of work and 126 projects has created, restored, and protected 134,000 acres of wetlands.  
Based on the projected land loss over the next 50 years, this effort is not enough.  LCA was 
developed to address larger-scale projects.  This is the seventh public meeting in a series of nine 
meetings to present the LCA strategy to the public to receive comments and concerns from the 
entire State of Louisiana. 

Colonel Peter Rowan kicked off the meeting by giving a presentation accompanied by slides.  He 
stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) 
answer questions, and 3) receive official public comments. 

Dan Llewellyn, LDNR, welcomed everyone and noted that this is an important first step toward 
restoring the Louisiana coastline.  The LCA team welcomes the presence and support of the 
audience. 

2.7.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 19 people attended the meeting.  The 
members of the public were asked to stand up and introduce themselves.  Names of those who 
signed in are below: 

Rick Bryan, Louisiana Audubon Council Paul Medica, Jr. 
David Byrd David Michiels, CCA 
Marty Floyd, USDA-NRCS Tim Morrison, LDWF 
Wia. David Harris, Louisiana Hydroelectric Dutch Velta 
Michael Johnson Congressman Dave Vitter 
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Cherie Jurgensen, Local Educator Gus Voltz, Jr. 
John Jurgensen, USDA-NRCS Paul Wallace, USDA-NRCS 
Nathan Krig, CCA Paul Whitehead, LDWF 
Ralph L. Lauvihuff, Louisiana Hydroelectric Ann Wilson, City of Alexandria 
Cathy Medica  

2.7.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session.  Colonel Rowan and 
Mr. Llewellyn received the comments. 

Comment: Mr. Rick Bryan – Mr. Rick Bryan, a resident of Pineville, appreciated the 
opportunity to comment on the Coastal Restoration Plan on behalf of the Forest and 
Water Issues Committee of the Audubon Council.  He has worked on many 
projects including stopping the proposal to build a lake on Kisatchie Bayou, 
preventing channelization of a bayou in Concordia Parish and along the Bouge 
Chitto River in the Florida Parishes, and protecting Catahoula Lake from the 
Ouachita Black River Navigation Channel.  Mr. Bryan notes that he mentions these 
things to let the USACE know that he is aware of the activities within the agency.  
Mr. Bryan has served on the Governor’s Advisory Counsel on Coastal Forest 
Conservation and Use.  The impact of subsidence, particularly on the Bald Cypress 
Forest, is the leading cause to the loss of timber.  Mr. Bryan acknowledges that 
boundaries must be established, but feels that no coastal restoration plan can be 
valid unless it encompasses entire watersheds or ecoregions including the 
Atchafalaya Basin, all the way up to the Old River Control Structure.  To not 
include the Atchafalaya Basin is sheer biological folly.  In the 1970s, the old State 
Planning Office identified some 50 critical areas in the coastal zone that needed to 
be protected.  He wonders if the USACE is aware of this study, and if not, would 
they be interested in receiving a copy.  Mr. Bryan is strongly in favor of closing the 
MRGO.  He is not convinced of the economic justification for enlarging the locks 
on the Industrial Canal, particularly if this project will increase contaminants in 
Lake Pontchartrain.  Has the USACE fully explored environmental justice since 
one of the places which will be impacted is the ethnic Holy Cross community in 
New Orleans?  Finally, Mr. Bryan is appalled at the plan to deposit fill from the 
dredging of the Sabine/Natchez Navigation Channel on the coastal beaches of 
Texas and Louisiana.  Much of the loss of our coastal marsh can be tied to the flood 
control and navigation channel activities of the USACE and the canals of the oil 
industry.  Mr. Bryan believes that the USACE has the ability to do a good job of 
restoring our coastal zone; however, the job of the Audubon Council is to make 
certain that they do. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature and General Response #12 regarding hazardous substances in Beneficial 
Use materials, and General Response #3 regarding the LCA Study Area. 
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Comment: Ms. Cathy Medica – Ms. Cathy Medica was called to give her comment, but had 
already left the meeting. 

Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Paul Medica – Mr. Paul Medica was called to give his comment, but had 

already left the meeting. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Ms. Ann Wilson – Ms. Ann Wilson, City of Alexandria, thanked the USACE for 

the opportunity to hold the meeting in central Louisiana and giving more of the 
public a chance to respond.  Ms. Wilson’s interest in coastal restoration is mainly 
due to her parents, from Cameron Parish, who have a great love for the beach.  
When looking at the coastal problems, most of the problems are self-inflicted.  The 
dunes and other protective measures on the beaches are destroyed by 4-wheelers, 
motor vehicles, and parish work including bulldozing the dunes to make the beach 
smooth and pretty for the next holiday.  We need to enforce the laws (specifically 
State Law 544) in the coastal areas.  The old ways of doing things needs to be 
limited/restricted and laws need to be enforced.  Parishes must enforce existing 
laws before additional Federal and state funds are granted.  Ms. Wilson then 
thanked the USACE for allowing her the chance to express her views. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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2.8 BAY ST. LOUIS, MISSISSIPPI PUBLIC MEETING 
(AUGUST 10, 2004) 

2.8.1 Introduction 

Mr. Ellis Cuevas, Sea Coast Echo/Hancock Chamber, began the meeting at 6:30 P.M.  He 
welcomed the USACE to the Mississippi gulf coast on behalf of the City of Bay St. Louis and 
other communities.  This meeting is for the USACE to bring the local citizens up to date on the 
loss of coastal wetlands in Louisiana.  The USACE, the Louisiana Department of Natural 
Resources, and the State of Louisiana have undertaken a coastal ecosystem restoration study that 
covers 20,000 miles of Louisiana coast from Texas to Mississippi.  The interdisciplinary team 
members include the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  The study is available for review 
and is open for comments until August 23, 2004. 

Mr. Cuevas noted that humans have never been the best caretakers of the environment.  The 
Louisiana coastal plain remains the largest coastal wetland system in the entire United States.  
Many of the residents in Mississippi rely on the Louisiana coastlands for recreation and 
commercial purposes.  Mr. Cuevas mentioned that we have to take care of the environment for 
the future and recently have not done a very good job. 

Colonel Peter Rowan, District Engineer for the New Orleans District, kicked off the meeting by 
giving a presentation accompanied by slides.  He stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 
1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) answer questions, and 3) receive official public 
comments.  Other meeting locations outside of Louisiana included Texas and Tennessee (see 
table 2). 

Mr. Dan Llewellyn, LDNR, welcomed everyone to the meeting.  In spirit of being good 
neighbors, he welcomed the local citizens participating in this effort.  Mr. Llewellyn noted that 
this is just the first few steps in the restoration of the coastal wetlands and looks forward to the 
continued participation in this long process. 

2.8.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, approximately 25 people attended the meeting.  Names 
of those who signed in are below: 

Ellis C. Cuevas, Sea Coast Echo/Hancock Chamber Joan Lanier, USACE 

Brent Duet, HNTB Corporation Tommy Longo, City of Waveland 

Cynthia Duet, Governors Office Coastal Tim Morrison, LDWF 

Ben Goodwin, Lockheed Martin Warren Myers, HNTP Corporation 
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Catherine Grouchy, USFWS Ronald Ruth, LDWF 

Charles Hartzog Mark Schleitstein, Times-Picayune 

Philip Hollis, USACE, Vicksburg Bernie Shallbetter, Sea Coast Echo 

David Hylender, Department of Marine Resources Hilary Snow 

Bob Ivarsen, HNTB Corporation Neil Wagoner, HTNB Corp 

Bill Johnson, Compton Eng/County Eng Les Waguespack 

E. Burton Kemp, CEI Stuart Williamson, Hancock County Resident 

Kathleen Kemp  

2.8.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session.  Colonel Rowan and 
Mr. Llewellyn received the comments. 

Comment: Mr. Cuevas – Mr. Cuevas appreciates the concerns of everyone present at the 
meeting.  He noted that attention needs to be given to things that have been done, 
but were not necessarily in the best interest of the environment.  The USACE, State 
of Louisiana, and everyone else involved in this project needs to be commended on 
their efforts.  Mr. Cuevas acknowledged that this project is a big task, but it means 
so much to everyone.  He then thanked everyone for being present at the meeting. 

Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Bob Iverson – Mr. Bob Iverson was called to give his comment but had no 

comment at this time. 
Response: No response required. 
 
Comment: Mr. Burton Kemp – Mr. Burton Kemp, retiree of the USACE and currently 

working for Coastal Environments, had two comments.  Generally speaking, Mr. 
Kemp thought the program was well thought out, well presented, and the USACE 
should be complimented along with the help they have had.  Both of his comments 
had to do with the MRGO.  The first comment is for the management programs and 
the $80 million to be spent on rock dikes on the left bank of the MRGO and in 
Lake Borgne.  He appreciates the fact that there is a serious erosion problem, but 
there is no mention in the plan to seriously modify the MRGO to add a control 
structure that would limit the saltwater intrusion and depth of the channel.  The 
second comment is for the long-term projects in the Mississippi River Delta area; a 
lot of projects are mentioned, but there are no specifics with respect to the MRGO.  
These are just constructive comments Mr. Kemp felt he needed to make.  He then 
thanked the USACE for their time. 

Response: Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration 
Feature. 
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2.9 MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE PUBLIC MEETING 
(AUGUST 12, 2004) 

2.9.1 Introduction 

The meeting began at 6:30 P.M. 

Mr. Ross Melinchuk, Director of Public Policy, Ducks Unlimited, kicked off the meeting.  He 
pointed out that although Memphis was far from the coast, the Mississippi River provides a vital 
link.  He then gave an overview of the value of the Louisiana wetlands to waterfowl, the oil and 
gas industry, and the seafood industry.  He emphasized that the loss of wetlands must be halted. 

Colonel Peter Rowan gave an introductory presentation accompanied by slides.  He stated that 
the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) provide an overview of the study findings, 2) answer 
questions, and 3) receive official public comments.  The comment period extended through 
August 23, 2004. This was the last of nine public meetings. 

Ms. Jean Cowan, Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, thanked the audience for their 
interest in Louisiana’s coastal problems.  She emphasized the connection between Louisiana’s 
coastal resources and the needs of the Nation.  She asked for the support of the audience. 

2.9.2 Attendees 

In addition to members of the LCA PDT, twenty-one people attended the meeting: 

Robert Bosenberg, USACE, New Orleans District Hite McLean, Lawyer 

Rosanna Cappellato, Rhodes College Richard Mochow, Sierra Club 

Todd Christian, University of Memphis Tom Poer, HNTB 

Brent Duet, HNTB Dave Reece, USACE, Memphis District 

Cynthia Duet, Louisiana Governor’s office Jim Reeder, USACE, Memphis District 

Charles Earnest, Elk Chute Drainage District Philip Rodgers, APAC Tennessee, Inc. 

Terry Flanagan, HNTB Clyde Southern, Drainage District, No. 1 in Missouri 

Karla Gage, University of Memphis Sam Testa, USDA 

Emily Greer, University of Memphis Gary Rauber USACE, New Orleans District 

Catherine Grouchy, USFWS Don Richardson, Sierra Club 

Nick Haynes, APCA Tennessee, Inc. Rodney Thomas, City of Memphis 

Joan Lanier, USACE, New Orleans District Mike Thron, USACE, Memphis District 

Tom Lawrence, Resident of Memphis Sue Williams 

Melissa Lee, University of Memphis Les Waguespack, USACE, Mississippi Valley Division 

Ross Melinchuk, Ducks Unlimited  

Public Comments and Responses 2-44 November 2004 



   

2.9.3 Public Comments 

The floor was opened to comments.  Mr. Axtman facilitated the session.  Colonel Rowan and 
Ms. Cowan received the comments. 

 
Comment: Mr. Charles Earnest – Mr. Charles Earnest, President of Elk Chute Drainage 

District and Missouri farmer, said that he agreed with the comments of Mr. 
Southern.  During the mussel example cited by Mr. Southern, the USACE took 
3 years to perform basic maintenance of a vital channel and caused at least a year’s 
delay.  During 2 of the 3 years there was flooding that caused damage to homes and 
crop loss.  The mussels are everywhere and thrive in drainage ditches. 

 His drainage district is concerned with potential economic, business, and regulatory 
impacts of this project.  The project has implications well beyond southern 
Louisiana.   

 He asked what restrictions, regulations, or taxes would be placed on his region for 
fertilizer use; farm herbicide/insecticide use; urban and suburban pesticide runoff; 
cattle, hog, or poultry operations; city development; industrial development; river 
ports; or navigation.  Is there a restoration plan-related funding mechanism?  
Would there be taxes on particular products like gasoline, chemicals, nitrogen, and 
fertilizer?  Would there be taxes or use fees on city runoff, sewage projects, or 
utility bills? 

 To the extent that hypoxia preceded industrialization, what could be the standard of 
success:  No hypoxia at all, or a no-target effort controlling nonpoint sources?  
Land and sediment loss on the Gulf coast is due partly to the success of erosion 
control in agricultural in the entire Mississippi Basin. 

 Defending their property, businesses, communities, and families at the earliest 
possible opportunity is their best strategy.  Local and elected community leaders 
understand this viewpoint, while out-of-area NGOs remain bewildered. 

 Should the environmental, regulatory, and economic costs spread up the 
Mississippi Basin, the USACE will hear from every member of Congress, every 
state legislator, and county commissioner from North Carolina to South Dakota. 

Response: Comments noted.  It is not within the scope of the LCA Study or within the 
authority of the USACE to recommend a funding mechanism for LCA 
implementation.  The LCA Plan will be authorized by Congress, who will in turn 
determine the appropriate funding mechanism for this effort. 

 
Comment: Mr. Ross Melinchuk – Mr. Ross Melinchuk, thanked everyone.  The nation 

depends on the resources of coastal Louisiana for their livelihood, whether that is 
on gas production, national security, commerce, fish and wildlife habitat.  This is 
not Louisiana’s problem to deal with alone but a national crisis with nation-wide 
implications that is going to draw attention from more sectors of the community 
around this country.  It will take the input of all Americans. 
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Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment: Mr. Clyde Southern – Mr. Clyde Southern, Drainage District, No. 1, Steele, 

Missouri, had comments on Volumes 1 and 2.  He has 50 years of experience in 
Missouri.  The Flood Control Act of 1928 helped his family and friends prosper in 
the former swampland.  He supports a plan that will achieve and sustain a coastal 
ecosystem that can support and protect the environment, the economy, and culture 
of Southern Louisiana and thus contribute to the economy and well-being of the 
nation.  However, there is more to be considered than just southern Louisiana.  
Actions such as changing the level of the water in the upper Mississippi might 
significantly change the minimum required navigation draft. 

 Hypoxia – this is a significant environmental problem affecting the northern Gulf 
as well as a problem of national importance.  Is there a hidden agenda to tax 
nitrogen fertilizers to finance the plan? Will navigation and the transportation of 
cargoes be required to pay additional taxes on fuels, the use of locks, and the 
control structures?  Is agriculture the principal culprit in the dissemination of 
nitrates?  What about industry, sewage treatment plants, urban runoff, and even the 
atmosphere?  They have used independent labs and testing centers to see if their 
region contributes to pesticide contamination or nitrates in the water.  All tests have 
come up negative.  The dead zone may be a media term or it may be a product of 
Mother Nature from thousands of years of runoff.  They have been subjected to 
lawsuits by environmental groups.  The Environmental Impact Statement states that 
the Tentatively Selected Plan of restoration would result in a relatively small 
reduction in nutrients discharged into the northern gulf from the Mississippi River.  
Such a reduction would have a minor positive effect on hypoxia.  The EIS says the 
plan would reduce Mississippi River nutrient delivery to the outer Gulf shelf to 
reduce hypoxia.  The report does not say how much nutrients would be reduced and 
just how much hypoxia would be reduced. 

 Navigation and Commerce – Changes from the levees, flood control structures, 
cutoffs, and floodways that have been inaugurated by the USACE cast doubt upon 
the solutions that are offered by the Louisiana Coastal Area study. When the study 
report mentions impediments to navigation and proposes rerouting of the 
Mississippi River and the Atchafalaya River navigation channels, it raises a red flag 
to every port authority in the Mississippi River Basin.  Delays or restricted access 
that would interrupt the transport of goods to ports in the Louisiana Coastal Area is 
a serious concern.  Any use of river water or the diversion of flows and channels 
anywhere on the river system are a cause for concern.  Scientific studies may be in 
order. 

 Levees and Flood Control – The EIS says that the construction and management of 
levees and control structures alter sediment supply and limit the building of new 
lands.  The National Environmental Policy Act has resulted in numerous delays in 
critical flood control projects.  Flood control projects along the Arkansas-Missouri 
border were delayed 2 or more years because of the fat pocketbook pearly mussel 
in the St. Francis River.  Thousands of these mussels are present in all drainage 

Public Comments and Responses 2-46 November 2004 



   

ditches in the St. Francis Basin and should not have been on the endangered list.  
However, the USACE stopped the dredging process and moved the mussels. 

 Balance – The report lacks balance.  Final public hearings, actions from higher 
levels of the Federal government, and the oversight of Congress could provide this 
balance.  Farmers in the southeast lowlands and Missouri and northeast Arkansas 
are good stewards of natural resources and believe in the protection of the 
environment.  It is frustrating to see well-financed environmental organizations 
dominate the preparation of endless environmental documents. 

 Planning and Implementation – Environmental organizations seem to have 
dominated the study and evaluation process.  The plan calls for program 
management at the USACE division level with program execution at the district 
level.  It would be very interesting to see comments or opinions from the districts at 
Vicksburg, Memphis, and St. Louis, which are part of the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries with oversight from the Mississippi River Commission. 

 Mississippi River Commission – They are known to be stern but fair in their 
observations and activities.  It will be interesting to see how they view this plan. 

Response: Comments noted.  It is not within the scope of the LCA Study or within the 
authority of the USACE to recommend a funding mechanism for LCA 
implementation.  The LCA Plan will be authorized by Congress, who will in turn 
determine the appropriate funding mechanism for this effort. 

 Furthermore, the LCA Study does not have a specific goal with respect to reducing 
hypoxia.  Rather, it has an objective of helping to address the problem by reducing 
the amount of nutrients discharged from the Mississippi River into the northern 
Gulf of Mexico.  For a discussion of Federal efforts to address Gulf hypoxia, see 
the “Action Plan for Reducing, Mitigating, and Controlling Hypoxia in the 
Northern Gulf of Mexico.”  The Plan can be located via the Internet at: 
http://www.epa.gov/msbasin/actionplan.htm. 

 The direct anthropogenic cause of the reduction in sediment input to the deltaic 
plain of coastal Louisiana is the construction of levees on the Mississippi River, not 
changes in sediment loads in the river due to upstream agricultural practices and 
other actions.  While changes in the sediment load in the Mississippi River could 
affect the performance of restoration measures, such changes would only be 
relevant in cases where riverine inputs to deltaic wetlands have been restored. 

 
Comment: Ms. Sue Williams – Ms. Sue Williams said that she approved of the concept but 

not the specific details of the plan.  She has visited Coodrie and LUMCON and 
loves the seafood and bird life in the area.  She recommended the book Bayou 
Farwell for some of the detail and politics. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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3.0 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This section provides the written comments on the LCA DPEIS received by USACE during the 
comment period.  USACE received 82 comment letters on the DPEIS.  Table 3 lists the 
commentor’s organizational affiliation (if any), name of the individual commentor and page 
number where the comment letter is located.  An alphanumeric number is assigned to each 
comment and its corresponding response.  Section 3.1 provides copies of all comment letters 
received on the DPEIS and responses to these comments, including indication of where the 
document was modified, if appropriate, in response to these comments.  General responses that 
address multiple comments on particular issues are provided in Section 3.2, and individual 
comments on these issues are referred to the appropriate general response. 
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Table 3 

Written Comments on LCA DPEIS 

Code Affiliation Name Page 
DA  Mr. Doug Arceneaux 3-7 
BTNEP Barataria-Terrebonne 

   National Estuary 
   Program 

Mr. Kerry St. Pé 3-8 

RB  Mr. Robert Boudet 3-13 
POC Cameron Parish Police Jury Ms. Earnestine T. Horn 3-14 
CC  Ms. Cally Chauvin 3-17 
NOEA City of New Orleans 

   Mayor's Office of 
   Environmental Affairs 

  3-18 

CEI-SCLS Coastal Environments, Inc. 
   for St. Charles Land 
   Syndicate 

Mr. Ed Fike 3-23 

CEI-LLE Coastal Environments, Inc. 
   for Louisiana Land and 
   Exploration Co. and 
   Lafourche Reality Co., 
   Inc. 

Mr. Sherwood Gagliano 3-25 

CREST Coastal Restoration and 
   Enhancement Through 
   Science and Technology 

Dr. Piers Chapman 3-27 

CRGSG Coastal Restoration Group, 
   LLC 

Mr. Sherwood Gagliano  3-30 

CL&F#1 Continental Land & Fur 
   Co., Inc. 

Mr. George Strain 3-34 

CL&F#2 Continental Land & Fur 
   Co., Inc. 

Mr. George Strain  3-42 

TD-EIS  Mr. Tim Dantin 3-45 
TD-MR  Mr. Tim Dantin 3-46 
LDNR-CRM Department of Natural 

   Resources, Office of 
   Coastal Restoration and 
   Management 

Mr. David W. Frugé 3-47 

EJD  Mr. Ed J. Doody 3-49 
DORE Doré Energy, Inc. Mr. William J. Doré 3-51 
DU Ducks Unlimited Mr. Ken Babcock 3-52 
CE  Mr. Charles Earnest 3-55 
GOCA Governor's Office of 

   Coastal Activities  
Ms. Sidney Coffee 3-57 
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Code Affiliation Name Page 
GRN Gulf Restoration Network Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and  

   Ms. Cynthia Sarthou 
3-63 

TMH  Mr. Tim Hebert 3-72 
WHH  Dr. William Herke  3-75 
HMH - MR  Mr. Harold M. Herrmann 3-80 
HMH - EIS  Mr. Harold M. Herrmann 3-84 
RLH-EIS  Mr. Ralph L. Herrmann 3-85 
RLH-MR  Mr. Ralph L. Herrmann 3-87 
HTCC Houma-Terrebonne 

   Chamber of Commerce 
   Ms. Kandy Theriot 3-89 

CRG Jefferson County Judge Honorable Carl R. Griffith, 
   Jr. 

3-90 

JFP Jefferson Parish President Mr. Aaron F. Broussard 3-92 
LPG Lafourche Parish 

   Government 
Mr. Jess Curole 3-94 

LPBF#1 Lake Pontchartrain Basin 
   Foundation  

Mr. Carleton Dufrechou 3-96 

LPBF#2 Lake Pontchartrain Basin 
   Foundation 

Mr. Carleton Dufrechou 3-98 

LWV League of Women Voters 
   of Louisiana 

Ms. Jean Armstrong       
   and Ms. Linda M. 
   Walker 

3-99 

AUBN Louisiana Audubon Council Dr. Barry Kohl 3-102 
LCWCRA Louisiana Coastal 

   Wetlands Conservation 
   and Restoration 
   Authority 

Ms. Sidney Coffee 3-108 

LDEQ-EA Louisiana Department of 
   Environmental Quality, 
   Office of Environmental 
   Assessments 

   Ms. Teri F. Lanoue 3-122 

LDEQ-ES Louisiana Department of 
   Environmental Quality, 
   Office of Environmental 
   Services 

Mr. Jim Delahoussaye 3-123 

LDEQ-MF Louisiana Department of 
   Environmental Quality, 
   Office of Management 
   and Finance 

Ms. Lisa L. Miller 3-125 

KLO Louisiana House of 
   Representatives 

Honorable Kenneth L. 
   Odinet, Sr. 

3-127 

AWS Louisiana House of 
   Representatives 

Mr. Alfred W. Speer 3-131 
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Code Affiliation Name Page 
LH-EIS Louisiana Hydroelectric- 

   EIS 
Mr. Ralph L. Laukhauf, Jr. 3-136 

LH-MR Louisiana Hydroelectric- 
   Main Report 

Mr. Ralph L. Laukhauf, Jr. 3-137 

LLA Louisiana Landowners 
   Association, Inc. 

Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois 3-139 

LOTF Louisiana Oyster Task Force Mr. Ralph V. Pausina and 
   Mr. Mike Voisin 

3-150 

WJB Louisiana State Senate Honorable Walter J. 
   Boasso 

3-153 

SH Louisiana State University Dr. Steven Hall 3-154 
LSU Louisiana State University  Mr. William L. Jenkins 3-155 
LWF Louisiana Wildlife Federation Mr. E.R. "Smitty" Smith, III 3-156 
SGM  Mr. Samuel G. Manisialio 3-160 
MRBA-EIS Mississippi River Basin 

   Alliance - EIS 
Mr. Doug Daigle 3-161 

MRBA-MR Mississippi River Basin 
   Alliance – Main Report 

Mr. Doug Daigle 3-164 

NWF National Wildlife Federation  Ms. Susan Kaderka 3-170 

NRCS Natural Resources 
   Conservation Service 

 3-174 

NSBA North Shore Beach 
   Association 

Mr. Tommy Raymond 3-222 

AJP  Mr. A.J. Planche, Jr. 3-224 
PPG Plaquemine Parish 

   Government 
Mr. Benny Rouselle 3-228 

PONO Port of New Orleans Mr. Gary P. LaGrange 3-231 
ROR Restore or Retreat Ms. Jennifer B. Armand 3-232 
SRA Sabine River Authority Mr. Jack Tatum 3-234 
SJS  Ms. Sherrill Sagrera  3-238 
SCDC Sierra Club, New Orleans 

   Group, Delta Chapter 
Mr. Harvey Stern 3-239 

SLLD South Lafourche Levee 
   District 

Mr. Windell A. Curole 3-244 

SBPGDA St. Bernard Parish 
   Government, Coastal 
   Zone Advisory 
   Committee 

Mr. David Arceneaux 3-246 

SBPCCT St. Bernard Parish Council Mr. Craig Taffaro 3-248 
SBWF St. Bernard Wetlands 

   Foundation, Inc. 
Mr. Gatien Livaudais 3-250 
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Code Affiliation Name Page 
TCZM Terrebonne Coastal Zone 

   Management and 
   Restoration Advisory 
   Committee 

Mr. Nolan Bergeron 3-252 

TLCD Terrebonne Levee and 
   Conservation District  

Mr. Jerome Zeringue 3-261 

TPPDS Terrebonne Parish President Mr. Don Schwab 3-262 
TNC The Nature Conservancy Mr. Keith Ouchley 3-263 
TCC Thibodaux Chamber of 

   Commerce 
Mr. William J. Barbara  
   and Dr. Allayne Pizzolato 

3-268 

NMFS-FWS U.S. Department of 
   Commerce, National 
   Marine Fisheries Service, 
   Southeast Regional 
   Office 

Mr. Richard Hartman 3-269 

NMFS U.S. Department of 
   Commerce, National 
   Marine Fisheries Service, 
   Southeast Regional 
   Office 

Mr. Richard Hartman 3-270 

DOI U.S. Department of Interior Dr. Stephen R. Spencer 3-275 
DOIS U.S. Department of 

   Interior, Mineral 
   Management Service 

Dr. Stephen R. Spencer 3-336 

FHA U.S. Department of 
   Transportation, Federal 
   Highway Administration  

Mr. William A. Sussman 3-352 

EPA U.S. Environmental 
   Protection Agency 

Mr. Miguel Flores 3-357 

JIV  Mr. Joseph I. Vincent 3-367 
WWM#1 Wetlands and Wildlife 

   Management Co. 
Mr. Allen Ensminger 3-381 

WWM#2 Wetlands and Wildlife 
   Management Co. 

Mr. Allen Ensminger 3-385 

JAW  Mr. John A. Whittle 3-386 
CSW  Ms. Carolyn Shaddock 

   Woosley 
3-389 
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3.1 WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This section provides copies of all comment letters received on the DPEIS and responses to these 
comments, including indication of where the document was modified, if appropriate, in response 
to these comments. 
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Letter 1: Mr. Doug Arceneaux (DA) 

DA 01:  Comment noted.  See General Response # 1 
regarding MRGO. 
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Letter 2: Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary Program (BTNEP) 
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Letter 2: Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuar am (BTNEP) Letter 2: Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuar am (BTNEP)  

BTNEP 01:  Protection o io-economic resources is one of 
the Critical Need Criteria  by the LCA near-term plan 
(critical needs criteria #4 posed restoration features in the 
LCA Plan address the ne ain flood protection and protect 
such resources as culture ities, infrastructure, business 
and industry.  As represe  planning objectives of the LCA 
study, the continued dive  coastal ecosystem is the basis 
for defining successful re However, the achievement of 
measurable and efficient  success, assessed in the LCA 
Plan modeling effort, req temporal and spatial trade offs 
in terms of ecosystem us ot inconsistent with the historic 
conditions that have occu hout the Louisiana coast.  The 
implementation of the LC d future restoration actions will 
always consider and attem age the level of tradeoffs across 
all system functions and 
 
BTNEP 02:  The feature at the Myrtle Grove location by 
the LCA Study cost-effec is is a 5,000 cfs diversion with 
dedicated dredging.  How lable formulation information 
indicates that, while 5,00 rs optimal, an upper limit could 
be 15,000 cfs.  The final d NEPA documents will require
assessment of this range ior to presenting a final 
construction recommend  final decision effort will also 
involve additional public nt.   
 
BTNEP 03:  The Critica iteria used to evaluate 
restoration features are b  study planning objectives to 
restore and maintain syst n and diversity.  The critical 
needs criteria were devel
address critical ecosystem
sustainability. 
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Letter 2: Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary Program (BTNEP) 

BTNEP 03 (Continued):  Critical Needs Criterion #1 does 
expressly state that restoration features should prevent future land 
loss.  This criterion is based on the goal of the program to address 
wetland loss and coastal erosion that will continue to result in 
land loss and potential loss of long-term restoration opportunity, 
and reflects the policy goal to stabilize current conditions where 
possible, while developing longer-term and larger-scale actions 
that can be implemented in the future.  Additionally it is not 
coincidental that areas of projected future loss coincide with areas 
of past loss.  In addressing future loss there is some certainty of 
addressing some portion of the past loss. 
 
The application of sorting criteria in the development of the LCA 
Plan resulted in the identification of a technical uncertainty 
regarding source material for multiple sediment delivery projects. 
The study team determined that the delivery of sediment to the 
coastal ecosystem should rely on renewable sources such as the 
Mississippi River or at least sources outside the system.  Because 
there are potential limitations on the quantity as well as rates of 
delivery and renewal for these sources, the execution of multiple 
sediment delivery projects would need to be approached in a 
programmatic manner.  The risk being considered is that 
initiation of one, or multiple projects, will have a long-term 
ability to initiate subsequent projects.  In this regard, additional 
assessment of the most critical needs is required. 
 
While small scale research and demonstration projects have 
shown that sediment transport by pipeline and delivery to marsh 
environments can raise elevations and promote productivity, 
engineering processes and hydrologic and ecologic modeling 
techniques needed to design and implement these projects on a 
scale that would be significant to overall restoration efforts 
require additional investigation.  Some of these issues could be 
addressed by demonstration projects and research conducted 
under the S&T Program. 
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Letter 2: Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary Program (BTNEP) 

BTNEP 03 (Continued):  The river management modeling 
effort proposed as a first step for several of the large-scale 
studies would need to be completed and a best use policy may 
need to be established in conjunction with the results of that 
study. 
 
While it is the long-term goal of the LCA Plan to restore lost 
habitat, fundamental limitations, such as funding, source 
material, and time, have indicated the need to develop a more 
programmatic application.  The proposed Myrtle Grove 
diversion feature will incorporate diversion and sediment 
delivery in the near-term and provide additional insight into 
coordinating these restoration techniques.  Additionally, 
methodologies for sediment delivery via pipeline will also be 
addressed by demonstration projects through the S&T Program 
and improved upon to increase their reliability and 
effectiveness for future restoration efforts. 
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Letter 2: Mr. Kerry St. Pé, Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary Program (BTNEP) 
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Letter 3: Mr. Robert Boudet (RB) 

RB 01:  The feature identified at the Myrtle Grove location by 
the LCA Study cost-effective analysis is a 5,000 cfs diversion 
with dedicated dredging.  However, available formulation 
information indicates that, while 5,000 cfs appears optimal, an 
upper limit could be 15,000 cfs.  The final decision and NEPA 
documents will require assessment of this range in detail prior to 
presenting a final construction recommendation.  This final 
decision effort will also involve additional public involvement.   
 
Dedicated dredging to restore/create marsh is a key part of the 
proposed feature, but is not considered sustainable in and of 
itself.  The larger application of sediment delivery for land 
building was considered in multiple features for the LCA Plan.  
However, the application of sorting criteria in the development of 
the LCA Plan resulted in the identification of a technical 
uncertainty regarding source material.  The study team 
determined that the delivery of sediment to the coastal ecosystem 
should rely on renewable sources such as the Mississippi River or 
at least sources outside the system.  Because there are potential 
limitations on the quantity and rates of renewal for these sources, 
the execution of multiple sediment delivery projects would need 
to be approached in a programmatic manner.  The river 
management modeling effort proposed as a first step for several 
of the large-scale studies would need to be completed and a best 
use policy may need to be established in conjunction with the 
results of that study.  The key to applications of direct wetland 
building as a restoration tool will be the effective minimization of 
cost.  This is not the case when land is being created for 
development and profit is expected to offset cost.   
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Letter 4: Ms. Earnestine T. Horn, Cameron Parish Police Jury (POC) 

POC 01:  Please see General Response #11 regarding LCA 
restoration efforts in Subprovince 4. 
 
POC 02:  Because of the technical uncertainties associated with 
barrier island restoration, the LCA Plan includes demonstration 
projects as part of the S&T Program.  These projects will provide 
insight into the processes needed for design and implementation 
of barrier island restoration. 
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Letter 4: Ms. Earnestine T. Horn, Cameron Parish Police Jury (POC) 

POC 03:  Please see General Response #11 regarding the number 
of proposed features in Subprovince 4. 
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Letter 4: Ms. Earnestine Horn, Cameron Parish Police Jury (POC) 
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Letter 5: Ms. Cally Chauvin (CC) 

CC 01:  Due to the strategic and long-term nature of the proposed 
LCA Plan, the USACE intends to include many different 
interested parties, including educators, in our public involvement 
program.  
 
Future outreach strategies include the involvement of educators 
through workshops, interactive CD-ROMs, and a web site 
devoted to school-age children.  Information will be provided 
periodically via a mailed newsletter and through the Breaux Act 
Newsflash.  For additional information, contact Julie Morgan, 
Outreach Program Specialist for the Coastal Restoration Branch 
of the USACE New Orleans District, at (504) 862-2587.  
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   Letter 6: City of New Orleans Mayor's Office of Environmental Affairs (NOEA) 

NOEA 01:  Construction of gated structures on the MRGO, 
closure and other features are currently being considered in a 
separate study, the results of which would be considered during 
implementation of the LCA Plan.  Please also see General 
Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration Feature.
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   Letter 6: City of New Orleans Mayor's Office of Environmental Affairs (NOEA) 

NOEA 02:  Comment noted.  For additional information, 
please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature. 
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   Letter 6: City of New Orleans Mayor's Office of Environmental Affairs (NOEA) 

NOEA 03:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed 
MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
NOEA 04:  Generally, oil and gas access channels were constructed
within the existing legal framework regulating planning, 
construction, O&M, and removal/abandonment of such structures.  
Accordingly, all impacts were assessed and, if necessary, mitigated 
for during the permitting process for canals dredged after permitting 
requirements were placed in effect.  Typically the requirement of 
closure does not include back filling and does not consider failure 
of the landscape around a constructed closure.  Additional funding 
from private interests for pipeline canal restoration would come in 
the form of additional regulatory requirements or cooperative 
agreements to support restoration.  Recommendation of statutory or 
regulatory changes would be outside the scope of this document.  
The potential for establishment of agreements, including funding 
contributions, in support of the restoration effort may be possible 
and would be in the perview of the state or local cost share sponsor. 
 
NOEA 05:  The issue of increased beneficial use involves not only 
maximum use of available material but also the use of material for 
critical need applications.  The expansion of the beneficial use 
authority may also involve expanding the spatial extent over which 
material may be placed.  Currently, of the 70-90 mcy of dredged 
material removed annually during routine maintenance of 
Federally-authorized navigation channels, the USACE, New 
Orleans District, uses 25 percent-35 percent beneficially for wetland 
creation and/or restoration; creation and maintenance of islands for 
colonial nesting seabirds; restoration of barrier islands; bank 
stabilization; wetland nourishment; and shoreline nourishment.  
Approximately 30 mcy of dredged material is removed annually 
from the bar channel of the MRGO, LA, project; Head of Passes 
and Southwest Pass of the Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to the 
Gulf of Mexico, LA, project; the bar channel of the Atchafalaya 
River and Bayous Chene, Boeuf and Black, LA, project; and the 
inland reaches of the Calcasieu River and Pass, LA projects are 
available for beneficial uses. 
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   Letter 6: City of New Orleans Mayor's Office of Environmental Affairs (NOEA) 

NOEA 06: Concur.  A brief discussion on methylation of 
mercury has been added to Section 4. 
 
NOEA 07:  Adaptive management is defined in the glossary of 
the LCA Plan and FPEIS.  In addition, adaptive management is 
discussed in Section 4 of the Main Report, Section 2 of the 
FPEIS, and in detail in Appendix A. 
 
In the FPEIS, Section 4, the discussion on the input of 
agrochemicals, know as the spring flush, and mention of using 
adaptive may have been misinterpreted.  Adaptive management 
is a process (not technique) and is designed to address scientific 
uncertainties and support the incorporation of the best available 
science into the decision making process.  Appendix A details 
how adaptive management will be used to support decisions 
necessary to implement the LCA Plan.  Adaptive management 
applies to operations and maintenance, which can have 
significant effects on ecosystem response.  Agrochemicals are 
only one element of concern when implementing adaptive 
management, and the LCA Plan will be implemented consistent 
with the Hypoxia Action Plan. 
 
NOEA 08:  Comments noted. 
 
NOEA 09:  Comments noted.  Please see the appropriate 
responses above. 
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NOEA 10:  Please see General Response #7 regarding the 
relationship between Coast 2050 and LCA. 
 
 

   Letter 6: City of New Orleans Mayor's Office of Environmental Affairs (NOEA) 
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          Letter 7: Mr. Ed Fike, Coastal Environments, Inc. for St. Charles Land Syndicate (CEI-SCLS) 

CEI-SCLS 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
CEI-SCLS 02:  Use of the existing authorized Bonnet Carre 
Spillway Project as a freshwater diversion was considered 
during the LCA Plan formulation process.  As outlined in the 
Plan Formulation section of the LCA Plan, the opportunistic 
use of the Bonnet Carre Spillway was eliminated because there 
were scientific or technical uncertainties related to nutrient 
management and feature operation that had to be solved before 
the project could be implemented.  As such, the PDT 
determined that this project feature was too complex to have 
feasibility level decision documents complete and construction 
begun within the next five to ten years of plan implementation.  
Please see Section 3 off the Main Report for further 
information on the description and elimination of the Bonnet 
Carre Spillway Project Feature.  Ongoing work under the 
CWPPRA program is evaluating nutrient budgets and 
operational requirements to prevent adverse effects such as 
algal blooms in Lake Pontchartrain. 
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          Letter 7: Mr. Ed Fike, Coastal Environments, Inc. for St. Charles Land Syndicate (CEI-SCLS) 

CEI-SCLS 03:  Comment noted. 
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CEI-LLE 01: The proposed project for a marsh barrier from 
Bayou La Fourche to Bay Diego was not considered during 
development of the sub-province frameworks because the initial 
Plan Formulation process was completed prior to February 2004, 
when the CWPPRA Regional Planning Meeting was held, and 
there was not sufficient information available on this proposal 
feature during the plan.   
 
The plan will be updated under future LCA authorizations, and 
these updates may include addition of restoration features that 
meet critical needs for ecological restoration. 
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           Letter 8: Mr. Sherwood Gagliano, Coastal Environments, Inc. for Louisiana Land and  
Exploration Co. and Lafourche Reality Co., Inc. (CEI-LLE) 

Public C
om

m
ents and R

esponses 
N

ovem
ber 2004



 

3-26 

 

          Letter 8: Mr. Sherwood Gagliano, Coastal Environments, Inc. for Louisiana Land and  
Exploration Co. and Lafourche Reality Co., Inc. (CEI-LLE) 
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Letter 9: Dr. Piers Chapman, Coastal Restoration and Enhancement 
Through Science and Technology (CREST) 
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  CREST 01:  USACE concurs that the causes and solutions to 

the so-called dead zone are mainly upstream of Louisiana.  
This point is made in Section 1 with the statement that Gulf 
hypoxia is a problem “that will require action throughout the 
Mississippi River Basin to solve.”  Actions implemented as 
part of the LCA Plan will be consistent with the January 2001, 
“Action Plan for Reducing, Mitigating, and Controlling 
Hypoxia in the Northern Gulf of Mexico.” The Hypoxia Action 
Plan describes a national strategy to reduce the frequency, 
duration, size and degree of oxygen depletion in the northern 
Gulf of Mexico.    
 
CREST 02:  The main report does point out that the suspended 
sediments in the river is a critical component in land building 
in the deltaic process and that suspended sediments in the river 
have decreased over time due to the reasons pointed out in the 
above comment.  The proposed alternatives in the near-term 
LCA Plan take into account the past ten-year average sediment 
concentration in making projections for the land building 
capabilities for the river diversion plans.  
 
CREST 03:  Whenever possible, CWPPRA projects were 
integrated and included as features considered for the LCA 
Plan.  In some cases, CWPPRA projects were regional in 
nature and did not meet the large-scale needs of the LCA 
Study.  In addition, please see General Response #6 regarding 
the relationship of CWPPRA and LCA. 
 
CREST 04:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

C
R

ES
T 

01
 

  
  C

R
EST 02 

  
  
  
  

C
R

ES
T 

03
 

  
  
  
  

C
R

EST 04 

  N
ovem

ber 2004

  
  
  



    
  

 

 
 

N
ovem

ber 2004
3-28 

-28 

  
 
 

Letter 9: Dr. Piers Chapman, Coastal Restoration and E hancement 
Through Science and Technology (CREST) 
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  CREST 05:  The S&T P gram structure is described in 

Section 4 of the Main R rt and in detail in Appendix A.  The 
S&T Program structure ludes the Science Coordination 
Team, which will addre oordination and incorporation of 
other ongoing federal, s  and academic research.  The SCT 
coordination effort will comprehensive and will include the 
agency research efforts other restoration programs, other 
federal and state agencie nd programs, and local and 
academic projects that a applicable to the LCA Plan 
restoration effort. 
 
CREST 06:  The prima purpose of the proposed S&T 
Program, and the associ d data collection and management, is 
to support the effective lementation of the LCA Plan.  To 
the maximum extent pos le the S&T and data collection 
effort must also support earch and expansion of the 
knowledge base to impr e the ultimate performance of coastal 
restoration.  However, th efficient implementation of on the 
ground solutions must b he first priority.  Data management 
issues, resources and str gies will be addressed as early 
actions of the S&T Prog .  
 
CREST 07:  Please see neral Response #2 regarding the 
proposed the S&T Progr . 
 
CREST 08:  Individual
effectiveness during the
in the plan formulation p
using traditional estimat
evaluated on a dollar pe
dollar cost per dollar be
analyses.   
 
CREST 09:  Furthermo
flood protection will be 
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rocess.   Costs could be quantified 

ing techniques.  Cost-effectiveness was 
r unit output basis, rather than the 
nefit methods used in traditional cost 

re, socio-economic benefits including 
quantified in the feasibility reports.  
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CREST 10:  “Hypoxia is the ndition in which dissolved 
oxygen is below the level ne sary to sustain most animal life 
– generally defined by dissol d oxygen levels below 2 mg/l.”  
We recognize the concern w the second sentence being 
overly general and subject to isinterpretation.  Accordingly 
we will remove the sentence t begins “Hypoxic zones are 
sometimes referred to…”   
 
CREST 11:  Comment noted The appropriate section(s) have 
been revised accordingly.  
 
CREST 12:  Comment noted The appropriate section(s) have 
been revised accordingly.  
 
CREST 13:  Comment noted The initial increases in 
productivity displayed in Fig s MR 21 & 22 are likely an 
artifact of the averaging of sa ities for input to the ecologic 
models.  The key point to be de is, in fact, that declining 
acreage does result in a corre onding decline in productivity 
even though the coincident h itat suitability may remain 
relatively stable.  
 
CREST 14:  The detailed de iptions of the near-term critical 
features proposed for conditi al authorization have been 
rewritten for clarification.  T noted text has been removed.  
 
 

Letter 9: Dr. Piers Chapman, Coastal Restoration and Enh ncement 
Through Science and Technology (CREST) 
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Letter 10: Mr. Sherwood Gagliano, Coastal Restoration Group, LLC (CRGSG) 
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Letter 10: Mr. Sherwood Gagliano, Coastal Restoration Group, LLC (CRGSG) 

CRGSG 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
CRGSG 02:  The proposed LCA Plan includes a near-term 
critical restoration feature for the MRGO that would construct 
rock breakwaters along the north bank of the MRGO and along 
segments of the southern shoreline of Lake Borgne.  This 
proposed feature is consistent with the following Coast 2050 
strategies: to maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Borgne to 
restore and stabilize the north bank of the MRGO, to restore and 
maintain the landbridge between MRGO and Lake Borgne with 
shoreline protection. Closure of the MRGO is currently being 
considered in a separate study; the results of which would be 
considered during implementation of the LCA Plan.  Restoration 
of the marshes east of the MRGO could be considered under the 
proposed beneficial use of dredged material component of the 
LCA Plan.  Also, please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
CRGSG 03:  Comment noted. 
 
CRGSG 04:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature.  Also, features such as 
those discussed in this comment could be investigated in the 
continued development of MRGO restoration features under the 
LCA Plan’s investigations of modification to existing structures. 
 
CRGSG 05:  The existing Violet Siphon has been rehabilitated 
and is functioning properly to benefit this area.  In the future, the 
operation of this feature may bee evaluated and modifications to 
its operations may be proposed using adaptive management 
techniques as described in the discussion on Programmatic 
Authority for Investigations of Modification of Existing 
Structures included in Section 4 of the Main Report.    

C
R

G
SG

 0
1 

C
R

G
SG

 02 

C
R

G
SG

 0
3 

C
R

G
SG

 04 

C
R

G
SG

 0
5 

C
R

G
SG

 06 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-32 

 

Public C
om

m
ents and R

esponses 
 

Letter 10: Mr. Sherwood Gagliano, Coastal Restoration Group, LLC (CRGSG) 

CRGSG 06:  Analysis of the East Orleans land bridge indicated 
that shoreline and interior marsh erosion and loss rates are low 
relative to other areas within the Pontchartrain Basin, therefore 
this area was not considered a critical need at this time.  In 
addition this area has been investigated as part of the CWPPRA 
restoration process and no projects have been selected in this area 
for similar reasons.  This feature will continue to be considered 
as long-term actions are investigated.  The future of this area may 
also include storm protection features considered under ongoing 
reanalysis of hurricane protection.  These activities will be 
coordinated through the continuing LCA investigations.   
 
CRGSG 07:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
CRGSG 08:  As described in Chapter 6 "Coordination and 
Compliance with Environmental Requirements."  In the FPEIS, 
the USACE is required to coordinate and comply with various 
statutory authorities including: environmental laws, regulations, 
Executive Orders, policies, rules and other guidance. This 
includes consideration of public safety and public use of water 
resources.  Restoration of hydrology is one of the critical needs 
elements addressed by the near-term LCA Plan in the Critical 
Needs Criterion #2: sustainability through restored deltaic 
functions.  The near-term LCA Plan addresses four critical needs: 
prevention of predicted land loss, sustainability through restored 
deltaic function, sustainability through restoration of geomorphic 
structure, and protection of vital socio-economic resources.  
Proposed restoration features addressing these critical needs 
would provide a better understanding of the coastal ecosystem 
and lead to better management of coastal Louisiana estuarine 
habitats by those Federal, state, and local agencies with mandated 
management jurisdiction. 
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CRGSG 09:  Concur.  The LCA Plan will be updated and future 
authorities will be proposed to address ongoing restoration needs 
of coastal Louisiana. 
 

Letter 10: Mr. Sherwood Gagliano, Coastal Restoration Group, LLC (CRGSG) 
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

CL&F#1 01:  Comments noted.  Responses to address comments in
the letter dated May 8, 2002 follow (CL&F#1 15-CL&F#1 28). 
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

CL&F#1 02:  Comments noted.  The Lake Verret Pump Project 
(called the Amelia Pump Station and Lock Complex of the 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, Louisiana flood control project) 
was not considered as a potential restoration feature in the plan 
formulation process for LCA.  If the project were submitted to the 
USACE under separate authority, it would be considered. 
 
The 70/30 flow distribution at the old River control Structure will 
be evaluated to address uncertainties and refine possible 
approaches under the LCA Plan as one of the large-scale and 
long-term concepts requiring detail study.   
 
CL&F#1 03:  The proposed LCA near-term restoration features 
conveying Atchafalaya River water to the northern Terrebonne 
marshes would be closely coordinated and consistent with the 
CWPPRA Penchant Basins Project.  Please also see General 
Response #6 regarding the relationship between CWPPRA and 
LCA.   
 
Section 3 of the LCA Plan in the FPEIS address the sorting 
criteria and plan formulation process.  .  When sequencing 
components of the PBMO, Penchant Basin Restoration was 
prioritized along with other PBMO components based on four 
sequencing rules.  Section 4 of the plan gives scheduling 
preference to projects that address irreversible losses of habitat 
and ecosystem function, can be implemented through 
modification of existing structures, or that have design initiated or 
completed.  While the Penchant Basin Plan satisfied sorting and 
critical needs criteria, the sequencing and resource requirements 
described in Section 4 resulted in the determination that the 
Penchant Basin Plan would be implemented more than ten years 
into the future, beyond the planning horizon of the current 
program.  Based on these considerations, this feature was not 
included as an element of the LCA Plan critical near-term 
restoration actions.   
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

CL&F#1 04:  Comment noted.  Please refer to General 
Response #7 regarding the relationship between Coast 2050 
and LCA. 
 
CL&F#1 05:  Comments noted. 
 
CL&F#1 06:  Maintaining the robust vegetative production in 
healthy floating marshes, particularly belowground, is the 
critical factor in floating mat stability and the subsequent 
longevity of the habitat.  There are indications that spoilbank 
restoration in certain circumstances could provide protective 
benefits to some floating marsh areas in Louisiana.  
Nevertheless, there are no definitive studies to date that have 
provided resolution to the issue of utilizing spoilbanks as a 
blanket application to promote stability in all floating marshes, 
and many questions remain.  A major issue of concern is how 
impoundment affects vegetative productivity and peat 
accretion, particularly over the long term.  The nourishing 
inputs required to sustain optimum productivity and minimize 
susceptibility to other stressors is yet unknown.  Additionally, 
the most suitable target hydrology and optimum levels of 
exchange, and the appropriate elevation of restored banks that 
would be required to mimic natural low-energy systems are 
elements that should also be ascertained. 
 
LCA actions/measures that are anticipated to affect floating 
marsh ecosystems represent an opportunity to resolve 
uncertainties associated with this application issue.  The LCA 
S&T Program in coordination with landowners could establish 
the scientific field evaluations necessary to address the 
uncertainties and definitively provide recommendations for 
appropriate design and application of this technology (personal 
communication Dr. Charles Sasser, September 28, 2004).   
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CL&F#1 07:  Many spoil banks are considered jurisdictional 
wetlands.  Public interest and 404(b)1 reviews look for the least 
damaging, most practicable alternative.  The importance of spoil 
bank restoration is specific to each location and handled during 
permitting on an individual basis.  
 
CL&F#1 08:  Bank stabilization along the GIWW and the other 
referenced waterbodies would require additional Congressional 
authorization beyond the current authorization for operation and 
maintenance of the channel for navigation purposes.  The project 
to Convey Atchafalaya River water to northern Terrebonne 
marshes – via a small diversion in the Avoca Island levee, 
repairing eroding banks of the GIWW, enlarging constrictions in 
the GIWW below Gibson and Houma, and channel 
construction/enlargement  of Grand Bayou conveyance is one of 
the 10 restoration features recommended for study and 
Congressional authorization in the LCA Plan.  This project would 
address some of these restoration concerns.  Regarding the issue 
of compensation, the Federal government must consider each 
taking claim on a case-by-case basis.  Projects were sequenced 
for implementation according to the sequencing rules described in 
the discussion of plan formulation. 
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

CL&F#1 09:  Comments noted.  Please see the appropriate responses 
above. 
 
CL&F#1 10:  Comment noted.  Please see response to CL&F#1 03. 
 
CL&F#1 11:  Please see response to CL&F#1 02. 
 
CL&F#1 12:  Please see response to CL&F#1 06. 
 
CL&F#1 13:  A reevaluation of the flow distribution at the Old River 
Control Structure is a component of the LCA Plan as part of the large-
scale and long-term concepts requiring detailed study.   
 
CL&F#1 14:  Please see General Response #7 regarding the 
relationship between Coast 2050 and LCA. 
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

 CL&F#1 15:  Please see response to CL&F#1 06. 
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Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

CL&F#1 16:  Please see response to CL&F#1 07. 
 
CL&F#1 17:  Please see response to CL&F#1 08. 
 
CL&F#1 18:  Please see response to CL&F#1 08. 
 
CL&F#1 19:  The translation of the Coast 2050 strategies into 
the LCA Plan effort was accomplished in two manners.  One 
was the identification of key or core strategies in each region or 
subprovince.  These were used as a basis from which to initiate 
the overall plan formulation in each subprovince.  The second 
manner was the development of specific restoration features, 
many of which built directly on identified Coast 2050 
strategies.  In some cases Coast 2050 strategies were combined 
in specific restoration feature ideas.  This was the case for 
Coast 2050 Region 3 strategies 6 & 7.  The Convey 
Atchafalaya River Water to Northern Terrebonne Marshes 
feature utilizes both of these strategies.  Several other features 
identified in the LCA TSP also focus on the maintenance of 
geomorphic structure and management of hydrology which is 
reflective of Coast 2050 strategy 11 in Subprovince 3.  In fact 
the core strategies in Subprovince 3 principally involved the 
management of available riverine resources and hydrology and 
the maintenance and restoration of geomorphic structure.  With 
this in mind the comment confirms issues that would require 
consideration in assessing the appropriate design of the features 
currently proposed prior to construction approval. 
 
CL&F#1 20:  Please see response to CL&F#1 19. 
 
CL&F#1 21:  Please see response to CL&F#1 19. 
 
CL&F#1 22:  Please see response to CL&F#1 03. 
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CL&F#1 23:  While the erosional effect of navigation 
generated waves is a significant concern, the regulation of 
navigational traffic is not within the purview of the USACE. 
 
CL&F#1 24:  Please see response to CL&F#1 02. 
 
CL&F#1 25:  Please see response to CL&F#1 06. 
 
CL&F#1 26:  Please see response to CL&F#1 02. 
 
CL&F#1 27:  Based on later comments we assume the request 
to implement TE-43 is a typographical error and the 
commenter intended to type TE-34.  If so, please see response 
to CL&F#1 03. 
 
CL&F#1 28:  Please see response to CL&F#1 08. 

Letter 11: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#1) 

C
L&

F#1 26 
C

L&
F#1 28 

C
L&

F#
1 

25
 

C
L&

F#
1 

27
 

 

 Public C
om

m
ents and R

esponses 
 

N
ovem

ber 2004



 

3-42 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 12: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#2) 

CL&F#2 01:  Noted.  The May 8, 2002, letter was also 
referenced in CL&F’s earlier public comment letter dated 
August 20, 2004 (CL&F#1).  This letter, and responses to it, 
are included there.  
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Letter 12: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#2) 

N
ovem

ber 2004

 



 

3-44 

CL&F#2 02:  Many spoil banks are considered jurisdictional 
wetlands.  Public interest and 404(b)1 reviews look for the least 
damaging, most practicable alternative.  The importance of 
spoil bank restoration is specific to each location and handled 
during permitting on an individual basis. 
 

Letter 12: Mr. George Strain, Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F#2) 
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Letter 13: Mr. Tim Dantin – EIS (TD-EIS) 

TD-EIS 01:  Comment noted.  
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Letter 14: Mr. Tim Dantin – Main Report (TD-MR) 

TD-MR 01:  Comment noted.  
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LDNR-CRM 01:  Comment noted.  Feasibility-level detailed 
decision documents will be developed on a project-by-project basis 
for each of the near-term critical restoration features.  On a project-
by-project basis, a consistency determination would be requested to 
fulfill the requirements under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972.  Coordination has been initiated with 
LDNR regarding the need for a phased Consistency Determination 
approach to satisfying the requirements of Section 307 of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended and as 
described in 33 CFR 930.36(d).  Under this approach, feasibility-
level detailed decision documents will be developed on a project-
by-project basis for each of the near-term critical restoration 
features.  On this project-by-project basis, a Consistency 
Determination would be submitted for review and to fulfill the 
requirements under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972.  
 
LDNR-CRM 02:  The CEMVN uses 25 percent-35 percent of the 
dredged material removed annually from maintenance of Federally-
authorized navigation channels beneficially to create/restore 
wetland; to create/maintain islands for colonial nesting seabirds; to 
restore barrier islands; to nourish wetlands; to stabilize banklines; 
and/or to nourish shorelines.  Between 1976 and 2003, the CEMVN 
has created/restored approximately 18,000 acres of coastal habitats, 
approximately 11,200 acres of  which are wetlands.   
 
The discussion of current O&M dredging and the amount of 
dredged material currently incorporated in beneficial use actions 
provides an overall estimate of the scope of these programs and the 
relative amount of beneficial use already in place.  The beneficial 
use program would perform cost-benefit analyses and engineering 
design studies for each specific project to ensure the most effective 
techniques are exploited.   Existing beneficial use actions may be 
enhanced or improved based on the engineering and ecological 
investigations performed under the beneficial use program. 
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Letter 15: Mr. David W. Frugé, Louisiana Department of Natural Resources,                              
Office of Coastal Restoration and Management (LDNR-CRM) 
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Letter 15: Mr. David W. Frugé, Louisiana Department of Natural esources,                              
Office of Coastal Restoration and Management (LDNR-CR ) 

LDNR-CRM 03:  There are umber of cases where the 
CEMVN routinely utilizes dr ed material in a beneficial 
manner at costs above the O&  Base Plan without 
supplemental funding from a n-Federal sponsor.  CEMVN 
currently places dredged mat l removed during maintenance 
of the bar channels of South P s, Tiger Pass, Barataria Bay 
Waterway, Freshwater Bayou nd Mermentau River 
beneficially at 100 percent O  cost and without 
supplemental funding from a n-Federal sponsor instead of 
the “least costly” ocean dispo  alternative.  Also, dredged 
material from maintenance of e Mile 3.4 to Mile –2.0 reach 
of the Mississippi River-Gulf utlet is placed on Breton Island 
at one hundred percent cost a art of a plan to restore the 
island in lieu of the “least cos ” ocean disposal alternative. 
 
LDNR-CRM 04:  The fundin relationship between ongoing 
O&M for navigation projects d the incremental costs 
associated with beneficial use ojects described in this section 
is based on the projected fund g structure anticipated for these 
types of projects.  Actual fun g mechanisms will be 
determined by the nature of a ropriations approved by 
Congress under WRDA and o er funding authorizations.   
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Letter 16: Mr. Ed J. Doody (EJD) 

EJD 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
EJD 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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EJD 03:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed 
MRGO Restoration Feature.  Additionally, as outlined in Section 6 
of the LCA Main Report, the Corps is required to coordinate and 
comply with various statutory authorities including: environmental 
laws, regulations, Executive Orders, policies, rules and other 
guidance. This includes consideration of public safety and public 
use of water resources.  Protection of vital socio-economic 
resources is one of the critical needs elements addressed by the 
near-term LCA Plan (Critical Needs Criterion #4).  The proposed 
restoration features in the LCA Plan address the need to protect 
such resources as cultures, communities, infrastructure, business 
and industry, and maintain flood protection.  
 
EJD 04:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed 
MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 

Letter 16: Mr. Ed J. Doody (EJD) 
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Letter 17: Mr. William J. Doré, Doré Energy, Inc. (DORE) 

DORE 01:  Please see General Response #11 regarding the 
regarding LCA restoration efforts in Subprovince 4. 
 
There are a number of restoration measures in the LCA Plan 
available for use in Subprovince 4.  The programmatic beneficial 
use of dredged materials affords the opportunity to place dredge 
material to restore marsh.  Programmatic modifications to 
existing structures allow reevaluation of existing water control 
and navigation channels for potential change to facilitate 
restoration.  The recommendations also include a large-scale, 
long-term study of the entire area for better water and sediment 
management.  Finally, demonstration projects that further science 
and technology and produce real ecosystem benefits are available 
to the area. 
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Letter 18: Mr. Ken Babcock, Ducks Unlimited (DU) 

DU 01:  Comment noted. 
 
DU 02:  Comment noted.  
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Letter 18: Mr. Ken Babcock, Ducks Unlimited (DU) 

DU 03:  There are a number of restoration measures in the LCA 
Plan available for use in Subprovince 4.  The programmatic 
beneficial use of dredged materials affords the opportunity to 
place dredge material to restore marsh.  Programmatic 
modifications to existing structures allow re-evaluation of 
existing water control and navigation channels for potential 
change to facilitate restoration.  The recommendations also 
include a large-scale, long-term study of the entire area for better 
water and sediment management.  Finally, demonstration projects 
that further science and technology and produce real ecosystem 
benefits are available to the area.  Results of large-scale and long-
term studies, as well as implementation of adaptive management 
techniques, may also result in development of additional 
restoration projects. 
 
DU 04: Comment noted.  
 
DU 05:  This section of the report has been revised to clarify the 
roles and relative contributions of natural and human induced 
causes of land loss and shoreline erosion.  
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DU 06:  Table 6-2 lists relevant Federal statutory authorities that 
establish regulatory compliance standards for environmental 
resources potentially impacted by the proposed LCA Plan.  This 
table identifies the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, The 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the Migratory Bird Habitat 
Protection Executive Order #13186.  Section 6 generally 
describes the consistency of the LCA plan with other efforts.  
Additional language will be added to the Final PEIS to recognize 
the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.  
 
DU 07: The Final PEIS will include additional descriptions of the 
relationship of coastal Louisiana habitat and migratory birds.  
 

Letter 18: Mr. Ken Babcock, Ducks Unlimited (DU) 
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Letter 19: Mr. Charles Earnest (CE) 

CE 01: Comment noted.  It is not within the scope of the LCA 
Study or within the authority of the USACE to recommend a 
funding mechanism for LCA implementation.  The LCA Plan 
will be authorized by Congress, who will in turn determine the 
appropriate funding mechanism for this effort.  
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CE 02: The LCA Study does not have a specific goal with 
respect to reducing hypoxia.  Rather, it has an objective of 
helping to address the problem by reducing the amount of 
nutrients discharged from the Mississippi River into the 
northern Gulf of Mexico.  For a discussion of Federal efforts to 
address Gulf hypoxia, see the “Action Plan for Reducing, 
Mitigating, and Controlling Hypoxia in the Northern Gulf of 
Mexico.”  The Plan can be located via the Internet at: 
http://www.epa.gov/msbasin/actionplan.htm.  The LCA Plan 
measures its relative effect in affecting hypoxia by measuring 
against the current nitrogen reduction goals with a potential 
maximum of 30 percent of that target reduction. 
 
The direct anthropogenic cause of the reduction in sediment 
input to the deltaic plain of coastal Louisiana is the 
construction of levees on the Mississippi River, not changes in 
sediment loads in the river due to upstream agricultural 
practices and other actions.  While changes in the sediment 
load in the Mississippi River could affect the performance of 
restoration measures, such changes would only be relevant in 
cases where riverine inputs to deltaic wetlands have been 
restored. 
 

Letter 19: Mr. Charles Earnest (CE) 
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 Letter 20: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Governor's Office of Coastal Activities (GOCA)  
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GOCA 01:  The FY05 budg e directs the identification 
of near-term restoration plan or so) and the initiation of 
large-scale studies of long-te ts to identify long-range 
restoration actions.  The mag  spatial scale of the long-
term concepts proposed for s  LCA Plan result in the 
consideration of long-range r the entire coastal area.  
The ultimate documentation ings of these studies, as 
well as the specified review  Plan at 5 year intervals, 
provides a basis for revision ssion of parts or all of the 
plan for additional or modifi uthorization by Congress.  
As provided for in the LCA rocess allows the 
development and adoption o hensive restoration plan 
over time.  The USACE is b is guidance; however, 
under “Views of the Local S  Section 4 of the Main 
Report, the State has made t  known. 
 
GOCA 02:  Please see respo CA 01. 
 
GOCA 03:  Please see respo CA 01. 
 
GOCA 04:  Current plannin  for the USACE (ER 1105-
2-100) states that ecosystem  outputs must be clearly 
identified and quantified in a  units.  Although it is 
possible to evaluate various hemical, and/or biological 
parameters that would result ase in ecosystem quantity 
and quality in the project are f units that measure an 
increase in "ecosystem" valu uctivity are preferred.  The 
use of habitat units allows fo
as acres of habitat created to
the total number of HUs is th
the project life to calculate t
(AAHUs).  These AAHUs a
and "without project" alterna
the benefits and result in the
measure of output. 
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GOCA 05:  The descriptio onstration projects have been 
revised in the final report t t the specific nature of the 
uncertainties to be address port has been modified to state 
that execution of these dem  projects may change, pending 
an assessment of the S&T Specifics about the 
demonstration projects wil ped under the S&T Program 
and during engineering an

GOCA 06:  While hypoxi iscussed in the introduction, 
we believe it was covered  in both the draft Main Report 
and DPEIS.  The introduct ded to give an overview of the 
processes that have histori and maintained the coastal 
ecosystem.  More discussi ems related to hypoxia and 
water quality can be found  2. 
 
GOCA 07:  While it is co ypoxia is not a cause 
contributing to land loss, i ribute to ecosystem 
degradation in coastal area d the possibility that the 
discussion of hypoxia coul terpreted with respect to 
causes of land loss, the fol tence will be added after the 
first sentence in the first p der 2.1.1.2 Hypoxia:  “While 
hypoxia is not a cause of l  coastal Louisiana, it is highly 
relevant to the broader coa ana ecosystem.”  We also 
agree that it is not accurate t that hypoxia and sediment 
reductions are the result of causes.  Accordingly, those 
sections will be placed und uman Activities Influencing 
Land Loss and Ecosystem
human-induced causes for
naturally comes up the Mi
year), although we are prim
induced impacts of canals.
intrusion in the section abo
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Letter 20: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Governor's Office of Coastal Acti OCA) 
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  Hence we will include saltwater 
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Letter 20: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Governor's Office of Coastal Activ OCA) 
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GOCA 08:  Please see re GOCA 07. 
 
GOCA 09:  The appendi  revised to reflect that the 
S&T office will be respo ogram objectives instead 
of the Program Executio hough it is clear that there 
is a symbiotic relationshi  the two program 
elements.   
 
GOCA 10:  Please see re GOCA 09. 
 
GOCA 11:  Sentence ha sed to remove reference to 
PET. 
 
GOCA 12:  Sentence ha ified to explain that S&T 
Program priorities will b d on a coordinated basis 
to meet the science need A Plan. 
 
GOCA 13:  Comment no equested revisions have 
not been made because th  does not agree with the 
comment.  
 
GOCA 14:  The followi  has been added to the 
paragraph: “The role of r the S&T Program would 
be to lower costs and risk d with new restoration 
techniques, and to provid lytical tools for assessment 
of ecological processes a performance.”  The last 
sentence has been remov
 
GOCA 15:  Sentence ha
the PET. 
 
GOCA 16:  The paragra
 
GOCA 17:  Bullet item 
 

ities (G

sponse to 

x has been
nsive to pr
n Team, alt
p between

sponse to 

s been revi

s been mod
e establishe
s of the LC

ted.  The r
e USACE

ng sentence
esearch in 
s associate
e new ana
nd project 
ed.   
s been revised to remove mention of 

ph has been revised for clarity. 

has been revised as suggested. 
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Letter 20: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Governor's Office of Coastal Activities (GOCA) 

GOCA 18:  Comment appears to be a repeat.  Please 
see response to GOCA 15. 
 
GOCA 19:  Comment appears to be a repeat.  Please 
see response to GOCA 16. 
 
GOCA 20:  Comment appears to be a repeat.  Please 
see response to GOCA 17. 
 
GOCA 21:  The text has been revised accordingly.  
 
GOCA 22:  Text has been removed. 
 
GOCA 23:  Text has been changed so that neither the 
specific location nor particular contracting mechanisms 
are dictated at this time.   
 
GOCA 24:  The S&T Director is responsible for 
determining the best way to address program 
uncertainties, but he should also work with the PET to 
ensure that assessments accurately reflect uncertainties 
as viewed by the PET.  This ensures responsiveness to 
program goals and objectives.  Paragraph has been 
revised for clarity. 
 
GOCA 25:  Sentence has been revised as suggested. 
 
GOCA 26:  Bulleted list has been revised to include 
these functions. 
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GRN 01:  Comment noted.  Please see General Response #2 
regarding the S&T Program. 

       Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 
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      Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
GRN 03:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
GRN 04:  Table and text have been rephrased to clarify the 
Cumulative Impacts column with respect to the LCA Plan.  In 
regards to text revisions, the appropriate section(s) have been 
revised accordingly. 
 
Section 3 presents in a programmatic fashion a summary of the 
data (available at the time of the drafting of this document) 
presented by the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
in the 2002 Water Quality Inventory Section 305(b).  DEQ 
performs collection and analysis for 29 conventional parameters 
and fecal coliforms through the Surface Water Monitoring 
Program at numerous locations throughout Louisiana with a 
priority pollutant scan quarterly at the Mississippi River Sites.  
For a programmatic level of project planning, the data presented 
in Section 3 is sufficient for water quality evaluation.  
Assessment of potential impacts to water quality from individual 
restoration features, baseline and operational monitoring 
requirements, and mitigation measures for water quality impacts 
will be determined during project-specific NEPA analysis and 
E&D efforts.  Permitting and certification requirements of the 
Clean Water Act will also be complied with for each project.  
Synergistic and complex interactions of projects would be 
evaluated under the requirements for evaluation of cumulative 
impacts under NEPA.  With respect to a water quality monitoring 
program, refer to Section 1 of Appendix A and Section 4 of the 
Main Report for a discussion of the proposed monitoring program 
to be developed.  Additionally, please see General Response #12 
regarding hazardous substances in beneficial use materials. 
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    Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 05:  The Clean Water Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 
230) are the environmental criteria for evaluating the proposed 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States.  Compliance with these guidelines is the controlling factor 
used by the USACE to determine the environmental acceptability 
of disposal alternatives.  The USACE must demonstrate through 
completion of a 404 (b)(1) evaluation that any proposed 
discharge of dredged material is in compliance with the 
Guidelines.  In the 1999 report, “Sediment Quality Guidelines 
developed for the National Status and Trends Program” (availa
on NOAA’s website 

ble 
/ http://response.restoration.noaa.gov

cpr/sediment/SPQ.pdf), NOAA states that the sediment qualit
guidelines (“acute effects standards” referred to in the comment), 
“were not promulgated as regulatory criteria or standards.  They 
were not intended as cleanup or remediation targets, nor as 
discharge attainment targets.  Nor were they intended as pas
criteria for dredged material disposal decisions or any other 
regulatory purpose”.  Additionally, in the “Screening Quick 
Reference Tables” developed by NOAA which present screeni
concentrations for inorganic and organic contaminants in various 
environmental media (i.e. ER-L, ER-M, etc.) it is stated that, 
“these tables are intended for preliminary screening purposes 
only: they do not represent official NOAA policy and do not 
constitute criteria or clean-up levels”.  Section 4 of the PEIS 
contains language referencing the Evaluation of dredged material

y 

s-fail 

ng 

 
proposed for discharge in waters of the U.S. – Testing Manua
(EPA/USACE, 1998) (i.e. the Inland Testing Manual) testing 
protocols and the USACE’s intention to employ these and/or 
similar guidelines for evaluating the proposed discharges of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the US.  Additional 
language will be incorporated into Section 4.14 of the PEIS to 
further explain the USACE processes for the above.  Therefore, 
the USACE will continue to comply with Clean Water Act 404 
(b)(1) Guidelines.  In regards to providing project specific 
information, please see response to GRN 04. 
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      Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 06:  If dredged material and sediments beneath navigable 
waters are within the boundaries of a site designated by the USEPA or 
the state for a response action under CERCLA, or if they are part of a 
National Priority List site under CERCLA, they will qualify as HTRW 
and would be treated accordingly.  However, dredged material and 
sediments beneath navigable waters that do not qualify as HTRW, as 
defined in the preceding, would be evaluated for suitability for 
placement in waters of the U.S. in accordance with the Section 404 
(b)(1) guidelines as mandated by Section 404 of the CWA, or the 
criteria established in Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, 
and Sanctuaries Act. 
 
Compilation of a list of sites of concern for the entire LCA Study area 
is not practicable at this time in light of the large number of sites, 
funding limitations, and current time constraints.  As restoration 
alternative plans become more defined, detailed HTRW analyses will 
be performed to evaluate and eliminate, where possible, potential 
HTRW problem sites from consideration. 
 
GRN 07:  The discussion of the regulatory status of sediment 
contamination refers to the basis for management of hazardous 
materials and hazardous wastes under the regulations that implement 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act.  Prior to 
using land for restoration purposes, USACE would perform an HTRW 
assessment to determine if there was a reason to believe that releases 
of hazardous material regulated under RCRA or CERCLA are present. 
If hazardous substances or hazardous waste releases are suspected at a 
project site, additional testing would be performed to detect and 
determine the nature and extent of contamination by regulated 
materials, including testing of sediment where contamination is 
suspected based on site and contaminant characteristics.  Situations 
where sediment quality would not be addressed as part of the HTRW 
program include sediment contamination that is associated with: 
historical water quality trends; NPDES permitted discharges; or 
atmospheric deposition of hazardous constituents such as mercury.  
Sediment quality issues that cannot be attributed to a RCRA or 
CERCLA regulated release would be assessed as part of the project-
specific NEPA requirements.  The project would also have to comply 
with Clean Water Act requirements regarding contamination and 
water quality impacts as described in the response to GRN-05
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      Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 08:  Identification, characterization and management of 
contaminated sediments would be performed as part of the project-
specific environmental, design and engineering analyses completed 
for each restoration feature.  The appropriate section(s) have been 
revised accordingly.  Also see response to GRN 05. 
 
GRN 09:  Currently, only the programmatic funding level has been 
identified for the proposed LCA Plan beneficial use of dredged 
material.  Specific funding requirements for decision documents, 
environmental impact analyses, environmental compliance, testing 
and monitoring will be identified in the individual placement-
specific plans and budgets.   
 
GRN 10:  While an assessment of the effectiveness and 
applicability of permitting and mitigation programs administered by 
the USACE may be relevant to the objectives of this study, the 
recommendation of modifications to a nationally administered and 
statutorily established program are beyond the scope of a regionally 
specific report document.  Individual projects implemented under 
the LCA Program will be required to comply with applicable 
environmental compliance and permitting programs.  In addition, 
the approval of the proposed LCA Plan would provide a basis for 
environmental consistency for all subsequent water resources 
related activities in the study area.  This would not, however, in any 
way supercede land uses that may currently be afforded landowners 
under existing statues. 
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GRN 06:  The appropriate section(s) have been revised 
accordingly.   
 
GRN 07:  The discussion of the regulatory status of sedim
contamination refers to regulatory controls applied to 
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes under the 
regulations that implement the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act and the Comprehensive Environmental Re
Compensation and Liability Act.  The environmental imp

a

ent 

sponse 
acts 

of sediment contamination rel ted to implementation of a 
project would be evaluated as part of the project-specific 
NEPA requirements.  The project would also have to com
with Clean Water Act requirements regarding contamination 

ply 

and water quality impacts.  BH  Furthermore, prior to using 
land for restoration purposes USACE would perform an 
HTRW assessment to determine if there was a reason to believe

  If that contaminants of concern might exist at a particular site.
there was a reason to believe that contaminants were present at 
the site, additional testing would be performed to determine the 
presence/absence and concentration levels, if present, of such 
contaminants.  Any material that might be proposed for use as a
sediment source for r
assessed for presence 

estoration purposes would also be 
of contaminants as per the Clean Water 

es are 

nited 

at 

Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230).  These guidelin
the environmental criteria for evaluating the proposed 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U
States.  Compliance with these guidelines is the controlling 
factor used by the USACE to determine the environmental 
acceptability of disposal alternatives.  The USACE must 
demonstrate through completion of a 404 (b)(1) evaluation th
any proposed discharge of dredged material is in compliance 
with the Guidelines.  The appropriate section(s) have been 
revised to present this information in a more clear manner. 
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    Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 11:  The existing maintenance and operation projects 
administered by the USACE are required to fulfill the 
authorizations provided by Congress under the Rivers and 
Harbors Act and other authorities.  Where impacts of these 
projects can be mitigated or avoided, this will be undertaken, as i
technically feasible and required by environmental laws.  
However, the USACE does not have the discretion to change 
authorized projects to the extent necessary to eliminate all 
impacts from its other projects.  

s 

e 

 
GRN 12:  Comment noted.  Efforts to coordinate and cooperate 
between ongoing restoration efforts and permitting of other 
activities that may impact restoration processes or restored areas 
will be reviewed on an ongoing basis by the restoration program, 
permitting and compliance, and state agency staff.   
 
The LDNR Office of Coastal Restoration and Management’s 
existing procedures, as described in Section 6 of the FPEIS, will 
be used to identify potential regulatory and restoration conflicts.  
This procedure may be reviewed by the Science and Technology 
Team and/or the Program Execution Team and revised if 
determined necessary. 
 
GRN 13:  Comment noted.  As noted in the discussion of 
proposed estates in Section 4 of the Main Report, some estates 
will prohibit surface use whereas other estates will restrict surfa
use.  The consistency determination will be made by the 
appropriate representative for the United States and/or the State 
of Louisiana to ensure that the integrity of the project is not 
compromised.  At present, Federal law requires the USACE to 
accept and process application for the dredging and fill of 
wetlands.  In addition, when Clean Water Act 404 permits are 
issued, they require at a minimum one-for-one mitigation for any 
wetlands impacted. 
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    Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 14:  USACE has the constitutional and statutory obligation 
to ensure that landowners are offered just compensation for real 
estate interests.  The landowners may opt to donate these interests 
to the project, but they must be apprised of the just compensation 
to which they are entitled.  The real estate interests proposed for 
the project, e.g., fee, in appropriate areas, and a perpetual wetland 
creation and restoration easement, which expressly prohibits new 
habitable structures and restricts mineral exploration and 
development are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Main Report.    
The types of realty actions needed to implement and protect 
restoration projects are described in Section 4 of the Main Re
These mechanisms address land use, rights and occupation 
surface for restoration efforts and protection of restored lands. 
 
GRN 15:  

port. 
of 

 

USACE is currently developing an Enterprise GIS 

ram.  

he LCA 

nding provided to other agencies is dependent on 
on 

for 

which will assist regulatory in its evaluation of all project 
impacts, especially cumulative impacts.  Funding for the 
Regulatory Branch is outside of the scope of the LCA Prog
Funding for the monitoring and enforcement programs are 
dependent on the authorization of the USACE budget by 
Congress, and by allocation of resources under these 
appropriations made by the Secretary of the Army.   
 
GRN 16:  Please see General Response #3 regarding t
Study Area. 
 
GRN 17:  Fu
authorizations and approved budgets of those agencies.  Provisi
of funding to other agencies for their task force participation will 
be dependent on Congressional approval of authorizations 
each agency budget.   
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    Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 18:  The Fish Consumption Advisories will be updated 
appropriately for water bodies within the proposed study areas in 
the PEIS.  This includes from the list in the comment the Amite 
River Drainage Basin and the Gulf of Mexico waters.  The other 
water bodies referred to, i.e. the Bogue Falaya and Tchefuncte 
Rivers, the Seventh Ward Canal, and the Tangipahoa River, are 
not within the proposed study areas and will not be included in 
the updates.  The appropriate sections have been revised 
accordingly and the appendix has been reformatted as suggested. 
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    Letter 21: Ms. Vicki E. Murillo and Ms. Cynthia Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 

GRN 19:  Section 5 of the Main Report describes future 
public involvement.  As the LCA Plan transitions from plan 
formulation to plan implementation, there would also be 
opportunities for public participation and input.  For each of 
the LCA Plan projects, the requisite decision documents, 
NEPA documents, and accompanying public participation 
process would be completed.  During this time, the public 
would have the opportunity to comment on the scope of 
issues, resources, impacts, and alternatives to be addressed in 
the FPEIS.  During periods when official public or scoping 
meetings are not being held, the USACE, in coordination 
with the state of Louisiana, would keep the lines of 
communication open through web site interaction, speaking 
engagements, workshops, news releases, timelines, 
frequently asked questions, fact sheets, and talking points.  
To that end, a Strategic Communications Plan would be 
established that clearly defines a proactive, consistent, and 
cohesive procedure for informing the public of the LCA 
Study process and the development of the LCA Plan. 
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TMH 01:  Comment noted.  The State of Louisiana is the local 
cost-share sponsor and has been intimately involved with the 
development of the LCA Plan.  Section 3 in the Main Report and 
Section 2 in the FPEIS provide additional information regarding 
Federal and state agency involvement in Plan Formulation. 
 
TMH 02:  Comment noted. 
 

TM
H

 02  

TM
H

 0
1 

Letter 22: Mr. Timothy Hebert (TMH) 

N
ovem

ber 2004



 

3-73 

TMH 03:  Comment noted.  Please see Section 4 of the Main 
Report for additional information on the proposed beneficial use 
program associated with the LCA Plan. 
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Letter 22: Mr. Timothy Hebert (TMH) 
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Letter 22: Mr. Timothy Hebert (TMH) 

TMH 04:  Comment noted.  The co-located team that has work 
together to develop the LCA Plan consists of representatives 
from several Federal and state agencies and academia from 
Louisiana and across the Nation.  Section 5 of the FPEIS 
identifies agencies that participated in the co-located team. 
 
TMH 05:  With average annual funding for CWPPRA at 
approximately $50 million per year, that program would not be 
able to undertake the restoration efforts proposed under the LCA 
Plan.  Please see General Response #4 regarding the 
coordination roles for agencies and local governments in the 
LCA Study and General Response #6 regarding the relationship 
of CWPPRA and LCA. 
 
TMH 06:  Additional details regarding components of the LCA 
Plan and restoration features will be provided in follow-up 
feasibility level analyses and associated NEPA documents. 
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WHH 01:  The summary of Dr. Herke’s scoping comments has 
been revised to better reflect the intent of his scoping comment 
letter.  "The use of water and salinity control structures are 
controversial and, if not properly designed, could cause marsh 
loss.  If such structures were designed to mimic natural 
hydrology, they might help reduce marsh deterioration.”  
However, there is a complexity of designing structures so that 
fish access would be interfered with as little as possible.  Dr. 
Herke believes it is necessary to allow fish access 24 hours a 
day, 365 days a year at all levels in the water column so that 
important species are not deprived access.  Further, rock weirs 
need to be designed so that spaces between rocks do not 
become plugged or these structures would have the same 
deleterious effects on fisheries as a conventional fixed weir. 
 
Salinity control structures are not part of the near-term LCA 
Plan.  However, fisheries access has been further addressed in 
the FPEIS.  
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Letter 23: Dr. William Herke (WHH) 
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Letter 23: Dr. William Herke (WHH) 

W
H

H
 0

1 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)

 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-77
Public Involvem

ent R
eport 

Letter 23: Dr. William Herke (WHH) 

W
H

H
 0

1 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)

 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-78
Public Involvem

ent R
eport 

Letter 23: Dr. William Herke (WHH) 

W
H

H
 0

1 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)

 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-79

Letter 23: Dr. William Herke (WHH) 
W

H
H

 0
1 

(C
on

tin
ue

d)
 

 

Public Involvem
ent R

eport 
N

ovem
ber 2004



 

3-80
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 24: Mr. Harold Herrmann – Main Report (HMH-MR) 

HMH-MR 01:  Prior to publication of the DPEIS, 6 scoping 
meetings regarding the comprehensive plan were held throughout 
the state in April and May 2002.  An additional set of 5 scoping 
meetings regarding the near-term plan were held throughout the 
state in April 2004.  Section 5 "Public Involvement and 
Coordination" of the FPEIS describes the extensive public 
meetings conducted.  Notifications of the availability of the 
DPEIS were published in the Federal Register and a 45-day 
comment period was provided.  The Notice of Availability was 
mailed to over 3,000 interested parties, including libraries, 
Federal, state, and local agencies, radio, television, and newsprint 
media.  Nine public meetings covering 3 states were conducted 
having previously been announced in local newspapers, radio and 
television in multiple states.  Considering such efforts to notify 
interested parties, an extension of the comment period was not 
granted.  To maximize accessibility to public meetings, sites have
been rotated throughout coastal Louisiana.  This practice will 
continue.   
 
The NEPA regulations do not require additional public meetings 
to be held following release of the Final PEIS.  Therefore, there 
will not be another public meeting for the LCA Plan.  However, 
there will be another comment period, during which comments 
regarding the Final Main Report and PEIS may be submitted.  
Additionally, as part of the implementation process for each 
restoration feature, public meetings will be held in accordance 
with NEPA and other permitting regulations to obtain public 
input on the scope of issues, resources, impacts, and alternatives 
to be addressed for that particular restoration feature. 
 
HMH-MR 02:  During scoping meetings the LCA Plan had not 
yet been selected and could not, therefore, be discussed.  In 
regards to the July public meeting being inconvenient, 
announcements for the public meetings were posted in 
accordance with NEPA regulations. 
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Letter 24: Mr. Harold Herrmann – Main Report (HMH-MR) 

 
HMH-MR 03:  The planning objectives for the LCA Plan clearly 
identify the need to provide continued diversity, both environmental 
and economic related, as a product of successful restoration of the 
coastal ecosystem.  While this applies more directly to the ecologic 
components of the system it applies indirectly to the human 
environment as well.  Protection of vital socio-economic resources 
is one of the critical needs elements addressed by the near-term 
LCA Plan (Critical Needs Criterion #4) used to select LCA Plan 
components.  The proposed restoration features in the LCA Plan 
address the need to support and protect such resources as cultures, 
communities, infrastructure, business and industry.  Tradeoffs in 
system use will be necessary to accomplish effective coastal 
restoration and these will include human impacts.  The 
implementation of the LCA Plan will seek to avoid or minimize 
these to the maximum extent possible.  Please refer to the LCA Plan 
for a detailed discussion of how the critical needs criteria were 
applied to select LCA Plan components. 
 
Responses to comments submitted by Mr. St. Pé can be found in 
Comment Code BTNEP. 
 
All comments received during the scoping process were taken into 
consideration during the preparation of the DPEIS and Main 
Report.  Those comments can be reviewed in Section 5.0 of the 
FPEIS. 
 
HMH-MR 04:  Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 1502.28 and as described 
the "National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Requirements" 
section of the FPEIS, this present statement will serve as a 
programmatic analysis for restoration efforts that will concentrate 
on coast-wide province-wide and basin-wide issues.  Tiering, as 
discussed in Part 1502.28 of the NEPA, refers to coverage of 
general matters in broader environmental impact statements with 
subsequent narrower statements or environmental analysis 
incorporating by reference the general programmatic statements and 
concentrating solely on the issues specific to the statement 
subsequently prepared.  
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Letter 24: Mr. Harold Herrmann – Main Report (HMH-MR) 

HMH-MR 04 (Continued):  Because this is a Programmatic 
EIS, it is considered a “tiered” document.  Feasibility-level 
detailed decision documents will be developed on a project-by-
project basis for each of the near-term critical restoration features. 
On a project-by-project basis, the required NEPA process will be 
conducted to present selected alternatives and garner public 
comment. 
 
HMH-MR 05:  In the LCA Plan, diversions werereferred to as 
either small (1,000 – 5,000 cfs diversion), medium (5,000 – 
15,000 cfs diversion), and large (greater than 15,000 cfs).  The 
medium diversion with dedicated dredging at Myrtle Grove is 
described in Section 2 of the FPEIS as a 2,500 to 15,000 cfs, thus 
qualifying it as a “medium” diversion.  Specific details the 
benefits and impacts of the proposed restoration feature will be 
determined during project implementation. 
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Letter 24: Mr. Harold Herrmann – Main Report (HMH-MR) 

HMH-MR 06:  As the LCA Plan transitions from plan formulation 
to plan implementation, there would be opportunities for public 
participation and input.  For each of the LCA Plan projects, the 
requisite decision documents, NEPA documents, and accompanying 
public participation process would be completed.  During this time, 
the public would have the opportunity to comment on the scope of 
issues, resources, impacts, and alternatives to be addressed in the 
DPEIS.  During periods when official public or scoping meetings 
are not being held, the USACE, in coordination with the state of 
Louisiana, would keep the lines of communication open through 
web site interaction, speaking engagements, workshops, news 
releases, timelines, frequently asked questions, fact sheets, and 
talking points.  To that end, a Public Involvement Plan would be 
established that clearly defines a proactive, consistent, and cohesive 
procedure for informing the public of the LCA Plan process and the 
development of the LCA Plan.  Furthermore, cumulative impacts 
(part 1508.7 of the NEPA) of the proposed action, which take into 
account potential impacts from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, will be described. 
 
HMH-MR 07:  Responses to all public comments on the DPEIS 
and LCA Plan are provided in this response summary.   
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Letter 25: Mr. Harold Herrmann – EIS (HMH-EIS) 

HMH-EIS 01:  Please see response to HMH-MR 01.  
 
HMH-EIS 02:  Please see responses to HMH-MR 01,          
HMH-MR 04, and HMH-MR 06. 
 
HMH-EIS 03:  Please see response to HMH-MR 03. 
 
HMH-EIS 04:  Please see response to HMH-MR 04. 
 
HMH-EIS 05:  Please see responses to HMH-MR 04 and     
HMH-MR 05. 
 
HMH-EIS 06:  Please see response to HMH-MR 06. 
 
HMH-EIS 07:  Please see response to HMH-MR 07. 
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Letter 26: Mr. Ralph L. Herrmann – EIS (RLH-EIS) 

RLH-EIS 01:  Prior to publication of the DPEIS, 6 scoping meetings 
regarding the comprehensive plan were held throughout the state in April 
and May 2002.  An additional set of 5 scoping meetings regarding the 
near-term plan was held throughout the state in April 2004.  Section 5 
"Public Involvement and Coordination" of the DPEIS describes the 
extensive public meetings conducted.  Notifications of the availability of 
the DPEIS were published in the Federal Register and a 45-day comment 
period was provided.  The Notice of Availability was mailed to over 
3,000 interested parties, including libraries, Federal, state, and local 
agencies, radio, television, and newsprint media.  The meetings were 
announced in local newspapers, radio and television in multiple states.  
Considering such efforts to notify interested parties, an extension of the 
comment period was not granted.  To maximize accessibility to public 
meetings, sites have been rotated throughout coastal Louisiana.  This 
practice will continue.  Also, The NEPA regulations do not require 
additional public meetings to be held following release of the Final PEIS.  
Therefore, there will not be another public meeting for the LCA Plan.  
However, there will be another comment period, during which comments 
regarding the Final Main Report and PEIS may be submitted.   
 
RLH-EIS 02:  Public meetings were held throughout the Louisiana 
Coastal Area and in three other states (TX, MS, TN).  Announcements for 
the public meetings were posted in accordance with NEPA regulations. 
 
RLH-EIS 03:  The planning objectives for the LCA Plan clearly identify 
the need to provide continued diversity, both environmental and 
economic, as a product of successful restoration of the coastal ecosystem.  
While this applies more directly to the ecologic components of the system 
it applies indirectly to the human environment as well.  Protection of vital 
socio-economic resources is one of the critical needs elements addressed 
by the near-term LCA Plan (Critical Needs Criterion #4) used to select 
LCA Plan components.  The proposed restoration features in the LCA 
Plan address the need to support and protect such resources as cultures, 
communities, infrastructure, business and industry.  Tradeoffs in system 
use will be necessary to accomplish effective coastal restoration and these 
will include human impacts.  The implementation of the LCA Plan will 
seek to avoid or minimize these to the maximum extent possible.  Please 
refer to Section 3 of the LCA Plan for a detailed discussion of how the 
critical needs criteria were applied to select LCA Plan components.   
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Letter 26: Mr. Ralph L. Herrmann – EIS (RLH-EIS) 

RLH-EIS 04:  Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 1502.28 and as described in 
Section 1 "National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Requirements" of 
the FPEIS, this present statement will serve as a programmatic analysis 
for restoration efforts that will concentrate on coast-wide province-wide 
and basin-wide issues.  Tiering, as discussed in Part 1502.28 of the 
NEPA, refers to coverage of general matters in broader environmental 
impact statements with subsequent narrower statements or environmental 
analysis incorporating by reference the general programmatic statements 
and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the statement 
subsequently prepared.  Because this is a Programmatic EIS, it is 
considered a “tiered” document.  Feasibility-level detailed decision 
documents will be developed on a project-by-project basis for each of the 
near-term critical restoration features.  On a project-by-project basis, the 
required NEPA process will be conducted to present selected alternatives 
and garner public comment. 
 
RLH-EIS 05:  In the LCA Plan, diversions were referred to as either 
small (1,000 – 5,000 cfs diversion), medium (5,000 – 15,000 cfs 
diversion), and large (greater than 15,000 cfs).  The medium diversion 
with dedicated dredging at Myrtle Grove is described in Section 2 of the 
FPEIS as a 2,500 to 15,000 cfs, thus qualifying it as a “medium” 
diversion.  Specific details the benefits and impacts of the proposed 
restoration feature will be determined during project implementation. 
 
RLH-EIS 06: As the LCA Plan transitions from plan formulation to plan 
implementation, there would be opportunities for public participation and 
input.  For each of the LCA Plan projects, the requisite decision 
documents, NEPA documents, and accompanying public participation 
process would be completed.  During this time, the public would have the 
opportunity to comment on the scope of issues, resources, impacts, and 
alternatives to be addressed in the DPEIS.  During periods when official 
public or scoping meetings are not being held, the USACE, in 
coordination with the state of Louisiana, would keep the lines of 
communication open through web site interaction, speaking engagements, 
workshops, news releases, timelines, frequently asked questions, fact 
sheets, and talking points.  To that end, a Public Involvement Plan would 
be established that clearly defines a proactive, consistent, and cohesive 
procedure for informing the public of the LCA Plan process and the 
development of the LCA Plan.  

R
LH

-E
IS

 0
5 

R
LH

-EIS 06

N
ovem

ber 2004

+ 



 

3-87
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 27: Mr. Ralph L. Herrmann – Main Report (RLH-MR) 

RLH-MR 01: Please see response to RLH-EIS 01.  
 
RLH-MR 02: Please see response to RLH- EIS 02. 
 
RLH-MR 03: Please see response to RLH- EIS 03. 
 
RLH-MR 04: Please see response to RLH- EIS 04. 
 
RLH-MR 05:  Please see response to RLH- EIS 05.  
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RLH-MR 06:  Please see response to RLH- EIS 06.  

Letter 27: Mr. Ralph L. Herrmann – Main Report (RLH-MR) 
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Letter 28: Ms. Kandy Theriot, Houma-Terrebonne Chamber of Commerce (HTCC) 

HTCC 01:  Comment noted.  The Mississippi River 
Hydrodynamic Study will provide information on hydrologic 
processes and conditions that will support implementation of the 
Third Delta Study.  The long-term study will address data needs 
for restoration projects that cannot, based on existing information, 
be initiated within the ten-year time frame.  Protection of 
inhabited areas, infrastructure, and economic assets were 
considered in selection of the projects for inclusion under Critical 
Needs Criterion #4: Protects Vital Socio-Economic Resources. 
 
HTCC 02:  The LCA Restoration Feature, Multi-purpose 
Operation of the Houma Navigational Canal Lock, is to make 
efficient use of the Atchafalaya River by increasing river flows 
into the wetlands to maintain favorable salinity regimens.  
However, the current plan for the Morganza to the Gulf Project is 
to close the lock for an estimated 78 days of high-water events 
due to tropical storms and hurricanes (+3 NGVD).  The HNC 
Lock physical model being constructed (operational by early 
2005) at ERDC will test several possible operational schemes for 
the lock (e.g., 25 percent and 50 percent open).  Normal operation 
is fully open lock and fully open 200' floodgate.  USACE is 
currently investigating whether a lock of this magnitude (110' x 
800') will have considerable O&M problems if it is operated like 
one of the other smaller floodgates or environmental water 
control structures.  USACE will satisfy all requirements to assure 
that the local environment is protected, flood protection provided 
to all residents, and the HNC remains navigable to all marine 
vessels.  O&M costs for the restoration component of the project 
are the responsibility of the non-Federal sponsor. 
 
HTCC 03:  Comment noted. 
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Letter 29: Honorable Carl R. Griffith, Jr., Jefferson County Judge (CRG) 

CRG 01:  For planning purposes, the LCA study area includes 
Louisiana's coastal area from Mississippi to Texas.  This area was 
divided into four subprovinces, each of which is comprised of 
several distinct hydrologic basins.  The New Orleans District and 
the State of Louisiana are presently concentrating restoration 
efforts on near-term critical ecological needs within these four 
coastal Louisiana subprovinces.  As implementation progresses, 
the New Orleans District will continue to coordinate with the 
Galveston District regarding potential restoration needs and 
impacts. 
 
Please see General Response #3 regarding the LCA Study Area. 
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Letter 29: Honorable Carl R. Griffith, Jr., Jefferson County Judge (CRG) 
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         Letter 30: Mr. Aaron Broussard, Jefferson Parish President (JFP) 

JFP 01:  Comment noted. 
 
JFP 02:  Comment noted.  The Myrtle Grove diversion is part 
of the five near-term critical restoration features being 
recommended for conditional authorization. 
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JFP 03:  Please see response to JFP 02. 
 
JFP 04:  Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 
regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
JFP 05:  Comment noted.  Please see General Response #5 
regarding the ten-year planning horizon. 
 

      Letter 30: Mr. Aaron Broussard, Jefferson Parish President (JFP) 
JF

P 
05

 

JFP 04 

JF
P 

03
 

JFP 02 
(C

ontinued) 

 

Public C
om

m
ents and R

esponses 
 

N
ovem

ber 2004



 

3-94 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 31: Mr. Jess Curole, Lafourche Parish Government (LPG) 

LPG 01:  Public acceptability is an essential component of the 
LCA Study Plan Formulation Rationale and is discussed in the 
Main Report, Section 3.  Furthermore, public meetings have been 
and will continue to be held to garner public involvement 
throughout LCA Plan implementation, either on a subprovince or 
project-by-project basis.  In addition, USACE and state experts 
involved with all facets of the LCA Plan will be available through 
a Speakers Bureau to address civic, social, business, and 
educational groups.  A newsletter mailed periodically will keep the 
public updated on the latest events related to LCA Plan 
implementation.  For additional information, contact Julie T. 
Morgan, Outreach Program Specialist, Coastal Restoration 
Branch, (504) 862-2587.    
 
LPG 02:  Please see General Response #9 regarding sediment 
transport via pipeline.  Furthermore, sediment delivery via pipeline 
and dedicated dredging are included as both components of 
individual features (e.g., Myrtle Grove Diversion) and as part of 
the Programmatic Authority for the Beneficial Use of Dredged 
Material.   
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LPG 03: Comment noted.  

Letter 31:  Mr. Jess Curole, Lafourche Parish Government (LPG) 
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Letter 32: Mr. Carleton Dufrechou, Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation (LPBF#1)  

LPBF#1 01:  Comment noted and concur.   
 
LPBF#1 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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     Letter 32: Mr. Carleton Dufrechou, Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation (LPBF#1) 
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Letter 33: Mr. Carleton Dufrechou, Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation  (LPBF#2) 

LPBF#2 01:  Comment noted. 
 
LPBF#2 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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LWV 01:  Please see General Response #5 regarding the ten-year 
planning horizon and General Response #10 regarding proposed 
LCA Plan funding. 
 
LWV 02:  All impacts to wetlands and waters including LCA 
Plan projects are carefully considered to protect the overall public 
interest in the regulatory evaluation process.  Individual projects 
implemented under the LCA Plan will be required to comply with 
applicable environmental compliance and permitting programs.  
In addition, the approval of the proposed LCA Plan would 
provide a basis for environmental consistency for all subsequent 
water resources related activities in the study area.  This would 
not, however, in any way supercede the valid existing rights of 
landowners and leaseholders under existing statutes. 
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        Letter 34: Ms. Jean Armstrong and Ms. Linda M. Walker,                                          
League of Woman Voters of Louisiana (LWV) 
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LWV 03:  Please see General Response #8 regarding project 
implementation protocols and the need for immediate action 
 
LWV 04:  Please see General Response #3 regarding the LCA 
Study Area. 
 
LWV 05:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
LWV 06:  The establishment of regional or interstate 
agreements to support restoration objectives and 
implementation may be beneficial to the overall restoration 
effort.  As regional or interstate agreements, they would be the 
preview of the state to establish as the local cost-share sponsor.  
Any incorporation of these agreements relative to the LCA Plan 
would be a subsequently negotiated matter between the Federal 
and state cost-share partners.  
 
LWV 07:  The USACE is in the early stages of planning 
demonstration projects and specific restoration measures still 
need to be determined.  Once authorized, techniques using 
hands-on public involvement will be publicized on a project-
specific basis to the greatest extent to notify possible volunteers 
and garner additional public support.  
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        Letter 34: Ms. Jean Armstrong and Ms. Linda M. Walker,                                          
League  of Woman Voters of Louisiana (LWV) 
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LWV 08:  Comment noted. 
 
LWV 09:  Future outreach strategies include a national media 
blitz, scoping and informational public meetings to involve those 
interested individuals and stakeholders on the local level.  
Participation in national conferences related not only to the 
environment but also to business and specialized audiences is 
also planned.  Additionally, information is provided nationwide 
via a mailing list that includes addresses throughout the United 
States.   
 
LWV 10:  The decision documents specified for approval prior to 
initiation of construction will be required to include detailed costs 
including those for lands, easements, rights-of -way, relocations, 
and damages.  These detailed costs, as well as the distribution of 
their outlay, are necessary for both the Federal and state         
cost-share partners to establish budgets and work schedules.  
 
Financial information regarding the LCA Plan is part of the 
public record and is available for public review.   
 
LWV 11:  Comment noted.  Please see General Response #4 
regarding the coordination roles for agencies and local 
governments in the LCA Study.   
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        Letter 34: Ms. Jean Armstrong and Ms. Linda M. Walker,                                          
League of Woman Voters of Louisiana (LWV) 
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Letter 35: Dr. Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council (AUBN) 

AUBN 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
AUBN 02:  Funding for the USACE-MVN Regulatory 
Branch is outside of the scope of the LCA Program.  Funding 
for the monitoring and enforcement programs are dependent 
on the authorization of the USACE budget by Congress, and 
by allocation of resources under these appropriations made 
by the Secretary of the Army.   
 
USACE is currently developing an Enterprise GIS which 
will assist regulatory in its evaluation of all project impacts, 
especially cumulative impacts.  Additional resources could 
provide for a more robust enforcement and compliance 
program.  
 
For additional information, please also see General Response 
#10 regarding proposed LCA Plan funding. 
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Letter 35: Dr. Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council (AUBN) 

AUBN 03:  The USACE has been funding the collocated team 
members of the PDT for the present effort.  The USACE’s cost 
estimates for each near-term restoration feature of the LCA 
Plan includes funds for active participation by other Federal 
agencies. 
 
AUBN 04:  The Clean Water Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines        
(40 CFR 230) are the environmental criteria followed by the 
USACE for evaluating the proposed discharges of dredged or 
fill material into waters of the United States.  Compliance with 
these guidelines is the controlling factor used by the USACE to 
determine the environmental acceptability of disposal 
alternatives.  The USACE must demonstrate through 
completion of a 404 (b)(1) evaluation that any proposed 
discharge of dredged material is in compliance with the 
guidelines.  On 30 November 1998, the EPA excluded dredged 
material as a hazardous waste (Federal Register Vol 63, No. 
229).  Specifically, 40 CFR 261.4 of that rule provides that 
dredged material regulated under “a permit that has been issued 
under Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(33 U.S.C. 1344) or Section 103 of the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1413) is not 
a hazardous waste.”  The appropriate section(s) have been 
revised accordingly.  For additional information, please see 
responses to GRN 04, GRN 05, GRN 07, and GRN 08.  Also 
see General Response #12 regarding hazardous substances in 
Beneficial Use materials. 
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Letter 35: Dr. Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council (AUBN) 

AUBN 05:  Comment noted.  As envisioned in the LCA Plan, 
modification to the operation of Davis Pond and Caernarvon 
structures would include operating the structures so that 
ecosystem restoration, including wetland creation via increased 
sediments and nutrients would be the project purposes. 
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Letter 35: Dr. Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council (AUBN) 

AUBN 06:  Comment noted.  The figure has been revised to 
include state programs in general. 
 
AUBN 07:  The intent of proposing the specific authorization 
of an S&T Program is the involvement of a broad spectrum of 
appropriate scientific disciplines to enable that mechanism to 
establish appropriate protocols, requirements, and tools for plan 
implementation.  The S&T Program, once formed, will be 
responsible for establishing, in concert with the CRMS, key 
monitoring stations to collect baseline data, and identifying key 
uncertainties on which to focus monitoring and assessment 
activities.  As stated in Appendix A of the LCA Plan, data 
collection as well as monitoring and assessment efforts will 
require collaboration and funding support from many federal 
and state agencies, NGOs, and universities.  It would be 
premature to specify requirements for data collection prior to 
receiving authorization guidance for the requested S&T 
program.  The appropriate section(s) have been revised 
accordingly. 
 
AUBN 08:  Concur. “Absorb” will be replaced with “adsorb.”  
Comment noted.  The appropriate section(s) have been revised 
accordingly. 
 
AUBN 09:  The sentence will be replaced with the following:  
“As mandated by Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act, the 
USACE is required to demonstrate that the reintroduction of 
sediments into a proposed study area will not have an 
unacceptable adverse impact either individually or in 
combination with known and/or probable impacts of other 
activities affecting the ecosystems of concern.”  
 
AUBN 10:  Comments noted. 
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Letter 35: Dr. Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council (AUBN) 
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Letter 35: Dr. Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council (AUBN) 
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SCOG 01:  Comment noted.  (ANGLEA)  
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   Letter 36: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation                                 
and Restoration Authority (LCWCRA) 

  

 

LCWCRA 01:  Comment noted.  
 

LCWCRA 02:  Section 4 of the Main Report provides a 
description of how the LCA Plan will maintain consistency with 
other activities in the Louisiana coastal area.  Included as a point 
of contact in this consistency effort is the Louisiana Wetlands 
Conservation and Restoration Authority, which, with its broad 
state agency membership, should be able to recognize potential 
conflicts and minimize the negative impacts of LCA Plan 
activities on other coastal activities.  Additional discussion 
regarding the coordination of the USACE and the local cost-share 
sponsor with affected industries, local government entities and 
state agencies will be discussed in greater detail in the Master 
Program Management Plan, which will be developed following 
Congressional approval of the LCA Plan. 

 
LCWCRA 03:  The LCA Plan planning objectives and the 
parameters developed for assessing restoration plan performance 
were specifically developed around the incorporation of wetland 
quantity, and biologic and system diversity.  For in the initial 
analyses, the specific ecologic outputs were quantified, and their 
relative weights determined to produce a composite output value 
appropriate to capture the plan effectiveness in addressing the 
multiple planning objectives.  Additionally, the critical needs 
criteria were identified as a more directly and qualitatively 
assessable subset of the study planning objectives.  As a result it 
is believed that the identified LCA Plan features represent an 
effective means of meeting those objectives. 
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LCWCRA 04:  Further detail d analysis of water quality in 
the Mississippi River and the e cts of river reintroduction 
projects on hypoxia in the Gul f Mexico will be provided, as 
appropriate, in the subsequent ject-specific NEPA 
documents for each restoration easure.  The LCA Main 
Report does discuss the reduct  of nutrient delivery to the 
Gulf of Mexico as a LCA Plan jective, and accordingly, 
provides for an initial evaluati of the alternatives’ 
performances in reducing nitro n. 

 
LCWCRA 05:  Comment not .  Appendix A, the S&T 
Program, describes the mecha ms to be put in place to ensure 
that the LCA Plan is supported y the best available science.  It 
also discusses the framework  interaction between the 
Science Board and Program M agement and the Program 
Execution Team.  Section 4 of e Main Report has also been 
revised for greater clarity in th regard. 
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 Letter 36: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Con ervation                                  
and Restoration Authority (LCWCRA) 
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LCWCRA 06:  The FY05 bu t guidance directs the 
identification of near-term rest ation plan (10 years or so) and the 
initiation of large-scale studies  long-term concepts to identify 
long-range restoration actions. he magnitude and spatial scale of 
the long-term concepts propos  for study in the TSP result in the 
consideration of long-range ef ts over the entire coastal area.  The 
ultimate documentation of the dings of these studies, as well as 
the specified review of the LC plan at five year intervals, provides 
a basis for revision and submis n of parts or all of the plan for 
additional or modified of auth zation by Congress.  As provided 
for in the LCA Plan this proce allows the development and 
adoption of a comprehensive r oration plan over time.   
 
LCWCRA 07:  Comment not   The USACE agrees that 
coordination of restoration eff s with regulatory efforts is a 
necessary step to ensure the su ess of restoration efforts 
throughout the coastal zone.  S tion 6 of the FPEIS provides more 
details in this regard. 
 
LCWCRA 08:  Potential soci onomic impacts are discussed in 
Section 4 of the FPEIS.  Addit al details regarding these impacts 
will be identified and evaluate uring follow-up feasibility level 
analyses of specific features, w ch would include NEPA 
documentation on a project-sp fic basis. 
 
LCWCRA 09:  All workable rces of funding will be considered 
jointly by the Federal and loca ost-sharing partners.  The State of 
Louisiana as the principal loca ponsor for the LCA Plan 
restoration efforts is in the bes osition to capitalize on vested local 
interest in restoration and leve ing of any private funds that could 
be applied to this effort. 
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  Letter 36: Ms. Sidney Coffee, Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Co ervation                             
and Restoration Authority (LCWCRA) 

LCWCRA 10:  Comment noted he USACE encourages all state 
agencies to coordinate with Fede l and state restoration managers 
on coast wide restoration efforts
 
LCWCRA 11:  Concur.  Establ ment of dynamic salinity 
gradients that reflect natural cyc  of fresh water availability and 
marine forcing is a hydrogeomo ic planning objective, as stated 
in the Main Report, Section 3.  F re analyses of projects will 
include alternative operational p s to evaluate these issues. 
 
LCWCRA 12:  The potential to store or maintain critical 
geomorphic structure, i.e., land b ges, was both a planning 
objective and one of the stated c cal need criteria.  There were 
several land bridge restoration fe res considered for the near-term 
plan.  Some of these features inv ed some uncertainty in the 
source, delivery, or placement o aterial, or a combination of these
factors.  At least one land bridge storation feature did pass the 
sorting criteria and was assessed  be critical enough for inclusion 
in the LCA Plan.  This project is titled “Maintain Land Bridge 
Between Caillou Lake and Gulf Mexico.”  Additionally, several 
demonstration projects will cont ute to planning and design of 
future land bridge projects.  Res ation and preservation of 
geomorphic coastal structures w continue to be a primary 
objective of restoration planning
 
LCWCRA 13:  While the USAC  agrees that the maintenance and 
rehabilitation of barrier islands i n integral component of a 
comprehensive restoration appro h, the restoration feature in the 
LCA Plan focused on those parts f the barrier shoreline that were 
most threatened with loss (i.e., th most critical), and those reaches 
that did not already have some ty  of ongoing restoration effort 
under other programs.  All geom phic components of the barrier 
island shorelines need some mea re of restoration as part of a 
comprehensive solution for the a , and implementation of projects 
to achieve restoration, whether t  were funded by CWPPRA or 
any other source, would complem nt efforts undertaken by the LCA 
Program.   
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LCWCRA 13 (Continued):  Verbiage has been added to the LCA 
Plan project description for barrier island restoration to clarify the 
critical nature of the entire coastal barrier island system, as well as 
verbiage regarding the rationale for identification of the shoreline 
reaches to be initially addressed within the LCA Plan in Section 3 
of the Main Report. 
 
LCWCRA 14:  It is intended that the programmatic effort to utilize 
existing water control structures will include non-Federal as well as 
Federal structures.  At this time the extent of this effort is limited to 
the identification and study of existing structures and possible 
modifications.  For these purposes, the funding levels currently 
proposed should be adequate.  If the initial efforts of this program 
prove successful, then additional, and potentially increased, funding 
would be an element of future LCA Plan updates or amendments. 
 
LCWCRA 15:  Monitoring is an essential component of Adaptive 
Management, and each restoration feature and component of the 
LCA Plan would have monitoring associated with its 
implementation.  Monitoring and the collection of baseline data is a 
part of the S&T Program, and each will require the participation of 
the state, academia, and Federal agencies. 
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LCWCRA 16:  Each of the res ration features that were identified 
in the LCA Plan was critical to eet the critical needs criteria 
developed for this study.  No in usion of projects to implement 
some of the Coast 2050 strateg  does not imply that they are not 
critical in the larger context of astal restoration.  In fact, they may 
be addressed more expeditious under other program authorities 
(e.g., CWPPRA) or in subsequ  LCA Plan authorizations. 
 
LCWCRA 17:  Comment note  These projects are included as 
part of the selected plan. 
 
LCWCRA 18:  Certain potent components of the Mississippi 
River Delta Management Plan re evaluated and failed to pass 
sorting criteria number 3 (indep dence of implementation).  
Implementation of such large r r diversions would potentially 
have large impacts on navigatio  flood control, fisheries, and water 
supply, and may limit future po ntial actions.  For these reasons, it 
was determined that a more co rehensive review of the 
Mississippi River Delta was a m re appropriate strategy for 
addressing ecosystem needs in s area, and this pushed these 
actions beyond a ten-year impl entation window.  Initiation of 
this study is a critical action in  near-term. 
 
LCWCRA 19:  While it is wel stablished that long-distance 
pipeline transport of sediment easible, uncertainties in these 
measures are related more to th ources of sediments and their 
ultimate distribution once trans rted from the borrow site to the 
project area.  For example, wha s the most efficient method of 
applying thin layers of sedimen ver vast expanses of degrading 
marshes without damaging exi g functional marsh in the project 
area?  The Bayou LeBranche a  was specifically removed 
because of significant uncertain s related to conflicting landowner 
desires for the area.  Significan ncertainties regarding these 
specific restoration measures h  been clarified in the Main 
Report, Section 4 and in Appen x A. 
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LCWCRA 20:  Comment note  The S&T Program provides an 
avenue for such monitoring and search, which should ultimately 
lead to more efficient projects. should be noted, however, that 
“constant discharge” may not b ossible due to constraints with the 
structure design and river stage elative to outfall area water levels, 
and may conflict with hydrogeo orphic planning objective #1, 
establishment of dynamic salin  gradients which reflect the 
natural availability of freshwate nd marine forcing.  These issues 
will be further evaluated in spe ic decision documents related to 
modification of existing structu , as well as for new projects. 
 
LCWCRA 21:  Section 4 of th ain Report has been modified to 
include more detailed descripti  of the Near-Term Critical 
Restoration Features, including more detailed description of the 
critical need for the Bayou Lafo che project, the anticipated 
benefits, and the project’s contr tion to the overall strategy for 
restoration of coastal Louisiana
 
LCWCRA 22:  Comment note
 
LCWCRA 23:  The Acadiana ys estuary has experienced 
increased freshening and turbid  since the 1930s, and as a result, 
submerged aquatic vegetation d sities and estuarine fisheries have 
declined.  In addition, historic r fs, largely destroyed by dredging, 
no longer provide a physical ba er to fresh waster exchange.  The 
primary goal of the Acadiana B s study is to evaluate the 
reestablishment of historic wate uality conditions and viable 
estuarine fisheries in the system hile maintaining a growing delta 
to the east.  This large-scale stu  will utilize and extend existing 
state supported hydrodynamic m dels to ultimately determine a 
solution for the restoration and intenance of this estuarine 
system.  While this study is not nsistent with all LCA planning 
objectives, it is consistent with  objectives of establishing a 
dynamic salinity gradient and r tablishing natural landscape 
features (historic reef) critical t cosystem structure and function.  
Strong public support for this p ect warrants its investigation as a 
long-term study. 
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LCWCRA 24:  Shoreline protection is included as a demonstration 
project in this critical area.  Once appropriate and efficient 
technology is identified, further implementation is possible through 
subsequent LCA Program authorization or under other program 
authorities, such as CWPPRA.  In addition, it may be possible to 
enhance or mimic natural Chenier Plain processes to reverse 
shoreline retreat in this area, and this will also be evaluated as a 
component of the Chenier Plain Fresh Water and Sediment 
Assessment and Reallocation Study. 
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LCWCRA 25:  Although it is possible that certain of the potential 
restoration measures could be implemented in the near-term time 
frame, these measures did not meet sorting criteria 2 (sufficient 
S&T understanding) and/or sorting criteria 3 (independence of 
implementation).  Because of these uncertainties, and specific 
comments made by the NTRC, it is recommended that the Chenier 
Plain Fresh Water and Sediment Assessment and Reallocation 
Study be performed before making definitive statements concerning 
which projects should be implemented under the LCA Plan 
authorization. 
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LCWCRA 26:  Section 4 of th ain Report will be revised as 
follows: "For oyster leases loca  within the projected impact area 
of a coastal restoration plan, at  end of its current lease term, a 
lease may be renewed for a term etween one to fourteen years as a 
bobtail lease under La R.S. 56: 8.1.  For an operational project, La 
R.S. 56:428.2 provides that an ster lease may be renewed for a 
one-year term, if the leaseholde tipulates that the waterbottoms 
under lease are capable of prod ing oysters."  Additionally, the last 
sentence of the last paragraph w l not be deleted; however, the 
phrase “operational and bobtai ases” will be deleted from the 
sentence. 
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LCWCRA 27:  See response to CWCRA 06. 
 
LCWCRA 28:  Concur.  Main port and Appendix A have been 
revised for increased clarity in  regard. 
 
LCWCRA 29: Comment noted As discussed in the FPEIS, 
Section 6, all civil works projec would be evaluated for 
consistency with the LCA Prog .  
 
LCWCRA 30:  Text of the are of controversy has been revised in 
both the Main Report and FPEI  The Executive Summary no 
longer has such specific text rel ng to this issue, and a full 
explanation has been included i he FPEIS Section 7.   
 
LCWCRA 31:  Comment note  The USACE will work with all 
appropriate state and Federal ag cies to resolve issues which may 
prevent expeditious implement n of the LCA program. 
 
LCWCRA 32:  Comment note   
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LCWCRA 33:  Comment note   The Main Report and FPEIS 
detail the socioeconomic benef  derived from the coastal 
ecosystem and the consequenc of ecosystem decline. 
 
LCWCRA 34:  Concur.  The i acts and benefits of restoration 
measure have been included in e assessment of critical needs 
criterion # 4.  More detailed an ses will be conducted in the future
as decision documents are prep d. 
 
LCWCRA 35:  The LCA Plan xecution Team will work with all 
affected parties while preparin ecision documents for future 
implementation.  Part of this pr ess will be to resolve issues 
related to such cost-sharing iss  such as the one raised here.  
Other potential negative impac ill also be analyzed and 
addressed. 
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LCWCRA 36:  The USACE w ensure consistency of the 
Donaldsonville to the Gulf Feas lity Study with the ecosystem 
restoration purposes outlined in  LCA Program, while not 
compromising the needed level flood protection.  Text related to 
the ongoing Donaldsonville to t Gulf Feasibility Study has been 
added to the Main Report in Sec n 1. 
 
LCWCRA 37:  Relocations nec sary for project implementation 
are considered project costs.  It he local sponsor’s responsibility, 
as detailed in Section 4 of the M  Report, to either perform, or 
ensure the performance of, all n ssary relocations.  These costs 
are creditable toward the non-Fe ral cost-share obligations.  
Operations and maintenance cos are non-Federal responsibilities 
and are not eligible for Federal f ding 
 
LCWCRA 38:  As outlined in S tion 6 of the FPEIS and Section 
4, it is the intention of the USAC  to perform all activities, 
including planning and regulato reviews of other permitted 
actions, in a manner consistent w h the ecosystem restoration 
objectives outlined in the LCA p gram.  It is not a given that more 
environmentally sound construc n methods will increase either 
time to implementation or overa ost of needed projects in the 
coastal zone.  As implied in the mment, it is possible to plan most 
activities in the coastal zone to m ximize synergistic effects 
between development activities d coastal restoration efforts. 
 
LCWCRA 39:  Comment noted The state, through DNR, has 
begun initial reviews of this pro t and has considered interests in 
drainage and freshwater issues i he affected areas in those efforts.  
The USACE will work with all ected parties as this project is 
evaluated in future feasibility st es. 
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LCWCRA 40:  Concur.  No c ges needed in the report. 
 
LCWCRA 41:  Comment note   In addition, it should be noted 
that other ongoing efforts, such  hurricane protection, navigation 
channel improvements, and oth  transportation projects have the 
potential to contribute to ecosy m restoration objectives.  
Opportunities for program syn ies will be fully explored.  
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Letter 37: Ms. Teri F. Lanoue, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality,  
Office of Environmental Assessment (LDEQ-EA) 

LDEQ-EA 01:  Comments noted.  Feasibility-level detailed 
decision documents will be developed on a project-by-
project basis for each of the near-term critical restoration 
features.  On a project-by-project basis, the USACE would 
address all relevant Federal and state air quality regulations. 
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         Letter 38: Mr. Jim Delahoussaye, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 
Office of Environmental Services (LDEQ-ES) 

LDEQ-ES 01:  Comments noted.  Feasibility-level detailed 
decision documents will be developed on a project-by-project 
basis for each of the near-term critical restoration features.  On 
a project-by-project basis, Section 404 permits would be 
obtained, a pollutant discharge elimination system permit 
would be obtained for those proposed projects that result in a 
regulated discharge to waters of the state; a Section 404(b)(1) 
evaluation would be conducted; a water quality certification 
would be requested; all precautions would be taken to protect 
groundwater of the region; all precautions would be taken to 
control nonpoint pollution construction activities; and storm 
water permits would be obtained, where required.   
 

LD
EQ

-E
S 

 0
1 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-124 

          Letter 38: Mr. Jim Delahoussaye, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality  
Office of Environmental Services (LDEQ-ES) 
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Letter 39: Ms. Lisa L. Miller, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality,                            
Office of Management and Finance (LDEQ-MF) 

LDEQ-MF 01:  Comments noted.  Feasibility-level detailed 
decision documents will be developed on a project-by-project 
basis for each of the near-term critical restoration features.  On 
a project-by-project basis, the USACE would address all 
relevant Federal, state, and local regulations as well as obtain 
any appropriate permits or approvals.  Response to comments 
from the LDEQ Office of Environmental Quality is specifically 
addressed in comment responses LDEQ-EA 01 and         
LDEQ-ES 01.   
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Letter 39: Ms. Lisa L. Miller, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality,                            
Office of Management and Finance (LDEQ-MF) 
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    Letter 40: Honorable Kenneth L. Odinet, Sr., Louisiana House of Representatives (KLO) 

KLO 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
KLO 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
KLO 03:  Comment noted.  Such investigations will be a part of 
justifying actions to modify the current authorized project. 
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    Letter 40: Honorable Kenneth L. Odinet, Sr., Louisiana House of Representatives (KLO) 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-129 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

   Letter 40: Honorable Kenneth L. Odinet, Sr., Louisiana House of Representatives (KLO) 
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   Letter 40: Honorable Kenneth L. Odinet, Sr., Louisiana House of Representatives (KLO) 
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Letter 41: Mr. Alfred W. Speer, Louisiana House of Representatives (AWS) 

AWS 01:  Resolution is noted.  In response to this and other 
comments, additional text has been incorporated into the Main 
Report and FPEIS to clarify this issue.  Please see General 
Response #1 regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration Feature.
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Letter 41: Mr. Alfred W. Speer, Louisiana House of Representatives (AWS) 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-133 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 41: Mr. Alfred W. Speer, Louisiana House of Representatives (AWS) 
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Letter 41: Mr. Alfred W. Speer, Louisiana House of Representatives (AWS) 
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Letter 41: Mr. Alfred W. Speer, Louisiana House of Representatives (AWS) 
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Letter 42: Mr. Ralph L. Laukhauf, Jr., Louisiana Hydroelectric (LH-EIS) 

LH-EIS 01:  The Mississippi River Delta Management Study is 
contained in the LCA Plan as part of the Mississippi River 
Hydrodynamic Model Large-scale and Long-term Study 
proposed for standard authorization.  The Mississippi River Delta 
Management Study was determined to be too complex to have a 
feasibility-level decision document completed and construction 
begun within the next five to ten years.  Consequently, it did not 
pass the first sorting criteria for restoration features during the 
plan formulation process.  Please see Section 3 of the LCA Study 
for further information regarding application of sorting criteria to 
restoration features.  
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Letter 43: Mr. Ralph L. Laukhauf, Jr., Louisiana Hydroelectric (LH-MR) 

LH-MR 01:  Comment noted. 
 
LH-MR 02:  The combined level of diversion proposed in the 
LCA Plan would be less than 10 percent of average flow, which 
is the flow condition on which the design discharges presented in 
the report are based, and should not significantly effect current 
hydrologic trends.  Long-term trends and actions are essential to 
appropriate river management, therefore information such as the 
elements suggested will be forwarded to the appropriate project 
management staff leading the Mississippi River Hydrodynamic 
Model Large-scale and Long-term Concepts Study. 
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Letter 43: Mr. Ralph L. Laukhauf, Jr., Louisiana Hydroelectric (LH-MR) 
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          Letter 44: Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois, Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA) 

LLA 01:  Comment noted. 
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LLA 02:  The LCA Plan’s plan formulation process began using 
strategies presented in the Coast 2050 Plan.  Future authorizations 
of the LCA Plan and other programs, such as CWPPRA, may 
further implement recommendations in the Coast 2050 Plan. 
 
LLA 03:  Please see General Response #6 regarding the 
relationship of CWPPRA and LCA. 
 
LLA 04:  The USACE agrees that the issue of accountability is 
important in an effort of this magnitude.  However, the execution 
of the LCA Plan effort, as well as the ultimate approval and 
construction of any features of a plan authorized by Congress, is 
and will be subject to the same laws, regulations, and codes 
applicable to any Federal or state-funded water resource activities 
as well as those of the professions associated with the effort.  
Unless so specified by Congress in authorizing the proposed plan 
or any part of it, and ratified by the President in signing the 
legislation, no laws regarding the accountability of the government 
or its representatives, or those regarding the rights of the public 
relative to those actions, will be superceded.  
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LLA 05:  In regards to public participation and communication 
pathways, please see response to HMH-MR 06.  The USACE 
recognizes that there is a large amount of information available 
regarding coastal preservation and restoration and that not all of 
the information was referenced in the LCA Plan.  In response to 
public comment regarding this issue, a critical responsibility of 
the S&T Office will be data assimilation and management to 
ensure that information from as many resources as possible is 
incorporated into the continued development of the plan.  
Additionally, local planning efforts will be revisited as a 
component of large-scale, long-term studies.  The paper 
referenced in the comment was included as an attachment to the 
comment letter.  However, because of the length of the paper, it 
was not included in this appendix.  A copy is included in the LCA 
Program Project file and is available for review upon request. 
 
LLA 06:  Comment noted. 
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     Letter 44: Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois, Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA) 

LLA 07:  The creation of demonstration projects through the 
LCA Plan serves to answer key scientific and technological 
uncertainties before restoration projects are undertaken.  The 
CWPPRA projects have provided valuable scientific 
information on the ecosystem and restoration techniques; 
however, they have not answered all uncertainties necessary for 
successful program implementation.  For more information on 
demonstration projects in the LCA Plan and the uncertainties 
that they are designed to address, please see Section 4 of the 
Main Report. 
 
LLA 08:  The Third Delta restoration feature (Subprovinces 2 
& 3) was deemed too complicated to have feasibility-level 
decision documents completed and construction started in the 
next five to ten years of plan implementation.  Based on this 
determination, the Third Delta restoration feature did not pass 
sorting criteria #1 in establishing near-term critical restoration 
features.  The referenced study completed for the LDNR only 
assessed technical feasibility of proposed concept, but did not 
undertake analysis of alternatives of the full-range of benefits 
or impacts.  This report would become the basis for gathering 
supplemental information to complete USACE planning 
documentation to complete a feasibility-level analysis of the 
Third Delta restoration feature.  The USACE cannot undertake 
right-of-way acquisition for areas that are potentially affected 
by implementation of the Third Delta restoration feature 
concept until such time that feasibility-level analyses have been 
completed and the project is congressionally authorized. 
 
The Third Delta project is currently included in the LCA Plan 
for long-term, large-scale study, which will resolve 
uncertainties to support consideration of the restoration feature 
for a future authorization request. 
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 Letter 44: Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois, Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA) 

LLA 09:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed 
MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
LLA 10:  Project-induced impacts to offshore borrow sites, such 
as to Ship Shoal, would be evaluated and documented in 
subsequent NEPA environmental assessments.  The Minerals 
Management Service (MMS) has jurisdiction over these offshore 
areas and is the regulating agency regarding their use.  As a 
cooperating Federal agency and part of the LCA Planning Team, 
the MMS has been quite actively involved with the LCA study 
process and continues to provide guidance regarding avoiding, 
minimizing and reducing potential impacts to these valuable 
offshore resources.   
 
LLA 11:  As indicated in the documentation of plan formulation 
in Section 3, the focus of the current LCA planning effort was 
redirected toward the critical needs that could be met in the next 5 
to 10 years.  Those features or concepts that could not reasonably 
be approved and brought to construction in that timeframe were 
specifically eliminated from possible recommendation in this 
report.  Development of a second line of defense alternative, 
while relevant to coastal planning considerations, would be more 
appropriately analyzed under the large-scale, long-term 
restoration scenario.  As described in the Study Authority section 
of the FPEIS, the LCA Plan is authorized by the U.S. House of 
Representatives and the U.S. Senate with a view to determining 
the advisability of improvements or modifications to existing 
improvements in the coastal area of Louisiana in the interest of 
hurricane protection, prevention of saltwater intrusion, 
preservation of fish and wildlife, prevention of erosion, and 
related water resource purposes.  The "Study Purpose and Scope" 
section states that the goal of the LCA Study is to reverse the 
current trend of degradation of the coastal ecosystem.  Section 4 
of the FPEIS discusses potential Future Without-Project 
conditions regarding flood control and hurricane protection 
levees.  
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LLA 12:  Barrier reef resources are considered in the FPEIS as a 
significant resource, as evidenced by presentation of information in 
the “Barrier Reef Resources” and “Barrier Reef Resources” section. 
The restoration of barrier reefs in Subprovince 3 was a restoration 
feature that was considered throughout the plan formulation process 
and was eliminated from further consideration because the 
engineering and design of these features could not be completed 
and construction started with the next 5 to 10 years .  
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 Letter 44: Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois, Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA) 

LLA 13:  Proposed river diversion locations of the LCA Plan 
restoration features were chosen based upon several 
considerations, including the locations of historic natural 
crevasses along the Mississippi River.  Locating diversion sites 
where there have been natural crevasses was considered a means 
of working with the natural geomorphology and hydrology 
thereby "working with nature," and not counter to it.   
 
The USACE agrees with the need for a comprehensive allocation 
model.  The LCA Plan has a number of components that are 
designed to address deficiencies in the study details during the 
next phase.  These components are listed in Table MR - 20b 
under Large-scale and Long-term Concepts Requiring Detail 
Study.   
 
LLA 14:  We do not believe that these diversions will cause a 
problem with backwater flooding, or that this will place 
limitations on the usefulness of the diversions.  This will be 
investigated fully during detailed design.  Detailed evaluation of 
potential adverse and beneficial impacts of the proposed 
diversions located near Hope Canal and Convent/Blind River 
would be accomplished during subsequent feasibility-level 
investigations of those restoration features.  Pending 
authorization of the LCA Plan feature for Programmatic 
Authority to initiate studies for modifications to existing 
structures and/or operation management plans, the use of the 
Bonnet Carre floodway as a restoration feature will be 
considered.  
 
LLA 15:  Comment noted.  
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LLA 16:  A more detailed discussion of the relationship between 
these restoration features for which conditional authorization is 
being requested have been added to the Main Report.  In short, the 
Myrtle Grove and Davis Pond features, will produce related effects 
on salinity, but are expected to produce very different and necessary 
direct hydrologic and land building effects in the ecosystem.  
Careful assessment and management will be necessary to account 
for their combined salinity effects.  The Myrtle Grove feature also 
provides direct land-building and sustainability to an area that 
would likely be affected in only a secondary manner by the long-
range Third Delta concept.  In addition, the area of direct effect 
from the Myrtle Grove feature is experiencing ongoing transition 
and loss;  trends that indicate the lack of immediate attention and 
could result in significant changes over a greater extent of the 
estuary.  
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 Letter 44: Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois, Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA) 

LLA 17:  Comment noted.  A diversion and conveyance channel 
located in the vicinity of the town of Violet feature was initially 
considered but was later determined to present unacceptable 
adverse human environment impacts to human inhabitants in the 
area.   
 
As described in the FPEIS, the restoration feature of 
rehabilitating the Violet Siphon, was considered as having limited 
or no "critical needs criteria" value.  
 
LLA 18:  Please see General Response #11 regarding the number 
of proposed features in Subprovince 4. 
 
LLA 19:  The Penchant Basin Plan was included in the list of 
near-term critical features that made up the Plan Best Meeting 
Objectives (PBMO).  In the assessment of the PBMO for 
implementability it was determined that not all of the identified 
features could be brought to construction within the near-term 
time frame due to probable funding limitations.  In addition those 
features with the highest degree of engineering and NEPA-
readiness were identified for immediate scheduling.  In 
consideration of this information, it was determined that the most 
effective implementation strategy would be to allow the Penchant 
Basin Plan to proceed to construction approval in the CWPPRA 
program.  The description of the sequencing process in Section 
4.1 of the Main Report has been revised to reflect this rationale.  
 
LLA 20:  While a sustainable ecosystem cannot be achieved with 
dredges and pumps alone, these tools can be an important part of 
a restoration plan that includes other components such as 
sediment diversions and protection of created/restored marsh and 
ridges.   
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LLA 20 (Continued):  The LCA Plan contains a suite of 
restoration features, including dedicated dredging and the beneficial 
use of dredged material.  Considering the breadth and depth of the 
LCA Plan, evidence does not support the suggestion that dredges 
and pumps are the only "cure all" for addressing Louisiana's critical 
ecological needs.  
 
LLA 21:  Comment noted. 
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LLA 22:  Comment noted.  These concerns are addressed in 
Appendix A, which describes the S&T Program. 

 Letter 44: Mr. Michael J. Bourgeois, Louisiana Landowners Association, Inc. (LLA) 
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    Letter 45: Mr. Ralph V. Pausina and Mr. Mike Voisin,  Louisiana Oyster Task Force (LOTF) 

LOTF 01:  The state and the U.S. believe the 2nd sentence of the 
1st paragraph is accurate.  The exclusive right to harvest would 
include the exclusive right to cultivate and otherwise prepare a 
site for oyster production.  The State of Louisiana, as represented 
by the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, is the 
proposed non-Federal sponsor, and it will be responsible for 
acquiring oyster leases anticipated to be adversely impacted by a 
project.  The oyster leaseholders will be offered just 
compensation, in accordance with the Louisiana Constitution and 
state law.   
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     Letter 45: Mr. Ralph V. Pausina and Mr. Mike Voisin, Louisiana Oyster Task Force (LOTF) 

LOTF 02:  It is the understanding of the USACE that the 
oyster lease sets forth an irrevocable fifteen-year term.  As 
such, the state cannot terminate the lease in the middle of a 
term without just compensation.  The termination could only be 
effected if the oyster lease is acquired, e.g., through 
conventional closing, whereby the leaseholder receives just 
compensation for the lease and signs a release of liability.   
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     Letter 45: Mr. Ralph V. Pausina and Mr. Mike Voisin, Louisiana Oyster Task Force (LOTF) 
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Letter 46: Honorable Walter J. Boasso, Louisiana State Senate (WJB) 

WJB 01:  Comment noted.  Please see General Response #1 
regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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Letter 47: Dr. Steven Hall, Louisiana State University (SH) 

SH 01:  Potential LCA Plan project-induced impacts to 
fisheries and oysters are discussed in Section 4 under Fisheries 
Resources in the FPEIS. 
 
SH 02:  The LCA Plan, as presented, does not currently specify 
any such activities.  There is ongoing monitoring of dredged 
material placement for wetland creation under the CWPPRA 
program.  The S&T Program proposed under LCA will 
establish the needs and requirements for additional restoration 
monitoring and research. 
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Letter 48: Mr. William L. Jenkins, Louisiana State University (LSU) 

LSU 01:  Comment noted. 
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Letter 49: Mr. E.R. "Smitty" Smith, III, Louisiana Wildlife Federation (LWF) 

LWF 01:  Based on the evaluation of projected project impacts 
and feasibility, the reintroduction at Bayou Lafourche meets both 
the sorting and critical needs criteria.  The relative level of cost to 
beneficial output may be somewhat high in the case of this 
project.  This is not uncommon in the case of areas in critical 
need.  Typically, steps have not been previously taken to address 
restoration in these areas for that very reason.  However, in the 
larger context of determining the initial steps required to begin an 
effective restoration of the entire coastal system, the USACE has 
been directed to address these critical needs.  The description of 
this feature has been updated and amended to increase the clarity 
of this need. 
 
LWF 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
LWF 03:  Coordination and cooperation are important 
components of the S&T Program, as explained in Appendix A.  
Data management systems and standards will be developed as an 
early action by the S&T Office.  Public outreach regarding the 
activities of the S&T Program will be incorporated into the 
community relations effort for the LCA Plan; however, 
appropriate security will be implemented and maintained for raw 
data and interim work products of the S&T Program, consistent 
with the Freedom of Information Act and other requirements for 
data management and public access.   

LW
F 

01
 

LW
F 02 

LW
F 

03
 N

ovem
ber 2004

 



 

3-157 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses

Letter 49: Mr. E.R. "Smitty" Smith, III, Louisiana Wildlife Federation (LWF) 

LWF 04:  Please see General Response #6 regarding the 
relationship of CWPPRA and LCA. 
 
LWF 05:  Comment noted. 
 
LWF 06:  Both these features have been included in the LCA 
Plan as near-term critical features, based on the projected benefits 
for preventing land loss, restoring deltaic function, and improving 
resources such as fin and shell fisheries.  The type of 
authorization process proposed for the restoration features was 
determined based on the lack of a clear understanding of what 
specific changes or modifications would be proposed at this time. 
In addition, if the changes would alter the current project 
purposes of salinity management then a specific reauthorization 
of the projects by Congress would be required.  If the changes do 
not significantly alter the currently authorized purpose than those 
changes fall within existing authorities and would not require 
Congressional approval.  Inclusion of the Davis Pond and 
Caernarvon features as standard authorization features reflects the 
ability of these projects to provide benefits that meet the plan 
requirements, but that can be implemented on a more 
intermediate time scale than the programmatic features without 
loss of significant resources.   
 
LWF 07:  Comment noted.  Please see General Response #9 
regarding sediment transport via pipeline. 
 
LWF 08:  Comment noted.  Multipurpose Operation of the 
Houma Navigation Canal Lock is currently prioritized as the first 
component for standard authorization (or the sixth of the fifteen 
LCA Plan components).  The LCA Plan component for 
conveyance of Atchafalaya River water to northern Terrebonne 
Parish marshes is currently prioritized as the eighth component 
for Congressional authorization (or the thirteenth of the fifteen 
LCA Plan components). 
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Letter 49: Mr. E.R. "Smitty" Smith, III, Louisiana Wildlife F n (LWF) 

LWF 09:  Although n ely discussed, on page MR–
31, the report does poi the suspended sediments in 
the river are a critical c  in land building in the deltaic 
process and that suspe ents in the river have 
decreased over time du asons pointed out in the above 
comment.  The propos ion features in the LCA Plan 
take into account the p r average sediment 
concentration in makin ns for the land building 
capabilities for the rive  plans.  
 
LWF 10:  The "Consi e LCA Plan with other 
Efforts" section descri  balance between economic 
development and coas on and protection and the 
need for consistency b  LCA Plan and regulatory 
programs, hurricane pr nd navigation.  
 
LWF 11:  The stateme  to by the commenter was not 
found on the reference ring data throughout the 
deltaic plain of Louisia s that most of the material 
transported and deposi Mississippi River over the 
past several thousand y y and silt with lesser 
quantities of fine sand. hes themselves are mainly 
composed of organics, ed in Section 2 of the Main 
Report. 
 
LWF 12:  Comment n
revised accordingly. 
 
LWF 13:  The benefit
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LWF 13 (Continued):  However, low wetland loss  
rates coupled with the majority of the proposed actions in 
Subprovince 4 involving the stabilization of existing conditions, 
produced very little change in habitat suitability making this a 
poor measure of performance.  Instead, net land gain was used 
in this subprovince as a key indicator of restoration success.  
More information regarding the models, and the benefits 
protocols can be found in Hydrodynamic and Ecological 
Modeling appendix. 
 
LWF 14:  Although this feature was not selected as an element 
of the LCA Plan, the operability of the structures would be a 
consideration for future decision-making and NEPA documents 
prior to final construction approval. 
 
LWF 15:  The appropriate definition has been included and the 
section has been revised accordingly. 
 
LWF 16:  The reference to barrier islands was an editorial 
mistake and has been removed. 
 
LWF 17:  Please see response to LWF 11. 

Letter 49: Mr. E.R. "Smitty" Smith, III, Louisiana Wildlife Federation (LWF) 
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Letter 50: Mr. Samuel Manisialio (SGM) 

SGM 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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Letter 51: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – EIS (MRBA-EIS)  

MRBA-EIS 01:  The summary of the MRBA-EIS’s comments 
has been revised to better reflect the intent of their scoping 
comment letter.  “It is unacceptable for the USACE to delay 
closure of the MRGO until the projected 2013 completion date of 
the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal lock expansion.” 
 
MRBA-EIS 02:  Please see General Response #5 regarding the 
10-year planning horizon. 
 
MRBA-EIS 03:  The current trends in global climate, while 
certainly relevant to the objectives of the LCA Plan, are not a 
wholly unnatural process in the coastal ecosystem.  These trends 
are also not unlinked to the formulation of the solutions identified 
in the LCA Plan.  As a component of historic and ongoing loss, 
these trends are incorporated in a manner similar to the discreet 
loss caused by extra tropical storm events.  Since the planning 
objectives stated for the study are directed toward restoration of 
overall system functions, it is expected that the methodology 
applied in the study effort would account for the best solutions to 
address a composite loss trend over a relatively extended time 
frame.  Restoration efforts that restore hydrologic functions for 
surface waters would also help arrest or mitigate impacts of salt 
water migration into aquifers.  
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Letter 51: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – EIS (MRBA-EIS)  

MRBA-EIS 04:  Modifications have been made to the FPEIS to 
include a reference to the Action Plan.  However, it would be 
speculative at this point to discuss any potential effects that 
implementation of the Hypoxia Action Plan might have relative 
to potential water quality issues associated with river 
reintroduction, because there is considerable uncertainty 
regarding:  (1) the extent to which the Action Plan will be 
implemented in the future; and (2) the extent to which the 
proposed river reintroduction projects could indeed result in 
adverse water quality impacts in receiving areas.   Additional 
resources would support a more robust regulatory program.  All 
permit requests are evaluated in accordance with existing laws, 
regulations, and guidance.  
 

MRBA-EIS 05:  Please see General Response #12 regarding 
hazardous substances in Beneficial Use materials.  Furthermore, 
identification of major HTRW sites has been included in the 
FPEIS. It is not within the purview of the LCA Plan to remediate 
HTRW sites. 
 
MRBA-EIS 06:  This issue will be addressed in more detail in 
the project-by-project implementation process.  Additionally, 
individual projects implemented under the LCA Plan will be 
required to comply with applicable environmental compliance 
and permitting programs.  The approval of the proposed LCA 
Plan would provide a basis for environmental consistency for all 
subsequent water resources related activities in the study area.  
This would not, however, in any way supercede the valid existing 
rights of landowners and leaseholders under existing statues.   
 
MRBA-EIS 07:  The purpose of the LCA Plan is to develop 
measures to protect or restore the vital ecosystem of the Nation.  
It is understood that human needs are intrinsic to the overall 
purpose of restoration.  However, protection of investment via 
levees is best managed through flood control authorization.   
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MRBA-EIS 07 (Continued):  The LCA Plan does, however, 
point to areas of greatest land loss and the impact this loss has 
on the vulnerability of investments.  This information can be 
used to help prioritize flood control efforts. 
 
MRBA-EIS 08:  Please see General Response #4 regarding the 
coordination roles for agencies and local governments in the 
LCA Plan.  In addition, please see response to MRBA-EIS 06.  
In addition the coordination and consistent development of 
hurricane protection along with wetland restoration actions is 
critical to the overall objectives of coastal restoration.  Those 
objectives include a diverse and functionally sustainable 
ecosystem, both from an environmental and human-use 
perspective.  A clearly stated concern of the public continues to 
be protecting the presences of users, in the form of 
communities and water resources related business, in and near 
the areas where water and ecosystem related opportunities 
exist.  Because wetland restoration does not represent a 
complete form of protection from potential storm damages, 
these two coastal actions must perform in harmony to best meet 
long-term coastal objectives.   

Letter 51: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – EIS (MRBA-EIS)  
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Letter 52: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – Main Report (MRBA-MR) 

MRBA-MR 01:  Comment noted. 
 
MRBA-MR 02:  Please see General Response #5 regarding the 
ten-year planning horizon and General Response #10 regarding 
proposed LCA funding.  Furthermore, while a five to ten year 
time frame may appear to be at odds with the intent of addressing 
needs that could result in loss of opportunity if action is delayed, 
the resources available to complete the USACE Planning Process 
are limited.  The five near-term critical projects reflect those that 
can be implemented most quickly based on previous studies.  The 
follow-up feasibility-level decision documents for these projects 
will be started following conditional authorization. 
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Letter 52: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – Main Report (MRBA-MR) 

MRBA-MR 03:  Comment noted. 
 
MRBA-MR 04:  Concur, the heading could be misinterpreted.  
Accordingly, the following sentence has been added:  “While 
hypoxia is not a cause of land loss in coastal Louisiana, it is highly 
relevant to the broader coastal Louisiana ecosystem.”  Also, the text 
has been updated for consistency and recent data is included.  
Accordingly, the text has been updated as follows: “For the period 
between 1985 to 2001, the bottom area of the hypoxic zone ranged 
from 2,730 to over 7,700 mi2 (7,070 to over 20,000 km2).” 
 
MRBA-MR 05:  There is data that indicate that river reintroduction 
projects could provide valuable opportunities to remove nutrients.  
However, the language at issue is referring to the need for further 
information on ways to maximize nutrient uptake, while also 
meeting the primary restoration needs and avoiding potential 
adverse effects.  Text has been revised to include a discussion of 
hypoxia. 
 
MRBA-MR 06:  Concur.  Citation has been included in the FPEIS.
 
MRBA-MR 07:  Along the Louisiana coast, both changes in water 
level and changes in land elevation are occurring.  Relative sea 
level change is the term applied to the sum of the change in eustatic 
sea level and the change in land elevation.  Land elevations 
decrease due to subsidence from compaction and consolidation of 
sediments, faulting, and groundwater depletion.  Recent studies 
have shown that subsurface fluid (e.g., oil and gas) withdrawal may 
also be a contributor, but the magnitude of its contribution is not 
well understood (Morton et. al. 2002).  Land elevations increase due
to sediment accretion from riverine and littoral sources and organic 
deposition from vegetation.  Accelerated global sea level change 
has also been attributed to global climate change by the Union of 
Concerned Scientists.  
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Letter 52: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – Main Report (MRBA-MR) 

MRBA-MR 07 (Continued):  For most of coastal Louisiana, 
sediment accretion is insufficient to offset subsidence, and as a 
net result land elevations are decreasing. 
 
Changes in land elevation vary spatially along coastal Louisiana. 
In areas where subsidence is high and riverine influence is minor 
or virtually non-existent, such as in areas of western Barataria 
Basin and eastern Terrebonne Basin, wetland habitats may sink 
and convert to open water.  Estimated subsidence rates for the 
Deltaic Plain are between 0.5 to 4.3 feet/century (0.15 to 1.31 
meters/century) and between 0.25 to 2.0 feet/century (0.08 to 
0.61 meters/century) for the Chenier Plain. 
 
Taking into account changes in land elevation and water levels, 
the average rate of relative sea level change along coastal 
Louisiana is currently estimated to be between 3.4 to 3.9 
ft/century (1.03 to 1.19 meters/year). 
 
Sources: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
2001, NOAA Technical Report NOS CO-OPS 36, Sea Level 
Variations of the United States, 1854-1999. 
 
James G. Titus, Vijay K. Narayanan, 1995, Environmental 
Protection Agency, EPA 230-R-95-008, The Probability of Sea 
Level Rise. 
 
James G. Titus, Vijay K. Narayanan, 1996, Environmental 
Protection Agency, The Risk of Sea Level Rise: A Delphic 
Monte Carlo Analysis in which Twenty Researchers Specify 
Subjective Probability Distributions for Model Coefficients 
within their Respective Areas of Expertise. 
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Letter 52: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – Main Report (MRBA-MR) 

MRBA-MR 08:  The $10 billion figure contained in the report had 
been mislabeled and appeared to be for Louisiana, when actually 
the figure represented annual hardwood forestry income for the U.S. 
The U.S. Census Bureau was contacted regarding the error in their 
report.  The sentence has been deleted from the LCA Main Report 
and the FPEIS, and correct values are provided.  The systemic and 
broader scale affects of restoration efforts will help support the 
sustainability of forest ecosystems, and the ecosystem effects and 
requirements for projects will be evaluated in the development of 
decision documents for each restoration feature implemented.  
 
MRBA-MR 09:  Sediments will be tested as appropriate on a 
project specific basis.  Text has been revised to clarify.  
Furthermore, the Clean Water Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines              
(40 CFR 230) are the environmental criteria for evaluating the 
proposed discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States.  Compliance with these guidelines is the controlling 
factor used by the USACE to determine the environmental 
acceptability of disposal alternatives.  The USACE must 
demonstrate through completion of a 404 (b)(1) evaluation that any 
proposed discharge of dredged material is in compliance with the 
guidelines.  
 
MRBA-MR 10:  Comment noted. 
 
MRBA-MR 11:  Refer to MRBA-MR 09 for sediment testing 
response.  The application of sorting criteria in the development of 
the LCA Plan resulted in the identification of a technical 
uncertainty regarding source material.  The study team determined 
that the delivery of sediment to the coastal ecosystem should rely on
renewable sources such as the Mississippi River or at least sources 
outside the system.  Because there are potential limitations on the 
quantity and rates of renewal for these sources, the execution of 
multiple sediment delivery projects would need to be approached in 
a programmatic manner.   
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MRBA-MR 11 (Continued):  In addition, study efforts are 
needed to address uncertainties related to effective sediment 
placement techniques for these types of restoration efforts.  The 
river management modeling effort proposed as a first step for 
several of the Large-Scale Studies would need to be completed 
and a best use policy may need to be established in conjunction 
with the results of that study.   
 
MRBA-MR 12:  Comment noted and concur. 
 
MRBA-MR 13:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
MRBA-MR 14:  Refer to MRBA-EIS 08 comment response. 
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Letter 52: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – Main Report (MRBA-MR) 
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Letter 52: Mr. Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance – Main Report (MRBA-MR) 
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   Letter 53: Ms. Susan Kaderka, National Wildlife Federation (NWF) 
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   Letter 53: Ms. Susan Kaderka, National Wildlife Federation (NWF) 

NWF 01:  Comment noted. 
 
NWF 02:  Please see General Response #3 regarding the LCA 
Study Area. 
 
NWF 03:  The descriptions and scopes of the LCA Plan 
components were selected based on their applicability to 
restoration approaches, ability to be implemented within five to 
ten years, associated uncertainties, and ability to meet critical 
needs criteria.  These considerations were key in determining the 
size and scope of those diversions that would provide the most 
benefit to the ecosystem.  In addition, please see General 
Response #5 regarding the ten-year planning horizon.  
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NWF 04:  Please see General Response #2 regarding the S&T 
Program. 
 
NWF 05:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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NWF 06:  Please see General Response #8 regarding project 
implementation protocols and the need for immediate action and 
General Response #5 regarding the ten-year planning horizon.  
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 001:  Concur.  We have added the term "accelerated" at the 
beginning of the sentence. 
 
NRCS 002:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 003:  Concur.  Changes made in the final report to ensure 
consistency. 
 
NRCS 004:  The Bayou Lafourche reintroduction is considered 
small because it would involve a discharge of less than 5,000 cfs.  
The PDT believes that a medium diversion is possible at White's 
Ditch, however, follow-up feasibility level analyses will determine 
the ultimate size of the diversion.  Landowners in the vicinity of the 
proposed diversion at White's Ditch will be given another 
opportunity to comment on the proposed project and its various 
alternatives in the NEPA process during the feasibility-level 
analysis. 
 
NRCS 005:  With the exception of the Science Director, the S&T 
Office will not be permanently staffed, but it will be staffed in 
accordance with the level of effort and required tasks.  It is highly 
probable that Federal and state agency scientists will be members of 
these teams from time to time, on a case-by-case basis.  The 
expertise that each of the agencies brings to the restoration effort, 
and their unique perspectives on the uncertainties associated with 
coastal restoration will help guide the S&T Program. 
 
NRCS 006:  The uncertainty identified for resolution via a 
demonstration project has been the viability of using saline 
sediments for marsh restoration, and the ecosystem response as a 
result of this practice. 
 
NRCS 007:  There are/will be relevant uncertainties regarding 
hydrologic restoration and outfall management whose resolution 
would enhance LCA Plan restoration efforts; however, the list of 
uncertainties and associated demonstration projects presented in the 
Main Report represents the initial effort in resolving scientific and 
engineering uncertainties.   
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 007 (Continued):  The S&T Program includes additional 
funding for demonstration projects above and beyond those 
identified in the Main Report.  Agencies within the PDT, academia, 
the local sponsor, and the USACE will assist in the identification of 
relevant uncertainties that need to be resolved, from which 
demonstration projects will be developed. 
 
NRCS 008:  See response to earlier comparison to Bayou 
Lafourche. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 009:  The size of a proposed diversion is just one factor 
that is considered in the development of a cost estimate for 
construction of a project.  On-site conditions, the length of 
conveyance channels, and a host of other engineering and 
design issues can impact a construction cost estimate.  In some 
cases such as the one identified by the comment, a "small" 
diversion project can have a construction cost estimate much 
higher than a "medium" diversion project in a different area 
with differing site-specific issues and unique engineering and 
design considerations. 
 
NRCS 010:  Comment noted.  The LCA Main Report does 
discuss the need for continued assessment and monitoring as 
part of the S&T Program to fuel the Adaptive Management 
process and refine restoration features and enhance 
performance of the LCA program to meet its objectives.  The 
S&T appendix specifically discusses the intention to expand 
upon the monitoring program developed by CWPPRA for use 
with implementation of the LCA Program. 
 
NRCS 011:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report to 
ensure consistency. 
 
NRCS 012:  Concur.  CRBS etc. are included. 
 
NRCS 013:  No comment offered for a response. 
 
NRCS 014:  Concur.  Language has been included in the LCA 
Plan. 
 
NRCS 015:  Citation has been corrected in the LCA Plan. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
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NRCS 016:  The text has been revised to state that the eastern 
portions of the Terrebonne Basin are hydrologically isolated.  
The wetland communities within the western portion of the 
Terrebonne Basin (which include those located both north and 
south of the GIWW) have been, in part, hydrologically 
separated from the influence of the Atchafalaya River.  Instead 
the hydrology of the area is influenced by a widely variable 
pattern of Atchafalaya River backwater effect, rainfall runoff 
events, and marine processes. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 017:  Concur.  Changes made to the LCA Plan. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 018:  The PDT believes that a medium diversion is 
possible at White's Ditch. However, follow-up feasibility level 
analyses will determine the ultimate size of the diversion. 
 
NRCS 019:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 020:  Will insert new sentence reading “A grid of 
numerous channels and deteriorating lake shorelines has 
increased the hydrologic connection between Lakes Barre, 
Felicity, and Raccourci and adjoining water bodies.” 
 
NRCS 021:  The status of Timbalier Island has been included in 
the discussion of the Terrebonne Basin Barrier Island Shoreline 
restoration.  While Timbalier Island and other portions of the 
shoreline are integral components for comprehensive restoration, 
the proposed restoration features focused on those parts of the 
barrier shoreline that are most threatened with loss (i.e., the most 
critical), and those reaches that do not already have some type of 
on-going restoration effort under other programs. 
 
NRCS 022:  Sentence should read “…maintain the integrity of 
the Southwest Pass channel connecting southwestern Vermilion 
Bay with the Gulf of Mexico by…” 
 
NRCS 023:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 024:  While this feature is not currently a component of 
the LCA Plan, any future feasibility studies on this restoration 
feature would evaluate a range of potential alternatives to 
determine the best means of addressing the identified salinity 
problem. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 025:  Projected future losses in this area are extremely 
small.  The proposed features would increase the area of 
vegetated wetlands in the area.  In this manner they are adding 
additional protection for existing socioeconomic activities but do 
not address either criteria #1 or #3. 
 
NRCS 026:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 027:  The sentence has been rewritten to clarify why river 
diversion projects are more sustainable. 
 
NRCS 028:  Comment noted.  No issue has been raised in the 
comment. 
 
NRCS 029:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 030:  Concur.  Additional language has been included in 
the final report to better describe the methodology that led to the 
development of the LCA Plan. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 031:  Concur.  Inconsistencies with the MRGO 
restoration feature have been corrected in the LCA Plan.  The 
relationship of the MRGO restoration feature to related studies 
is explained below.  In addition, the Main Report has also been 
revised to explain changes that were made in some restoration 
features during the implementation sequencing effort, based on 
schedule, resource and other implementation constraints. 
 
The proposed near term restoration feature for MRGO included 
in the LCA Plan is a multiphased process for addressing 
environmental restoration on MRGO.  The near-term 
restoration feature (first phase) proposed in the LCA Study 
Report and FPEIS involves the construction of protective 
breakwaters along the strategic segments of the north bank of 
the MRGO and the southern shoreline of Lake Borgne.  These 
segments are in danger of breaching, and if not quickly 
addressed, threaten the integrity of the Lake Borgne ecosystem 
and future efforts to restore other features in the area.  The 
proposed restoration feature is required to address the most 
critical needs for the MRGO restoration.  Stabilization of 
MRGO is a critical requirement, because allowing the canal to 
breach the southern shoreline of Lake Borgne would have 
significant impacts on the hydrology and ecology of the area, 
and could have a large impact on the salinity gradient in the 
area.  The resulting increase in salt water intrusion into 
intermediate, brackish and freshwater areas would cause 
changes in hydrologic conditions, habitat loss, and increased 
erosion rates, some of which may be irreversible by future 
restoration actions.  In addition, these changes would have 
negative impacts on property and human activities in the area, 
including increased vulnerability to flooding in occupied areas, 
loss of economic opportunities related to shellfish and finfish 
harvests, and impacts on navigation and related commercial 
activity in the area. 
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NRCS 031 (Continued):  The proposed installation of rocks to 
constrict the breaches between MRGO and Lake Borgne, maintain 
the shoreline of Lake Borgne, and stabilize the north bank of the 
MRGO is fully consistent with the near-term strategies of the Coast 
2050 Plan, a plan developed on a consensus basis involving a large 
body of the public, stakeholders, and parish and municipal 
representatives.  Rock was chosen for the LCA report based on the 
considerable working knowledge available on the design, placement 
and maintenance of breakwaters.  While other materials or methods 
may potentially be used to augment and stabilize the canal banks, 
considerable effort would be required to evaluate the technical 
feasibility and implementation methods for alternatives to rock 
breakwaters.  Because of the reliability of these construction 
methods and materials, the proposed feature is considered the best 
available option that can be implemented on a schedule that would 
avoid the potentially irreversible impacts related to breaching of the 
canal – Lake Borgne shorelines.  Riprap bank stabilization 
structures have a design life of 50 years, but may be useful for 
longer periods.   
 
While there are considerable capital costs associated with 
implementation of this feature, its implementation does not preclude
later actions that may include modification or closure and 
reclamation of the canal.  Other restoration features of the 
multiphased MRGO restoration will be accomplished under the 
“modifications to existing structures” (a navigation channel is 
considered a structure under civil works) programmatic component 
of the LCA Plan. 
 
The resolution of the future use of the MRGO is critical in 
determining the ecosystem restoration measures that can be 
developed for this part of the coast.  Currently, a separate evaluation
of the economic and ecological aspects of the MRGO project is 
being completed.  The primary goal of this separate study is to 
determine the viability of the continued use of MRGO for deep 
draft navigation.   
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NRCS 031 (Continued):  The results of this study will provide 
insight into restoration options for MRGO to be developed under 
the LCA Program.  Additional restoration features beyond this first 
phase critical-needs action will be determined using the 
“modifications to existing structures” element of the LCA Plan for 
restoration of the hydrologic and ecologic functioning of the area.  
Future action resulting in closure of the MRGO to navigation would 
also require alternative navigation routes and port facility 
configurations in order to meet the transportation needs that are 
currently served by MRGO.  The second phase of the MRGO 
(conducted under the “modifications to existing structures” element 
of the LCA Plan) would take into consideration the navigation 
authority, but could recommend future ecosystem restoration 
activities that include closure or modification of the MRGO channel 
or channel relocations necessary to meet restoration goals. 
 
NRCS 032:  Concur.  Language has been included in the final 
report to clarify why certain restoration opportunities were 
ungrouped. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 033:  None of the 15 critical restoration features have 
been "ranked" in importance, and the number designations in the 
final report have been removed.  Currently the Bayou Lafourche 
Fresh water Reintroduction feature has a significant level of 
design development, including hydraulic modeling of flow in the 
existing channel.  In addition the NEPA (EIS) documentation 
development has already been initiated.  Hydrologically the key 
to addressing loss problems in the eastern Terrebonne Basin 
centers on the delivery of freshwater, sediments, and nutrients.  
The need to employ multiple features to provide these resources 
to achieve the necessary level of beneficial output is highly 
probable and the LCA Plan reflects this in the composition of its 
critical features.  In order to distribute water flow throughout 
Terrebonne, fresh water must be introduced to raise the head in 
the northern portion of the basin.  The HNC will capture most 
flow even if the head is raised by the Atchafalaya River.  Bayou 
Lafourche will help raise head across the entire northern 
Terrebonne basin.  However, there are currently no hydraulic or 
model analyses to verify that the expected hydrologic conditions 
associated with operation of the HNC lock, Delivery of 
Atchafalaya River water to the Northern Terrebonne Marshes will 
occur.  The most certain projection of future hydrologic 
conditions at this time is that Davis Pond flows will be delivered 
north to south through the Barataria Basin and that some of this 
flow will likely travel westward in the GIWW.  This trend will 
have some effect on the Atchafalaya River flows traveling 
eastward in the GIWW.  What this effect is as yet undetermined, 
however the possibility that it may result in the reduction of 
Atchafalaya River flows, or the extent that they travel to the east, 
cannot be discounted.  The historic hydrology of the deltaic plain 
has been predominantly north to south.  As a result, while there 
may be some uncertainty in the quantity of beneficial output, the 
delivery of freshwater through Bayou Lafourche could be 
expected, with reasonable certainty, to be successful regardless of 
the other future actions being proposed in the LCA Plan.   
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NRCS 033 (Continued):  The delivery of Mississippi River water 
through the Bayou Lafourche channel would be consistent with 
historic system hydrology and a logical initial step in implementing 
restoration plans in this area. 
 
NRCS 034:  Currently the features identified for a programmatic or 
contingent authorization have a significant level of design 
development. In addition NEPA (EIS) documentation development 
has already been initiated for these features.  The initiation of 
NEPA compliance is an indication that a critical assessment of 
alternative actions, which would be a required product for 
completion of a feasibility level decision document under the LCA 
Program, is in progress and being documented.  While the Penchant 
Basin Plan also has a high level of design information no NEPA 
compliance effort has been initiated.  As a result there is a lesser 
confidence that the Penchant feature could be advanced to the point 
of construction approval prior to there being another WRDA Act 
considered by Congress and therefore no need for programmatic or 
contingent authorization.  It appears that the continued 
consideration and approval of this feature under the CWPPRA 
program would result in its most rapid implementation. The 
availability of WVA information for the Penchant Basin plan is not 
a factor in the treatment of the feature within the LCA Plan.  The 
inclusion of benefit information for the features requesting 
programmatic or contingent authorization, much of which was 
based on WVA assessments, was a necessary action for the 
justification of that request.
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 035:  The influence areas for this Myrtle Grove restoration 
feature are based on approximately a 5,000 cfs freshwater diversion. 
The verbiage in the Main Report has been changed to reflect that 
benefits are based on a 5,000 cfs diversion.  One of the primary 
reasons for the long delays in construction the Davis Pond and 
Caernarvon fresh water diversion projects was the fact that there 
was not a willing local sponsor for them.  The recommended Myrtle 
Grove freshwater diversion restoration feature does enjoy the 
support of the local sponsor, and the engineering, design, and 
implementation efforts from the Davis Pond and Caernarvon 
projects will aid in the development of the preliminary engineering 
and design for a Myrtle Grove fresh water diversion project 
following completion and approval of feasibility-level analyses. 
 
NRCS 036:  The sequencing of the features identified in the LCA 
Plan is based on determining the most effective possible manner to 
bring those features to approval and construction.  All of the 
features identified in the LCA Plan are by definition critical in 
nature.  However, levels of fiscal appropriation, feature readiness, 
and the potential for conflict with future restoration actions under 
consideration do not support the immediate initiation of every 
feature.  The expected annual cost-shared appropriation limit of 
approximately $200 million provides a basic guide for the amount 
of work that can be underway in any year.  The level of 
development and status of NEPA documentation provides insight 
into which features could be brought to construction approval and 
implementation most rapidly.  These most ready features could 
benefit from a programmatic or contingent authorization.  Not 
based on critical need but on the potential to achieve rapid 
implementation.  Some features identified in the PBMO presented 
potential redundancy in relation to long-range concepts proposed 
for consideration and therefore were sequenced until after 
consideration of these concepts is complete.  This resulted in the 
inability to execute these features in the ten-year near-term.  Other 
features appeared to be near readiness through other programs and 
funding authorities and so the best avenue to implementation 
appeared to be allowing that ongoing process to continue. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 036 (Continued):  Those features for which a 
Congressional Authorization was being requested, 
programmatic or contingent or otherwise, required a greater 
level of detail and justification.  The emphasis was placed on 
these feature to secure justification to improve implementation 
capability rather than to indicate more critical need or higher 
priority. 
 
NRCS 037:  The agencies, through collaboration, will continue 
to work towards implementation and future efforts.  With the 
exception of the Science Director, the S&T will not be 
permanently staffed, but will be staffed in accordance with the 
level of effort and required tasks.  It is highly probable that 
Federal and state agency scientists will be members of these 
teams from time to time, on a case-by-case basis.  But they will 
serve as technical experts and would represent agency positions 
on regulations or policy.  Dialogue and shared responsibility 
would take place at the regional and task force level though 
there will not be joint decisions. 
 
NRCS 038:  Concur.  Language has been added to the final 
report that states that ongoing modeling efforts will continue to 
be an integral component of the S&T Program to assist the 
implementation of the LCA Plan. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
N

R
C

S 
04

7 

NRCS 039:  Five miles is the correct length. 
 
NRCS 040:  Text has been revised to read “The Shell Island 
Reach is currently highly fragmented in small shoals, open water, 
and very small islands, …” 
 
NRCS 041:  Text has been revised. 
 
NRCS 042:  See previous response regarding Penchant Basin and 
its absence from the LCA Plan. 
 
NRCS 043:  The agencies, through collaboration, will continue 
to work towards implementation and future efforts.  With the 
exception of the Science Director, the S&T Office will not be 
permanently staffed, but it will be staffed in accordance with the 
level of effort and required tasks.  It is highly probable that 
Federal and state agency scientists will be members of these 
teams from time to time, on a case-by-case basis.  Dialogue and 
shared responsibility would take place at the regional and task 
force level though there will not be joint decisions. 
 
NRCS 044:  Composition of the S&T Program is dependent on 
level of effort at any particular time.  However, it is envisioned 
that each agency would bring to bear experts in the S&T 
Program. 
 
NRCS 045:  We anticipate that task force members would direct 
their staff's level of involvement accordingly. 
 
NRCS 046:  It was referenced in the text on page MR-195. 
 
NRCS 047:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 048:  It was referenced in the text on page MR-196. 
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NRCS 050:  Concur.  Changes made to the LCA Plan. 

NRCS 049:  The citation has been deleted from the references 
section. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 051:  A more substantive definition has been included in the 
Glossary defining Adaptive Management. 
 
NRCS 052:  Concur.  Changes made to the LCA Plan. 
 
NRCS 053:  The definition for AAHUs has been revised in the 
Glossary, though slightly different than the proposed definition in 
this comment. 
 
NRCS 054:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
 
NRCS 055:  Environmental monitoring is a part of the Adaptive 
Management process. 
 
NRCS 056:  Concur.  Changes made to the final report. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 057:  Citations have been corrected in the final report.  
There is only one Morton 2002 reference. 
 
NRCS 058:  See response to NRCS 009. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 059:  Concur.  Verbiage has been added to the final report 
to clarify the rationale for dropping Penchant Basin and the Lac 
Des Allemands features from the LCA Plan. 
 
NRCS 060:  An action (other than the proposed action) must be 
authorized for construction to be considered as having future 
without- or future with-project impacts.  There are no Federally 
authorized actions regarding Texas water demands that would 
change salinity in the Chenier Plain.  If, and when such actions 
become authorized for construction, further consideration of such 
an action would be reevaluated as part of the LCA Plan Adaptive 
Management approach. 
 
NRCS 061:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 062:  Concur.  Study has been cited in Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 063:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 064:  Concur.  Correct citation has been implemented; 
Literature Cited section has also been revised to include corrected 
bibliographic citation. 
 
NRCS 065:  Response: Concur.  Citation has been added to the 
Literature Cited section. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 066:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 067:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented, 
but also includes the State Wetland Authority as authors 
(WCRA). 
 
NRCS 068:  Concur. Citation has been added to Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 069:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 070:  Concur.  Citation has been added to Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 071:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 072:  Concur.  Citation has been added to Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 073:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 074:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented; 
correct citation is Turner 2001a. 
 
NRCS 075:  Concur.  There is only one Morton et. al. 2002 
reference; editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 076:  Concur.  Editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 077:  Concur.  There is only one Morton et. al. 2002 
reference; editorial change has been implemented. 
 
NRCS 078:  Concur.  The sentence has been changed to read as 
follows:  "Wetlands in coastal Louisiana can survive in areas of 
high relative sea level rise (RSLR) if rates of soil building due to 
mineral or organic matter deposition exceed the rate of RSLR.  If 
sea level rise or subsidence increases RSLR to the point where a 
soil accretion deficit develops, these wetland areas will be 
susceptible to increased rates of loss." 
 
NRCS 079:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 080:  Concur.  Citation has been added to Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 081:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 082:  Concur.  Additional section describing cooperative 
river basin studies have been added to the chapter. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 083:  Concur.  Citation has been added to Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 084:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 085:  Concur.  Citations for both works have been added to 
Literature Cited section. 
 
NRCS 086:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 087:  Specifying or requiring the use of particular habitat 
evaluation procedures, such as the WVA, is not appropriate in 
that it may preclude the use of other evaluation procedures. The 
LCA team would utilize the most appropriate and best science in 
its comparisons with other projects. 
 
NRCS 088:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 089:  Incorrect citation.  Citation has been corrected 
Penland et. al. 1986. 
 
NRCS 090:  Incorrect citation.  Revised sentence for correct 
citation Penland et. al. 1986. 
 
NRCS 091:  The issue regarding the deposition on backshore of 
the barrier island system has been included in the FPEIS in 
Section 3. 
 
NRCS 092:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 093:  Citation was not appropriate; reference is to 
Appendix D only.  Sentence has been changed to remove citation.
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 094:  Concur.  Citations have been added to Literature 
Cited section. 
 
NRCS 095:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 096:  Concur.  Sentence and Literature Cited section has 
been changed per recommendation. 
 
NRCS 097:  Incomplete citation.  Proper citation is 1972a and it 
has been added to text. 
 
NRCS 098:  Concur.  Citations have been added to Literature 
Cited section. 
 
NRCS 099:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 100:  Concur.  Citations have been added to Literature 
Cited section. 
 
NRCS 101:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 102:  Citation has been added in Section 8. 
 
NRCS 103:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 104:  The sentence has been changed to read as follows:  
“Runoff from fertilized areas, including lawns, golf courses, and 
agricultural fields, …” 
 
NRCS 105:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 106:  Concur.  New bullet has been added per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 107:  Concur.  New section has been added per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 108:  Concur.  Table has been revised for comparison of 
existing wetland habitat to Future Without-Project habitats. 
 
NRCS 109:  Concur.  Sentence has been changed per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 110:  Concur.  The sentence has been changed to state 
“woody species.” 
 
NRCS 111:  Concur.  Sentence has been added to text per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 112: The citation Day et al. (1989) has been corrected in 
text. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 113:  Concur.  Sentence has been added to text per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 114:  The sentence has been changes to read “Monitoring 
efforts and Adaptive Management actions would be important…”
 
NRCS 115:  Concur.  Sentence has been added to text per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 116:  Concur.  Personal communication has been added 
Literature Cited section. 
 
NRCS 117:  Citation is referenced in Section 8. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 118:  Concur.  Citation included in Literature Cited 
section. 
 
NRCS 119:  NOAA Fisheries has, once again, become NMFS. 
 
NRCS 120:  Concur.  Citation has been included in Literature 
Cited section. 
 
NRCS 121:  Concur.  Sentence has been added to text per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 122:  Concur.  Complete citation has been included per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 123:  Concur.  Duplicate listing deleted. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 124:  Concur.  Date of citation has been corrected per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 125:  Concur.  Sentence has been added to text per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 126:  Concur; citation not provided in Literature Cited 
section.  Citation included in Literature Cited section. 
 
NRCS 127:  Cowardin et. al. is cited on Section 3. 
 
NRCS 128:  Cuomo (1984) is cited on Section 3. 
 
NRCS 129:  1993 citation has been deleted and corrected to  
Day et. al. 1989. 
 
NRCS 130:  Concur.  Citation has been added to Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 131:  Concur.  Sentence has been revised per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 132:  Reference is cited in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 133:  Concur.  Citation has been deleted from Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 134:  Reference is cited in Section 8. 
 
NRCS 135:  Karen 1979 reference is not listed in Literature 
Cited section. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 136:  Concur.  Citation has been added to the Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 137:  Concur.  Citation has been deleted from the 
Literature Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 138:  Reference has been cited in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 139:  Reference cited in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 140:  Reference cited in Section 3.  Citations corrected in 
text for Linscombe et. al. (1997a and 1997b). 
 
NRCS 141:  Concur.  Citation has been added to the Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 142:  Michot and Nault 1993 not referenced in text.  
Reference citation deleted from Literature Cited. 
 
NRCS 143:  Reference is incorrectly cited in text in Section 3 as 
Michot (2003).  Reference citation corrected in Section 3:  
Michot et. al. (2003). 
 
NRCS 144:  Concur.  Citation has been deleted from Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 145:  Concur.  Sentence has been modified per 
recommendation. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 146:  Reference has been added to Literature Cited 
Section. 
 
NRCS 147:  Reference is cited in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 148:  Concur.  Citation has been edited per 
recommendation. 
 
NRCS 149:  Concur.  Citation has been added to the Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 150:  Reference citation corrected in Section 2. 
 
NRCS 151:  Reference citation corrected in Section 2.   
 
NRCS 152:  Concur.  Citations have revised by last name 
changed to alphabetical listing by last name in the Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 153:  Concur.  Citation has been added to the Literature 
Cited Section. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 154:  Citation is referenced in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 155:  Concur.  Citation is properly referenced and 
alphabetized. 
 
NRCS 156:  Concur.  Citations have been properly referenced 
2001a, 2001b. 
 
NRCS 157:  Citation is referenced in Section 1 and have been 
corrected.  
 
NRCS 158:  Concur.  Citation has been deleted 
 
NRCS 159:  Citation is referenced in Section 1 and has been 
corrected.  
 
NRCS 160:  Reference citation has been added to Literature 
Cited Section. 
 
NRCS 161:  Citation has been corrected to USACE 2001.   
 
NRCS 162:  Citation is referenced in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 163:  Wang 1988 citation added in Section 1. 
 
NRCS 164:  Citation is referenced in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 165:  Concur.  Reference has been included in Section 3. 

N
R

C
S 

15
5 

N
R

C
S 158 

N
R

C
S 156 

N
R

C
S 

15
9 

N
R

C
S 162 

N
R

C
S 

16
3 

N
R

C
S 

16
5 

N
R

C
S 

15
7 

N
R

C
S 160 

N
R

C
S 

16
1 

N
R

C
S 164 

N
R

C
S 154 

    N
ovem

ber 2004

 



 

3-207 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses

 

Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 166:  Citation is referenced in Section 3. 
 
NRCS 167:  1989 is the correct year. 
 
NRCS 168:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 169:  Text has been revised accordingly, however, the term 
“adaptive management” has been deleted from the sentence. 
 
NRCS 170:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 171:  1989 is the correct year. 
 
NRCS 172:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 173:  The suggested text has not been included in the 
appendix because the USACE and local sponsor do not want to 
legislate who will be on the Science Board at this time. 
 
NRCS 174:  The suggested text has not been included in the 
appendix because the language is subjective and would exclude 
qualified personnel from other parts of the country with expertise 
that could aid the LCA Plan restoration effort. 
 
NRCS 175:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 176:  The text has been revised to state that “This has 
been proven in CWPPRA, Everglades restoration, and other 
programs.”  The term “presumably” has also been deleted. 
 
NRCS 177:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 178:  The suggested text regarding the need for on the 
ground experience has been included.  It has not been included as 
part of independent verification process because this would limit 
participation in the verification process, excluding individuals 
with practical experience. 
 
NRCS 179:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 180:  The suggested text has not been included in the text 
because the notion that the models require additional refinement is 
captured in the following sentence of the appendix. 
 
NRCS 181:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix 
 
NRCS 182:  Text has been revised to read:  “…currently open 
water areas and maintain function of existing emergent marsh.” 
 
NRCS 183:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 184: The text has been revised to include the following 
sentences:  "The optimal height of a created platform needs to be 
determined such that natural colonization of wetland vegetation can 
occur.  Compaction rates related to construction of the platform 
should not exceed the rate of soil building so that the newly created 
areas are self-sustaining." 
 
NRCS 185:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 186:  Suggested text has not been included because 
archeological sites are not part of the uncertainty  discussed in this 
section, and these sites must be addressed in the standard study 
process. 
 
NRCS 187:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 188:  The following text has been included in the appendix 
and LCA Plan:  “Elevated spoil banks may provide important 
wildlife refugia during storm events and valuable habitat for 
neotropical migratory birds, and the relative value of this habitat 
must be evaluated against the system needs for restored hydrology. 
 
NRCS 189:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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NRCS 191:  The text has been revised to include “…significant 
input from agency and academic scientists…” 

NRCS 190:  Suggested language has not been included in the text 
because the term is redundant.  In addition, the suggested language 
would limit professional experience to be used in the program to 
that gained from a particular region or a setting, which would be 
inappropriate. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 192:  Text has been revised to include “and Federal and 
state agencies as appropriate.” 
 
NRCS 193:  Suggested language has not been included because it 
refers to processes affecting shorelines, not the efficacy of project 
alternatives. 
 
NRCS 194:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 195:  Suggested language has not been included in the 
appendix because longevity is already captured in the analysis if 
the benefits and cost effectiveness are calculated correctly. 
 
NRCS 196:  Suggested language has not been included in the 
text because its inclusion does not add value to the sentence. 
 
NRCS 197:  Text has been revised as follows: “… definitions 
and measures and reflect objective assessments. 
 
NRCS 198:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 199:  1989 is the correct year. 
 
NRCS 200:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

N
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NRCS 201:  The figure can be read when viewed in color on the 
electronic version of the final report. 
 
NRCS 202:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 203:  Although this figure contains many arrows and boxes, 
it is essential to the chapter. 
 
NRCS 204:  Because job title does not necessarily indicate an area 
of expertise, it has not been included in the table. 
 
NRCS 205:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 206:  Subprovinces are divided into subdivisions.  The 
purpose, as explained in the text, was to permit better 
generalization of the results.  No change was made to the 
appendix. 
 
NRCS 207:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 208:  This chapter describes parameters that were used to 
construct the Habitat Use Module.  It is not intended to describe 
all HIS models available.  Therefore, because neotropical species 
were not included in module formulation, the above suggested 
discussion is not warranted.  In future efforts, there will be a need 
for more terrestrial species, including migratory birds, to be 
included. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 209:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
 
NRCS 210:  See response NRCS 208. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS 211:  Concur.  Change made in the appendix. 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
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Letter 54: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

 

N
R

C
S 

21
1 

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

 

 

Public C
om

m
ents and R

esponses
 

N
ovem

ber 2004



 

3-222 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 55: Mr. Tommy Raymond, North Shore Beach Association (NSBA) 

NSBA 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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Letter 55: Mr. Tommy Raymond, North Shore Beach Association (NSBA) 
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Letter 56: Mr. A.J. Planche, Jr. (AJP) 

AJP 01:  Availability of the DPEIS and Main Report for 
review and comment was posted in the Federal Register on July
9, 2004.  The draft report is also available on the internet at 
http://www.lca.gov/index.htm to increase availability to the 
public.  Additionally, the draft report was sent to 65 public 
university and parish libraries and museums. 
 
AJP 02:  The purpose of the LCA Plan is to identify the most 
critical human and natural ecological needs of the coastal area; 
identify near-term restoration features to address these critical 
needs; establish restoration priorities; describe a restoration 
implementation process; identify key scientific uncertainties 
and engineering challenges; and identify, assess, and if 
appropriate, recommend large-scale restoration feasibility 
studies.  
 
AJP 03:  The USACE has protected the wetlands of east 
Jefferson Parish through its authority to protect areas termed 
“waters of the U.S.”  Many water bodies and wetlands in the 
nation are waters of the U.S. and are subject to USACE Section 
404 regulatory authority.  Under Section 404, a USACE permit 
is required for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the U.S.  In addition to regulatory protection of 
waters of the U.S. by the USACE, several restoration projects 
located on the west bank of the Mississippi River in Jefferson 
Parish have been completed, authorized, or are proposed by the 
CWPPRA to protect and restore wetlands (e.g., BA-04, BA-34, 
BA-03, BA-39, and others).  Furthermore, USACE will be 
placing Bayou Segnette Waterway dredged material into Jean 
Lafitte National Park and Preserve's Lake Salvador Shoreline 
Protection project for wetlands restoration purposes when it is 
next dredged.  
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Letter 56: Mr. A.J. Planche, Jr. (AJP) 

AJP 04:  Regarding the protection of hardwood forest and tupelo 
gum swamp, USACE recognizes the needs for restoration of 
swamps in coastal Louisiana, as evidenced by inclusion of the 
Hope Canal Diversion as part of the LCA Plan.  The acquisition of 
real estate and easements for project implementation will establish 
some requirements of consistent land use under the LCA Plan.  
However, short of purchasing all of the land in the coastal zone, 
the current regulatory guidelines will continue to apply and be 
enforced.  Regarding enforcement of regulations and permits in 
coastal wetlands, the USACE Regulatory program will continue to 
enforce the statutes of the Clean Water Act as mandated.  In 
addition, as described on page 6-9 of the LCA FPEIS, the LCA 
Plan will implement environmentally appropriate development 
approaches to minimize effects on coastal wetlands.  Section 6.2 
"Consistency of the LCA Plan with Other Efforts" beginning on 
page 6-6 of the FPEIS, describes proposed efforts for ensuring 
consistency between development, coastal protection, and 
restoration including consistency with CWPPRA, regulatory 
programs, hurricane protection, and navigation.  The USACE will 
administer the enforcement component of its regulatory program 
commensurate with its resources and the importance of the 
wetlands impacted.  
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AJP 05:  Previous Federal and local efforts based on economic 
development of the region and the nation, such as the construction of 
the MRGO, have had unintended adverse environmental effects on the 
surrounding areas.  The proposed LCA Plan will provide restoration 
opportunities for critical areas of environmental degradation.  
Additionally, as described in Section 6 of the FPEIS, efforts for 
ensuring consistency between development, coastal protection, and 
restoration, including consistency with CWPPRA, regulatory 
programs, hurricane protection, and navigation, will be employed.  
This will be applied to ensure that the restoration objectives of a 
diverse and sustainable ecosystem, both environmentally and 
economically, are met. 
 
AJP 06:  The continued economic development of coastal Louisiana 
has long been a clear interest of both the Federal and local 
governments.  All levels of government have implemented a great 
many projects with that objective in mind.  Unintended consequences 
of these valid actions are now being addressed and some of these 
previously constructed projects may be modified as a result.  Section 
1 of the FPEIS and Section 1 of the Main Report describe prior 
studies, reports and existing water resources projects in the study area 
prepared by the USACE, other Federal, state, and local agencies, 
research institutes, and individuals.  The River and Harbor Act of 
1956 (PL 84-455) authorized construction of the Mississippi River 
Gulf Outlet (MRGO) to provide deep draft navigation access to the 
New Orleans tidewater port area.  An accounting of the number of 
wetlands impacted by this project was not required at that time.  The 
USACE is currently investigating the feasibility of modifying the 
MRGO Navigational Project that includes environmental and flood 
control benefits of channel modifications.  Estimates from this study 
indicate that approximately 2,545 acres of marsh were directly lost 
due to construction of the MRGO; approximately 14,360 acres of 
marsh were directly lost due to disposal of dredged material. 
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Letter 56: Mr. A.J. Planche, Jr. (AJP) 
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AJP 07:  See Main Report section 6 cost tables for LCA Program cost 
estimates.  All proposed restoration features target critical ecological 
needs; however, it is anticipated that some roads and other 
infrastructure will need to be modified in support of the proposed 
restoration efforts.  Regarding the future classification of areas slated 
to receive sand fill, some areas, such as restored barrier beach dunes 
would not be considered jurisdictional wetlands. 
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Letter 57: Mr. Benny Rouselle, Plaquemines Parish Government (PPG) 

PPG 01:  Comment noted. 
 
PPG 02:  Comment noted. 
 

PP
G

 0
1 

PPG
 02 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-229 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 57: Mr. Benny Rouselle, Plaquemines Parish Government (PPG) 

PPG 03:  Please see General Response #5 regarding the ten-
year planning horizon and General Response #10 regarding 
proposed LCA Plan funding. 
 
PPG 04:  The Conditional Authorization of the 5 near-term 
critical restoration features and the congressional authorization 
of the remaining LCA Plan features allows for increased 
execution capability within the first five years of LCA Plan 
implementation.  Following the first five years of 
implementation, the PDT found that annual budget limitations 
rather than WRDA authorization of projects would limit the  
LCA Plan’s annual execution.  Additionally, the necessary 
level of detail was not available to develop feasibility level 
documentation for all 15 restoration features.  For more 
information on project authorization analysis, please refer to 
Section 4 of the Main Report. 
 
PPG 05:  Please see General Response # 9 regarding sediment 
transport via pipeline.  In the near-term the Barataria Barrier-
shoreline restoration features proposed in the LCA Plan also 
involve wetland building in the form of creation of back barrier 
inter-tidal marsh. 
 
PPG 06:  Comment noted. 
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PPG 07:  The LCA Plan is designed to address the immediate 
critical needs of the system; however, future restoration efforts 
would continue to address longer-term restoration needs, as 
evidenced by the portion of the LCA Plan directed toward large-
scale, long-term restoration studies.  Additionally, the LCA Plan 
provides for demonstration projects to answer key uncertainties 
surrounding pipeline conveyance of sediment and wetland 
creation.  Answering these uncertainties will be paramount in 
determining the most effective means of direct placement of 
sediments for marsh creation.  

Letter 57: Mr. Benny Rouselle, Plaquemines Parish Government (PPG) 
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Letter 58: Mr. Gary P. LaGrange, Port of New Orleans (PONO) 

PONO 01:  Comment noted. 
 
PONO 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
PONO 03:  Comment noted.  The USACE will engage the Port 
of New Orleans on future efforts regarding the Mississippi River 
Delta Management Study. 
 

PO
N

O
 0

1 

PO
N

O
 02 

PO
N

O
 0

3 

N
ovem

ber 2004  



 

3-232 
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 59: Ms. Jennifer B. Armand, Restore or Retreat (ROR) 

ROR 01:  Please see General Response #5 regarding the ten-year 
planning horizon and General Response #10 regarding proposed 
LCA funding. 
 
ROR 02:  Comment noted. 
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ROR 03:  Comment noted. 
 
ROR 04:  Comment noted. 

Letter 59: Ms. Jennifer B. Armand, Restore or Retreat (ROR) 
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Letter 60: Mr. Jack Tatum, Sabine River Authority (SRA) 

SRA 01:  Comment noted.  Attention is being paid to these issues 
in our current and ongoing modeling effort of the Chenier Plain. 
 
SRA 02:  A current study of the Chenier Plain funded by the 
Coastal Restoration and Enhancement through Science and 
Technology (CREST) and Louisiana Department of Natural 
Resources is addressing the interaction between the open water 
bodies, the ship channels, and secondary channels that run east to 
west and north to south through the Sabine National Wildlife on the 
hydro period, salinity, and sediment of the adjacent marsh areas.  
This study is comprehensive in scope and it encompasses the entire 
Chenier Plain (from Fresh Water Bayou on the east to Sabine Lake 
on the west).   This study will quantify fresh water, sediment, and 
nutrients entering and leaving the system.   
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Letter 60: Mr. Jack Tatum, Sabine River Authority (SRA) 

SRA 03:  Additional fresh water sources include Grand and White 
lakes.  The study described in the response to Comment SRA 02 
also provides quantitative assessment of the feasibility of using 
fresh water from these two lakes to hold back salinity intrusion.  
The study will also quantify the impact of salinity intrusion through 
deep ship channels and through the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
(GIWW).   
 
SRA 04:  The definition of saltwater intrusion in the report has not 
been modified.  Degradation or modification in the ecosystem that 
may also result in intrusion without changes in available flow is 
defined as habitat switching.  The solutions available in areas where 
this is the case are quite limited.  Typically they include features to 
mechanically create marsh, which may be limited by availability of 
sediment, or features to physically exclude saltwater from an area.  
Exclusion or barrier features involve an additional set of 
environmental tradeoff issues and uncertainties.  It was for these 
very reasons that no near-term critical features were proposed in 
Subprovince 4.  
 
SRA 05:  The referenced statement was from the October 2002 
report prepared for the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation 
and Restoration Task Force and the Wetlands Conservation and 
Restoration Authority, entitled "Hydrologic Investigation of the 
Louisiana Chenier Plain" (HILCP) (LCWCRTF and WCRA, 2002). 
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Letter 60: Mr. Jack Tatum, Sabine River Authority (SRA) 

SRA 06:  Comment noted.  However, Chapter 3 provides a 
characterization of the existing conditions in the Sabine Basin, 
especially in the coastal water bodies.  The statement in the FPEIS 
does refer to the water quality subsegment, 110701.  The 
information was cited from LDEQ’s 2002 Water Quality Inventory 
Section 305(b) Report as mentioned throughout Section 3.15 of the 
FPEIS.  
 
SRA 07:  Comments noted. 
 
SRA 08:  The USACE thanks the SRA for their time and efforts in 
reviewing the LCA report and looks forward to working with SRA 
on the LCA Program.   
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SRA 09:  Comment noted.  The information was cited from 
LDEQ’s 2002 Water Quality Inventory Section 305(b) Report as 
mentioned throughout Section 3 of the FPEIS. 
 
SRA 10:  Comment noted.  Figure S-1 is a general representation of 
the 4 subprovinces used during the LCA Study planning efforts. 
 
SRA 11:  Comment noted.  However, Chapter 3 provides a 
characterization of the existing conditions in the Sabine Basin, 
especially in the coastal water bodies.  The statement in the FPEIS 
does refer to the water quality subsegment, 110701.  The 
information was cited from LDEQ’s 2002 Water Quality Inventory 
Section 305(b) Report as mentioned throughout Section 3 of the 
FPEIS. 
 
SRA 12:  Comment noted. 

Letter 60: Mr. Jack Tatum, Sabine River Authority (SRA) 
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Letter 61: Sherrill Sagrera (SJS) 

SJS 01:  Since the Henry Hub facility is located outside of the 
coastal zone in an area with little if any predicted land loss, this 
area would not meet critical needs criteria in selecting near-
term restoration projects.  In addition, the protection of such 
infrastructure is not limited solely to solutions involving 
wetland restoration.  Future investigations of large-scale, long-
term restoration will attempt to better integrate the value of 
wetlands in minimizing damages to infrastructure on a broad 
scale.  
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SCDC 01:  The environmental operating principles, guiding 
principles, and planning objectives are described in section 2 of 
the FPEIS.  Part 1502.12 of the NEPA states that each 
environmental impact statement shall contain a summary, which 
adequately and accurately summarizes the statement.  The 
summary shall stress the major conclusions, areas of controversy 
(including issues raised by agencies and the public), and the 
issues to be resolved (including the choice among alternatives).  
The summary will normally not exceed 15 pages.   
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Letter 62: Mr. Harvey Stern, Sierra Club, New Orleans Group, Delta Chapter (SCDC) 



 

SCDC 02:  The inclusion of  diversions in Subprovince 1 
and 2 confirm the LCA Plan’  on restoring natural riverine 
processes as an integral part o ration effort. 
 
SCDC 03:  Comment noted. 
 
SCDC 04:  The New Orleans gulatory program is 
consistent with all regulatory s and guidance.  The overall 
public interest evaluation con alue and importance of LCA 
projects and how the permitte will affect them.  
 
SCDC 05:  The Louisiana Co ration Division develops, 
implements, and monitors co ted wetland restoration, 
creation and conservation me erforms engineering, 
planning, and monitoring fun ntial to successful 
development and implementa tland conservation and 
restoration plans and projects  by the Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation and Restoration  mission of the USACE 
Regulatory Program is to pro tion’s aquatic resources, 
while allowing reasonable de  through fair, flexible and 
balanced permit decisions.  T  evaluates permit 
applications for essentially al ion activities that occur in the 
Nation’s waters, including we ACE permits are also 
necessary for any work, inclu ruction and dredging, in the 
Nation’s navigable waters.  T  balances the reasonably 
foreseeable benefits and detri roposed projects, and makes 
permit decisions that recogni tial values of the Nation’s 
aquatic ecosystems to the gen , as well as the property 
rights of private citizens who e their land.  During the 
permit process, the USACE c e views of other Federal, 
state, and local agencies, inte
results of this careful public i
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development, and growth of t
authorized impacts to the wat
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 SCDC 05 (Continued):  The adverse impacts to the aquatic 
environment are offset by mitigation requirements, which may 
include restoring, enhancing, creating and preserving aquatic 
functions and values.  The USACE strives to make its permit 
decisions in a timely manner that minimizes impacts to the 
regulated public.  As noted in the discussion of proposed 
estates in Section 4 of the Main Report, some estates will 
prohibit surface use whereas other estates will restrict surface 
use.  The consistency determination will be made by the 
appropriate representative for the United States and/or the State 
of Louisiana to ensure that the integrity of the project is not 
compromised. 
 
SCDC 06:  Please see response to SCDC 05. 
 
SCDC 07:  Please see response to SCDC 05. 
 
SCDC 08:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature.  The USACE recognizes 
the role that existing water control structures in the Louisiana 
coastal area can play in meeting the LCA Program objectives, 
as evidenced by the recommendation for programmatic 
authority for investigation of modifications to existing 
structures.  Consistency between all publically directed 
activities, particularly future actions, in the coastal area is an 
important objective.  The reevaluation of existing public works 
projects authorized and funded through either Federal, state, or 
local government action, however, will need to be addressed on 
a case-by-case basis.  The particular government entity that 
invested in any given action has done so with some expectation 
of future or ongoing return that must be addressed coincident 
with the potential environmental return resulting from possible 
modification.  The detail of these comparative analyses vary 
widely from activity to activity.   
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Letter 62: Mr. Harvey Stern, Sierra Club, New Orleans Group, Delta Chapter (SCDC) 



 

3-242 

SCDC 09:  The Clean Water Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines           
(40 CFR 230) are the environmental criteria for evaluating the 
proposed discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States.  Compliance with these guidelines is the 
controlling factor used by the USACE to determine the 
environmental acceptability of disposal alternatives.  The 
USACE must demonstrate through completion of a 404 (b)(1) 
evaluation that any proposed discharge of dredged material is in 
compliance with the guidelines.  In the 1999 report, “Sediment 
Quality Guidelines developed for the National Status and Trends 
Program” (available on NOAA’s website 
http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/cpr/sediment/SPQ.pdf). 
NOAA states that the sediment quality guidelines (“NOAA 
sediment standards” that you refer to in your comment), “were 
not promulgated as regulatory criteria or standards.  They were 
not intended as cleanup or remediation targets, nor as discharge 
attainment targets.  Nor were they intended as pass-fail criteria 
for dredged material disposal decisions or any other regulatory 
purpose.”  Additionally, in the “Screening Quick Reference 
Tables” developed by NOAA which present screening 
concentrations for inorganic and organic contaminants in various 
environmental media, i.e. ER-L, ER-M, etc., it is stated that, 
“these tables are intended for preliminary screening purposes 
only: they do not represent official NOAA policy and do not 
constitute criteria or clean-up levels.”  Section 4 of the PEIS 
contains language referencing the Evaluation of dredged 
material proposed for discharge in waters of the U.S. – Testing 
Manual (EPA/USACE, 1998), i.e. the Inland Testing Manual, 
testing protocols and the USACE’s intention to employ these 
and/or similar guidelines for evaluating the proposed discharges 
of dredged or fill material into waters of the US.  This manual 
outlines a “common sense” approach as you requested in the 
comment. 
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Letter 62: Mr. Harvey Stern, Sierra Club, New Orleans Group, Delta Chapter (SCDC) 

http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/cpr/sediment/SPQ.pdf
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Letter 62: Mr. Harvey Stern, Sierra Club, New Orleans Group, Delta Chapter (SCDC) 

SCDC 09 (Continued):  The manual utilizes both chemical and 
biological analyses as necessary to provide effects-based 
conclusions within a tiered framework (four tiers) with regard to 
the potential for contaminant-related water column, benthic 
toxicity, and benthic bioaccumulation impacts.  Additional 
language will be incorporated into Section 4 of the FPEIS to 
further explain the USACE processes for the above.   
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Letter 63: Mr. Windell A. Curole,  South Lafourche Levee District (SLLD) 
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Letter 63: Mr. Windell A. Curole, South Lafourche Levee District (SLLD) 

SLLD 01:  As outlined in Section 6 of the LCA Main Report, 
USACE is required to coordinate and comply with various 
statutory authorities including: environmental laws, regulations, 
Executive Orders, policies, rules and other guidance. This 
includes consideration of public safety and public use of water 
resources.  Protection of vital socioeconomic resources is one of 
the critical needs elements addressed by the near-term LCA Plan 
(Critical Needs Criterion #4).  The proposed restoration features 
in the LCA Plan address the need to protect such resources as 
cultures, communities, infrastructure, business and industry, and 
maintain flood protection.  
 
SLLD 02:  Comment noted. 
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SBPGDA 01:  Comment noted. 
 
SBPGDA 02:  The USACE recognizes that there is a large 
amount of information available regarding coastal preservation 
and restoration and that not all of the information was referenced 
in the LCA Plan.  In response to public comment regarding this 
issue, a critical responsibility of the S&T Office will be data 
assimilation and management to ensure that information from as 
many resources as possible is incorporated into the continued 
development of the plan.  Additionally, local planning efforts 
will be revisited as a component of large-scale, long-term 
studies. 
 
SBPGDA 03:  Comment noted.  Section 5 in the LCA Plan, 
Section 5 in the FPEIS, and Appendix F provide detailed 
information regarding the public involvement and coordination 
of the LCA Plan.  All permitting requirements were met and 
additional coordination and public outreach has occurred and 
will continue to occur throughout implementation of the LCA 
Plan. SB
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Coastal Zone Advisory Committee (SBPGDA) 
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Letter 64: Mr. David Arceneaux, St. Bernard Parish Government,  
Coastal Zone Advisory Committee (SBPGDA) 
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SBPGDA 04:  The LCA Study utilized numerous source 
materials, but was not restricted to only using individual parish 
management documents as a basis for planning.  Also, a coastal 
zone management plan identifies compatible land uses and 
development patterns for coastal zones while an ecosystem 
restoration plan directs ecosystem restoration activities   
 
SBPGDA 05:  Please see General Response #4 regarding the 
coordination roles for agencies and local governments in the 
LCA Plan. 
 
SBPGDA 06:  Public funds both Federal and local for a wide 
range of necessary activities are in high demand.  In this regard, 
the decision making process for Federal funds for water 
resources related activities has been prescribed to require a 
relative demonstration of the desired outputs, be they economic 
values in dollars or environmental units of output, versus the 
necessary funds.  This allows for the most equitable comparison 
of all proposed actions requested, and a defense of decisions 
allocating those limited funds.  Regardless, the plan formulation 
effort, which will continue through the completion of final 
decision and NEPA documents for approval of any additional 
authority and construction, USACE will seek to engage all 
effected parties, public and private, to ensure that all appropriate 
courses of action are given consideration. 
 
SBPGDA 07:  Please see General Response #2 regarding the 
S&T Program. 
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SBPCCT 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
SBPCCT 02:  Discussion on the “how restoration and 
sustainability will be achieved” is included in Section 4 of the 
Main Report.  Specifically, the S&T Program component of the 
LCA Plan, including its adaptive management elements, would 
support measuring the success of restoration features following 
construction.  A detailed discussion of the S&T Program is 
included in Appendix A.  Please also see General Response #1 
regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration Feature.  The plan 
will be updated under future LCA authorizations, and these 
updates may include addition of restoration features that meet 
critical needs for ecological restoration. 
 
SBPCCT 03:  Please see General Response #4 regarding the 
coordination roles for agencies and local governments in the 
LCA Study. 
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Letter 65: Mr. Craig Tafaro, St. Bernard Parish Council (SBPCCT) 
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Letter 65: Mr. Craig Tafaro, St. Bernard Parish Council (SBPCCT) 

SBPCCT 04:  Comment noted. 
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SBWF 01:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
SBWF 02:  Please see response to SBPCCT#02.  
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Letter 66: Mr. Gatien Livaudais, St. Bernard Wetlands Foundation Inc. (SBWF) 
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Letter 66: Mr. Gatien Livaudais, St. Bernard Wetlands Foundation Inc. (SBWF) 

SBWF 03:  Comment noted.  Specific requirements for 
addressing cultural resources, on a feature-by-feature basis, are a 
required element of the final design and NEPA compliance 
documents that must be completed prior to initiating 
construction. 
 SBWF 04:  Comment noted.  The foundation of an S&T 
Program is intended to ensure that individual project features are 
coordinated to achieve the overall goals and objectives of the 
LCA Plan.  Additionally, the S&T Program will ensure that 
restoration is carried out on the best available science.  This 
includes answering key uncertainties to ensure that restoration 
efforts have the highest likelihood of success.  The S&T program 
will include a multiagency membership including federal and 
state agencies, tribal governments, and local government 
representatives.  This multiagency voice will ensure that work 
carried out through the S&T Program will benefit the LCA Plan 
as a whole.  In addition, please see General Response #2 
regarding the S&T Program. 

 
SBWF 05:  Please see General Response #8 regarding project 
implementation protocols and the need for immediate action. 
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TCZM 01:  As outlined in Section 3 of the Main Report, the list 
of originally considered restoration features was subjected to a 
selection process to attain the final 15 features that were selected 
for the LCA Study.  Several projects from Terrebonne Parish in 
Subprovince 3 were included in the LCA Plan as near-term 
critical restoration features (multipurpose operation of the Houma 
Navigation Canal Lock, Terrebonne Basin barrier shoreline 
restoration-Isles Dernieres and East Timbalier, maintain land 
bridge between Caillou Lake and the Gulf of Mexico, and 
Convey Atchafalaya River water to northern Terrebonne 
marshes); long-term, large-scale restoration concepts (Third 
Study, Upper Atchafalaya Basin study including alternative 
operation of the Old River Control Structure, and Acadiana Bay 
Estuarine Restoration Study); and demonstration projects (land 
bridge restoration using long-distance conveyance of sediments, 
pipeline canal restoration using different methods, and Barrier 
Island restoration using offshore sources of sediments). 

Delta 

HNC 

 
TCZM 02:  As noted in response to TCZM 01, the selection of 
LCA Plan project components was a detailed and rigorous 
process.  A near-term critical restoration feature recommended 
for congressional authorization is the multi-purpose operation of 
the Houma Navigation Canal (HNC) Lock.  Design and 
engineering have been completed for the construction of the 
Lock as part of the Morganza to Gulf Hurricane Protection 
Project, which may be authorized by Congress under WRDA or 
another authorization mechanism.  The restoration feature 
included in the LCA Plan is to adapt operation of the lock for 
multiple uses, included salinity control and water flow control.  
These operations would be in addition to the use of the structure 
for hurricane protection, which is already being developed to 
protect inhabited areas and economic resources.   
 
TCZM 03:  Comment noted.  The completion of decision and 
NEPA documents will be required prior to final construction 
approval of this feature. 

       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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TCZM 03 (Continued):  A principal purpose of these 
documents will be to lay out and compare possible alternative 
actions, which could include the modification suggested.  A 
second option could be the future addition of such a 
modification under adaptive management of the LCA Plan. 
 
TCZM 04:  Comments noted. 
 
TCZM 05:  Comment noted. 
 
TCZM 06:  The LCA Plan includes the restoration features 
“convey Atchafalaya River water to northern Terrebonne 
marshes” and “Terrebonne Basin barrier shoreline restoration-
East Timbalier and Isle Dernieres” as a near-term critical 
restoration features for Congressional authorization.  These 
features will enhance existing Atchafalaya River influence to 
Lake Boudreaux and Grand Bayou via the GIWW and restore 
the Timbalier and Isles Dernieres barrier island chains.  Section 
2 of the FPEIS provides additional detail for these restoration 
features.  Additionally, there are demonstration projects 
included in the LCA Plan to investigate marsh restoration a
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onse to TCZM 01. 

creation using saline sediments and barrier island restoratio
using offshore sources of sediments.  The implementation o
LCA Plan will help reduce the amount of nutrients entering the 
gulf, thus contributing to the reduction of the gulf hypoxia.  
Section 2 of the FPEIS provides more detailed information. 
 

CZM 07:  See respT
 
 

TC
ZM

 0
6 

N
ovem

ber 2004

TC
ZM

 07



 

3-254 

 

       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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TCZM 08:  Gulf hypoxia is discussed in Section 3 of the 
DPEIS and Section 2 of the LCA Plan.  Also see response to 
TCZM 06. 
 
TCZM 09:  Please see response to TCZM 06. 
 
TCZM 10:  The Main Report identifies Ship Shoal as a 
potential source of sediments for use in restoration efforts. 
 
TCZM 11:  Comments noted. 
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       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                             
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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TCZM 12:  Comments noted.  Many of the issues identified in 
the comment are being addressed in near-term critical 
restoration features or by demonstration and/or long-term, 
large-scale restoration concepts in the LCA Plan. 
 
TCZM 13:  Comment noted. 
 
TCZM 14:  Please see General Response #9 regarding 
sediment transport via pipeline. 
 
TCZM 15:  Comments noted. 
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       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM)
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       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 

TCZM 17:  Comment noted. 
 

TC
ZM

 1
7 

N
ovem

ber 2004



 

3-259 

       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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       Letter 67: Mr. Nolan J. Bergeron, Terrebonne Coastal Zone Management                              
and Restoration Advisory Committee (TCZM) 
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    Letter 68: Mr. Jerome Zeringue, Terrebonne Levee and Conservation District (TLCD) 

TLCD 01:  Comment noted. 
 
TLCD 02:  Assessment of impacts to hurricane and flood 
protection efforts would be completed prior to change in 
operation and maintenance of the structure for additional 
purposes.  Under existing authorizations and cost-sharing 
agreements, operations and maintenance of this structure is the 
responsibility of the non-federal sponsors.  Any increase in 
operation and maintenance costs incurred as a result of multi 
purpose operation of the structure for environmental restoration 
would be the responsibility of the non-Federal restoration 
sponsor.  
 
TLCD 03:   Please see response to TCLD #02. 
 
TLCD 04:  Comment noted. 
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Letter 69: Mr. Don Schwab, Terrebonne Parish President (TPPDS) 

TPPDS 01:  As outlined in Section 3 of the LCA Main Report, 
the list of originally considered project features was subjected 
to a rigorous selection process to attain the final 15 projects 
that were selected for the LCA Plan.  Throughout plan 
formulation, projects were eliminated based on their 
applicability to restoration approaches, ability to be 
implemented within five to ten years, associated uncertainties, 
and ability to meet critical needs criteria.  Several projects from 
Subprovince 3 were included in the LCA Plan and will be 
implemented through both programmatic and standard 
authorization processes.  
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Letter 70: Mr. Keith Ouchley, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
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TN
C

 02 

TNC 01:  Please see General Response #2 regarding the S&T 
Program. 
 
TNC 02:  The current recommendation for the composition of 
the S&T Office includes provisions for independent review in all 
levels of development of the plan, including implementation and 
S&T Office activities.  Individuals not employed by any portion 
of the LCA Plan program structure will conduct these reviews.  
It is also recommended and envisioned that the S&T Office will 
be housed in an appropriate academic environment outside of 
either the state or Federal government agencies.  The location 
has not yet been decided. 
 
Adaptive management is the keystone for success of the LCA 
Plan.  The USACE agrees that decisions should be made with 
full use of information developed at all levels of the teams in the 
adaptive management process.  In order for this process to work, 
a long-term view of restoration is required that is dependent on 
good monitoring and continued development of best practices 
that have been developed through efforts such as demonstration 
projects.  The USACE is prepared to adjust the plan in 
accordance with Adaptive Management processes that may 
require shifts in priorities and strategies.  In fact, the USACE has 
incorporated periodic reporting throughout the chain of 
command, including Congress, to facilitate this potential.  The 
USACE also endeavors to favor native species in the execution 
of the plan and have incorporated that idea into the guiding 
principles of the planning process.  The USACE also recognizes 
that a successful management of this important project will 
require a dynamic and evolving management plan.  For that 
reason, the USACE intends to continue to develop this plan of 
implementation throughout the programs life. 
 
TNC 03:  The identification and development of demonstration 
projects to resolve various scientific and technical uncertainties 
is intended to be a major duty of the S&T Office.  

 T
N

C
 0

3 
TN

C
 0

1 

N
ovem

ber 2004
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 70: Mr. Keith Ouchley, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
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TNC 03 (Continued):  Individual projects implemented under the 
LCA Program will be required to comply with applicable 
environmental compliance and permitting.  Specific uncertainties 
identified in the sorting of near-term critical projects have been 
suggested as the initial demonstration needs since they represent 
obstacles to feature implementation that might otherwise be 
appropriate to address critical needs in the system.  Once the S&T 
Office has been established, they will be tasked with setting 
guidelines for general identification of these projects and detailing 
the parameters of specific demonstration efforts to ensure that 
project results alleviate the relevant uncertainty. 
 
TNC 04:  It is outside the scope of the LCA Study to propose a 
detailed monitoring and assessment plan at this time.  The S&T 
Program, once formed, will be responsible for establishing, in 
concert with the CWPPRA Coastwide Reference Monitoring 
System (CRMS) and a Barrier Island Coastwide Monitoring 
(BICM) program (see S&T Plan appendix), key monitoring stations 
to collect baseline data, and identifying key uncertainties on which 
to focus monitoring and assessment activities.  As stated in Section 
4 of the LCA Main Report, data collection as well as monitoring 
and assessment efforts will require collaboration and funding 
support from many Federal and state agencies, NGOs, and 
universities.  In the FPEIS, Section 3 describes rare, unique and 
imperiled vegetative communities throughout the Louisiana coastal 
zone.  The appropriate sections in the PEIS have been revised to 
more fully discuss project-induced impacts to biodiversity. 
 
TNC 05:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed 
MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
TNC 06:  All factors related to regulated cypress harvesting, 
including regeneration, would be considered in an evaluation of the 
activity.  
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Letter 70: Mr. Keith Ouchley, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
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Letter 70: Mr. Keith Ouchley, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 

TNC 06 (Continued):  It is outside the scope of this effort to 
revise current USACE permitting authorities and to acquire 
necessary easements and fee title to assure the projected project 
benefits.  The approval of the proposed LCA Plan would provide 
a basis for environmental consistency for all subsequent water 
resources related activities in the study area.  However, this 
would not, without acquisition of some real estate interest 
outside of specific project areas, in any way supercede valid 
existing rights of landowners and leaseholders under existing 
statues. 
 
TNC 07:  Please see General Response #6 regarding the 
relationship of CWPPRA and LCA. 
 
TNC 08:  Please see General Response #3 regarding the LCA 
Study Area.  The management of the Atchafalaya Basin and its 
cypress and bottomland hardwood swamps is an area of 
significant interest, both in conjunction with and independent of 
coastal restoration.  Activities in this system, however, are in fact 
merely management.  The natural trend in the Atchafalaya Basin 
system would be toward agradation and in filling of portions of 
those swamps not isolated from riverine influence.  The presence 
of the Old River Control Structure has dramatically reduced this 
trend.  Future efforts to convey additional resources via the 
Atchafalaya River to support coastal restoration are likely to be 
accompanied by tradeoffs in the surrounding swamps. 
 
TNC 09:  Please see General Response #4 regarding the 
coordination roles for agencies and local governments in the 
LCA Study. 
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      Letter 71: Mr. William J. Barbara and Dr. Allayne Pizzolato,                                         
Thibodaux Chamber of Commerce (TCC) 

TCC 01:  Resolution is noted. 
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  Letter 72: Mr. Richard Hartman, U.S. Department of Commerce,                                  
National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office (NMFS-FWS) 
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NMFS-FWS 01:  Text has been revised accordingly in the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report. 
 
NMFS-FWS 02:  Text has been revised accordingly in the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report. 
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NMFS 01:  While the many portions of the Barataria Basin 
shoreline are integral components for a comprehensive Barataria 
Basin Barrier Shoreline restoration, the restoration feature 
included in the LCA Plan focused on those parts of the barrier 
shoreline that were most threatened with loss (i.e., the most 
critical), and those reaches that did not already have some type of 
on-going restoration effort.  The East/West Grand Terre Island 
(BA-30) project and the Pass Chaland to Grand Bayou Pass (BA-
35) project were not included in the LCA Plan because they have 
already undergone preliminary engineering and design, and it 
appeared that the continued consideration and approval of these 
projects under the CWPPRA program would result in their most 
rapid implementation.  All geomorphic components of the 
Barataria Basin barrier shoreline need some measure of restoration 
as part of a comprehensive solution for the area, and 
implementation of projects to achieve restoration in the Barataria 
Basin barrier shoreline, whether they were funded by CWPPRA or 
any other source, would compliment efforts undertaken by the 
LCA Program.  Verbiage has been added to the LCA Plan project 
descriptions to clarify the critical nature of the entire chain and the 
rational for identification of the shoreline reaches to be addressed.
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NMFS 02:  Currently the fea es identified for authorization 
have a significant level of de  development.  In addition, 
NEPA (EIS) documentation d elopment has already been 
initiated for these features.  T initiation of NEPA compliance is 
an indication that a critical as sment of alternative actions, 
which would be a required pr ct for completion of a feasibility-
level decision document unde e LCA Program, is in progress 
and being documented.  The ou Lafourche Freshwater 
Reintroduction feature has a ificant level of design 
development, including hydr c modeling of flow in the existing 
channel.  In addition, the NE  (EIS) documentation 
development has already bee itiated.  Hydrologically, the key 
to addressing loss problems i e eastern Terrebonne Basin 
centers on the delivery of fre ater, sediments, and nutrients.  
The need to employ multiple tures to provide these resources to 
achieve the necessary level o neficial output is highly probable, 
and the LCA Plan reflects thi  the composition of its critical 
features.  The delivery of Mi sippi River water through the 
Bayou Lafourche channel wo  be consistent with historic 
system hydrology and a logic nitial step in implementing 
restoration plans in this area.
 
NMFS 03:  The text has been vised to indicate that sequencing 
and scheduling of plan comp nts were done by the Federal 
(USACE) and local sponsor ( te of Louisiana). 
 
NMFS 04:  Additional clarif ion regarding the 
nonprioritization of the PBM omponents has been included in 
the final report. 
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NMFS 05:  Text has been changed accordingly in
 
NMFS 06:  Text has been deleted from the FPEIS
 
NMFS 07:  The entirety of Table 4-4 has been inc
FPEIS. 
 
NMFS 08:  Table 4-5 has been revised to include
staff of NMFS. 
 
NMFS 09:  The text has been revised to reflect th
Marine Fisheries Service as an agency of the U.S.
Commerce. 
 
NMFS 10:  The word "fisheries" has been added 
incomplete sentence. 
 
NMFS 11:  Agency affiliation has been corrected
NMFS for all individuals, as well as in relevant te
FPEIS and Main Report.  Spelling error has been 
FPEIS. 
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Letter 73: Mr. Richard Hartman, U.S. Department of Commerce,            
National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office (NMFS) 
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          Letter 74: Dr. Stephen R. Spencer, U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)  
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         Letter 74: Dr. Stephen R. Spencer, U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)  

DOI 01:  Comment noted.  All subsequent LCA Plan related 
restoration features will be compliant with the NEPA, as well as 
any other statutory authorities, including laws, regulations, 
Executive Orders, policies, rules, and guidance. 
 
DOI 02:  The District would continue to work closely with those 
agencies with jurisdictional oversight (the USFWS and the NMFS) 
with regard to consultation requirements under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. The LCA planning team would 
aggressively work to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate 
the impact, or if unavoidable, compensate for the impact, in this 
order as specified in 40 CFR Part 1508.20. An additional 
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation would be prepared 
when individual projects tiered to the LCA Plan and FPEIS may 
affect a Federally listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
adversely affect designated critical habitats. 
 
DOI 03:  Additional discussion on the identification and definition 
of interior geomorphic structures has been included in the FPEIS.  
The following text has been added to the FPEIS: 
 
“The geomorphic structure of the estuary is degraded.  Barrier 
islands, distributary natural levees, and lake rims represent the 
majority of natural features above marsh elevation in the coastal 
area.  As these features subside and/or erode, the rate at which 
other degenerative processes work is increased.  These protective 
elements of the estuarine framework are critical to the stability of 
the system as a whole. 
 
Barrier islands are an important element of the geomorphic 
framework of the estuary.  Barrier islands separate the gulf from 
the back-barrier estuarine environment helping to maintain the 
salinity gradients important to estuarine species.  As they erode 
and are breached, marine processes invade the interior bays and 
marshes and land loss accelerates.  Barrier islands also serve as 
valuable storm buffers protecting communities, industry, and their 
associated infrastructure from storm surges.
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DOI 03 (Continued):  Like barrier islands, distributary natural 
levees, and lake rims are critical geomorphic features.  They protect 
interior wetlands from wave and current action reducing land loss 
and help to reduce tidal surge during storm events.  They are also 
responsible for establishing much of the natural hydrology within 
the coastal system.  These features have subsided and eroded to a 
point where there effectiveness is severely reduced.  It is important 
to restore these geomorphic features so that the benefits they 
provide (storm surge reduction, hydrology control, erosion control, 
etc.) can be maximized.  
 
DOI 04:  Text has been revised accordingly with “For example, 
between 1980 and 2002, Shell Island, which protects a portion of 
the Barataria Basin, lost approximately 101.5 feet per year (Conner 
et. al. 2004) due to the effects of storm erosion, relative sea level 
rise, and a reduction in sediment supply and “If the erosion of 
Louisiana's barrier shoreline is not addressed, inland cities will 
become the front line of defense for a hurricanes high wind and 
storm surge.” 
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DOI 05:  Duplicative language has been removed, and 
inconsistencies regarding estimated miles of oil and gas pipelines 
have been corrected. 
 
DOI 06:  The text has been revised to state that Attachment 2 of 
the Main Report lists prior studies, reports and existing water 
projects.  Attachment 1 of the Main Report lists relevant 
authorizations for coastal restoration efforts. 
 
DOI 07:  Editorial corrections have been made to the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 08:  While technical information developed under the 
CWPPRA program is acknowledged as supportive of features 
being considered, whenever available, the use of outputs 
commonly developed through the LCA Plan effort dictated the 
identification of the most effective solutions.  In this case, the 
LCA Plan analysis did, in fact, identify the Blue Hammock Bayou 
feature as a component of an effective coast wide alternative.  In 
the assessment of those features for consideration as possible 
critical near-term actions, the Blue Hammock Bayou was also 
deemed to meet the implementation criteria for inclusion.  
However, in subsequent discussions within the PDT there was 
some indication that uncertainty regarding the local hydrology 
may need to be addressed.  The criterion of restoring (or 
mimicking) fundamentally impaired deltaic function through river 
reintroduction is a key in this instance.  While the proposed action 
should be effective, the function does appear to be impaired.  The 
deltaic function, the introduction of freshwater through backwater 
hydrologic effects, is ongoing.  A natural consequence of this 
effect that would also expected in the future is the depositional 
reduction of water bodies under this backwater effect.  As a result 
of these considerations, the Blue Hammock Bayou feature has 
been recategorized to reflect this uncertainty and has potential for 
resolution through a demonstration project.  Additional text has 
been added to the Main Report and the FPEIS. 
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DOI 09:  Additional language regarding sequencing of projects and 
the formation of composite groups, referred to as “restoration 
opportunities” in the Main Report and FPEIS, has been included in 
the final report. 
 
DOI 10:  Currently the features identified for a conditional or 
Congressional Authorization have a significant level of design 
development. In addition NEPA (EIS) documentation development 
has already been initiated for these features.  The initiation of 
NEPA compliance is an indication that a critical assessment of 
alternative actions, which would be a required product for 
completion of a feasibility-level decision document under the LCA 
Program, is in progress and being documented.  While the Penchant 
Basin plan also has a high level of design information, no NEPA 
compliance effort has been initiated.  As a result, there is a less 
confidence that the Penchant Basin feature could be advanced to the 
point of construction approval prior to there being another WRDA 
act considered by Congress, and therefore no need for conditional 
or Congressional Authorization.  It appears that the continued 
consideration and approval of this feature under the CWPPRA 
program would result in its most rapid implementation. 
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DOI 11:  The correct reference for the attachment has been 
included in the FPEIS.  The sentence regarding interior borrow 
sites has been deleted; priority borrow sites are from exterior sites.  
The WVA methodology has been deleted from the Myrtle Grove 
feature description. 
 
DOI 12:  Implementation of certain components of the LCA Plan 
would re-introduce freshwater, sediment, and nutrients to 
"swamp/wetland forest" in order to restore and protect remnant 
forest stands, particularly within portions of the Maurepas Swamp 
and the area surrounding Lac Des Allemands (Subprovinces 1 and 
2).  It is not the intention to encourage, or indirectly contribute to, 
habitat switching in these essential habitats.  Monitoring efforts 
under the S&T Program would, among other things, identify the 
ecosystem responses as a result of the implementation of the LCA 
Plan, including responses from swamp/wetland forest habitats.  
The LCA Plan does not identify every forest stand in the coastal 
zone and does not recommend individual restoration features for 
each of these wetland forest habitats; however, over the course of 
implementation and during continued research and monitoring 
efforts under the S&T Program, new restoration features can be 
developed to respond to critical needs of the ecosystem, including 
those identified in swamp/wetland forest habitats.  During the five-
year review and update of the LCA Plan, new features could be 
added. 
 
DOI 13:  Text has been revised accordingly in the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 14:  Text has been revised in the FPEIS to include a time 
reference to the statements in question. 
 
DOI 15:  Text has been revised accordingly in the FPEIS.  
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DOI 16:  Text has been revised accordingly in the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 17:  Additional language has been included to the FPEIS to state 
that other barrier islands within the barrier island system may also 
receive indirect benefits from the introduction of sand via littoral drift 
from newly rebuilt islands. 
 
DOI 18:  Table 4-3, the Future-Without Project time frame, is the 
same as the Future With Project time frame-50-year project life. 
 
DOI 19:  Additional text has been incorporated in the FPEIS 
discussion on invasive species to include the Chinese tallow and the 
black willow. 
 
DOI 20:  Text has been revised:  "Hence, based upon the potential 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, implementing ALT B/ALT 
C/TSP is not likely to adversely affect threatened or endangered 
species or their critical habitat.  In addition, the response to DOI 02 
has also been included in the first paragraph of this section. 
 
DOI 21:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 22:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 23:  The paragraph will be replaced with the following:  “The 
reintroduction of streambed sediments into the LCA Plan area may 
add some contaminants; these would include primarily trace metals 
and hydrophobic organic compounds from Mississippi River 
streambed sediments.  Trace metals and hydrophobic organic 
compounds such as pyrenes, hexachlorobenzene, and chlorinated 
hydrocarbons such as DDT, or its degradates, would adsorb onto 
sediment particles or the organic coatings of sediment particles 
(USGS written correspondence).  The types of contaminants 
potentially released would vary with project location and be site 
specific.   
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DOI 23 (Continued):  As mandated by Section 404(b)(1) of the 
Clean Water Act, CEMVN is required to demonstrate that the 
reintroduction of sediments into a proposed study area, “will not 
have an unacceptable adverse impact either individually or in 
combination with known and/or probable impacts of other activities 
affecting the ecosystems of concern”. USGS citation:  C.R. Demas 
and D.K. Demcheck, U.S. Geological Survey, written 
correspondence, 2003. 
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DOI 24:  Definition of negative impacts is complicated by several 
factors.  First, what typically indicates a negative impact in certain 
ecosystems, such as filling shallow water to construct land or 
introducing turbid nutrient rich water to aquatic ecosystems, may 
be an intended purpose or action within the wetland restoration 
program.  Second, the Louisiana coastal ecosystem is degrading 
rapidly, with rapid landward shifts of isohalines and habitat 
conversions.  Restoration projects designed to reverse these trends 
may negatively impact a given resource or habitat type on the 
project scale in the near-term, but overall, the health of the 
ecosystem will be improved compared to Future Without-Project 
conditions once the system reaches a new equilibrium.  It is 
important to keep this in mind when defining negative 
impacts.  Some impacts have been observed, however, and include 
wetland destruction for diversion outfall channels, temporary 
displacement of terrestrial and aquatic life, disruption of benthic 
habitats, turbidity due to construction activities, and construction 
noise.  These impacts are generally temporary in nature and when 
necessary, have been mitigated. 
 
DOI 25:  The following text has been added to Section 6 in the 
FPEIS:  " A Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report would be 
required for all future individual projects and feasibility studies 
that would tier from this programmatic statement." 
 
DOI 26:  Should any threatened or endangered species be sighted 
within any work area, the USFWS Lafayette, Louisiana Field 
Office would be contacted immediately.  The use of recommended 
primary activity exclusion zones and timing restrictions would be 
utilized, to the maximum extent practicable, to avoid project 
construction impacts to any threatened or endangered species or 
their critical habitat (especially bald eagles, sea turtles, Louisiana 
black bear, brown pelicans, piping plovers or their critical habitat, 
and pallid sturgeon or their critical habitat) within the study area.  
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DOI 26 (Continued):  In addition, the use of recommended 
primary activity exclusion zones, and timing restrictions would 
be utilized to the maximum extent practicable to avoid project 
construction impacts to brown pelicans that inhabit the study 
area.   
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DOI 27:  The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report and the 
Endangered Species Programmatic Biological Assessment will 
remain as appendices to the FPEIS, and as an attachment to the 
Main Report. 
 
DOI 28:  Implementation of the LCA Program will be governed 
by the same rules and regulations typically employed in Water 
Resource Development Act programs.  That is, decision making 
will be vested with the USACE, on behalf of the Federal 
Government, and the State of Louisiana as the local sponsor. It is 
recognized that close coordination with other Federal and State 
agencies is required for the ultimate success of the program.  The 
LCA Task Force, the Regional Working Group, the S&T 
Program, and the collocated Program Execution Team provide 
significant opportunities for other Federal and state agencies to 
actively participate in program decision making and to facilitate 
aspects of project construction, operation, and monitoring. 
 
DOI 29: While the precision of the current models for identifying 
absolute biologic outputs is currently limited, their outputs are 
appropriate for the comparison and identification of alternative 
actions.  It has been recognized and acknowledged by the model 
developers that the potential for improvement in the precision of 
the models exists.  It is important that the modeling effort be 
developed to increase the precision and uniformity of both input 
and output.  This is a priority for future restoration plan 
development, implementation, operation, and management.  A 
significant portion of this model development effort would likely 
be undertaken through the proposed S&T Program.  It has also 
been acknowledged that additional models may by appropriate 
for the purpose of quantifying more absolute ecologic outputs. 
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DOI 29 (Continued):  Text has been added in the plan 
implementation section of the Main Report to further identify the   
need for modeling tools to be capable of supporting and providing 
consistency for other agency regulatory and management efforts. 
 
DOI 30:  The sequencing of the features identified in the PBMO is 
based on determining the most effective possible manner to bring 
those features to approval and construction.  All of the features 
identified in the PMBO are by definition critical in nature.  However, 
levels of fiscal appropriation, feature readiness, and the potential for 
conflict with future restoration actions under consideration do not 
support the immediate initiation of every feature.  The expected 
annual cost-shared appropriation limit of approximately $200 million 
provides a basic guide for the amount of work that can be underway in 
any year.  The level of development and status of NEPA 
documentation provides insight into which features could be brought 
to construction approval and implementation most rapidly.  The most 
ready features could benefit from a conditional or Congressional 
authorization.  Some features are potentially redundant to long-range 
concepts and therefore will not be considered until after these 
concepts are complete.  Therefore, these features cannot be 
implemented in the ten-year near-term.  Other features are nearly 
ready for implementation through other programs and funding 
authorities.   
 
This information has been integrated into the plan implementation 
section of the Main Report. 
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DOI 31:  The statement of objectives for the S&T Program in the 
main report has been revised to be consistent with those stated in 
Appendix A. 
 
DOI 32:  More detailed discussion of the demonstration projects 
program, and the initial set of relevant uncertainties that they are 
designed to resolve has been included in the Main Report. 
 
DOI 33:  Additional language regarding outreach efforts 
associated with the progress of the LCA Plan implementation, and 
the efforts underway through the S&T Program have been 
included in Appendix A and Section 5 of the Main Report. 
 
DOI 34:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 35:  See General Response # 3 regarding the LCA Study 
Area and the Atchafalaya Basin. 
 
DOI 36:  See General Response # 3 regarding the LCA Study 
Area and the Atchafalaya Basin. 
 
DOI 37:  Inconsistencies in the text and the figure have been 
corrected. 
 
DOI 38:  The sentence has been revised to state "…opposition by 
non-Federal interests because of environmental concerns." 
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DOI 39:  Text has been revised to correctly summarize 
hydrology in the Terrebonne Basin. 
 
DOI 40:  See General Response # 3 regarding the LCA Study 
Area and the Atchafalaya Basin. 
 
DOI 41:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 42:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 43:  Language has been included in the text to state that the 
FWS manages the Breton Sound NWR on behalf of the public. 
 
DOI 44:  The possibility that salinity averaging in the model may 
result in the projected increase in intermediate marsh is very 
probable.  The text has been changed to reflect the language in 
the comment. 
 
DOI 45:  The acreage estimate from the USGS reflects a start-up 
for Davis Pond during year 2003. 
 
DOI 46:  Concur.  While the wetlands in the Atchafalaya Delta 
would be affected by some marine processes, the area is in a 
growth phase and should continue to grow regardless.  The text 
has been revised by deleting “and Atchafalaya Bay.” 
 
DOI 47:  A continuing problem in these areas, with the exception 
of Atchafalaya Bay (see DOI 46), is large and rapid fluctuations 
in salinity levels.  The continued growth of the Atchafalaya Delta 
complex should eventually minimize this influence, however, 
current indications are that the mere presence of fresh water does 
not eliminate the effect of these marine incursions.  As a result, it 
is not inaccurate to indicate that there are some detrimental 
effects that would continue to be seen without additional action. 
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DOI 48:  Additional language has been included in the text to 
mention the management of public lands in the Louisiana coastal 
zone by the FWS. 
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DOI 49:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 50:  Language has been included in the text to state that 
GIS technology could be used to help address almost all of the 
uncertainties associated with the LCA Study. 
 
DOI 51:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 52:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 53:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 54:  Additional language has been included in the text 
regarding the development of subprovince frameworks and 
planning scales. 
 
DOI 55:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 56:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
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DOI 57:  Additional language from the comment has been 
included in the final report. 
 
DOI 58:  See comment response for DOI 8 
 
DOI 59:  See comment response for DOI 30 
 
DOI 60:  See comment response for DOI 30 
 
DOI 61:  See General Response on the MRGO restoration 
feature.  Potential impacts to Bayou Savage and Breton Island 
NWRs have been included in the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 62:  The combination of effects from all of the proposed 
critical near-term features is anticipated to be synergistic.  The 
timing of construction between individual features, or 
subfeatures, will be dependent on funding, readiness, start of 
decision document development, and speed of construction.  It is 
not inconceivable that some feature which are initiated later than 
others arrive at the start or completion of construction at the same 
time.  The sequencing of initiation for the feature in the LCA 
Plan is not based on the level, or priority, of need (see response to 
DOI 30 & 59). 
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DOI 63:  No element of the LCA Program will operate 
autonomously.  Communication amongst the program elements is 
vital to successful execution of the LCA plan.  However, no other 
element shall dictate to the S&T Program how to best execute its 
responsibilities within the context of the overall LCA Plan 
implementation.  Development of science needs, demonstration 
projects, and the S&T Program’s part of the adaptive management 
process will be managed within the S&T office. 
 
DOI 64:  Concur.  Text has been added to the appendix. 
 
DOI 65:  The S&T Program does include monitoring, modeling, basic 
research, and adaptive management feedback, as seen in Appendix A.
 
DOI 66:  Concur.  It is stated in several places in Appendix A - S&T 
Plan, that there will be close coordination between Program 
Management, the Program Execution Team, and the S&T Office.  All 
three of these components will contain engineering, ecological, and 
planning responsibilities.  Figure A-2 further emphasizes this close 
relationship.  However, since different products may be required at 
different times for the Program Management and the Program 
Execution Team, it is impractical to require simultaneous submission 
of all reports.   Where appropriate, the S&T Office will provide 
reports simultaneously to both the Program Management and Program 
Execution Team. 
 
DOI 67:  Appropriations for the LCA Program are not separate.  
However, budget line items will be expressed and managed by the 
Program Manager as appropriate for priority and efficient execution 
of the program. 
 
DOI 68:  A data information system is proposed for the purposes of 
sharing and compiling existing data.  It is envisioned that funding for 
agency participation may occur through inter-governmental transfers 
from the LCA or through cross-cutting budget authorities.  Utilization 
of existing information management structures will be exercised when 
appropriate, and data made available after careful quality assurance 
and quality control (QA/QC) review.
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DOI 69:  While the USACE concurs with the approach, the 
statement has not been included in the appendix as that inclusion 
may limit opportunities.  Coordination of public lands interests 
would be accomplished during development of decision 
documents. 
 
DOI 70:  See DOI 69. 
 
DOI 71:  See response to DOI 28. 
 
DOI 72:  See response to DOI 63.  The responsibility of the S&T 
Office is first, to address the scientific needs of the LCA Program. 
Within the context of meeting the S&T Program needs, the needs 
of those participating agencies endeavoring to fulfill the Program 
requirements will also be met. 
 
DOI 73:  While related by composition and focus of their efforts, 
the two task forces have separate authority and no supervisory 
relationship to the LCA Program.  The execution of the LCA 
program will likely be the responsibility of the USACE and the 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, and the responsibility 
for execution of the CWPPRA program will remain vested in the 
CWPPRA Task Force.  Also, text will be revised to clarify the 
separation of these two working bodies. 
 
DOI 74: The suggested language has not been included in the 
LCA Plan.  The fee acquisition of land will be primarily limited to 
that required for the construction of permanent elements such as 
diversion structures, channels, and levees.  Significant areas of 
perpetual estates will be acquired for the purposes of restricting the 
modification of created wetlands including easements for flowage, 
deposition, and O&M.  During the completion of decision 
documents for specific feature, the consideration of fee acquisition 
as a possible optimal means of implementation and management 
will be considered.  The best options for management of any such 
acquired wetlands will have to be considered by the local cost 
share sponsor and all the involved management agencies as part of 
the final implementation recommendations. 

D
O

I 6
9 

(C
on

tin
ue

d)
 

D
O

I 70  

D
O

I 7
1 

D
O

I 72 

D
O

I 7
3 

N
ovem

ber 2004

D
O

I 74 

 



 

3-296

DOI 75:  Comment noted. 
 
DOI 76:  The suggested language has not been included in the 
Main Report.  The report will remain consistent with existing 
policy and regulations in relation to current limits on monitoring 
and adaptive management costs. 
 
DOI 77:  Concur. 
 
DOI 78:  Concur. 
 
DOI 79:  No changes have been made because appropriate 
references to spatial and temporal data requirements are provided 
in the appendix.   
 
DOI 80:  The use of the terms program and plan refer to aspects 
of the S&T effort for the LCA Plan.  The S&T program is the 
component of the LCA that will direct scientific efforts to address 
uncertainties and develop new restoration approaches, while the 
S&T Plan specifies the structure, management, and general 
approach for the S&T Program.      
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DOI 81:  Concur.  These issues will be addressed as early actions 
by the S&T Office. 
 
DOI 82:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.   
 
DOI 83:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.   
 
DOI 84:  Concur.  Reference to the Program Execution Team has 
been removed from this paragraph. 
 
DOI 85:  Concur.  Reference to the Program Execution Team has 
been removed from this paragraph. 
 
DOI 86:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
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DOI 87:  Concur.  Clarification added that previous CWPPRA 
monitoring reports were reviewed during plan formulation. 
 
DOI 88:  Concur. Order of reference citations changed. 
 
DOI 89:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 90:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 91:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 92:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 93:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 94:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
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DOI 95:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 96:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 97:  The roles of the LCA Task Force, PM, and PET are 
explained in the LCA Plan. 
 
DOI 98:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 99:  Concur.  Title changed to refer to AEAM. 
 
DOI 100:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 101:  Concur. Paragraph deleted. 
 
DOI 102:  This statement does not need a citation, however, the 
date of the workshop has been included in the text. 
 
DOI 103:  Concur.  Adaptive Management changed to AEAM. 
 
DOI 104:  Concur. This section has been moved to an earlier 
position in the document.   
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DOI 105:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 106:  Concur.  Figure changed. 
 
DOI 107:  Concur.  Figure changed. 
 
DOI 108:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 109:  Concur.  The last sentence of this paragraph was 
deleted. 
 
DOI 110:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 111:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 112:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 113:  The term “mathematical” is used to describe models 
because this term is more familiar to the public, even though 
solution of equation sets for simulation of processes is usually 
referred to as numerical modeling. 
 
DOI 114:  Concur.  The text has been changed to clarify roles in 
model development and execution. 
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DOI 115:  Modeling results will be used for all appropriate and 
defensible purposes, and interagency coordination will be an 
important component of model development and use. 
 
DOI 116:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 117:  Concur.  Text changed to eliminate the term 
“predictive.” 
 
DOI 118:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 

DOI 119:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 120:  Comment noted.  The appendix specifies that 
databases will be constructed by appropriate scientists and 
resource managers. 
 
DOI 121:  Comment noted. 
 
DOI 122:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 123:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 124:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
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DOI 125:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 126:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 127:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 128:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 129:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 130:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 131:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 132:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 133:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 134:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
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DOI 135:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 136:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 137:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 138:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 139:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 140:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 141:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.  
 
DOI 142:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 143:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 144: Model advancement is vital to the future planning 
activities and implementation of the LCA Plan.  For this reason, 
LDNR continues to fund the Coastal Louisiana Ecosystem 
Assessment and Restoration (CLEAR) program in order to 
improve existing models and to build new models that will assist 
in project-level benefits forecasting.  These activities will be an 
integral part of the S&T Program. 
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DOI 01:  Comment noted.  All subsequent LCA Plan related 
restoration features will be compliant with the NEPA, as well as 
any other statutory authorities, including laws, regulations, 
Executive Orders, policies, rules, and guidance. 
 
DOI 02:  The District would continue to work closely with those 
agencies with jurisdictional oversight (the USFWS and the NMFS) 
with regard to consultation requirements under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. The LCA planning team would 
aggressively work to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate 
the impact, or if unavoidable, compensate for the impact, in this 
order as specified in 40 CFR Part 1508.20. An additional 
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation would be prepared 
when individual projects tiered to the LCA Plan and FPEIS may 
affect a Federally listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
adversely affect designated critical habitats. 
 
DOI 03:  Additional discussion on the identification and definition 
of interior geomorphic structures has been included in the FPEIS.  
The following text has been added to the FPEIS: 
 
“The geomorphic structure of the estuary is degraded.  Barrier 
islands, distributary natural levees, and lake rims represent the 
majority of natural features above marsh elevation in the coastal 
area.  As these features subside and/or erode, the rate at which 
other degenerative processes work is increased.  These protective 
elements of the estuarine framework are critical to the stability of 
the system as a whole. 
 
Barrier islands are an important element of the geomorphic 
framework of the estuary.  Barrier islands separate the gulf from 
the back-barrier estuarine environment helping to maintain the 
salinity gradients important to estuarine species.  As they erode 
and are breached, marine processes invade the interior bays and 
marshes and land loss accelerates.  Barrier islands also serve as 
valuable storm buffers protecting communities, industry, and their 
associated infrastructure from storm surges.
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DOI 03 (Continued):  Like barrier islands, distributary natural 
levees, and lake rims are critical geomorphic features.  They protect 
interior wetlands from wave and current action reducing land loss 
and help to reduce tidal surge during storm events.  They are also 
responsible for establishing much of the natural hydrology within 
the coastal system.  These features have subsided and eroded to a 
point where there effectiveness is severely reduced.  It is important 
to restore these geomorphic features so that the benefits they 
provide (storm surge reduction, hydrology control, erosion control, 
etc.) can be maximized.  
 
DOI 04:  Text has been revised accordingly with “For example, 
between 1980 and 2002, Shell Island, which protects a portion of 
the Barataria Basin, lost approximately 101.5 feet per year (Conner 
et. al. 2004) due to the effects of storm erosion, relative sea level 
rise, and a reduction in sediment supply and “If the erosion of 
Louisiana's barrier shoreline is not addressed, inland cities will 
become the front line of defense for a hurricanes high wind and 
storm surge.” 
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         Letter 74: Dr. Stephen R. Spencer, U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)  

DOI 05:  Duplicative language has been removed, and 
inconsistencies regarding estimated miles of oil and gas pipelines 
have been corrected. 
 
DOI 06:  The text has been revised to state that Attachment 2 of 
the Main Report lists prior studies, reports and existing water 
projects.  Attachment 1 of the Main Report lists relevant 
authorizations for coastal restoration efforts. 
 
DOI 07:  Editorial corrections have been made to the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 08:  While technical information developed under the 
CWPPRA program is acknowledged as supportive of features 
being considered, whenever available, the use of outputs 
commonly developed through the LCA Plan effort dictated the 
identification of the most effective solutions.  In this case, the 
LCA Plan analysis did, in fact, identify the Blue Hammock Bayou 
feature as a component of an effective coast wide alternative.  In 
the assessment of those features for consideration as possible 
critical near-term actions, the Blue Hammock Bayou was also 
deemed to meet the implementation criteria for inclusion.  
However, in subsequent discussions within the PDT there was 
some indication that uncertainty regarding the local hydrology 
may need to be addressed.  The criterion of restoring (or 
mimicking) fundamentally impaired deltaic function through river 
reintroduction is a key in this instance.  While the proposed action 
should be effective, the function does appear to be impaired.  The 
deltaic function, the introduction of freshwater through backwater 
hydrologic effects, is ongoing.  A natural consequence of this 
effect that would also expected in the future is the depositional 
reduction of water bodies under this backwater effect.  As a result 
of these considerations, the Blue Hammock Bayou feature has 
been recategorized to reflect this uncertainty and has potential for 
resolution through a demonstration project.  Additional text has 
been added to the Main Report and the FPEIS. 
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DOI 09:  Additional language regarding sequencing of projects and 
the formation of composite groups, referred to as “restoration 
opportunities” in the Main Report and FPEIS, has been included in 
the final report. 
 
DOI 10:  Currently the features identified for a conditional or 
Congressional Authorization have a significant level of design 
development. In addition NEPA (EIS) documentation development 
has already been initiated for these features.  The initiation of 
NEPA compliance is an indication that a critical assessment of 
alternative actions, which would be a required product for 
completion of a feasibility-level decision document under the LCA 
Program, is in progress and being documented.  While the Penchant 
Basin plan also has a high level of design information, no NEPA 
compliance effort has been initiated.  As a result, there is a less 
confidence that the Penchant Basin feature could be advanced to the 
point of construction approval prior to there being another WRDA 
act considered by Congress, and therefore no need for conditional 
or Congressional Authorization.  It appears that the continued 
consideration and approval of this feature under the CWPPRA 
program would result in its most rapid implementation. 
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DOI 11:  The correct reference for the attachment has been 
included in the FPEIS.  The sentence regarding interior borrow 
sites has been deleted; priority borrow sites are from exterior sites.  
The WVA methodology has been deleted from the Myrtle Grove 
feature description. 
 
DOI 12:  Implementation of certain components of the LCA Plan 
would re-introduce freshwater, sediment, and nutrients to 
"swamp/wetland forest" in order to restore and protect remnant 
forest stands, particularly within portions of the Maurepas Swamp 
and the area surrounding Lac Des Allemands (Subprovinces 1 and 
2).  It is not the intention to encourage, or indirectly contribute to, 
habitat switching in these essential habitats.  Monitoring efforts 
under the S&T Program would, among other things, identify the 
ecosystem responses as a result of the implementation of the LCA 
Plan, including responses from swamp/wetland forest habitats.  
The LCA Plan does not identify every forest stand in the coastal 
zone and does not recommend individual restoration features for 
each of these wetland forest habitats; however, over the course of 
implementation and during continued research and monitoring 
efforts under the S&T Program, new restoration features can be 
developed to respond to critical needs of the ecosystem, including 
those identified in swamp/wetland forest habitats.  During the five-
year review and update of the LCA Plan, new features could be 
added. 
 
DOI 13:  Text has been revised accordingly in the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 14:  Text has been revised in the FPEIS to include a time 
reference to the statements in question. 
 
DOI 15:  Text has been revised accordingly in the FPEIS.  
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      Letter 74: Dr. Stephen R. Spencer, U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)  

DOI 16:  Text has been revised accordingly in the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 17:  Additional language has been included to the FPEIS to state 
that other barrier islands within the barrier island system may also 
receive indirect benefits from the introduction of sand via littoral drift 
from newly rebuilt islands. 
 
DOI 18:  Table 4-3, the Future-Without Project time frame, is the 
same as the Future With Project time frame-50-year project life. 
 
DOI 19:  Additional text has been incorporated in the FPEIS 
discussion on invasive species to include the Chinese tallow and the 
black willow. 
 
DOI 20:  Text has been revised:  "Hence, based upon the potential 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, implementing ALT B/ALT 
C/TSP is not likely to adversely affect threatened or endangered 
species or their critical habitat.  In addition, the response to DOI 02 
has also been included in the first paragraph of this section. 
 
DOI 21:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 22:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 23:  The paragraph will be replaced with the following:  “The 
reintroduction of streambed sediments into the LCA Plan area may 
add some contaminants; these would include primarily trace metals 
and hydrophobic organic compounds from Mississippi River 
streambed sediments.  Trace metals and hydrophobic organic 
compounds such as pyrenes, hexachlorobenzene, and chlorinated 
hydrocarbons such as DDT, or its degradates, would adsorb onto 
sediment particles or the organic coatings of sediment particles 
(USGS written correspondence).  The types of contaminants 
potentially released would vary with project location and be site 
specific.   
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DOI 23 (Continued):  As mandated by Section 404(b)(1) of the 
Clean Water Act, CEMVN is required to demonstrate that the 
reintroduction of sediments into a proposed study area, “will not 
have an unacceptable adverse impact either individually or in 
combination with known and/or probable impacts of other activities 
affecting the ecosystems of concern”. USGS citation:  C.R. Demas 
and D.K. Demcheck, U.S. Geological Survey, written 
correspondence, 2003. 
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DOI 24:  Definition of negative impacts is complicated by several 
factors.  First, what typically indicates a negative impact in certain 
ecosystems, such as filling shallow water to construct land or 
introducing turbid nutrient rich water to aquatic ecosystems, may 
be an intended purpose or action within the wetland restoration 
program.  Second, the Louisiana coastal ecosystem is degrading 
rapidly, with rapid landward shifts of isohalines and habitat 
conversions.  Restoration projects designed to reverse these trends 
may negatively impact a given resource or habitat type on the 
project scale in the near-term, but overall, the health of the 
ecosystem will be improved compared to Future Without-Project 
conditions once the system reaches a new equilibrium.  It is 
important to keep this in mind when defining negative 
impacts.  Some impacts have been observed, however, and include 
wetland destruction for diversion outfall channels, temporary 
displacement of terrestrial and aquatic life, disruption of benthic 
habitats, turbidity due to construction activities, and construction 
noise.  These impacts are generally temporary in nature and when 
necessary, have been mitigated. 
 
DOI 25:  The following text has been added to Section 6 in the 
FPEIS:  " A Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report would be 
required for all future individual projects and feasibility studies 
that would tier from this programmatic statement." 
 
DOI 26:  Should any threatened or endangered species be sighted 
within any work area, the USFWS Lafayette, Louisiana Field 
Office would be contacted immediately.  The use of recommended 
primary activity exclusion zones and timing restrictions would be 
utilized, to the maximum extent practicable, to avoid project 
construction impacts to any threatened or endangered species or 
their critical habitat (especially bald eagles, sea turtles, Louisiana 
black bear, brown pelicans, piping plovers or their critical habitat, 
and pallid sturgeon or their critical habitat) within the study area.  
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DOI 26 (Continued):  In addition, the use of recommended 
primary activity exclusion zones, and timing restrictions would 
be utilized to the maximum extent practicable to avoid project 
construction impacts to brown pelicans that inhabit the study 
area.   
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DOI 27:  The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report and the 
Endangered Species Programmatic Biological Assessment will 
remain as appendices to the FPEIS, and as an attachment to the 
Main Report. 
 
DOI 28:  Implementation of the LCA Program will be governed 
by the same rules and regulations typically employed in Water 
Resource Development Act programs.  That is, decision making 
will be vested with the USACE, on behalf of the Federal 
Government, and the State of Louisiana as the local sponsor. It is 
recognized that close coordination with other Federal and State 
agencies is required for the ultimate success of the program.  The 
LCA Task Force, the Regional Working Group, the S&T 
Program, and the collocated Program Execution Team provide 
significant opportunities for other Federal and state agencies to 
actively participate in program decision making and to facilitate 
aspects of project construction, operation, and monitoring. 
 
DOI 29: While the precision of the current models for identifying 
absolute biologic outputs is currently limited, their outputs are 
appropriate for the comparison and identification of alternative 
actions.  It has been recognized and acknowledged by the model 
developers that the potential for improvement in the precision of 
the models exists.  It is important that the modeling effort be 
developed to increase the precision and uniformity of both input 
and output.  This is a priority for future restoration plan 
development, implementation, operation, and management.  A 
significant portion of this model development effort would likely 
be undertaken through the proposed S&T Program.  It has also 
been acknowledged that additional models may by appropriate 
for the purpose of quantifying more absolute ecologic outputs. 
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DOI 29 (Continued):  Text has been added in the plan 
implementation section of the Main Report to further identify the   
need for modeling tools to be capable of supporting and providing 
consistency for other agency regulatory and management efforts. 
 
DOI 30:  The sequencing of the features identified in the PBMO is 
based on determining the most effective possible manner to bring 
those features to approval and construction.  All of the features 
identified in the PMBO are by definition critical in nature.  However, 
levels of fiscal appropriation, feature readiness, and the potential for 
conflict with future restoration actions under consideration do not 
support the immediate initiation of every feature.  The expected 
annual cost-shared appropriation limit of approximately $200 million 
provides a basic guide for the amount of work that can be underway in 
any year.  The level of development and status of NEPA 
documentation provides insight into which features could be brought 
to construction approval and implementation most rapidly.  The most 
ready features could benefit from a conditional or Congressional 
authorization.  Some features are potentially redundant to long-range 
concepts and therefore will not be considered until after these 
concepts are complete.  Therefore, these features cannot be 
implemented in the ten-year near-term.  Other features are nearly 
ready for implementation through other programs and funding 
authorities.   
 
This information has been integrated into the plan implementation 
section of the Main Report. 
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DOI 31:  The statement of objectives for the S&T Program in the 
main report has been revised to be consistent with those stated in 
Appendix A. 
 
DOI 32:  More detailed discussion of the demonstration projects 
program, and the initial set of relevant uncertainties that they are 
designed to resolve has been included in the Main Report. 
 
DOI 33:  Additional language regarding outreach efforts 
associated with the progress of the LCA Plan implementation, and 
the efforts underway through the S&T Program have been 
included in Appendix A and Section 5 of the Main Report. 
 
DOI 34:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 35:  See General Response # 3 regarding the LCA Study 
Area and the Atchafalaya Basin. 
 
DOI 36:  See General Response # 3 regarding the LCA Study 
Area and the Atchafalaya Basin. 
 
DOI 37:  Inconsistencies in the text and the figure have been 
corrected. 
 
DOI 38:  The sentence has been revised to state "…opposition by 
non-Federal interests because of environmental concerns." 
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DOI 39:  Text has been revised to correctly summarize 
hydrology in the Terrebonne Basin. 
 
DOI 40:  See General Response # 3 regarding the LCA Study 
Area and the Atchafalaya Basin. 
 
DOI 41:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 42:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 43:  Language has been included in the text to state that the 
FWS manages the Breton Sound NWR on behalf of the public. 
 
DOI 44:  The possibility that salinity averaging in the model may 
result in the projected increase in intermediate marsh is very 
probable.  The text has been changed to reflect the language in 
the comment. 
 
DOI 45:  The acreage estimate from the USGS reflects a start-up 
for Davis Pond during year 2003. 
 
DOI 46:  Concur.  While the wetlands in the Atchafalaya Delta 
would be affected by some marine processes, the area is in a 
growth phase and should continue to grow regardless.  The text 
has been revised by deleting “and Atchafalaya Bay.” 
 
DOI 47:  A continuing problem in these areas, with the exception 
of Atchafalaya Bay (see DOI 46), is large and rapid fluctuations 
in salinity levels.  The continued growth of the Atchafalaya Delta 
complex should eventually minimize this influence, however, 
current indications are that the mere presence of fresh water does 
not eliminate the effect of these marine incursions.  As a result, it 
is not inaccurate to indicate that there are some detrimental 
effects that would continue to be seen without additional action. 
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DOI 48:  Additional language has been included in the text to 
mention the management of public lands in the Louisiana coastal 
zone by the FWS. 
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DOI 49:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 50:  Language has been included in the text to state that 
GIS technology could be used to help address almost all of the 
uncertainties associated with the LCA Study. 
 
DOI 51:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 52:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 53:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 54:  Additional language has been included in the text 
regarding the development of subprovince frameworks and 
planning scales. 
 
DOI 55:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOI 56:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
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DOI 57:  Additional language from the comment has been 
included in the final report. 
 
DOI 58:  See comment response for DOI 8 
 
DOI 59:  See comment response for DOI 30 
 
DOI 60:  See comment response for DOI 30 
 
DOI 61:  See General Response on the MRGO restoration 
feature.  Potential impacts to Bayou Savage and Breton Island 
NWRs have been included in the FPEIS. 
 
DOI 62:  The combination of effects from all of the proposed 
critical near-term features is anticipated to be synergistic.  The 
timing of construction between individual features, or 
subfeatures, will be dependent on funding, readiness, start of 
decision document development, and speed of construction.  It is 
not inconceivable that some feature which are initiated later than 
others arrive at the start or completion of construction at the same 
time.  The sequencing of initiation for the feature in the LCA 
Plan is not based on the level, or priority, of need (see response to 
DOI 30 & 59). 
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DOI 63:  No element of the LCA Program will operate 
autonomously.  Communication amongst the program elements is 
vital to successful execution of the LCA plan.  However, no other 
element shall dictate to the S&T Program how to best execute its 
responsibilities within the context of the overall LCA Plan 
implementation.  Development of science needs, demonstration 
projects, and the S&T Program’s part of the adaptive management 
process will be managed within the S&T office. 
 
DOI 64:  Concur.  Text has been added to the appendix. 
 
DOI 65:  The S&T Program does include monitoring, modeling, basic 
research, and adaptive management feedback, as seen in Appendix A.
 
DOI 66:  Concur.  It is stated in several places in Appendix A - S&T 
Plan, that there will be close coordination between Program 
Management, the Program Execution Team, and the S&T Office.  All 
three of these components will contain engineering, ecological, and 
planning responsibilities.  Figure A-2 further emphasizes this close 
relationship.  However, since different products may be required at 
different times for the Program Management and the Program 
Execution Team, it is impractical to require simultaneous submission 
of all reports.   Where appropriate, the S&T Office will provide 
reports simultaneously to both the Program Management and Program 
Execution Team. 
 
DOI 67:  Appropriations for the LCA Program are not separate.  
However, budget line items will be expressed and managed by the 
Program Manager as appropriate for priority and efficient execution 
of the program. 
 
DOI 68:  A data information system is proposed for the purposes of 
sharing and compiling existing data.  It is envisioned that funding for 
agency participation may occur through inter-governmental transfers 
from the LCA or through cross-cutting budget authorities.  Utilization 
of existing information management structures will be exercised when 
appropriate, and data made available after careful quality assurance 
and quality control (QA/QC) review.
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      Letter 74: Dr. Stephen R. Spencer, U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)  

DOI 69:  While the USACE concurs with the approach, the 
statement has not been included in the appendix as that inclusion 
may limit opportunities.  Coordination of public lands interests 
would be accomplished during development of decision 
documents. 
 
DOI 70:  See DOI 69. 
 
DOI 71:  See response to DOI 28. 
 
DOI 72:  See response to DOI 63.  The responsibility of the S&T 
Office is first, to address the scientific needs of the LCA Program. 
Within the context of meeting the S&T Program needs, the needs 
of those participating agencies endeavoring to fulfill the Program 
requirements will also be met. 
 
DOI 73:  While related by composition and focus of their efforts, 
the two task forces have separate authority and no supervisory 
relationship to the LCA Program.  The execution of the LCA 
program will likely be the responsibility of the USACE and the 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, and the responsibility 
for execution of the CWPPRA program will remain vested in the 
CWPPRA Task Force.  Also, text will be revised to clarify the 
separation of these two working bodies. 
 
DOI 74: The suggested language has not been included in the 
LCA Plan.  The fee acquisition of land will be primarily limited to 
that required for the construction of permanent elements such as 
diversion structures, channels, and levees.  Significant areas of 
perpetual estates will be acquired for the purposes of restricting the 
modification of created wetlands including easements for flowage, 
deposition, and O&M.  During the completion of decision 
documents for specific feature, the consideration of fee acquisition 
as a possible optimal means of implementation and management 
will be considered.  The best options for management of any such 
acquired wetlands will have to be considered by the local cost 
share sponsor and all the involved management agencies as part of 
the final implementation recommendations. 
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DOI 75:  Comment noted. 
 
DOI 76:  The suggested language has not been included in the 
Main Report.  The report will remain consistent with existing 
policy and regulations in relation to current limits on monitoring 
and adaptive management costs. 
 
DOI 77:  Concur. 
 
DOI 78:  Concur. 
 
DOI 79:  No changes have been made because appropriate 
references to spatial and temporal data requirements are provided 
in the appendix.   
 
DOI 80:  The use of the terms program and plan refer to aspects 
of the S&T effort for the LCA Plan.  The S&T program is the 
component of the LCA that will direct scientific efforts to address 
uncertainties and develop new restoration approaches, while the 
S&T Plan specifies the structure, management, and general 
approach for the S&T Program.      
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DOI 81:  Concur.  These issues will be addressed as early actions 
by the S&T Office. 
 
DOI 82:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.   
 
DOI 83:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.   
 
DOI 84:  Concur.  Reference to the Program Execution Team has 
been removed from this paragraph. 
 
DOI 85:  Concur.  Reference to the Program Execution Team has 
been removed from this paragraph. 
 
DOI 86:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
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DOI 87:  Concur.  Clarification added that previous CWPPRA 
monitoring reports were reviewed during plan formulation. 
 
DOI 88:  Concur. Order of reference citations changed. 
 
DOI 89:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 90:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 91:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 92:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 93:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 94:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
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DOI 95:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 96:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 97:  The roles of the LCA Task Force, PM, and PET are 
explained in the LCA Plan. 
 
DOI 98:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 99:  Concur.  Title changed to refer to AEAM. 
 
DOI 100:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 101:  Concur. Paragraph deleted. 
 
DOI 102:  This statement does not need a citation, however, the 
date of the workshop has been included in the text. 
 
DOI 103:  Concur.  Adaptive Management changed to AEAM. 
 
DOI 104:  Concur. This section has been moved to an earlier 
position in the document.   
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DOI 105:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 106:  Concur.  Figure changed. 
 
DOI 107:  Concur.  Figure changed. 
 
DOI 108:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 109:  Concur.  The last sentence of this paragraph was 
deleted. 
 
DOI 110:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 111:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 112:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 113:  The term “mathematical” is used to describe models 
because this term is more familiar to the public, even though 
solution of equation sets for simulation of processes is usually 
referred to as numerical modeling. 
 
DOI 114:  Concur.  The text has been changed to clarify roles in 
model development and execution. 
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DOI 115:  Modeling results will be used for all appropriate and 
defensible purposes, and interagency coordination will be an 
important component of model development and use. 
 
DOI 116:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 117:  Concur.  Text changed to eliminate the term 
“predictive.” 
 
DOI 118:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 

DOI 119:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 120:  Comment noted.  The appendix specifies that 
databases will be constructed by appropriate scientists and 
resource managers. 
 
DOI 121:  Comment noted. 
 
DOI 122:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 123:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 124:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
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DOI 125:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 126:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 127:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 128:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 129:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 130:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 131:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 132:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 133:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
 
DOI 134:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.
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DOI 135:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 136:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 137:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 138:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 139:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 140:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 141:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment.  
 
DOI 142:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 143:  Concur.  Text changed as suggested in the comment. 
 
DOI 144: Model advancement is vital to the future planning 
activities and implementation of the LCA Plan.  For this reason, 
LDNR continues to fund the Coastal Louisiana Ecosystem 
Assessment and Restoration (CLEAR) program in order to 
improve existing models and to build new models that will assist 
in project-level benefits forecasting.  These activities will be an 
integral part of the S&T Program. 
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DOIS 01:  Additional description of the offshore marine 
environment, especially regarding the offshore sand deposit areas 
such as Ship Shoal, provided by the MMS have been included in 
the final report. 
 
DOIS 02:  The use of the term "significant" has been limited in 
the FPEIS to coincide within the context of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Additional clarification on 
the plan formulation process, identification of professional or 
expert judgment, and citations has been included in the FPEIS. 
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DOIS 03:  Additional clarification regarding the decision process 
for plan formulation and the selection of the LCA Plan has been 
included in the final report.  The identification of the coast wide 
frameworks is primarily a quantitative decision-making process.  
The number of possible actions and combinations (on the order 
of 1039), and the study timeframe, caused the study team to focus 
on specific assessments of subprovince plans rather than 
individual features.  As a result, identification of the best 
individual features to comprise the near-term effort required a 
subjective and qualitative assessment.  Because no single feature 
can meet the study objectives, plan formulation focused on 
evaluating assemblages of restoration features. 
 
DOIS 04:  The LCA Main Report and the FPEIS include a 
conversion table of English and metric units, in addition, all units 
expressed in the text include metric equivalents. 
 
DOIS 05:  The FPEIS includes a discussion of the No Build 
Alternative as an alternative considered but not carried forward 
for full evaluation.  An abandonment and in-migration strategy 
would not achieve the LCA Study goals and objectives of 
reversing the current trend of land loss and ecosystem 
degradation in the coastal zone.  In addition, breaking levees 
under such a scenario could not happen in light of flood control 
and navigation concerns.  Impacts to existing infrastructure and 
coastal communities have been evaluated in the Future Without-
Project conditions assessment within the FPEIS.  In some 
instances, such as with the Hope Canal restoration feature, the 
purchase of conservation easements has been considered and 
included in cost estimates for the construction and 
implementation of the LCA Plan. 
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DOIS 06:  Adaptive Management is an essential component of 
the LCA Plan, as described in both the LCA Plan and Appendix 
A - S&T Program.  The USACE and the local sponsor recognize 
the need for monitoring and directing research to resolve 
relevant uncertainties and identify ecosystem response trends, as 
well as the need to implement the program with flexibility to 
adapt to and incorporate new information regarding innovative 
technologies and engineering approaches. 
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N
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DOIS 07:  The maps are prep ed in color and can be viewed as 
such electronically.  Figure 1 has been enlarged for better 
legibility.  As part of USACE uidance to reduce printing costs, 
the LCA FPEIS was printed i lack and white, however, color 
versions of the maps and figu s can be viewed on the electronic 
versions (available in CD), as ell as on the website, 
www.lca.gov. 
 
DOIS 08:  The figure simply monstrates that, conceptually, 
there are various restoration o comes with respect to coast wide 
land building.  This graph he  to explain the plan formulation 
rationale for setting planning ales such as reduce, maintain, 
increase, and no action. 
 
DOIS 09:  Figure 3-1 of the EIS and Figure MR-3 in the 
Main Report have been revis accordingly. 
 
DOIS 10:  The description o e location of Outer Shoal is 
correct. 
 
DOIS 11:  Table 2-1 is inclu  in the Chapter 2 of the FPEIS 
as well as in the summary of  Main Report.  Since this table 
summarizes the plan formula n process and not the analysis of 
the impacts of the alternative he USACE does not believe it is 
appropriate to include this tab  in the summary of the FPEIS. 
 
DOIS 12:  Additional langua  has been included in the text in 
regard to Tables 2-11 and 2-1   The development of alternative 
near-term plans was based on e identified critical need criteria 
and the qualitative assessmen f each feature in meeting those 
criteria.  Information is prese d on how the critical need 
criteria were applied to create lternative plans and how the 
individual features fit into ea of those alternatives. 
 
DOIS 13:  Impacts to benthic sources have been included for 
the alternative in Table 2-21 the FPEIS. 
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DOIS 14:  Cumulative impacts, as described in the Table 4-1, 
are consistent with 40 CFR 1508.7.  "Cumulative impact" is the 
impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
foreseeable future actions...can result from individually minor 
but collectively significant action taking place over a period of 
time." 
 
DOIS 15:  Table 4-3 has been revised for clarity. 
 
DOIS 16:  Additional clarification and reference to critical needs 
criteria in section 2 has been added.  The reader is referred to a 
discussion of the objectives in the latter part of the FPEIS. 
 
DOIS 17:  Text has been corrected. 
 
DOIS 18:  Clarifying text has been included in the FPEIS 
regarding relative and absolute sea level change.  There are no 
figures of predicted sea level rise. 
 
DOIS 19:  Additional language regarding hypoxia during the 
1990s has been included in the FPEIS.  The text has been 
updated in the Main Report, consistent with Figure MR-12, to 
read as follows:  “For the period between 1985 to 2001, the 
bottom area of the hypoxic zone ranged from 2,730 to over 7,700 
mi2 (7,070 to over 20,000 km2).” 
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DOIS 20:  Section 1 has been deleted and replaced with the 
following language: 

  
“Saltwater intrusion occurs when freshwater flows decrease 
in volume, allowing saltwater from the gulf, which is heavier 
than freshwater, to move inland or "upstream".  Saltwater 
can then infiltrate fresh groundwater and surface water 
supplies and damage freshwater ecosystems.  The rate of 
saltwater intrusion depends on the amount of freshwater 
flows traveling downstream and the water depth in the 
wetlands, channels, and/or canals.  Generally, high-
inflow/low-salinity periods occur from late winter to late 
spring and low-inflow/high-salinity periods from late spring 
to fall.  Saltwater intrusion is the principle factor in the 
conversion of freshwater habitats to saline habitats.  Extreme 
salinity changes can stress fresh and intermediate marshes to 
the point where vegetation dies and the wetlands convert into 
open water (Flynn et. al. 1995).   
 
Vegetation type is commonly used as a long-term indicator 
of salinity (Louisiana Department of Wildlife, Fur and 
Refuge Division, U.S. Geological Survey, Biological 
Resources Division's National W, and Department of 
Geology and Anthropology, Louisiana State University, 
19970601, 1997 Louisiana Coastal Marsh Vegetative Type 
Map, Geographic NAD83, LDWF, NWRC, LSU (1997) 
[salinity]: Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, 
Fur and Refuge Division, and the U.S. Geological Survey's 
National Wetlands Research Center., Lafayette, Louisiana, 
U.S.).  Changes in vegetation patterns are reflective of 
changes in salinity on a geographic or coastwide scale.  
Historic and present vegetation patterns are shown on figures 
3-11 and 3-12; salinity patterns are discussed in Section 3.4 
Salinity Regimes of this report.  Changes from fresh to 
intermediate, intermediate to brackish, and brackish to saline 
indicate an increase in salinity within that area.”  
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DOIS 21:  The text has been c ected to direct the reader to the 
correct Section 2 for a descript  of the 79 restoration features. 
 
DOIS 22:  The subject modeli  approach was applied to the earlier 
restoration frameworks, which ere far larger in scale than the LCA 
Plan.  Moreover, given that sp fics regarding the exact size, 
location, and operation of the r troduction features in the LCA Plan 
will be determined in follow-u easibility level analyses, it would be 
somewhat premature to attemp  quantify the potential contribution 
such measures would have rela e to reducing nutrient input to the 
Gulf of Mexico.  As noted, mo detailed information on this issue 
will be provided to the public d ing the subsequent project-specific 
NEPA processes for each resto ion measure. 
 
DOIS 23:  The reference has b n changed to Section 1, Projected 
2000-2050 Land Change Summ ry. 
 
DOIS 24:  Additional languag n meteorology and physical 
oceanography related to offsho  Louisiana has been included in the 
FDEIS. 
 
DOIS 25:  The description of  location of Outer Shoal is correct. 
 
DOIS 26:  Benthic resources i he offshore marine environment 
have been included in the histo  and existing conditions of the 
FPEIS. 
 
DOIS 27:  See response to DO  26. 
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DOIS 28:  Comment noted.  Information generated from these new 
studies should be forwarded to the USACE upon completion so 
that the information can be included in site-specific analyses for 
components of the LCA Plan. 
 
DOIS 29:  The discussion of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in the 
FPEIS has been expanded (according to input provided by NMFS 
team members) to include sharks and highly migratory species. 
 
DOIS 30:  A citation for work done by Richard Kesel has been 
included in the FPEIS, and the text has been revised to state that 
the earthquake  “increased” suspended sediment loads. 
 
DOIS 31:  Text has been changed accordingly in the FPEIS. 
 
DOIS 32:  A map displaying HTRW sites has been included in the 
FPEIS. 
 
DOIS 33:  Socioeconomic and human resources, including 
potential economic impacts to the oil and gas industry, will be 
assessed on a project-specific basis during follow-up feasibility 
level analyses. 
 
DOIS 34:  Environmental justice issues will be assessed on a 
project-specific basis during follow-up feasibility level analyses.  
Reference to compliance with EO 12898 described in Section 6 has 
been included in the FPEIS in sections 3 and 4. 
 
DOIS 35:  The FPEIS has been revised to include a table with 
employment levels by occupation. 
 
DOIS 36:  The FPEIS has been revised to include a table with 
fishery landings data and valuations. 
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DOIS 37:  Language has been included in the FPEIS regarding the 
importance of Port Fouchon.  The impacts to specific communities 
such as Port Fouchon will be analyzed in greater detail during the 
feasibility level analyses, and the referenced FPEIS will be utilized 
as a source of information. 
 
DOIS 38:  A reference has been added citing the study entitled 
“Economic Impact Assessment Louisiana Coastal Area 
Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Study”, Section 
1. 
 
DOIS 39:  A sentence has been added explaining the components. 
 
DOIS 40:  Text has been revised for clarity. 
 
DOIS 41:  Section 4 describes completed or authorized Federal, 
state, local and private restoration efforts.  It is not the policy of the 
USACE to discuss studies about projects that have not been 
authorized for construction.  Table 4-8 provides acres created, 
restored, or protected by such efforts. 
 
DOIS 42:  The CEQ handbook on "Considering Cumulative 
Effects" does not establish new requirements for such analyses.  It 
is not intended and should not be viewed as formal CEQ guidance 
on this matter, nor are the recommendations in the handbook 
intended to be legally binding (page iii of the CEQ handbook). 
 
DOIS 43:  Additional discussion regarding the impacts associated 
with construction of restoration features has been included in the 
text. 
 
DOIS 44:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
 
DOIS 45:  Text has been revised accordingly. 
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DOIS 46:  Comment noted.  Additional verbiage has been added to 
the text indicating the extraction of Federal offshore sand resources 
would be coordinated with the MMS. 
 
DOIS 47:  The estimate provided in the LCA report is based on a 
volumetric calculation combining estimated sediment volume 
required and some understanding of dredging practice.  The 
estimate of area affected is non-site specific.  Knowing that dredge 
operators typically prefer a minimum face cut of about 10 feet, 
unless conditions prohibit this, a rough estimate of the potential 
bottom area affected can be made.  This is of course quite variable 
and the identification of specific borrow areas and material depths 
will ultimately determine the extent of bottom affected.  The 
determination of these specifics will be documented in the follow 
on decision and NEPA documents required for construction 
approval as specified in the report.  
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DOIS 48:  This section discusses direct impacts to oysters.  The 
paragraph is presently and appropriately a summary of the 
cumulative impacts to the American Oyster. 
 
DOIS 49:  It would be premature to discuss in quantitative terms 
the potential effects on Gulf hypoxia of the LCA Plan or any other 
plans, given the remaining uncertainty with respect to the exact 
size, location, and operation of the various reintroduction features 
under consideration, as well as the preliminary nature of the 
nutrient modeling approach itself.  As noted in the FPEIS, more 
detailed information on this issue will be provided to the public 
during the subsequent project-specific NEPA analysis for each 
restoration measure. 
 
DOIS 50:  We agree that wetlands can remove nutrients.  The issue 
here appears to be over how the word “direct” is defined.  For the 
purposes of NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
defines “direct” effects as those “which are caused by the action 
and occur at the same time and place.”  CEQ defines “indirect” 
effects as those “which are caused by the action and are later in 
time…” We believe that the beneficial effects of wetland 
restoration measures relative to nutrient removal are more 
accurately characterized as indirect effects. 
 
DOIS 51:  Text revised accordingly. 
 
DOIS 52:  Recommended sentence has been incorporated in the 
FPEIS. 
 
DOIS 53:  The following text will be added:  "The Union of 
Concerned Scientists predicts that global warming will also 
increase some health risks in the Gulf Coast region."  
(http://www.ucsusa.org/global_environment/global_warming/page.
cfm?pageID=973)  
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DOIS 53 (Continued):  The ability of the health care system to 
reduce these health risks in the face of climate change, however, is 
an important consideration in any projections of vulnerability 
during the 21st century.  The concentration of air pollutants such as 
ozone is likely to increase in Gulf Coast.  Ground-level ozone has 
been shown to aggravate respiratory illnesses such as asthma, 
reduce lung function, and induce respiratory inflammation." 
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DOIS 54:  Reference is Louisiana Population Data 
Center. Louisiana Population Projections to 2020. 
http://lapop.lsu.edu/proj/
 
DOIS 55:  The paragraph currently discusses the 
difficulties due to the lack of mapping support as well a
hydraulic data at the level of analysis needed.  These 
impacts will be analyzed in more detail during the 
feasibility level analysis. 

s 

 
DOIS 56:  These impacts will be analyzed in more 
detail during the feasibility-level analysis and the MMS 
referenced EIS will be considered at that stage. 
 
DOIS 57:  For this level of analysis, there was not 
enough detailed information to determine whether or 
not a specific facility would be abandoned or affected.   
It is anticipated that at the next phase in the feasibility 
level of analysis, detailed mapping and GIS 
information, as well as detailed hydraulic data, will be 
available so that a more detailed and quantifiable 
analysis can be made. 
 
DOIS 58:  The sentence has been deleted until further 
clarification can be made.  Language has been added to 
the end of the paragraph regarding the impacts 
Hurricane Ivan has on the price of crude oil and its 
effect on the economy. 
 
DOIS 59:  A reference to Table 4-6 has been added to 
th t t
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DOIS 63:  The discussion of impacts must, necessarily include 
comparison to the Future Without-Project conditions. 
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DOIS 64:  The maps are prep d in color and can be viewed as 
such electronically. 
 
DOIS 65:  We agree that the t should be updated, consistent 
with Figure MR-12.  Accordin y, the text will be changed to 
read as follows:  “For the peri  between 1985 to 2001, the 
bottom area of the hypoxic zo  ranged from 2,730 to over 7,700 
mi2 (7,070 to over 20,000 km  
 
DOIS 66:  Clarifying text has en included in the Main Report 
regarding relative and absolut ea level change.  See response to 
DOIS comment #18. 
 
DOIS 67:  Text has been revi  accordingly. 
 
DOIS 68:  MMS has been inc ed in the List of Acronyms. 
 
DOIS 69:  Text has been revi  accordingly. 
 
DOIS 70:  The following stat ent has been added in Section 7: 
“MMS is currently evaluating e extent of pipeline setbacks and 
buffer zones around platforms d other oil and gas infrastructure 
to protect these features prior any mining operations.” 
 
DOIS 71:  In Section 7, text h  been revised to read as follows:  
“Consequently, beginning in t  1980s, the Louisiana Geological 
Survey in conjunction with th .S. Geological Survey and MMS 
began investigating the distrib on and character of sand-rich 
sediment within the shallow s tigraphy (approximately upper 40 
ft; 12 m) of the region.” 
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Letter 75: Dr. Stephen R. Spencer, U.S. Department of the Interior,                                       
Mineral Management Service (DOIS) 

DOIS 71 (Continued):  In Section 7, text has been revised to read 
as follows:  “Additional studies completed by the Louisiana and 
U.S. Geological Survey and MMS have significantly expanded the 
knowledge base of sand-rich sediment distributions, and thus have 
helped develop comprehensive sediment inventories.” 
 
DOIS 72:  A discussion of the most suitable sand bodies, both 
nearshore and offshore, are presented in Chapter 7 of the appendix, 
and this comment regarding Chapter 8 Best Management Practices 
for Coastal Restoration in Louisiana does not seem appropriate 
within the context of this chapter.  Many of the sand bodies that 
have been identified to date have been used or are in the process of 
being used for CWPPRA barrier island projects.  The purpose of 
Chapter 7 is to establish which sedimentary bodies within the 
overall deltaic stratigraphy are expected to have those 
characteristics most suitable for shoreline and marsh platform 
reconstruction. 
 
DOIS 73:  There is no mention of specific sand sources in this 
chapter. 
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FHA 01:  Comment noted. 
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FHA 02:  The acronyms have been added to the FPEIS and LCA 
Plan. 
 
FHA 03:  Concur. 
 
FHA 04:  Potentially impacted roads and bridges were identified 
and preliminary costs for modification/replacement were included 
in the estimates for each plan component.  These costs will be 
refined during more detailed studies on a project-specific basis 
and included as project costs for ecosystem restoration and 
funded accordingly. 
 
FHA 05:  We recognize the importance of agency coordination 
and plan to begin coordination with these entities in the early 
stages of the next phase of design, on a project-specific basis.  
We encourage the U.S. DOT to participate in this effort by 
joining other Federal agencies and becoming a part of the 
“collocated team” at the USACE, New Orleans District. 
 
FHA 06:  Coordination from Federal and state agencies on their 
respective projects, and the potential adverse or beneficial impact 
that the agencies could have on restoration efforts, is essential to 
ensure a successful restoration in the Louisiana coastal area.  The 
USACE and the State of Louisiana encourage all state and 
Federal agencies to proactively coordinate with them to identify 
projects, such as the ones that you have referenced, which could 
impact coastal restoration so that decision makers involved with 
restoration efforts are aware of their existence and potential 
impacts or benefits that could arise from their implementation. 
 
FHA 07:  Section 1 of the FPEIS "National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Requirements" describes how this 
programmatic analysis of the LCA Plan will provide the general, 
broad-based programmatic tier for more detailed, feasibility-
level, basin-wide or site-specific environmental analysis of 
individual restoration features of the LCA Plan would be 
completed.   
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FHA 07 (Continued):  Section 2 "Summary of the LCA Plan 
Components and Implementation Schedule" describes the various 
individual features of the LCA Plan as well as the implementation 
recommendations of these features for investigation, design and 
construction upon approval of feasibility-level decision documents by 
the Assistant Secretary of the Army (herein after referred to as 
“contingent authorization”) for several components of the LCA Plan. 
 
FHA 08:  The USACE and its local cost sponsor will work closely 
with the Federal, state and local transportation agencies to find 
compatible solutions for ecosystem restoration and transportation 
infrastructure.  In accordance with 40 CFR part 1508.20 of the NEPA,
the District will take appropriate actions to mitigate (avoid, minimize, 
rectify, reduce, compensate) for project-induced impacts to 
transportation infrastructure.  The USACE and its non-Federal cost- 
sharing sponsor are responsible for coordination and relocations of 
any transportation facilities roads, pipelines, etc., that proposed 
restoration features may impact. 
 
FHA 09:  Section 8 Index contains the following references to the 
National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA: page 8-32 lists page 42 
in Chapter 1; page 8-35 lists pages 8, 9, 36, 43, 58, and 108 in 
Chapter 2; page 8-42 lists page 1 in Chapter 4; page 8-45 lists page 1 
in Chapter 5; and page 8-47 lists page 5 in Chapter 6.  The index will 
be revised to include reference to transportation. 
 

N
ovem

ber 2004
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 76: Mr. William A. Sussman, U.S. Department of Transportation                                   
Federal Highway Administration (FHA) 



 

3-355 
N

ovem
ber 2004

FHA 10:  The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 is cited 
in the right-hand column of Table 6-1.  The Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(Public Law 91-646) has been added to Table 6-1. 
 
FHA 11:  Section 1 documents the broad-based programmatic 
nature of the FPEIS and compliance with the NEPA.  It also 
describes the tiering process whereby this statement will provide 
the foundation for more site-specific environmental analysis as 
needed at later dates. 
 
FHA 12:  The USACE performed a National Ecosystem 
Restoration  (NER) analysis to determine the restoration needs.     
A trade-offs analysis will be conducted before construction of 
restoration features so that decision makers can make well-
informed decisions.  The state is the local cost-share sponsor 
responsible for land, easements, rights of way, relocation, and 
disposal (LERRD).  
 
FHA 13:  Comment noted. 
 
FHA 14:  Comment noted. 
 
FHA 15:  As described in the response to FHA 08, the USACE 
and its local sponsor would be responsible for project-specific 
relocations or other necessary types of modifications to 
transportation system components. The USACE appreciates the 
opportunity to explore other mutually agreeable approaches for 
coordinating and dealing with these issues. 
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Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 01:  Comment noted.   
 
EPA 02:  Comment noted.  
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Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 03:  Comment noted. 
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Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 04:  Benefit information on the 15 critical near-term features 
that comprise the LCA Plan has been developed using the desktop 
ecologic models and presented in the Plan Implementation and 
Conclusions and Recommendations Sections of the Main Report.  
This model output will provide an initial projection of the wetland 
building and protection capability of the critical near-term features 
of the LCA Plan.  It will also allow qualitative assessment of the 
potential habitat quality and nutrient uptake provided by the critical 
near-term features of plan.  The benefit information will allow a 
comparison of the efficiency and effectiveness of the LCA Plan in 
comparison to the previously analyzed coast wide frameworks and 
will be provided in the plan implementation section of the report.  
Expected acreage gains from components of the LCA Plan will be 
identified during follow-up feasibility level analyses, and will 
represent one of several performance measures that will be 
periodically assessed as part of the Adaptive Management process 
to determine the success to which 1) the individual LCA Plan 
components are reversing land loss and ecosystem degradation 
(project level), and 2) the LCA Plan is reversing land loss and 
ecosystem degradation (program level). 
 
EPA 05:  The USACE has a long history of transporting sediments 
via pipelines, and there is a considerable degree of certainty on this 
engineering technique; however, the proposed use of this technique 
contains higher levels of uncertainty, than the typical pipeline 
transport technology.  The long distance conveyance of sediment 
for wetland creation at the outfall is an untested and unproved 
technology.  There is considerable difference, both in technique and 
efficiency, between pumping material and allowing it to stack as a 
construction base and placing it in a manner conducive to marsh 
vegetation.  The mechanical process of efficient sediment 
movement may necessitate different processes of placement and 
use, which are also untested.  It may be more beneficial to convey 
this material at a high liquid fraction, which would have impacts not 
only on the placement and creation of wetland substrate but on the 
construction time frame and commitment of dredge plant resources. 
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Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 05 (Continued):  Such programmatic or contingent 
inefficiencies, if not identified and resolved, represent potential 
cost in opportunity to implement other similar features or 
portions of the restoration program. 
 
EPA 06:  As a matter of course, the LCA Plan seeks to return 
resources (e.g., sediments and nutrients) to the coastal 
ecosystem wherever possible, rather than shift existing 
resources within the system to effectuate restoration.  
Consistent with the guiding principle referenced by EPA, we 
agree that external sediments should be used whenever 
practicable.  Opportunities to use external sediments will be 
fully evaluated during the feasibility studies for both “Barataria 
Basin Barrier shoreline restoration, Caminada Headland, Shell 
Island,” and “Medium diversion at Myrtle Grove with possible 
dedicated dredging.”  In addition, the hydrologic evaluations 
and information developed as a precursor to and in conjunction 
with the large-scale, long-range Third Delta study will define 
the capability for sediment transport on a system-wide basis.  
This review would be conducted as part of the Third Delta 
study.  It is important to note that the beneficial-use program 
can be linked with the scientific and technological advances 
derived from the demonstration projects to increase our 
capabilities for marsh creation and other restoration measures. 
 
EPA 07:  We agree that the La Branch wetlands are an 
essential part of the Lake Pontchartrain ecosystem.  However, 
efforts to restore the La Branch wetlands should begin with the 
resolution of use conflicts with the landowner and an 
evaluation of the potential to use Mississippi River waters 
and/or sediments.  The landowner has applied for a permit to 
allow construction of an airport in the area identified for 
restoration. 
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Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 07 (Continued):  The exclusion of features utilizing the 
delivery of sediment via pipeline was not limited to the La Branche 
Wetlands site.  The rationale for limiting the inclusion of these 
features in the LCA Plan for reasons of uncertainty was based on 
the lack of understanding of how the implementation of each 
feature would affect all the others due to their link to a common 
source of material.  The common use of the Mississippi River as a 
source of material for these dredging projects has significant 
implications if the available sediment, or the methodology and rate 
of acquiring it, is found to be limited.  Although the sediment load 
measurements for the Mississippi River indicate a considerable 
volume of material being transported, the technology available 
precludes 100 percent capture of the material.  Removal of material 
from the channel bed and subsequent replenishment of those borrow
sites would be required.  This has implications for limiting sediment 
availability and feature implementation as well as potentially 
affecting channel stability.  This also indicates that use of river 
borne sediments should be a comprehensive and programmatically 
considered effort.  An initial step would be the investigation of the 
Mississippi River and its available replenishment capacity. 
 
EPA 08:  The rationale for determining which restoration features 
would be recommended for conditional or Congressional approval 
is primarily centered on the degree to which a feature had existing 
preliminary engineering and design, as well as NEPA, underway 
and/or completed, or whether such information already existed for 
existing projects of a similar nature (e.g., rip-rap on the shores of 
the MRGO).  While we concur that the Amite River Canal 
Diversion Project is a relatively inexpensive way to complement the 
Hope Canal fresh water introduction, the project does not yet have 
preliminary design and engineering specifics in comparison to the 
five restoration features that are recommended for conditional 
authorization. 
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EPA 08 (Continued):  In addition, several of the features 
recommended for conditional authorization already have initiated or 
completed the NEPA process, while the Amite River canal 
diversion feature has not.  In light of the lack of technical 
complexity associated with this restoration feature vs. other 
features, including some recommended for conditional 
authorization, the follow-up feasibility study may be completed and 
construction initiated at the same time as, or perhaps before, the 
initiation of construction for those features recommended for 
conditional authorization. 
 
The expansion of the Hope Canal project to incorporate the Amite 
River feature is a possible approach.  However, this may call into 
question why the Blind River/Convent feature is not being 
considered in the effort, and ultimately impact the speed of 
implementation of all the features. 
 
EPA 09:  We agree that the purchase of conservation easements 
from willing landowners could, under some circumstances, help 
protect the public investment in restoration of the Maurepas Swamp 
in a way that recognizes the financial needs of private landowners.  
The current budget estimates for all three LCA projects that would 
benefit the Maurepas Swamp do include funds for estimated timber 
values.  The potential need for additional protection of existing tree 
in the project benefit areas will be evaluated during the feasibility 
studies for the subject projects.  If further protection of the existing 
trees is necessary to ensure the effectiveness of any of the three 
projects in the Maurepas Swamp, the USACE will propose using 
the aforementioned funds to purchase conservation easements from 
willing landowners. 

N
ovem

ber 2004
Public C

om
m

ents and R
esponses 

 

Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 



 

Public C
om

m
ents and R

esponses 
 

Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 10:  Salinity control is the primary objective in the existing 
authorization for both the Caernarvon and Davis Pond projects.  
At this point in time the possible changes in the operation of 
either structure are merely conceptual in nature.  No specific 
alternative operational plan has been outlined or investigated.  
With this in mind the current authorizations and project purposes 
could provide potential conflicts with a recommendation to use 
the two projects for expanded ecosystem restoration purposes.  
The purpose of the decision document would be to determine if a 

e existing authorizations would be required.  
urrently operated to maximize oyster 
lance with ecosystem enhancement, which may 
operation scheme for overall coastal 
fore, trade-off analysis is needed.  While it is 
s of the studies may not require modifications 
 existing authorizations, the opposite is also 
 we propose them as stand-alone restoration 
A Plan. 

GO recommendation in the final LCA Plan 
 most critical needs while continuing to develop 
al restoration features, including marsh 
er reintroductions, and/or the potential closure 
 the MRGO channel in consideration of all 
  The near-term restoration feature proposed in 
lves the construction of protective breakwaters 
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oreline of Lake Borgne.  These segments are in 
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EPA 11 (Continued):  The USACE recognizes that resolution of 
the future use of the MRGO is critical in determining the 
ecosystem restoration measures that can be developed for  this 
part of the coast.  For additional response to this comment, see 
General Response # 1 regarding MRGO. 
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Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

EPA 12:  The FPEIS sections involving effects of the No 
Action Alternative for Population and Infrastructure have been 
augmented. 
 
EPA 13:  Most fresh surface water supplies would be from the 
Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers and their distributaries in 
the future.  There is a very low probability that salinities may 
increase downstream of medium diversions and influence 
freshwater supplies.  The medium diversions along the 
Mississippi River under Alternative Plan B may reduce 
freshwater supplies to users downstream.  Alternative Plan B 
would increase flows into receiving areas of Subprovinces 1 
and 2, Bayou Lafourche and the Terrebonne marshes, which 
would increase freshwater supplies to these users.  Alternative 
Plan D would have negligible impacts.  The LCA Plan would 
have impacts similar to Alternative Plan B. 
 
EPA 14:  Concur.  The word “healthy” has been deleted. 
 
EPA 15:  The FPEIS has been changed accordingly. 
 
EPA 16:  Concur.  The FPEIS has been changed accordingly. 
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EPA 17:  This section has been corrected in the final report. 
 
EPA 18:  Concur.  The recommended edit has been made to the 
final report. 
 
EPA 19:  "Institutional recognition" is the phrase typically used in 
impacts analysis descriptions that refer to various Federal, state, and 
local statutes, laws, Executive Orders, policies, rules, and 
regulations that recognize the importance of a significant resource 
and provide legal mandates for regulating, protecting, or otherwise 
dealing with potential adverse impacts to that resource.  In this 
instance, institutional recognition regarding air quality refers to the 
Clean Air Act and similar type of laws, Executive Orders, rules, etc. 
"Further regulations" refers to the future potential need for 
additional air quality regulations.  Due to the highly likely increases 
in human populations, number of cars, industrial complexes, and 
other air polluting entities, the phrase is appropriately used.  Hence 
no change to verbiage is necessary. 
 
EPA 20:  The subject language regarding possible flooding has 
been deleted. 
 
EPA 21:  The statement is consistent with modeling results of 
salinity changes. 

Letter 77: Mr. Miguel Flores, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
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Letter 78: Mr. Joseph I. Vincent (JIV) 
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JIV 01:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 02:  On September 13, 1990, the EPA and the State of 
Louisiana committed to a cooperative agreement under the 
National Estuary Program to form the Barataria-Terrebonne 
National Estuary Program. The program's charter was to develop 
a coalition of government, private, and commercial interests for 
the preservation of the Barataria and Terrebonne basins by: 
identifying problems, assessing trends, designing pollution 
control, developing resource management strategies, 
recommending corrective actions, and seeking implementation 
commitments (http://www.btnep.org/default.asp?id=115). 
 
JIV 03:  Comment noted.  Verbiage has been included in the text 
regarding development in the coastal area. 
 
JIV 04:  Comment noted.  The Main Report does not state that 
oil and gas activities have contributed to 32 percent-33 percent of 
all coastal land loss. 
 
JIV 05:  Statement will be reworded to indicate hundreds of 
wildlife species. 
 
JIV 06:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 07:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 08:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 09:  Comment noted. 
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JIV 10:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 11:  Comment noted.  Your interpretation is correct. 
 
JIV 12:  Alternative array 7002 would provide a maintain-level 
of restoration.  However the analysis indicated this would only 
appear to be cost effective if the absolute maximum attainable 
environmental output were desired.  This level of output is also 
shown in figure MR-29 to insure an extremely large increase in 
cost for a relatively small increase in total output. The single 
maintain-level plan for Subprovince 3 incorporated every feature, 
at the largest possible scale, that had been identified by the study 
team.  Development of an enhance-level of restoration in 
Subprovince 3 was not possible due to a lack of sufficient 
resources.  Much of the fresh water and sediment resource 
available in Subprovince 3 is already producing positive 
environmental output and therefore increasing the efficiency of 
these resources is the only available option. 
 
JIV 13:  It is national policy that the Federal government, in the 
design, construction, management, operation, and maintenance of 
its facilities, shall comply with all Federal, state, interstate, and 
local requirements in the same manner and extent as other 
entities.  All applicable regulations, e.g. the Clean Water Act, 
would be followed to ensure the protection of the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of waters of the U.S. potentially 
impacted by a proposed project. Furthermore, an environmental 
analysis and water quality certificate from the state would be 
required prior to implementing any diversion.  In addition, 
monitoring of water quality would be accomplished once a 
proposed diversion is implemented.  
 
JIV 14:  Concur. Statement will be reworded: "...greatly 
altered..." 
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Letter 78: Mr. Joseph I. Vincent (JIV) 
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JIV 15:  Rerouting the Atchafalaya River Navigation Channel 
was not considered a critical near-term need by the interagency 
Project Delivery Team (PDT). 
 
JIV 16:  Modifying existing Cameron-Creole watershed 
structures was not considered a critical near-term need by the 
interagency PDT. 
 
JIV 17: See response to JIV 15. 
 
JIV 18:  Please see General Response #9 regarding sediment 
transport via pipeline.  Furthermore, engineering constraints 
regarding long distance sediment delivery via pipeline was 
considered by the interagency PDT sufficient to preclude this 
project from inclusion in the LCA Plan.  Please see Section 3 of 
the Main Report regarding uncertainties for demonstration 
projects. 
 
JIV 19:  Modifications of the Caernarvon Diversion and the 
Davis Pond Diversion are included in the LCA Plan for 
Congressional Authorization.  Gapping the banks of the Amite 
River Diversion Channel is included in the LCA Plan as a near-
term critical restoration feature for Congressional Authorization. 
 
JIV 20:  See response to JIV 19. 
 
JIV 21:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the proposed 
MRGO Restoration Feature. 
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 JIV 22:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 23:  Authority for the USACE Regulatory Program includes 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. Under Section 10, a USACE permit 
is required to do any work in, over or under a navigable water of 
the U.S. Waterbodies have been designated as navigable waters 
based on their past, present or potential use for transportation for 
interstate commerce. Under Section 404, a USACE permit is 
required for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the U.S. Many waterbodies and wetlands in the nation are 
waters of the U.S. and are subject to the USACE's Section 404 
regulatory authority. 
 
JIV 24:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 25:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 26:  As noted in the description of this feature, the LCA 
proposes a Myrtle Grove diversion scaled between 2,500 and 
15,000 cfs with the largest scale potentially producing up to 
13,000 acres of new emergent marsh.  The associated dedicated 
dredging would produce approximately 5,600 acres of new marsh 
or marsh platform across the diversion influence area, thus further 
stabilizing this transitional area of the basin.  As stated in the 
description of this feature, benefits estimated in 2000 draft 
MRSNFR Study using a community based HEP indicated that 
this alternative would create 6,000 acres of wetlands with a net 
gain of 27,970 acres over the 50-year project life. 
 
JIV 27:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 28:  An environmental analysis with appropriate NEPA 
documentation would be prepared regarding potential impacts to 
Ship Shoal, or any proposed offshore borrow sites, prior to use of 
material from such site. 
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JIV 29:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 30:  Comment noted. 
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JIV 31:  Consistent with the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice, the estimate of just compensation will be 
based on the difference between the value of the property before 
the particular easement is acquired and the value of the property 
after the easement is acquired. 
 
JIV 32:  In accordance with the language in the proposed 
dredged material disposal easement, new structures require 
written approval, provided that such structures are consistent with 
the construction, operation and maintenance of a project.  The 
consistency determination will be made by the appropriate 
representative for the United States and/or the state to ensure that 
the integrity of the project is not compromised. 
 
JIV 33:  As noted in the discussion of proposed estates in 
Chapter 4 of the Main Report, some estates will prohibit surface 
use whereas other estates will restrict surface use.  The 
consistency determination will be made by the appropriate 
representative for the United States and/or the state to ensure that 
the integrity of the project is not compromised. 
 
JIV 34:  "Direct" and "indirect" effects or impacts are defined in 
40 CFR 1508.8 as: "Direct effects, which are caused by the action 
and occur at the same time and place."  "Indirect effects, which 
are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed 
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable." 
 
According to research conducted by Penland et. al. (2000) direct 
removal was responsible for the loss of about 102,039 acres of 
wetlands or 14.77 percent of the total of 690,931 acres within the 
Deltaic Plain.  This included oil/gas channels which was 
responsible for the loss of about 76,978 acres or about 11.4 
percent of the total wetlands in the Deltaic Plain; and navigation 
channels (11,293 acres, 1.63 percent), borrow pits (11,130 acres, 
1.61 percent), access channels (1,312 acres, 0.19 percent), burned 
areas (729 acres, 0.11 percent), sewage ponds (308 acres, 0.04 
percent), agricultural ponds (179 acres, 0.03 percent), and  
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Letter 78: Mr. Joseph I. Vincent (JIV) 

JIV 34 (Continued): drainage channels (109 acres, 0.02 percent).  
All other losses in the Deltaic Plain are attributed to erosion at 
213,280 acres or 30.87 percent (category includes: natural wave, 
navigation wave, and channel flow); and submergence at 375,612 
acres or 54.36 percent (category includes:  altered hydrology due to 
oil/gas, altered hydrology due to multiple causes, natural 
waterlogging, failed land reclamation, altered hydrology due to 
impoundment, altered hydrology due to roads, faulting, and 
herbivory). 
 
JIV 35:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 36:  According to Penland et. al. (2000) oil/gas channels were 
responsible for the loss of about 76,978 acres or about 11.4 percent 
of the total wetlands in the Deltaic Plain; see JIV 01. 
 
JIV 37:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 38:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 39:  Comment noted. The report will be revised to reflect that 
40 acres = 16.1 hectares. 
 
JIV 40:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 41:  On September 13, 1990, the EPA and the State of 
Louisiana committed to a cooperative agreement under the National 
Estuary Program to form the Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary 
Program. The program's charter was to develop a coalition of 
government, private, and commercial interests for the preservation 
of the Barataria and Terrebonne basins by identifying problems, 
assessing trends, designing pollution control, developing resource 
management strategies, recommending corrective actions, and 
seeking implementation commitments 
(http://www.btnep.org/default.asp?id=115). 
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JIV 42:  This section describes prior studies, reports, and existing 
water resources projects, such as the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
(GIWW), relevant to the LCA and ecosystem restoration. 
 
JIV 43:  "Reduce category" infers a reduction of Louisiana coastal 
land loss by 50 percent.  Maintain category infers no net Louisiana 
coastal land loss.  Enhance category infers an increase in Louisiana 
coastal land gain by 50 percent. Definition of these terms is 
presented in the text of the FPEIS. 
 
JIV 44:  R1 and M1 are designations for groups of restoration 
features that compose restoration frameworks for reduce (R) 
Louisiana coastal land loss by 50 percent or maintain (M) i.e., no 
net Louisiana coastal land loss. 
 
JIV 45:  Historical development activities have resulted in both 
large scale changes in land use and associated environmental 
impacts.  At present, Federal law requires the USACE to accept and 
process application for the dredging and fill of wetlands.  In 
addition, when Clean Water Act 404 permits are issued, they 
require at a minimum one-for-one mitigation for any wetlands 
impacted. 
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JIV 46:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 47:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 48:  Sugarberry is also referred to as hackberry; clarification 
of this will be so noted in the report. 
 
JIV 49:  Comment noted.  It is national policy that the Federal 
government, in the design, construction, management, operation, 
and maintenance of its facilities, shall comply with all Federal, 
state, interstate, and local requirements in the same manner and 
extent as other entities.  All applicable regulations, e.g. the Clean 
Water Act, would be followed to ensure the protection of the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of waters of the U.S. 
potentially impacted by a proposed project.  
 
JIV 50:  The number of participants and the monetary 
expenditures of sportspersons and wildlife watchers in the State 
of Louisiana described in the FPEIS were cited from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 2001 National Survey of Fishing, 
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. This citation is 
provided in the FPEIS. 
 
JIV 51:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 52:  This was a typographical error and has been corrected.  
Statement has been corrected and now reads: "Today, several 
thousand miles (over 10 thouseand km) of pipeline systems 
extend to virtually all points in the state." 
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Letter 78: Mr. Joseph I. Vincent (JIV) 

JIV 53:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 54:  See response to JIV 034. 
 
JIV 55:  Comments noted.  At present, Federal law requires the 
USACE to accept and process application for the dredging and 
fill of wetlands.  In addition, when Clean Water Act 404 permits 
are issued, they require at a minimum one-for-one mitigation for 
any wetlands impacted. 
 
JIV 56:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 57:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 58:  Presentations at LCA stakeholders' meetings were 
designed to describe proposed draft LCA restoration features and 
address stakeholder's concerns. 
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JIV 59:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 60:  Comment noted  
 
JIV 61:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 62:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 63:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 64:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 65:  Despite past efforts to address the important issue of 
consistency, it is acknowledged that a more thorough, 
comprehensive, and balanced effort is needed to ensure 
consistency across the coast.  Once the LCA Plan is approved, it 
would be the appropriate vehicle for continuing such an effort. 
 
JIV 66:  Comment noted. 
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Letter 78: Mr. Joseph I. Vincent (JIV) 

JIV 67:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 68:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 69:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 70:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 71:  The Louisiana Coastal Restoration Division develops, 
implements, and monitors coastal vegetated wetland restoration, 
creation and conservation measures. It performs engineering, 
planning, and monitoring functions essential to successful 
development and implementation of wetland conservation and 
restoration plans and projects as directed by the Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation and Restoration Plan. 
 
The mission of the USACE Regulatory Program is to protect the 
Nation’s aquatic resources, while allowing reasonable 
development through fair, flexible and balanced permit decisions. 
The USACE evaluates permit applications for essentially all 
construction activities that occur in the Nation’s waters, including 
wetlands. USACE permits are also necessary for any work, 
including construction and dredging in the Nation’s navigable 
waters. The USACE balances the reasonably foreseeable benefits 
and detriments of proposed projects, and makes permit decisions 
that recognize the essential values of the Nation’s aquatic 
ecosystems to the general public, as well as the property rights of 
private citizens who want to use their land. During the permit 
process, the USACE considers the views of other Federal, state 
and local agencies, interest groups, and the general public. The 
results of this careful public interest review are fair and equitable 
decisions that allow reasonable use of private property, 
infrastructure development, and growth of the economy, while 
offsetting the authorized impacts to the waters of the U.S. 
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  JIV 71 (Continued):  The adverse impacts to the aquatic 
environment are offset by mitigation requirements, which may 
include restoring, enhancing creating and preserving aquatic 
functions and values. The USACE strives to make its permit 
decisions in a timely manner that minimizes impacts to the 
regulated public. 
 
JIV 72:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 73:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 74:  Comment noted. 
 
JIV 75:  Comment noted. 
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        Letter 79: Mr. Allen Ensminger, Wetlands and Wildlife Management Co.  (WWM#1) 

 
WWM#1 01:  The best available science, technology, and 
understanding of system function will be used to design and 
implement specific restoration features.  As part of the adaptive 
management process, results from previous projects 
(CWPPRA, USACE, LDNR, etc.) will be used to aid in the 
design of new restoration features, and restoration efforts under 
the LCA Plan will be coordinated with other programs, 
including CWPPRA. 
 
WWM#1 02:  Comments noted.  The foundation of an S&T 
Program is intended to assist project managers in ensuring that 
individual project features are coordinated to achieve the 
overall goals and objectives of the LCA Plan.  Additionally, the 
S&T Program will ensure that restoration is carried out on the 
best available science is available for restoration.  This includes 
answering relevant uncertainties to ensure that restoration 
efforts have the highest likelihood of success.  The S&T 
program will include a multi-agency membership including 
federal and state agencies, tribal governments, and local 
government representatives.  This multi-agency voice will 
ensure that work carried out through the S&T Program will 
benefit the LCA Plan as a whole.  Also, please see General 
Response #2 regarding the S&T Program. 
 
WWM#1 03:  Please see General Response #5 regarding the 
ten-year planning horizon and General Response #8 regarding 
project implementation protocols and the need for immediate 
action. 
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WWM#1 06:  The 1984 study referred to describes a proposed 
diversion site at the Bonnet Carre Spillway (Plan F) as the NED 
plan for establishing desired salinity regimes in the Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin.  A reevaluation of the existing authorized 
project in Bonnet Carre Spillway was conducted during the LCA 
plan formulation process.  The restoration feature consisted of a 
medium diversion with east and west branches into the LaBranch 
wetlands and Manchac land bridge.  The PDT determined that 
this project feature was too complex to have feasibility level 
decision documents complete and construction begun within the 
next five to ten years of plan implementation.  Please see the Plan 
Formulation discussion  for further information on the description 
and elimination of the Bonnet Carre Spillway medium diversion 
project feature. 
 
WWM#1 07:  The LCA Near-Term Plan did not consider a 
system of structural features to prevent saltwater intrusion in the 
La Branche wetlands area.  Rather, restoration features of the 
Final Array of Coast Wide Frameworks proposes a medium 
diversion at the Bonnet Carre Spillway with east and west 
branches into the La Branche wetlands and the Manchac land 
bridge was the most cost-effective alternative for this feature.  
For additional information please see General Response #1 
regarding the proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
WWM#1 08:  Modifying the existing breakwaters at Manchac 
was not considered during the LCA Plan formulation process as 
these structures are currently accomplishing the purpose for 
which they were designed.  Modification or additions to these 
structures may be considered in later phases of the LCA Study if 
such action would address a critical need. 
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  Letter 79: Mr. Allen Ensminger, Wetlands and Wildlife Management Co.  (WWM#1) 
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WWM#1 09:  As outlined in Section 3 of the LCA Main Report, 
the list of originally considered project features was subjected to 
a rigorous selection process to attain the final 15 projects that 
were selected for the LCA Plan.  Plan formulation projects were 
identified based on their applicability to restoration approaches, 
ability to be implemented within five to ten years, associated 
uncertainties, and ability to meet critical needs criteria.  Several 
projects within the Pontchartrain Basin were considered during 
plan formulation; however, due to the selection process outlined 
above, some were not carried through to the LCA Plan. 
 
WWM#1 10:  Public comments are noted and taken into 
consideration.  However, a rigorous selection process was used to 
attain the final 15 projects selected for the LCA Plan.  See 
response to WWM#1 09.  For additional information, please see 
General Response #6 regarding the relationship of CWPPRA and 
LCA. 

  Letter 79: Mr. Allen Ensminger, Wetlands and Wildlife Management Co.  (WWM#1) 
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Letter 80: Mr. Allen Ensminger, Wetlands and Wildlife Management Co. (WWM#2) 

WWM#2 01:  Comments noted.  The foundation of a  Science 
and Technology (S&T) Program is intended to assist project 
managers in ensuring that individual project features are 
coordinated to achieve the overall goals and objectives of the 
LCA Plan.  Additionally, the S&T Program will ensure that 
restoration is carried out on the best available science is 
available for restoration.  This includes answering relevant 
uncertainties to ensure that restoration efforts have the highest 
likelihood of success.  The S&T Program will include a multi-
agency membership including federal and state agencies, tribal 
governments, and local government representatives.  This 
multi-agency voice will ensure that work carried out through 
the S&T Program will benefit the LCA Plan as a whole.  Also, 
please see General Response #2 regarding the S&T Program. 
 
WWM#2 02:  The proposed small diversion at Hope Canal, 
Amite River Diversion Canal Influence by gapping banks, and 
small diversion at Convent/Blind River would increase the 
introduction of freshwater into the western Lake Pontchartrain 
Basin.  In addition, the proposed Programmatic Authority to 
Initiate Studies for Modifications to Existing Water Control 
Structures and/or Operation Management Plans includes an 
opportunity for considering the modification of the Bonnet 
Carre Spillway as a long-term restoration feature.  
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Letter 81: Mr. John A. Whittle (JAW) 

JAW 01:  Comment noted.  The five proposed “early-action” 
projects are recommended for specific Congressional 
authorization conditional subject to Secretary of the Army 
review and approval of feasibility-level decision documents.  
They cannot be initiated under existing USACE Programmatic 
authority. 
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Letter 81: Mr. John A. Whittle (JAW) 

JAW 02:  Please see General Response #1 regarding the 
proposed MRGO Restoration Feature. 
 
JAW 03:  The Clean Water Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 
230) are the environmental criteria for evaluating the proposed 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States.  Compliance with these guidelines is the controlling 
factor used by the USACE to determine the environmental 
acceptability of disposal alternatives.  The USACE must 
demonstrate through completion of a 404 (b)(1) evaluation that 
any proposed discharge of dredged material is in compliance 
with the Guidelines.  Section 4 of the PEIS contains language 
referencing the Evaluation of dredged material proposed for 
discharge in waters of the U.S. – Testing Manual 
(EPA/USACE, 1998) testing protocols and the USACE’s 
intention to employ these and/or similar guidelines for 
evaluating the proposed discharges of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the US.  Additional language will be 
incorporated into Section 4 of the PEIS to further explain the 
USACE processes for the above.   
 
JAW 04:  Comment noted.  The "Consistency of the LCA Plan 
with other efforts" section of the FPEIS describes the goals for 
ensuring consistency between development, coastal protection 
and restoration.   
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JAW 05:  As outlined in Section 4 the LCA Plan calls for the 
formation of a Science and Technology (S&T) Program 
supported by three entities: S&T Office, Science Board, and 
Science Coordination Team.  The Science Board would be 
responsible for independent assessment of the S&T Program and 
would produce periodic reports to the Program Manager and 
Director of the S&T Program.  Additional information on the 
Science and Technology Program can be found in Appendix A. 
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Letter 82: Ms. Carolyn Shaddock Woosley (CSW) 

CSW 01:  Please see General Response #3 regarding the LCA 
Study Area.  
 
CSW 02:  Regarding the needs of Region 4, please see General 
Response #11 regarding LCA restoration efforts in Subprovince 
4.  Economic evaluation of potential impacts resulting from 
continued loss was conducted on a coastwide scale.  This was 
done to illustrate the importance of the entire Louisiana coastal 
area to the Nation.  Economic evaluations at the basin or project 
specific scale will be accomplished in future studies. 
 
At this time, no determination has been made whether or not the 
Sabine and Calcasieu ship channels will be deepened.  As such, 
these evaluations did not consider potential impacts resulting 
from this possible future action. 
 
An agreement exists between Texas and Louisiana regarding 
water use in the Sabine River and Toledo Bend Reservoir.  
Potential impacts would be evaluated prior to any action. 
 
CSW 03:  Consideration of the Calcasieu Pass Lock restoration 
feature was initially contemplated as a keystone restoration 
feature from the Coast 2050 Plan and brought forward as part of 
the Subprovince 4 Alternative Maintain 1 (large scale salinity 
control) features. This feature, along with all comprehensive 
restoration features, was provided for public review and comment 
during the initial scoping meetings in April and May of 2002, as 
well as at subsequent public and stakeholder meetings.  However, 
the Calcasieu Pass Lock did not pass the cost-effectiveness 
analysis performed during the framework development process, 
which is described in Section 3 of the Main Report.  
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Letter 82: Ms. Carolyn Shaddock Woosley (CSW) 

CSW 04:  Comment noted.  
 
CSW 05:  Section 5 of the LCA Plan describes future public 
involvement.  As the LCA Plan transitions from plan formulation 
to plan implementation, there would also be opportunities for 
public participation and input.  For each of the LCA Plan 
projects, the requisite decision documents, NEPA documents, and 
accompanying public participation process would be completed.  
During this time, the public would have the opportunity to 
comment on the scope of issues, resources, impacts, and 
alternatives to be addressed in the DEIS.  During periods when 
officially public or scoping meetings are not being held, the 
USACE, in coordination with the state of Louisiana, would allow 
communication with the community through web site interaction, 
speaking engagements, workshops, news releases, timelines, 
frequently asked questions, fact sheets, and talking points.  To 
that end, a Strategic Communications Plan would be established 
that clearly defines a proactive, consistent, and cohesive 
procedure for informing the public of the LCA Study process and 
the development of the LCA Plan.  
 
CSW 06:  The New Orleans District and the Galveston District 
continue to coordinate regarding the potential impacts of studies 
and projects both within and between their respective district 
boundaries.  Coordination has been established and will continue 
between the Senior Project Manager and Branch Chief in 
Louisiana and Senior Project Managers and the Branch Chief in 
Galveston. 
 
CSW 07:  The impacts of continued maintenance of the 
Calcasieu River and Pass, LA, project were addressed in the 
FEIS, “Calcasieu River and Pass (including Salt Water Barrier); 
Coon Island; Devil’s Elbow, Calcasieu River Basin, Louisiana 
(Continued Maintenance and Operation)”, 11 March 1977.   
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CSW 07 (Continued):  Prior to each maintenance event, the 
MVN prepares a Federal consistency determination for review 
by the LA DNR’s Coastal Management Division and updates 
the 404(b)(1) evaluation and state water quality certification if 
necessary.   
 
CSW 08:  Comment noted.  Please also see General Response 
#11 regarding LCA restoration efforts in Subprovince 4. 
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3.2 GENERAL RESPONSES 

Several issues were commented on by many commentors.  Rather than repetitive responses on 
these issues, the following general responses were developed to address all aspects of comments 
on each issue. 

3.2.1 General Response #1 Regarding the Proposed MRGO 
Restoration Feature 

Issue: A number of agency and public comments expressed concern regarding the 
proposed plan element to stabilize the navigation channel of the Mississippi River-
Gulf Outlet to prevent breaching of the southern shoreline of Lake Borgne.  
1) There is concern that the projected timing and large capital investment required 
for placement of extensive rock breakwaters along the canal would preclude any 
subsequent restoration activities that would require closure of the canal to 
navigation.  2) Comments indicated that there is a substantial possibility that 
closure and reclamation of the canal would provide greater hydrologic and 
ecological benefits.  In addition, 3) a number of comments expressed concerns 
about the hydrologic and ecological impacts of breakwater placement, as these 
structures would be significantly different than the geomorphic features that were 
present prior to construction of the canal. 

Response: The proposed near-term restoration feature for MRGO included in the LCA Plan is 
a multi-phased process for addressing environmental restoration of the MRGO 
area.  The near-term restoration feature (first phase) proposed in the draft LCA 
Study Report and FPEIS involves the construction of protective breakwaters along 
strategic segments of the north bank of the MRGO and the southern shoreline of 
Lake Borgne.  These segments are in danger of breaching, and if not quickly 
addressed, threaten the integrity of the Lake Borgne ecosystem and future efforts to 
restore other features in the area.  The proposed restoration feature is required to 
address the most critical needs for the MRGO restoration plan.  Stabilization of 
MRGO is a critical requirement because allowing the canal to breach the southern 
shoreline of Lake Borgne would have significant impacts on the hydrology and 
ecology of the area, and could have a large impact on the salinity gradient in the 
area.  The resulting increase in salt-water tidal flow into intermediate, brackish and 
fresh water areas would cause changes in hydrologic conditions, habitat loss, and 
increased erosion rates, some of which may be irreversible by future restoration 
actions.  In addition, these changes would have negative impacts on property and 
human activities in the area, including increased vulnerability to flooding in 
occupied areas, loss of economic opportunities related to shellfish and finfish 
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harvests, and impacts on navigation and related commercial and recreational 
activity in the area. 

The proposed installation of rocks to constrict the breaches between MRGO and 
Lake Borgne, maintain the shoreline of Lake Borgne, and stabilize the north bank 
of the MRGO is fully consistent with the near-term strategies of the Coast 2050 
Plan, a plan developed on a consensus basis involving a large body of the public, 
stakeholders, and parish and municipal representatives.  A rock breakwater design 
was chosen in the LCA Study based on the considerable working knowledge 
available on the design, placement and maintenance of these types of coastal 
protection structures.  While other materials or methods may potentially be used to 
augment and stabilize the channel banks, considerable effort would be required to 
evaluate the technical feasibility and implementation methods for alternatives to 
rock breakwaters.  Because of the reliability of these construction methods and 
materials, the proposed feature is considered the best available option that can be 
implemented on a schedule that would avoid the potentially irreversible impacts 
related to breaching of the channel – Lake Borgne shorelines.  Riprap bank 
stabilization structures have a design life of 50 years, but may be useful for longer 
periods if properly maintained. 

While there are considerable capital costs associated with implementation of this 
feature, its implementation does not preclude later actions that may include 
modification or closure and reclamation of the canal.  Other restoration features of 
the multi-phased MRGO restoration will be accomplished under the “modifications 
to existing structures” (a navigation channel is considered a structure under civil 
works) programmatic component of the LCA Plan. 

The resolution of the future use of the MRGO is critical in determining the 
ecosystem restoration measures that can be developed for this part of the coast.  
Currently, a separate evaluation of the economic and ecologic aspects of the 
MRGO project is being completed.  The primary goal of this separate study is to 
determine the viability of the continued use of MRGO for deep-draft navigation.  
The results of this study will provide insight into restoration options for MRGO to 
be developed under the LCA Program.  Additional restoration features beyond this 
first phase critical-needs action will be determined using the “modifications to 
existing structures” element of the LCA Plan for restoration of the hydrologic and 
ecologic functioning of the area.  The future action resulting in closure of the 
MRGO to deep-draft and other navigation would also require alternative navigation 
routes and port facility configurations in order to meet the transportation needs that 
are currently served by the MRGO.  The second phase of the MRGO (conducted 
under the “modifications to existing structures” element of the LCA Plan) would 
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take into consideration the navigation authority, but could recommend future 
ecosystem restoration activities that include closure or modification of the MRGO 
channel or channel relocations necessary to meet restoration goals. 

3.2.2 General Response #2 Regarding the Science & Technology 
Program 

Issue:  Numerous comments expressed concerns that the S&T program of the LCA Plan 
should be administered by an independent board or governing body that is not 
comprised of or directed by USACE staff.  Many of these comments also expressed 
concerns that the S&T program would be used to provide funding for scientific 
research that would not generate practical applications for coastal restoration. 

Response: The proposed structure of the Science and Technology Office, including the roles 
of the Science Board, Science Coordination Team and Ad Hoc Peer Review 
Committees is described in Section 4.2.7 of the plan.  The proposed management 
structure provides a balance between accountability to the cost-share partners for 
funding and coordination of S&T efforts with the need for objective and 
independent scientific research to establish that is directly applicable to the 
restoration efforts of the Louisiana coastal area.  The USACE is directly 
responsible for the administration of appropriated funds for the program, and must 
maintain direct authority over program resources, including funding of USACE 
staff, contracts issued to firms to provide services, and grants awarded to research 
institutions.  For control of the S&T program to be placed outside the 
administrative control of the USACE, Congress would authorize the establishment 
and funding of an independent organization.    

The Science Board, the Science Coordination Team and Ad Hoc Peer Review 
committees will all have members with technical expertise needed to determine 
research priorities and to evaluate proposals and coordinate research with 
applications to restoration activities.  Other government agencies, the State of 
Louisiana, academic researchers, NGOs and private interests will be represented in 
the S&T Office.  This management structure provides for appropriate 
accountability by the cost-share partners for the program, while ensuring that the 
scientific investigations performed by the program are directly applicable to the 
Louisiana coastal area and are based on the best available scientific information. 

The current recommendation for the composition of the S&T Office includes 
provisions for independent review in all levels of development of the plan 
including S&T activities.  This review would be conducted by National Academy 
of Science-level academics who are independent of the LCA Program structure.  It 
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is also recommended that the S&T Office will be housed in an appropriate 
academic environment outside of either the state or federal government agencies.  
The specific location has not yet been decided. 

While it is true that the S&T Office will be charged with conducting scientific 
investigations and developing demonstration projects to answer key uncertainties, 
these activities will be applicable to achieving coastal restoration.  Answering 
scientific and technical uncertainties is a critical component of Adaptive 
Management (AM).  The AM process will enable the S&T Office to incorporate 
information from all levels of the LCA Plan into the decision-making process, and 
use ecosystem feedback to improve plan performance.  In order for this process to 
work, a long-term view of restoration is required that is dependent on good 
monitoring and answering ecological and technical uncertainties through the use of 
demonstration projects and scientific studies.  The LCA Plan may be adjusted in 
accordance with AM processes and may require shifts in priorities and strategies 
for implementation of the LCA Plan.  Periodic reporting throughout the chain of 
command, including Congress, has also been incorporated in the AM process to 
assess plan performance and facilitate the potential to change aspects of the Plan 
based on ecosystem feedback. 

3.2.3 General Response #3 LCA Study Area 

Issue: Comments noted that the restoration effort for the LCA Program may have impacts 
beyond the four subprovinces described in the LCA Plan, and that hydrologic and 
ecologic processes occurring outside these areas may also affect the restoration 
activities.  It has been suggested that the LCA Plan address other areas that may 
interact with the Louisiana coastal area, including the Bay Saint Louis area of 
Mississippi, Sabine Pass and the easternmost coastal area of Texas, the entire 
Atchafalaya River Basin and upstream portions of the Mississippi River Basin that 
may interact with hydrologic and ecologic processes in the Deltaic and Chenier 
Plains. 

Response: The critical needs projects are located within Subprovinces 1, 2 and 3 of the 
Louisiana coastal area; however, additional programmatic activities, such as the 
Science and Technology program, demonstration projects and Beneficial Use 
program may be implemented in any part of the Louisiana coastal area where there 
is a potential to develop restoration processes that can be used in Long-Term and 
Large-Scale actions beyond the scope of the current plan.  For critical needs 
projects and for ongoing programmatic activities, studies needed to support these 
actions may include data collection and study elements located in areas outside the 
Louisiana coastal area subprovinces, if needed.  For example, if a study is proposed 
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for a restoration method that may be applicable to the Chandeleur Islands, data 
collection and study efforts could extend to coastal Mississippi if there is a need to 
include that area based on the technical requirements of the project.  In addition, 
development of project-specific plans and environmental impact analyses for the 
Near-Term Critical Needs projects may include geographic areas outside the 
subprovince where the project is located if ecological and hydrologic processes at 
other areas could affect or be impacted by a project. 

Implementation of the LCA Plan is envisioned to be managed in a collaborative 
way.  The Program Manager is recommended to be the Commander of the 
Mississippi River Division who also acts as the President of the Mississippi River 
Commission in cooperation with the State of Louisiana.  By having Program 
Management vested in this office coordination of activities throughout the 
Mississippi Valley is insured.  In addition it is envisioned that the Program 
Management office will coordinate with other resource agencies so that projects 
and activities across the coast can be leveraged and coordinated to insure the best 
and most effect restoration sets both in the Louisiana coastal area and adjacent 
states. 

3.2.4 General Response #4 Coordination Roles for Agencies and 
Local Governments in the LCA Study 

Issue: Comments stated that the plan does not acknowledge or may conflict with ongoing 
restoration and coastal protection efforts at the local level, on a parish and multi-
jurisdictional scope.  Also, some comments requested a formal role for local 
governments and agencies in project development and implementation, including 
formal instruments such as MOA/MOU, and claim an interest in the process as 
representatives of constituencies that are providing funding through the state’s 
share of project budgets.  USACE guidance is needed on these requests. 

Response: Consistency and coordination between the LCA Program and ongoing restoration 
and protection efforts being undertaken at various levels will be coordinated with 
the Louisiana Wetlands and Restoration Authority and the Louisiana Governor’s 
Advisory Commission on Coastal Restoration and Conservation.  The knowledge 
and expertise of these agencies regarding ongoing projects in the Louisiana coastal 
area will be used to coordinate projects and eliminate conflicts, as described in 
Section 4.3.2 of the Main Report.  The public participation plan will include 
specific mechanisms to coordinate with local government and agencies. 
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3.2.5 General Response #5 10-Year Planning Horizon 

Issue: Some comments suggest that the 10-year planning horizon is not sufficient for the 
Louisiana coastal area, given the scope of the problem, the resource requirements 
for the plan elements, and the need to develop and implement a comprehensive 
approach to address erosion and wetland loss in the Deltaic and Chenier Plains of 
coastal Louisiana. 

Response: It has been recognized that Louisiana’s coastal land loss problem needed to be 
addressed on a system-wide basis, rather than attempting to address small issues 
one at a time.  Therefore, the LCA Plan seeks to address coastal land loss in a 
holistic manner.  Additionally, it is recognized that there are some gaps in scientific 
knowledge that are crucial for understanding how the system might react to specific 
restoration activities.  During the planning process, budgetary guidance stated that 
in light of the urgent need for action and the recognition of many remaining 
uncertainties, planning and implementation efforts should focus on near-term 
critical needs that could be effectively addressed with current knowledge of science 
and engineering practices.  The decision was made, therefore, to identify near-term 
critical needs, and proven restoration practices, and to focus on restoration features 
that could begin construction within the next five to ten years.  The guidance also 
stated that the LCA Plan implementation should continue to improve science and 
technology and develop large-scale and long-term restoration plans and features for 
coastal restoration. 

With this guidance the PDT selected near-term features that addressed critical 
needs that are believed to have a high degree of understanding and that could be 
implemented within ten years.  In order to devise a program that met the intent of 
the budgetary guidance the LCA Plan also contains a Science and Technology 
Program.  The S&T Program supports restoration efforts by reducing relevant 
scientific and technical uncertainties.  As uncertainties are resolved and as 
ecosystem responses are monitored and assessed, the S&T Program provides the 
best available science to support future LCA Plan revisions.  These Plan revisions 
would be forwarded to Congress for possible inclusion in an amended restoration 
plan for coastal restoration.  In addition to the near-term critical needs and S&T 
Program, the LCA Plan includes a component to investigate potential modification 
to existing structures to enhance or improve the management of existing resources 
for restoration purposes. 

The LCA Plan is intended to address critical issues that, without near-term 
attention, have a high potential of creating a much larger problem.  The 
components making up the Plan have the potential to be combined with other 
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features or built upon to address a larger issue within the system.  This strategy 
allows the USACE to address serious issues in the near-term (via the 15 near-term 
critical restoration features), while still investigating unresolved issues within the 
system (via the Science and Technology Program) and the Large-Scale and Long-
Term Restoration Concepts will based on the best available science, develop 
restoration efforts that may extend beyond the 10-year planning horizon. 

3.2.6 General Response #6 Relationship between CWPPRA and 
the LCA Plan 

Issue: Comments note that there are CWPPRA projects with nearly complete engineering 
and design that should be included in Louisiana coastal area. Other comments 
question the relationship of LCA Plan and CWPPRA for overall planning and 
funding. 

Response: Working relationships that have been established through the CWPPRA and 
continued through the LCA Study effort will continued into the implementation of 
the LCA Plan.  The LCA Plan specifically calls for the establishment of regional 
and national-level inter-agency coordination groups.  The recommended make-up 
of these groups expands on the current level of involvement to include agencies 
that have not historically been involved in environmental restoration or 
management but are affected by, or can affect the implementation of restoration 
solutions.  As the lead agency in this restoration effort, the USACE will continue to 
foster interagency involvement and cooperation at both the federal and state levels. 

The continued execution of the CWPPRA program in conjunction with the 
proposed LCA Program is critical to successful coastal restoration.  It has long 
been recognized by the CWPPRA Task Force that complete and effective 
restoration of Louisiana’s coastal wetlands would require a larger programmatic 
effort than provided for through CWPPRA alone.  The CWPPRA Task Force has 
effectively met the need to address very broad-scale and dynamic wetland loss 
needs in an abbreviated time-scale while continuing to investigate the larger and 
more comprehensive restoration needs of the coast.  The Coast 2050 planning 
effort, which provided the foundation for the initiation of the LCA Study effort, is a 
key example.  However, the broad and immediate restoration needs continue to be 
present in the dynamic coastal Louisiana ecosystem and the CWPPRA program 
continues to represent the best mechanism to address these needs. 

In coordinating the efforts of the proposed LCA Plan and existing CWPPRA 
Programs, some thought was given to the magnitude, readiness, and criticalness of 
the features considered.  An attempt was made to focus the LCA Plan towards 
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those features or logical groups of feature that the broadest scale systemic needs for 
coastal restoration.  As noted above some of these features or needs have received, 
or are currently receiving, attention under the CWPPRA program.  In considering 
these decisions had to be made as to whether, 1) the feature fit the scope of the 
LCA Program, and 2) what is the most effective means of achieving ultimate 
implementation.  In some cases features were deemed to be of a scale more 
appropriate to the CWPPRA program.  For those features being considered under 
CWPPRA that were considered in the LCA Study some did not appear in those 
coast wide frameworks identified as being coast effective.  Others simply did not 
meet Sorting Criteria or sufficiently meet the Critical Need Criteria.  Finally, some 
features developed through CWPPRA met the necessary near-term criteria but were 
determined to be more effectively moved to construction by allowing them to 
remain in the CWPPRA program.  In the latter two cases an effort was made to 
indicate in the LCA Plan that those features with existing CWPPRA analyses, 
considered for the LCA Plan, are desirable components for a comprehensive coastal 
restoration effort. 

3.2.7 General Response #7 Relationship between Coast 2050 and 
the LCA Plan 

Issue: Comments questioned the relationship of the LCA Program to the Coast 2050 Plan 
completed in December 1998. 

Response: The Coast 2050 planning effort provided a map of the desired Louisiana coastal 
landscape in 2050.  However, the plan did not reconcile the relative extent or 
effects of the presented strategies.  In initiating the LCA Study effort the planning 
team attempted identify those strategies in each region that utilized common 
approaches for restoration.  Those commonalities then identified the “core” 
strategies for each region.  These core strategies and the entire list of strategies then 
provided a basis for developing the “tool box” of specific restoration features.  
Finally, the core strategies provided the basis for the restoration approaches, which 
when combined with the basic planning scales for restoration, allowed the logical 
combining of restoration features to create the various subprovince frameworks.  
These subprovince frameworks developed from the strategy based restoration 
approaches became the fundamental elements for modeling the effectiveness of 
large-scale restoration and producing and identifying complete and effective coast 
wide restoration frameworks.  The LCA Plan is the distilled output of that effort, 
which proposes only the most critically needed features of those coast wide 
frameworks capable of being brought to construction in the next ten years. 
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3.2.8 General Response #8 Project Implementation Protocols 

Issue: A number of comments noted that the rate of land loss has been very rapid, and 
that changes in the environment endanger residents, economic activities and 
ecological functions.  These comments request immediate action rather than 
additional studies of problems in the Louisiana coastal area. 

Response: The Planning Guidance Memorandum signed by President Reagan in 1984 requires 
that Federal agencies responsible for implementation of water resource projects 
follow a specific and deliberate process of evaluation to insure that public 
investments of funds are protected.  These procedures are not amendable except by 
specific Congressional action.  The LCA Plan provides a general identification of 
projects to be completed, along with an overall assessment of expected impacts, but 
the detailed project-specific engineering, design and impact analyses must be 
completed for each individual project in the plan in order to meet the requirements 
of the Principals & Guidelines.  The Federal policy and guidance for the planning 
and justification for water resources projects starts with a detailed definition of the 
problem to be addressed and the desired results to be achieved.  Once the problem 
has been defined, several different approaches to the project are developed and 
evaluated.  This study effort and programmatic EIS will serve as the starting point 
for final decision documents.  The examination of alternatives will begin from 
those already identified in this report.  The alternatives will be specifically 
compared for their effectiveness, efficiency, completeness, and acceptability.  This 
effort included preliminary engineering and design, and benefit analyses.  The final 
decision documents will provide detailed design and benefit analyses.  This 
detailed technical evaluation of the problem and development of alternatives will 
also be used to evaluate the environmental impacts of alternatives, as required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and produce documentation in a 
final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Public participation, including 
scoping, project review and comment opportunities will also be incorporated into 
each project to ensure appropriate decision-making and to facilitate 
implementation.  Any permits and other regulatory approvals required are obtained, 
and project construction is then completed.  The final decision documents will then 
be presented to the Secretary of the Army for construction approval if they are 
conditionally authorized features.  If the feature has been proposed for future 
congressional authorization, the Secretary of the Army will forward the documents 
to Congress for their approval and authorization in a WRDA. 

The process of developing and approving decision documents for each project 
ensures that each action undertaken by USACE works as planned, is reliable, and 
doesn’t cause undesirable impacts (either to the environment or to safety and 
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property). Because restoration features are engineered structures and/or operations 
that interact with complex environmental processes, monitoring and modeling 
activities are used to refine project designs and verify their performance. 

3.2.9 General Response #9 Sediment Transport via Pipeline 

Issue: Some comments noted that sediment transport by pipeline is an available 
restoration technique that should be included in development of restoration 
features, and should not be categorized as an unproven technology that requires 
more research and development before implementation. 

Response: The 79 features evaluated for development of the LCA Plan were selected based on 
existing programs such as CWPPRA and the technical experience of the plan 
developers.  These potential restoration actions included 9 features based on 
pipeline transport of sediment to restore deltaic ecosystem functions and wetland 
development.  These features included sediment delivery via pipeline at these 
locations: 

• La Branche wetlands (Subprovince 1) 
• American/California Bays (Subprovince 1) 
• Central wetlands (Subprovince 1) 
• La Branche wetlands(Subprovince 1) 
• Fort St. Philip (Subprovince 1) 
• Golden Triangle (Subprovince 1) 
• Quarantine Bay (Subprovince 1) 
• Bastian Bay/Buras (Subprovince 2) 
• Empire (Subprovince 2) 
• Main Pass (Head of Passes) (Subprovince 2) 

These features did not meet the requirements of Sorting Criterion #2: features with 
sufficient science and technology and engineering understanding of processes.  A 
significant uncertainty related to the large-scale excavation of sediments for 
wetland creation, particularly related but not limited to the Mississippi River, is the 
potential limitation of available material.  This limitation relates to, not only the 
volume of material available, but the number of site from which material could 
reasonable be removed, the rate at which the available material may be excavated, 
and the rate at which the material would be replenished.  The current estimate for 
sediment requires for the delivery features listed above is approximately 
900,000,000 cubic yards.  To put this in perspective, 3D model analysis of a 
“Sediment Trap” located in a highly effective site immediately above the Head of 
Passes of the Mississippi River indicates that on average approximately 6,000,000 
cubic yards of sediment would be captured, or replenished, each year.  The 
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potential limitation may also be compounded by the fact that upstream excavation 
may impact the replenishment of downstream borrow sites.  In view of these 
potential limitations the large-scale use of river sediments will need to be a 
programmatic and long-term effort.  The identification of most critical use of the 
available sediment may also need to be considered since commitment of these 
resources at one location has the potential to impact the availability for, or timing 
of, use at another location. 

These features also have significant uncertainties regarding the engineering 
processes used in the restoration feature construction and operation, and/or in the 
hydrologic and ecological changes that would be produced by the restoration 
features.  Pipelines have been used to transport sediment generated by maintenance 
dredging; however, technical information from these operations do not address 
methods required for effective sediment placement for wetland/marsh creation.  
Additional research and process development will be needed in these areas before 
the pipeline projects listed above can be incorporated into restoration efforts for the 
Louisiana coastal area. 

Demonstration projects for pipeline transfer of sediments may be developed and 
implemented under the S&T Program, if pipeline demonstration projects can be 
identified that can provide adequate engineering and environmental information 
needed to initiate the engineering and design of these types of features.  The 
Medium Diversion at Myrtle Grove with Dedicated Dredging and Barataria and 
Terrebonne Barrier-shoreline Restoration features both involve some wetland 
creation with dredged material.  These features and the combinations of restoration 
types they provide will additional technical insight to efficient use of dredged 
material. 

3.2.10 General Response #10 Proposed LCA Funding 

Issue: Comments received from the public, local governments, and interested 
organizations indicated concern that only a limited amount of funding was being 
requested for this effort, considering the size of the task.  Concern was also 
expressed that features would only be implemented based on the availability of 
funds. 

Response: In regards to the availability of funds, availability of federal funding is subject to 
decisions made by Congress in the appropriations process for the federal budget.  
Annual appropriations support effective program management, and responses to 
changing priorities and needs, based on Congressional Authority.  With the initial 
ten-year increment consisting of 15 near-term critical projects; programs for 
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Science and Technology, Demonstration project, Beneficial Use of Dredged 
Material, and Investigations of Modification of Existing Structures; and 6 Large-
scale and Long-range Restoration Concepts, the nearly $2 billion budget is the 
appropriate level of funding for these efforts.  When compared to other large-scale 
Federal restoration programs, this remains a significant amount relative to 
commitment of appropriations.  With the probable level of combined annual 
funding available from the Federal and state cost share sponsors estimated to be 
approximately $200 million this plan represents the reasonable level of restoration 
that could be executed in a 10-year timeframe.  The approach for expediting the 
process, through conditional authorization, for these components of the LCA Plan 
and retaining the standard authorization process for other components allows for 
the appropriation of funding for critical needs but still maintains the Federal system 
for “checks and balances.”  The $2 billion budget is much more manageable under 
this approach than if the entire restoration effort had been funded as a single 
authorization, and is adequate for implementation and management of the LCA 
Plan. 

3.2.11 General Response #11 LCA Plan Restoration Efforts in 
Subprovince 4 

Issue: Members of the public, local government officials and interest groups expressed 
concern that there are not any Near-Term Critical Restoration Features proposed 
for Subprovince 4.  These comments noted that significant shoreline erosion and 
wetlands losses are occurring in this portion of the Louisiana coastal area. 

Response: The Near-Term Critical Restoration Features that have been included in the LCA 
Plan were selected based on the plan formulation process that included 
development of alternative frameworks with compatible plan elements and the 
screening procedures that considered the Sorting and Critical Needs Criteria.  The 
selection process did not include requirements that the plan elements address a 
specified geographic distribution, but administrative guidance for the FY05 budget 
required consideration of a near-term plan that addresses the areas of greatest need.  
The absence of Near-Term Critical Restoration Features for Subprovince 4 reflects 
the geographic distribution of currently identified critical needs in the Louisiana 
coastal area.  The alternative development and selection process included specific 
restoration features in Subprovince 4, but these features did not score as highly to 
qualify as Near-Term Critical Restoration Features as those selected for inclusion 
in the LCA Plan.  The long-term needs of Region 4 include more complex issues 
accompanied by gaps in scientific understanding.  These issues will be addressed 
throughout Plan implementation (the first 10 years) by using demonstration 
projects and adaptive management to design restoration features that are based on 
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the best available science and are more likely to address issues in Subprovince 4 in 
the long-term.  This demonstration project will help develop effective ways to 
protect this public resource in an area recognized as having some of the highest 
erosion along the coast. 

In addition to the Beneficial Use program, other elements of the LCA Plan may 
provide the basis for implementing additional restoration features throughout the 
Louisiana coastal area, including Subprovince 4.  The LCA Plan includes a 
program for investigations of existing structures.  The intent is to begin 
investigations of existing structures (which includes navigation channels) for the 
potential for modification of these structures or their operation for additional 
contribution to ecosystem restoration.  Finally, Chenier Plain Freshwater and 
Sediment Management and Allocation Reassessment Study will evaluate benefits, 
costs, and optimal execution of water and sediment resource management actions 
that could be undertaken within Subprovince 4.  The inclusion of additional 
features in the LCA Plan will be based on the feasibility studies that are conducted 
for the Large-Scale and Long-Term concepts.  The identification of effective and 
efficient management for available water and sediment resources through these 
studies would facilitate the approval and implementation of management actions.  
If the feasibility-level studies indicate that the costs and benefits are favorable and 
that technical and scientific uncertainties can be resolved, additional features will 
be amended to the LCA Plan. 

It should also be noted that the LCA Plan does include proposals for programmatic 
authorizations that may produce specific actions in Subprovince 4 during their 
implementation.  For example, the programmatic authorization request for 
beneficial use dredged materials may result in development and implementation of 
beneficial use actions in each of the subprovinces, because ongoing dredging 
activities will produce material that can be used in this program.  Some comments 
specifically addressed the absence of beneficial use of dredged material from the 
Calcasieu Ship Channel as an element in the LCA Plan.  The plan text has been 
revised to indicate that the proposed Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials program 
will be implemented throughout the Louisiana coastal area, based on the 
availability of dredged material, and the feasibility and potential benefit of 
individual beneficial use projects. 

3.2.12 General Response #12 Hazardous Substances in Beneficial 
Use Materials 

Issue: Some comments expressed a concern regarding the potential environmental 
impacts related to the Beneficial Use program for dredged materials.  Widespread 

Public Comments and Responses 3-405 November 2004 



   

industrial activity and transportation of hazardous materials within the Louisiana 
coastal area may have resulted in significant sediment contamination at numerous 
locations, including waterways that are maintained by dredging operations.  
Industrial discharges, spills, and management and disposal of wastes related to 
energy exploration and production were cited as potential contaminant sources 
that may have impacted sediment quality. 

Response: As part of the assessment of potential impacts to water quality related to placement 
of dredged materials, the USACE has obtained input from EPA and the U.S. 
Geological Survey on expected water quality impacts associated with dredging 
operations and discharge of dredged material.  This review provided an overall 
assessment of the expected effects of dredging on water quality for typical 
beneficial use operations, and these reviews have not identified any unacceptable 
water quality impacts expected from the Beneficial Use program.  Any placement 
of dredged materials by the Beneficial Use program must comply with existing 
laws and regulations that apply to discharges of dredged materials to waters of the 
U.S. or to the marine environment.  If dredged material and sediments beneath 
navigable waters are within the boundaries of a site designated by the EPA or the 
state for a response action under CERCLA, or if they are part of a National Priority 
List site under CERCLA, they will qualify as HTRW and will be treated 
accordingly.  However, dredged material and sediments beneath navigable waters 
that do no qualify as HTRW, as defined in the preceding, will be evaluated for 
suitability for placement in waters of the U.S. in accordance with 404(b)(1) 
guidelines as mandated by  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the water quality 
certification requirements of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 103 of 
the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act, and the operating 
requirements of Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.   

The Clean Water Act 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230) are the environmental 
criteria for evaluating the proposed discharges of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States.  Compliance with these guidelines is the controlling 
factor used by the USACE to determine the environmental acceptability of disposal 
alternatives.  The USACE must demonstrate through completion of a 404 (b)(1) 
evaluation that any proposed discharge of dredged material is in compliance with 
the Guidelines.  Section 4.14 Page 4-81 of the PEIS contains language referencing 
the Evaluation of dredged material proposed for discharge in waters of the U.S. – 
Testing Manual (EPA/USACE, 1998) testing protocols and the USACE’s intention 
to employ these and/or similar guidelines for evaluating the proposed discharges of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the US.  Additional language will be 
incorporated into Section 4.14 of the PEIS to further explain the USACE processes 
for the above. 
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Furthermore, Section 401(b) of the Clean Water Act specifies the guidelines for 
evaluation of dredged material discharges that must be considered under the 
Section 404 permitting process.  The implementing regulations for these guidelines 
are provided in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 230 
(40CFR230).  These guidelines require: 

• Evaluation of the loss of aquatic function and selection of the least 
damaging practicable alternative for discharge, 

• Compliance with legal standards, including the water quality 
certification requirements of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

• Prevention of significant degradation of aquatic ecosystems 
• Use of all practicable means to minimize adverse environmental 

impacts 

Testing requirements for dredged material and evaluation of discharge sites are 
provided in 40CFR230.60 and 230.61.  The procedures and technical guidance for 
tests to evaluate impacts of proposed discharges are specified in Evaluation of 
Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. - Testing Manual, 
U.S. EPA and USACE, 1998, EPA-823B-98-004, and Evaluation of Dredged 
Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal, U.S. EPA Office of Water, EPA-503-8-
91/001 (also known as the “Green Book”).  These test methods include procedures 
for tiered analysis of proposed discharges, starting with an evaluation based on 
existing data and proceeding to more sophisticated analyses as needed to address 
project uncertainties.  Sediment and water quality evaluations required by these 
procedures address water quality impacts, toxicity impacts to bottom-dwelling 
organisms, and bioaccumulation of toxic compounds in bottom-dwelling organisms 
that may have other ecosystem impacts.  Sediment testing, comparison to numerical 
sediment quality standards and comparison to reference sediments for impacts to 
aquatic life may be included in the monitoring requirements for permitted 
discharges. 

As part of the permitting process for proposed discharges, the proposed discharge 
must be certified as complying with state water quality standards as required by 
Section 401(c) of the Clean Water Act.  Test data and projected water quality 
impacts must be compared to adopted state water quality standards, and the state 
certifies, rejects, or places additional requirements for water quality protection on 
proposed discharges.  As part of the permitting process, the USACE is required to 
follow the permitting regulations specified in 33 CFR320-330, including the 
consideration of public interest factors as required by 33 CFR 320.4, such as 
protection of water quality.  In addition to the requirements for characterization of 
site conditions and sediment quality, the permit may include monitoring 
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requirements for assessment of impacts and requirements for mitigation measures 
during and after discharge.   

In addition to the regulatory requirements for permitting, monitoring and mitigation 
specified under the Clean Water Act, the USACE has developed engineering 
practices to ensure the effectiveness and reliability of dredging and discharge 
operations.  These technical requirements include evaluation of the physical, 
chemical and hydrologic suitability of discharge locations and sediment properties 
for proposed discharges.  These requirements are specified in Engineering Manual 
EM 1110-2-5026, Engineering and Design:  Beneficial Use of Dredged Material, 
USACE, 1987. These engineering standards must be followed for the design, 
approval and operation of dredging and discharge operations undertaken by the 
USACE. 
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4.0 NATIONAL TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
COMMENTS 

This section presents comments of the National Technical Review Committee (NTRC), which 
provided external, independent technical review of the LCA Study.  The purpose of the NTRC 
was to ensure quality and credibility of the results of the planning process.  Comments from the 
NTRC follow. 

4.1 SUMMARY COMMENTS 

4.1.1 Science & Technology Appendix Comments 

NTRC-01: The Science Board should not include agency personnel in the capacity of 
representing their agencies, but they could serve as liaisons or ex-officio members.  
Agency scientists should be able to serve as members of the SB based on expertise. 

Response: Agency personnel will be allowed to serve on the SB as technical experts, but will 
not represent agency positions on regulations, policy, or guidance. If information 
on these subjects is needed regarding science issues, the SB will request official 
communication on these issues. 

 

NTRC-02: Members of the NTRC endorse the idea of the formation of ad hoc peer review 
committees but recommend that these committees should be focused and term-
limited. 

Response: Concur.  Formation of ad hoc peer review committees should be limited to a 
specific task and time-period. 

 

NTRC-03: Although funding for the S&TP will come from both State and Federal sources, 
there should be a unified program with funding of scientific studies based on 
identified needs of the LCA program and competitive grants. 

Response: Concur.  The PM already makes decisions for allocation of combined funding to 
program activities, and will continue to do so for the LCA. 

 

NTRC-04: Members of the NTRC support the idea that the S&T office should be housed 
outside of State (e.g., LDNR) and Federal (e.g., COE, USGS) agencies, potentially 
in association with a major research organization. 

Response: Comment noted 
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NTRC-05: Science projects should be interdisciplinary and inter-institutional and should be 
awarded on a competitive basis.  Scientists participating in the science effort should 
be expected to both provide results in a form usable by the LCA team and to 
publish results in peer-reviewed scientific journals.  But there should be a simple 
structure without cumbersome reporting lines and vague responsibilities. 

Response: Comment noted.  Policies will be formulated for all aspects of the S&T program 
after a Director is selected. Funding for S&T research will be awarded in a manner 
consistent with policies set up in the Program.  

 

NTRC-06: The organization and staffing structure of the S & T office should be sufficient to 
manage the workload associated with ongoing and planned LCA activities.   

Response: Comment noted.  
 

NTRC-07: Members of the NTRC support the strategy in the S&T Plan that Information 
Technology (web site, metadata development, QA & QC of data streams from 
individual projects, meeting federal requirements for reporting, etc.) be an 
important component of the S&T office to insure uniformity and communication 
across the entire LCA effort.   

Response: Comment noted. 

 

NTRC-08: The Director of the S&T Office is a key person, who would not only be responsible 
for determining S&T priorities, peer review, contracting and reporting, but must 
also provide leadership for the incorporation of science and technology into the 
adaptively managed LCA program.  Therefore, a broad search should be conducted 
to find the best person available regardless of present institutional affiliation. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 

4.1.2 Recommendations for Comprehensive Planning and 
Adaptive Management 

NTRC-09: The directive to select a few specific projects to be authorized for short-term 
implementation has provided some difficult constraints in developing a 
comprehensive approach to LCA restoration.  Given those constraints, the decision 
process and associated screening criteria represent a reasonable approach to 
identifying near-term critical restoration features that are important elements of a 
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more comprehensive framework, provide learning opportunities consistent with 
adaptive management and could feasibly be completed within 10 years.  However, 
justification for project selection is weak or unclear; the appearance is that some 
projects were chosen for reasons other than those supported by LCA Plan goals and 
then rationalized. 

Response: The explanation of the selection process in the Main Report has been rewritten to 
more fully explain how items were selected.  All potential elements meet program 
objectives. 

 

NTRC-10: Placement of the adaptive management (AM) program discussion in the S&T 
appendix suggests a reduced level of importance of this key element of the LCA 
Study.  It is recommended that the discussion of the AM program management 
should be removed from Appendix A (S&T office) and fully integrated in the Main 
Report. 

Response: The Main Report presents the Plan in a succinct manner while emphasizing the 
AEAM will be an integral component for effective program management.  Details 
are presented in the Appendices. 

 

NTRC-11: A concise (but sufficiently detailed) description of overall decision support system 
needs to be the first section of the main report and explained in a way that makes 
AM the centerpiece of that decision support system. 

Response: The Main Report has been revised to provide a more complete description of the 
role and functions of the decision support system for implementation of the LCA.  
This information is included in the sections that detail program management, so 
that an introduction and statement of the problem can be explained at the beginning 
of the report.  

 

NTRC-12: The discussion of the decision support system in the main report should make clear 
that it would be developed to explicitly identify constraints and tradeoffs among 
new projects, existing and backlogged projects and other planning and regulatory 
decisions made that affect the flow of service from the working coast. 

Response: The role of the decision support system in program management has been clarified 
in the Main Report.  
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NTRC-13: The main report should clarify that the decision support for the LCA will be 
accomplished through the development of the “systems synthesis model” (there is a 
discussion of such a model in the S&T draft).  The basic features of that model, its 
utilization and its improvement through time should be described in the main 
report. 

Response: Concur.  The text has been revised to explain the use of the systems synthesis 
model to support decision making.  

 

NTRC-14: A system syntheses modeling and planning “center of expertise” should be housed 
within the program management office, while the responsibility for model 
development should be in the office of the S&T.  There should be a system 
synthesis capability located at the interface with decision making, although there is 
some reference to that concept in the S&T appendix. 

Response: PM is not an office it is a function.  Each element of the LCA team supports PM.  
The S&T Office would develop, maintain and manage the model and PET would 
use and provide feedback for model refinement.  

 

NTRC-15: The term “Adaptive Management” is insufficiently explained, is at times 
misleading, and AM discussion text should be edited to remedy these deficiencies. 

Response: The Report has been amended for clarity regarding adaptive management.  

 

NTRC-16: The report should define the term “best science” in the context of the AM 
framework and the modeling required to build a better decision support system 
over time. 

Response: The appendix has been revised to clarify that determinations of  “Best science” will 
be made using evidence-based approaches that consider uncertainties, sensitivities 
and importance of information in decisions made for the Program.  

 

NTRC-17: The text should be carefully edited to clarify the roles for monitoring in an AM 
planning framework, and within the S&T program. 
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Response: The role of monitoring in adaptive management is clearly defined in Appendix A. 
Coast wide monitoring efforts are currently underway.  Additional monitoring 
needs identified by the Program will be coordinated with ongoing efforts.  

 

NTRC-18: The LCA Team needs to develop a comprehensive plan that establishes a planning 
framework suited to the spatial and temporal scales of the LCA program, including 
internal guidance for future system-scale studies  

Response: Comment noted. Comprehensive planning will be addressed in the Master Program 
Management Plan, which will be developed following Congressional approval of 
the LCA TSP.  

 

4.1.3 Near Term and Demonstration Projects 

NTRC-19: The case for the MRGO environmental restoration features is considerably 
weakened by the failure of the Report to address in a forthright way the decision 
process and timeframe in which the future of the MRGO will be determined.  This 
leads, with some justification, to the suspicion that stabilization of the existing land 
features, at a minimum puts off decisions regarding the fate of MRGO.  The final 
Report should clearly indicate how undertaking these features will factor into 
decisions on the use of MRGO for navigation and the long-term management 
options for the channel and associated dredged material banks. 

Response: The report has been revised to reflect these concerns.  

 

NTRC-20: It should be demonstrated that the Hope Canal diversion will deliver enough 
sediment or promote productivity yielding habitat that dries periodically.  A long-
term management plan for the swamp should be developed in conjunction with the 
project. 

Response: Concur.  The project specific feasibility-level document will fully develop the 
design, monitoring, operation, and management of this feature.  

 

NTRC-21: The plan for the Barataria Basin barrier shoreline restoration, including Caminada 
Headland and Shell Island reaches, as proposed will require maintenance in 
perpetuity; while this may be an acceptable option, the need for perpetual 
maintenance should be acknowledged and innovative methods should be developed 
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to control costs of ongoing maintenance.  These features call for pumping of 
sediment “from interior open-water sites” (page MR-167).  The NTRC 
recommends that the plan carefully considers how removal of sediment from 
interior open-water sites will impact interior marshes, because this process could 
accelerate interior land loss and/or decrease habitat value. 

Response: The report has been revised to reflect utilization of resources from outside the 
system.  

 

NTRC-22: The proposed Bayou Lafourche feature represents a good example of leveraging 
efforts under CWPPRA to advance the goals of the LCA Ecosystem Restoration 
Study.  However, several key components of the feature are omitted and, therefore 
make assessment more difficult.  The narrative should include information about 
the proposed quantity of water that constitutes a “small” reintroduction.  It should 
also discuss how the added water volumes will be handled.  The project should 
include more detailed discussion about how benefits were calculated.  There should 
be additional information to comprehensively assess the effectiveness of this 
proposed feature. 

Response: Concur. The Main Report has been revised to provide additional information on the 
basis for the size category determinations for diversion features, water management 
procedures and benefit calculation methods.  

 

NTRC-23: This Myrtle Grove project offers excellent opportunities for both significant 
benefits to Subprovince 2 and learning how to manage dredged material and river 
diversions in tandem.  This project should be integrated with the Davis Pond and 
Bayou Lafourche projects. 

Response: Concur.  Analyses would be performed to determine the optimum size and location 
of each feature and then separate decision documents will be prepared for each 
project. The cumulative effects will be considered and evaluated in the design and 
operation of these features.  

 

4.1.4 Science and Technology Program Demonstration Projects 

NTRC-24: This is a very important component of the LCA Plan because it provides the 
opportunity for large-scale experiments to rapidly improve learning in an adaptive 
management context.  The challenge, however, is to provide sufficient flexibility to 
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pursue strategic challenges and substitute different objectives in order to reduce 
uncertainty. 

Response: Comment noted.  

 

NTRC-25: The marsh restoration and/or creation using saline sediments project needs to be 
reconsidered and revised. 

Response: Descriptions of all demonstration projects have been revised.  However, all are 
presented as examples. The S&T Program will determine the final selection of 
Demonstration Projects.  

 

NTRC-26: NTRC members support the proposed land bridge restoration project using long-
distance conveyance of sediments but the specific location to demonstrate this 
technology should be justified. 

Response: Specific locations have been removed from the descriptions of the types of 
demonstration projects. The S&T Program will determine the location of 
Demonstration Projects.  

 

NTRC-27: The pipeline canal restoration project needs to be revised to take advantage of and 
build upon past work on backfilling of pipeline canals.   

Response: See response to comment NTRC-25.  

 

NTRC-28: The shoreline erosion prevention project should be integrated with other planned 
projects that require use of shoreline armoring. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-25.  

 

NTRC-29: For the barrier island restoration project, it has not been demonstrated that a full-
scale demonstration project is required to reduce key uncertainties. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-25.  
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4.1.5 Programmatic Authorities 

NTRC-30: Members of the NTRC strongly support the proposed use of programmatic 
authority to support beneficial use of dredged material and modifications of 
existing structures. 

Response: Comment noted.  

 

4.1.6 Large-scale and Long-term Concepts Requiring Detailed 
Study 

NTRC-31: NTRC members want to again emphasize that future efforts need to continuously 
evaluate and update projects that fall into the category of long-term and large-scale. 

Response: Text has been added to discuss the Large-Scale and Long-Term Concepts 
Requiring Detailed Study.  

 

NTRC-32: Uncertainties should be clearly identified in each of the large-scale and long-term 
projects so that direction and guidelines can be developed to move them forward 
within the planning process.  Consideration needs to be given to the relationships 
between the proposed large-scale and long-term projects and smaller scale and 
shorter-term projects that are planned and implemented. 

Response: Text has been added to discuss the Large-Scale and Long-Term Concepts 
Requiring Detailed Study.  Some projects (i.e. Northern Barataria Basin, California 
Bay Diversion, Fort Jackson Diversion) have been deferred pending resolution of 
large-scale and long-term concepts requiring additional studies.  

 

NTRC-33: A significant concern, expressed initially at the April, 2004 NTRC Meeting, is 
whether these potentially important components of the comprehensive restoration 
plan will disappear from the radar screen altogether.  In short, it is not clear how 
momentum will be generated to keep the long-term studies alive as viable options, 
and we specifically recommend that this be addressed more fully in the LCA Plan 
Implementation. 

Response: The Large-Scale and Long-Term Concepts Requiring Detailed Study are included 
in the recommendation.  If the studies determine that the concepts are viable, they 
may be used to develop specific projects.  
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NTRC-34: The Mississippi River Hydrodynamic Model should be entitled Mississippi and 
Atchafalaya Rivers Hydrodynamic and Sediment Impact Assessment Model and 
appropriate changes made in the report. 

Response: The Atchafalaya and Mississippi Rivers are located in the area encompassed by the 
Mississippi River Hydrodynamic Model.  Descriptions of all long-term large-scale 
studies have been revised.  

 

NTRC-35: Members again want to recommend that the plan for the Chenier Plain must be 
elevated to the status of the other three subprovinces in terms of innovation, 
commitment and approach and that planning needs to shift from a primary 
emphasis on water management to projects that take advantage of nearshore 
sediments and natural dispersal processes to reverse the pattern of wetland loss. 

Response: The Cheiner Plain Freshwater and Sediment Management and Allocation Study 
will provide the background information needed to develop the best plan for 
restoration of subprovince four.  

 

NTRC-36: NTRC members recommend that it should be demonstrated that the Acadiana Bay 
project does not alter hydrology in this area in a way that has a negative impact on 
delta growth. 

Response: Comment noted.  

 

4.2 DETAILED COMMENTS 

4.2.1 Science and Technology Program 

NTRC-37: NTRC members strongly support the establishment of a Science Board (SB) to 
review and comment upon the study, selection, sequence, and operation of 
restoration projects, the criteria used to select, sequence and operate projects, the 
comprehensive restoration plan, and the extent to which project construction and 
operations comply with the goals of the comprehensive restoration plan. 

Response: Comment noted.  
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NTRC-38: This SB should include nationally recognized experts such as biologists, geologists, 
hydrologists, engineers, river geomorphologists and other recognized experts in 
coastal and riverine ecosystem restoration.  The SB should not include agency 
personnel in the capacity of representing their agencies, but agency representatives 
can serve as liaisons or ex-officio members.  Agency scientists should be able to 
serve as members of the SB based solely on expertise. 

Response: The SB would include a wide range of technical experts. See response to comment 
NTRC-01 for additional information on SB member roles.  

 

NTRC-39: NTRC members endorse the idea of the formation of ad hoc peer review 
committees but recommend that these committees should be focused and term-
limited. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-02.  

 

NTRC-40: Although funding for the S&TP will come from both State and Federal sources, 
there should be a unified program with funding of scientific studies based on 
identified needs of the LCA program and competitive grants. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-03 and NTRC-05.  

 

NTRC-41: It is a premise that throughout the LCA program, adaptive management should be 
an integral part of the entire LCA program and not just the S&T. 

Response:  Concur.  

 

NTRC-42: NTRC members support the idea that the S&T office should be housed outside of 
State (e.g., LDNR) and Federal (e.g., COE, USGS) agencies at a major university 
or research organization. This would give the science effort a strong degree of 
independence while still being strongly collaborative and responsive to (but not 
subservient to) Federal and State agencies.  Even though the Science Office will be 
in a single location, it should be a consortium that incorporates the expertise of the 
entire scientific research community.  Science projects should be interdisciplinary 
and inter-institutional and should be awarded on a competitive basis.  Scientists 
participating in the science effort should be expected to both provide results in a 
form usable by the LCA team and to publish results in peer-reviewed scientific 
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journals. But there should be a simple structure without cumbersome reporting 
lines and vague responsibilities. 

Response: See responses to comments NTRC-04 and NTRC-5.  

 

NTRC-43: There is concern among committee members that the organizational and staffing 
structure of the S&T office will not be adequate to manage the work load 
associated with ongoing and planned LCA activities.  In particular, there is concern 
that there has not been a detailed discussion that identifies the range of tasks that 
would be assigned to the S & T office.  For example, there is likely to be a need for 
staff to serve as liaisons between the S&T office and individual LCA projects.  
Experience among NTRC members suggests that several individuals, perhaps at the 
MS or Ph.D. level, will be required to handle these tasks efficiently and the number 
of individuals that will be required will increase as more and more LCA activities 
are initiated.  Information Technology (web site, metadata development, QA & QC 
of data streams from individual projects, meeting federal requirements for 
reporting, etc.) should also be an important component of the S&T office to insure 
uniformity and communication across the entire LCA effort.  This aspect of the 
S&T office needs to be discussed and appropriate planning developed to meet 
staffing needs.  There may be other staffing needs that are not addressed in this 
commentary.  The point to be made is that the S&T office needs to be designed and 
staffed to meet the needs of the LCA.  NTRC committee members are concerned 
that the current concept of the office may under-appreciate its importance. 

Response: Concur that staffing needs to be appropriate to the work requirements, but the plan 
does not specify staffing requirements in detail as future needs for the program are 
unforeseeable.  

 

NTRC-44: The Director of the S&T Office is a key person, who would not only be responsible 
for determining S&T priorities, peer review, contracting and reporting, but must 
also provide leadership for the incorporation of science and technology into the 
adaptively managed LCA program.  Extraordinary skills, knowledge and 
experience will be required.  Consequently, a broad search should be conducted to 
find the best person available regardless of present institutional affiliation. 

Response: Comment noted.  
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4.2.2 Adaptive Management and the Comprehensive Plan  

4.2.2.1 Emphasize Adaptive Management in the Main Report  

NTRC-45: In systems scale decision-making – such as that of the LCA - adaptive management 
is not separate from the overall decision-making process.  It is different from 
traditional decision making in that the component parts (projects) will likely change 
over time; there may be greater engineering, scientific, political and other 
uncertainties; and total system costs may change rapidly and be highly speculative 
in the long-term.  Thus there is a need for the incremental, experimental, learning 
approach of adaptive management.  At the system scale adaptive management is 
not limited to post-construction monitoring and correcting project results, but 
includes the full range of decision making, from planning through operations, 
potentially over many years and iterations of decision making.  It cannot be isolated 
in a single paragraph or appendix – it is the entire process over time.  It cannot be 
limited to a percentage of a construction budget – it requires the entire budget. 

Response: The LCA Study recognizes the importance of AEAM and appropriate funding 
would be provided to satisfy program objectives.   

 

NTRC-46: Therefore the placement of the adaptive management (AM) program discussion in 
the S&T appendix and then placing the AM program management solely in S&T 
Office needs to be revisited.  More specifically, the blocks of text in 3.3.4, 2.1.1.2 
and 3.3.1.1 (as well as some other text in the S&T appendix) needs to be brought 
forward to organize the presentation of the main report and to provide justification 
for the chosen near-term projects, the demonstration projects (the need for the 
knowledge they are expected to provide), the request for a programmatic authority, 
and the logic for the S&T program. In fact an S&T program cannot be justified 
except by making the case in the main report for organizing the whole of the LCA 
around an AM (continuing planning) process.  

Response: See response to comment NTSC-10.  

 

NTRC-47: Some edits and ideas to consider when moving this text into the main report are 
suggested by the following recommendations with the associated comments: 

A concise (but sufficiently detailed) description of overall decision support system 
needs to be in the first section of the main report and explained in a way that makes 
AM the centerpiece of that decision support system. The decision support system is 
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the set of models that inform decision makers’ choices on the design and 
implementation of a sequence of LCA projects in the face of technical, value and 
budgetary uncertainty. At the same time there needs to be a systematic means for 
reducing uncertainty over time, with the goal of improving the models that support 
future project planning and decision-making (see below). 

The discussion of the decision support system in the main report should make clear 
that it would be developed to explicitly identify constraints and tradeoffs among 
new projects, existing and backlogged projects and other planning and regulatory 
decisions made that affect the flow of service from the working coast.  Over time 
the scope and scale of the planning effort is to support informed decision making in 
recognition of the interdependencies among actions and the tradeoffs in outcomes 
affecting the recreational and commercial uses of the working coast.  This is an 
analysis as well as a policy making challenge that must be acknowledged but the 
discussion of “consistency” in the current S&T plan is both inadequate to make this 
important point and is misplaced in the S&T appendix. 

The main report should clarify that the decision support for the LCA will be 
accomplished through the development of the “systems synthesis model” (there is a 
discussion of such a model in the S&T draft). The basic features of that model, its 
utilization and its improvement through time should be described in the main 
report.  A systems synthesis model should have the following features:   

• Be able to rapidly simulate (predict) multiple outcomes of various 
combinations of alternatives. 

• Because decision-making is expected to be a collaborative process, the 
desired contribution of the systems synthesis model to decision support 
requires that the assumptions, computational techniques, and the logic 
underlying model results are transparent to all relevant decision makers. 

• Be at a different resolution than some existing models, but draw upon those 
models for its construction. In this sense the system-synthesis model cannot 
be built from the bottom up, but instead must be conceptualized and 
constructed “top-down.” 

• Be simple but not simplistic. By this is meant the system-synthesis model is 
for informing choices about general project, design, location and operations 
in relation to the goals and constraints of the LCA. This is not the model for 
day-to-day project operational decision-making or for making refinements 
in project design, and does not require the precision required for models 
with that intended use.   

Public Comments and Responses 4-13 November 2004 



   

• Help identify and prioritize key scientific uncertainties and policy 
ambiguities in order to inform the design of demonstration projects and 
experiments that can help reduce uncertainties over time (see AM 
discussions below). In turn, the systems synthesis modeling team must have 
a clear process and capability to use what is learned in order to make model 
improvements over time.  

Response: See responses to comments NTRC-12 and NTRC-13.  

 

NTRC-48: The model must be empirical, but where there are significant uncertainties in data 
or in relationships among variables in the model, best professional judgment or 
literature values may need to be employed. The representation of such judgments in 
a “Bayesian” framework would allow the model to be solved, the propagation of 
the uncertainty into the model prediction represented, and critical uncertainties 
identified as a way to target the adaptive management studies for model 
improvement for the next round of decision support. If a Bayesian approach is not 
adopted there should at least be attention paid to careful sensitivity analysis on 
those parameters and data sources characterized by high levels of uncertainty. 

Response: The report has been clarified to ensure that systematic, rational decision making 
processes and modeling approaches are incorporated in the program. 

 

NTRC-49: A system syntheses modeling and planning “center of expertise” should be housed 
outside the S&T office in association with program management, while the 
responsibility for model development could be in the office of the S&T. There is a 
system synthesis modeling located at the interface of decision making although 
there is some reference to that concept in the S&T appendix. Include a dedicated 
budget and staff for the development and utilization of the system synthesis model. 
This is missing and the budget process seems to be driven by project specific 
budget accounts. (Note that the existing budget includes no such support).  Page 29 
in the S&T draft - the discussion of decision support - is really about education and 
outreach. This is not a clear depiction of the idea of empowered decision-making 
the locus of choice the integrative role of the model as negotiation facilitator. 

Response: See response to NTRC-14.  Budgets for the S&T Program are not specified in 
detail because of the need for flexibility.  Budgets for other program elements are 
prepared year-to-year to execute the program. 
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NTRC-50: The term “Adaptive Management” is insufficiently explained, is at times 
misleading, and AM discussion text should be edited to remedy these deficiencies.  
In the end AM is about learning, perhaps more than it is about adjusting a given 
project operation to meet a goal.  Monitoring to see if a project “worked” is of no 
value unless there is a capacity to learn why it did or did not work.  This logic for 
AM is missed in most places.  AM is weakly defined in the text (for example, at 
page A3).  The way it is described sounds like passive AM and is individual project 
focused. ( See page A7 for another example).  The cited AM literature is quite thin 
(I see only one reference).  If only one reference is to be used one of the best is 
Anderson, J.L., Hilborn, R.W., Lackey, R.T., and Ludwig, D., Watershed 
restoration: Adaptive decision making in the face of uncertainty, in Strategies for 
Restoring River Ecosystems:  Sources of Variability, Wissmar, R.C. and Bisson, 
P.A., Eds., American Fisheries Societies, Bethesda, MD, 2003. (A copy can be 
provided if necessary).  Be clear that AM is about hypotheses testing for model 
improvement (more below).  The discussion at 2.1.1.4 seems to miss the 
contribution of post-implementation monitoring to model improvement and seems 
to be about managing a specific project.  There is a throw away paragraph at the 
end of the section that seems to acknowledge the importance of AM for model 
improvement, but it is not adequately emphasized. 

Response: Concur.  See responses to comments NTRC-10, NTRC-11 and NTRC-15. 

 

NTRC-51: The report should define the term “best science” in the context of the AM 
framework and the modeling required to build a better decision support system 
over time.  The frequent reference to “best” science in the LCA report should be 
defined in terms of the process of knowledge creation over time and not (as is 
implied by the text ) a set of “facts” taken from recognized experts.  (See page A3 
for example of this problem and as another example see page A5).  In this regard, 
the report should distinguish clearly between science and modeling as a way to 
organize the logic of the S&T program and relate project selection to the AM 
concept.  Science is the process of continuing inquiry organized around hypotheses 
testing.  Modeling is the (usually) mathematical representation of a system using a 
set of assumptions about the relationships among variables of interest.  
Assumptions used in model construction are taken from accumulated hypotheses 
testing (conventional wisdom), specifically tested hypotheses or best professional 
judgment (BPJ).  Decisions to pursue some actions must be made based on models, 
but there is a need to continually apply science as a process in order to examine the 
conventional knowledge and BPJ with tested hypotheses on the most critical model 
parameters. It is with this understanding that AM can be defined as part of the 
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science needed to build better decision models.  Learning while doing is what it 
means to bring science to the LCA, and AM is a central part of that learning. AM is 
not all there is to the learning (the S&T program is more than AM) and other forms 
of experimentation and literature syntheses are all a part of building better 
representations of the system (models) to support future rounds of decision making.  
It follows that the priorities for the S&T program must be set over time to serve the 
needs for reducing critical model uncertainties. The limited funds available for the 
S&T program must be prioritized in light of the decision support model needs. 

Response: Concur.  See response to comment NTRC-16.   

 

NTRC-52: The text should be carefully edited to clarify the roles for monitoring in an AM 
planning framework, and within the S&T program.  There are two roles for 
monitoring.  Monitoring to measure goal achievement and monitoring to learn 
should be distinguished (page A27).  Throughout the text the monitoring discussion 
is decoupled from modeling and learning (see page A3 and other places.)  As a 
stark example, on page A6 how can components 1, 2, 3 and 5 be defined without 
reference to 4 (modeling needs)?  On page A9 how can data gaps be defined if 
there is no model to organize the data needs and priorities?  The discussion of the 
report card to measure success, described in the S&T draft, needs far more thought.  
First, the question for reporting is whether the report card for success is based on 
before and after, or with and without, baseline for defining success.  This is not 
even addressed.  Second, there is no recognition that there can be monitoring is a 
sampling problem and there are multiple sources for possible measurement 
uncertainty.  There is a need to accommodate and recognize such uncertainty in any 
report card exercise. 

Response: Concur.  See response to comment NTRC-17.  See additional discussion in 
Appendix C – HYDRODYNAMIC AND ECOLOGICAL MODELING.  

 

4.2.2.2 Need for a New Conception of a Comprehensive Plan 

NTRC-53: The LCA team process should be guided by a comprehensive plan that establishes a 
planning framework suited to the spatial and temporal scales of the LCA program.  
Such a plan is not a list of projects and is not only by or for the Corps.  Instead the 
plan is a set of operational and measurable decision rules, performance standards 
and analytical processes that govern all public investment and regulatory decisions 
that affect the water and related land resources of coastal Louisiana.  Such 
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decisions extend beyond direct water resources programs and include programs 
such as transportation investment planning, agricultural policies, and local zoning.  
The Corps would cooperate in the development of the plan.  A comprehensive plan 
precedes and is used to evaluate individual projects and regulatory decisions by the 
Corps and all other entities.  The LCA team is operating in a policy and planning 
vacuum.  The lack of practical guidance for system-scale studies continues to 
bedevil the LCA Study.  

This problem is not unique to the LCA but is nationwide, and is further aggravated 
within the Corps by a variety of Corps-specific requirements such as: 

Limits on monitoring and adaptive management (percent of construction costs) 
where adaptive management is actually the full iterative decision making process 
over a period of many years, as is the case for the LCA. 

The need to identify and reach project close out, which does not yet appear to be a 
major problem for the LCA but will become more important as project construction 
gets underway. 

The need for a definitive “total project cost”, driven by the traditional needs of both 
the authorization and appropriations processes. 

The need to conduct an incremental cost analysis to determine project priorities.  
Such analyses are useful at the project scale.  However, such analyses may not 
make as much sense at the systems scale where making investments based on 
incremental costs and benefits may be trumped by, for example: (1) the need to fix 
truly critical problems first (2) issues of construction sequencing, (3) political 
equity among jurisdictions (among the four LCA subprovinces, for example), and 
(4) functional dependencies among projects. 

Response: Noted.  These issues address Congressional and Administration policy and 
guidance changes that are not within the authority of the USACE.  See response to 
comment NTRC-18.  

 

4.2.2.3 The LCA Team should develop its own internal guidance for 
future system-scale studies such as the LCA, addressing such 
issues as: 

NTRC-54: Corps system studies should be consistent with the comprehensive plan as 
described above.  
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Response: See response to comment NTRC-18.   

 

NTRC-55: The need to consider relevant projects, programs and actions by all stakeholders 
throughout the system, including other Federal, State and local agencies, NGOs and 
private interests (including the oil industry in the case of the LCA). 

Response: The relationships between these activities and organizations are explained in the 
discussion of consistency and coordination between development and coastal 
restoration and protection efforts in section 4 of the main report.  

 

NTRC-56: The need to consider all types of agency programs, including planning, design, 
construction, operations, regulatory and grant programs. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-55. 

 

NTRC-57: System-scale analytical requirements, such as alternative evaluation paradigms 
(with-and-without, before-and-after, gap analysis), scenario analysis, and premise 
set analysis. 

Response: These elements of the LCA Plan will be addressed by the PM, with technical 
advice provided by the S&T Office.  

 

NTRC-58: Clear links among decisions to be made, tools to be used to assist decision making, 
and data to be collected to support decisions. 

Response: Responsibilities and organizational structure for these functions are described in the 
discussion of the S&T Office in section 4 of the Main Report as well as in 
Appendix A – SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 

 

NTRC-59: System-scale technological support, including decision-support models that can 
trace effects of actions throughout the system. 

Response: These issues are described in detail in Appendix A.  

Public Comments and Responses 4-18 November 2004 



   

 

NTRC-60: Common metrics, including dollar values, which can be used for system-wide 
comparisons across individual projects, and across systems nationwide. 

Response: These measurement requirements will be developed by the S&T Office.  

 

NTRC-61: The basis for justification beyond National Economic Development (NED), to 
include environmental quality and social well being. 

Response: Specific approaches to these issues will be developed by the S&T Office.  In 
addition, these areas of concern will be addressed in project-specific NEPA 
compliance efforts.  

 

NTRC-62: Authorization language models, including programmatic authorizations, critical 
projects, etc. 

Response: These program elements are under consideration and discussion with the state.   

 

NTRC-63: Federal coordination, including a requirement for a Federal Principals Groups 
meeting regularly to resolve interagency issues. 

Response: These functions would be by the LCA Task Force, as described in the discussion of 
Plan Management in Section 4.   

 

NTRC-64: Peer support and review, including use of NTRC-like groups throughout the course 
of decision-making.  

Response: Peer review processes and requirements are described in detail in Appendix A, and 
are also to be used to support the Program Execution Team.  
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4.2.3 Near-term Critical Restoration Features 

NTRC-65: The directive to select a few specific projects to be authorized for short-term 
implementation has provided some difficult constraints in developing a 
comprehensive approach to LCA restoration.  Given those constraints, the decision 
process and associated screening criteria represent a reasonable approach to 
identifying near-term critical restoration features that are important elements of a 
more comprehensive framework, provide learning opportunities consistent with 
adaptive management and could feasibly be completed within ten years. 

Response: Comment noted.  

 

NTRC-66: Information in the Main Report does not adequately describe projects to support 
decision-making without prior knowledge or access to references.  In addition, 
justification for project selection is weak or unclear; the appearance is that some 
projects were chosen for reasons other than those supported by LCA Plan goals and 
then rationalized.   

Response: Concur.  The descriptions of features and the explanation of the plan formulation 
process have been revised.  

 

NTRC-67: The goals and objectives of the LCA Plan seem to wander between land gain (for 
example, the beneficial use of dredged material is justified by land gain) and 
increased AAHUs (most projects are justified by increased AAHUs), with 
protection of infrastructure or protection of existing wetlands often mentioned.  
None of the putative benefits appear to be measurable in a repeatable manner (that 
is, success cannot be clearly measured).  This is a major problem with the LCA 
Plan, in that it indicates a lack of clear direction.  Also, suggesting cost per AAHU 
(“an average annualized cost of $2,600 per unit provided,” page viii) when AAHU 
cannot be consistently measured is misleading.  Lastly, it is difficult to see how the 
projects fit within a comprehensive plan (i.e., how do the projects relate to one 
another).  

Response: The basis for project selection has been revised through clarification of the plan 
formulation process, including the critical needs criteria, rules for project 
sequencing, and the resource and implementation constraints and assumptions that 
were used in plan formulation.  
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4.2.3.1 Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet (MRGO) environmental 
restoration features 

NTRC-68: This restoration feature has received the most public criticism of the five proposed 
for near-term implementation.  There is broad concern that the MRGO has been 
and continues to be environmentally harmful and its maintenance and use for deep-
draft navigation should be discontinued.  On the other hand, the case is made in the 
LCA Main Report that these features meet the screening criteria, specifically 
because this project was included in the selected Subprovince 1 framework and 
aims to prevent significant wetland loss that is imminently at risk.   

The case for the MRGO environmental restoration features is considerably 
weakened by the failure of the Report to address in a forthright way the decision 
process and timeframe in which the future of the MRGO will be determined.  This 
leads, with some justification, to the suspicion that stabilization of the existing land 
features, at a minimum puts off decisions regarding the fate of MRGO.  The 
descriptions on pages MR 161-163 should include statements on how undertaking 
these features will factor into decisions on the use of MRGO for navigation and the 
long-term management options for the channel and associated dredged material 
banks.  The brief statement in Section 1.6.2.3 that the Corps is undertaking a study 
to consider management options is inadequate and too far removed from the 
discussion of the proposed restoration features to be useful. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-19.  

 

4.2.3.2 Small Diversion at Hope Canal 

NTRC-69: Regeneration of cypress-tupelo forests generally requires periodic flooding and dry 
down and without dry down the forest is ultimately doomed.  While freshwater 
diversion may increase productivity, there is a need to demonstrate that 
productivity and mineral sediment addition will increase sufficiently to increase (or 
stabilize) elevations.  Unless it can be demonstrated that the diversion will deliver 
enough sediment or promote productivity yielding habitat that dries periodically, 
the project should reexamined.  A long-term management plan for the swamp 
should be developed in conjunction with the project.  The plan suggests that 36,000 
acres of swamp will be “enhanced,” but enhancement is not defined.  Cost per 
AAHU is $8,239, three times higher than the average claimed in the report’s 
introduction, and the high cost needs to be justified.  
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Response: The overall setting, ecosystem dynamics and specific operational parameters and 
requirements for each restoration feature will be evaluated and developed through 
the detailed analyses necessary to prepare feasibility-level decision documents for 
each project.  All benefit analyses results presented in the draft report have been 
verified and revised, where necessary.  

 

4.2.3.3 Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration: Caminada 
Headland and Shell Island Reaches 

NTRC-70: These two features are united by virtue of serving the common objective of 
preserving the physical integrity of the lower boundary of the Barataria Basin.  In 
that sense they are an integral part of the restoration framework for Subprovince 2.  
The physical boundary along the Caminada Headland is less immediately 
threatened than along the Shell Island reaches, which are already largely breached.  
In that sense it is less immediately critical from the basin perspective.  On the other 
hand, it is argued that restoration of the Caminada Headland is a near-term critical 
priority because important habitats (maritime forests, black mangroves) and the 
land bridge leading to Caminada Pass are threatened.  Furthermore, the existing 
technology and operational capabilities allow this project to be implemented within 
ten years, thereby meeting a key sorting criterion.  The Shell Island reaches 
restoration involves strengthening remnant barriers and also reconstituting them 
using structures to contain sediment fill.   

These two features show that both ecological restoration and infrastructure 
protection can be simultaneously achieved; this point should be emphasized.  The 
project as proposed will require maintenance in perpetuity; while this may be an 
acceptable option, the need for perpetual maintenance should be acknowledged and 
innovative methods should be developed to control costs of ongoing maintenance.  
Among these innovative methods, there may be opportunities to develop and apply 
dredging technologies that rely on alternative energy sources (e.g., this may be an 
opportunity for fuel-cell power plants).  The plan claims that this work may restore 
the oyster fishery in Bastian Bay, but if so it should be recognized that if the oyster 
fishery is restored its presence may limit future coastal restoration options.  The 
plan calls for pumping of sediment “from interior open-water sites” (page MR-
167); it is not known how removal of sediment from interior open-water sites will 
impact interior marshes, but it seems likely that this process could accelerate 
interior land loss and/or decrease habitat value (and AAHUs) of interior open-water 
sites and associated marshes.  Shoreline armoring of some kind likely will be 
required, and the project’s flexibility in using different approaches to armoring 
(rather than relying on rip rap) will contribute to a better understanding of cost 
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effective methods of armoring.  The annualized cost per HU is $17,901, 6.8 times 
higher than the average claimed in the report’s introduction, and the high cost 
needs to be justified. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-21.  Specific alternatives for feature elements, 
such as different approaches to shoreline armoring, will be evaluated during the 
studies needed to produce feasibility-level decision documents.  All benefit 
analyses results presented in the draft report have been verified and revised, where 
necessary.  

 

4.2.3.4 Small Bayou Lafourche Reintroduction 

NTRC-71: The proposed Bayou Lafourche feature represents a good example of leveraging 
efforts under CWPPRA to advance the goals of the LCA Ecosystem Restoration 
Study.  However, several key components of the feature are omitted and, therefore 
make assessment more difficult.  The narrative lacks information about the 
proposed quantity of water that constitutes what a “small” reintroduction 
represents.  It is also uncertain where water will be distributed from the bayou and, 
therefore the transport distance for sediments.  Velocities necessary to transport 
sediments are not described.  No plan for maintenance dredging of the channel is 
described or accounted for in the budget. 

There is no information about how the added water volumes will be handled.  If the 
feature will rely on existing channel geometry, then the feature would likely cause 
flooding to nearby infrastructure unless very small reintroductions are provided.  If 
the plan is to deepen the channel to increase capacity, then questions about 
potential sediment quality removed from the channel and disposal should be 
addressed.  It is also possible that deepening the channel could induce saltwater 
intrusion farther upstream and create other problems.  The document states that just 
the opposite will occur and those saltwater levels will be reduced upstream.  This 
prediction seems to be based on the increased velocities anticipated by the 
reintroduction, but no information on velocities is provided. 

There are also several concerns about the assumed benefits of the feature.  Stating 
that the sediments will sustain about 5,250 acres of brackish marsh seems very 
optimistic since it is based on the assumption that 100% of the clay sediments 
would be retained uniformly across the marsh surface.  It is very unlikely that 
transport will be that efficient.  A similar concern is expressed for the assumption 
that 100% of the nitrogen could also be transferred to marsh environments and 
double marsh biomass, both seem very optimistic. 
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Although there is limited information to comprehensively assess the effectiveness 
of this proposed feature, the general plan appears to have potentially substantial 
merit and should be carefully pursued because it would lead to understanding of 
options for the use of Bayou Lafourche as a conduit of river water and supplying 
freshwater into an area with no other sources.  Issues about the volumes of 
sediments that will effectively reach adjacent marshes should be more accurately 
calculated and anticipated nitrate levels within the reintroduced water and the effect 
nitrates will have on biomass production should be determined.  This information 
and other lessons learned from this project could also be relevant for other potential 
features and could therefore also provide additional benefits.   

Response: See response to comment NTRC-22.   

 

4.2.3.5 Medium Diversion with Dedicated Dredging at Myrtle Grove 

NTRC-72: This feature offers excellent opportunities for both significant benefits to 
Subprovince 2 and learning how to manage dredged material and river diversions 
in tandem.  The potential for experimental approaches and small-scale, pilot 
subprojects is great and should be maximally exploited.  Building on the ongoing 
CWPPRA feasibility study affords a “value added” opportunity for the LCA Plan 
rather than starting from scratch.  Integration of this diversion with the Davis Pond 
reintroduction and, potentially, the small reintroduction through Bayou Lafourche 
can be accomplished using existing and evolving hydrodynamic and eco-
geomorphic models. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-23.  

 

4.2.4 Science and Technology Program Demonstration Projects 

NTRC-73: This is a very important component of the LCA Plan because it provides the 
opportunity for large-scale experiments to rapidly improve learning in an adaptive 
management context.  The challenge, however, is to provide sufficient flexibility to 
pursue strategic challenges to reduce uncertainty.  In that regard, we are concerned 
that the five demonstration projects identified suggests that those five are the most 
critical demonstration projects for narrowing uncertainties and preclude addressing 
other topics that are not included in the present list.  While it is understood that it is 
necessary to identify specific demonstration projects to illustrate issues to be tested, 
it is important that sufficient flexibility be included to substitute different objectives 
during management of the program. 
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Response: Comment noted.  See response to comment NTRC-25.  

 
 

4.2.4.1 Marsh Restoration and/or Creation Using Saline Sediments 

NTRC-74: This section needs to be reconsidered and revised.  This project, as described, will 
do little to advance knowledge about use of marine sediments to create wetlands 
because many salt, brackish, and fresh marshes in Louisiana and Texas have been 
created using marine sediments.  Rainfall in coastal Louisiana is more than 
adequate to rapidly leach salts from sediment.  There may be circumstances in 
which leached salts could have short-term impacts on surrounding ecosystems, but 
past experience should be adequate to determine the significance of this problem.  
Development of methods to effectively and consistently use fine sediments (marine 
or fresh sediments typically from maintenance dredging in low-flow channels) and 
to use sediments with low-level contamination would be more useful than 
investigating use of marine sediments.  It is unclear how thin placement of sprayed 
dredged material could be used to move marine sediments to freshwater habitats 
(usually, thin placement involves spraying sediment directly from a barge involved 
in channel construction or maintenance onto the adjacent marsh).  Also, it is 
difficult to see why any dredged material project would have to be justified as a 
separate demonstration project when several other projects incorporate use of 
dredged material and while many Beneficial Use of Dredged Material projects will 
proceed under Section 204 authority.  Lastly, construction of four 200-acre cells 
would not provide meaningful replication that would advance the understanding of 
dredged material wetland construction. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-25.  

 

4.2.4.2 Land Bridge Restoration Using Long-Distance Conveyance of 
Sediments  

NTRC-75: Demonstration projects are designed to resolve critical areas of scientific, technical, 
or engineering uncertainty while providing meaningful restoration benefits.  Long-
distance pipeline conveyance of dredged material has potential application in many 
areas of the coastal environments.  The demonstration could be tested in many 
different locations under a wide variety of habitats from deep-water areas to those 
with shallow broken marsh.  Different types of uncertainty could be addressed.  It 
is unclear why the land bridge was chosen as the particular area to demonstrate and 
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evaluate this technology.  However, it is wise to test the technology in a critical 
area where potential benefits could be maximized. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-26.  

 

4.2.4.3 Pipeline Canal Restoration Using Different Methods 

NTRC-76: This section needs to be revised to take advantage of and build upon past work (by 
Turner, Reed, and others) on backfilling of pipeline canals.  The project should 
focus in part on identifying abandoned canals that would be suitable for restoration 
and on developing a cost effective means of restoration.  Canal restoration in areas 
associated with other restoration projects (e.g., downstream from freshwater and 
sediment diversions) should take priority.   

Gapping or breaching spoil banks (sometimes called “spoil bank management”) 
should be treated separately from restoration of canals in that spoil banks can be 
gapped around canals that are still in use (and that are therefore not suitable 
candidates for restoration).  Cost estimates for this work are not justified by the 
project description. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-27.  

 

4.2.4.4 Shoreline Erosion Prevention Using Different Methods  

NTRC-77: This work should be integrated with other planned projects that require use of 
shoreline armoring.  The section should be rewritten to specify different methods of 
shoreline protection, such as geotextile tubes on shorelines, geotextile tubes placed 
as wave trips, geotextile tubes filled with grout (to provide more permanent 
protection than that provided by sand-filled tubes), use of geofabric and cocomat, 
use of cultivated oyster shell reefs for shoreline protection, and use of minimal 
efforts for shoreline protection (that is, efforts that assess how well shoreline 
protection methods using small amounts of rip rap or other armor perform, to test 
whether or not current approaches to shoreline armoring are overbuilt).   

Response: See response to comment NTRC-28.  
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4.2.4.5 Barrier Island Restoration Using Offshore Sources of Sediment  

NTRC-78: It is not clear that full-scale demonstration projects are required to reduce key 
uncertainties.  For example, the quality of offshore sand resources can be 
determined through acoustic surveys, vibrocoring, etc. and suitability assessed 
through known performance criteria.  There may remain some uncertainties 
regarding the engineering feasibility of conveyance, but this could also be 
determined without a costly demonstration project.  

Response: Comment noted.   See response to comment NTRC-29.  

 

4.2.5 Programmatic Authority for the Beneficial Use of Dredged 
Material 

NTRC-79: This portion of the Plan is very sensible.  Placement of dredged material through 
the Section 204 authorization should be integrated with other LCA Plan projects 
whenever possible.  Part of the Section 204 funds should be used to develop 
methods to beneficially use fine sediments.  Part of the Section 204 funds should be 
used to further develop thin-layer placement that could restore subsiding but still 
vegetated marshes (i.e., use of spray dredging).  Also, development of low-cost, 
energy efficient, and/or alternative energy powered dredging should be pursued.  
This section provides an estimate of land gain (21,000 acres) but does not give 
benefits in terms of AAHUs.  Also, note that this section suggests that all created 
acreage will be wetlands, but in fact at least some created acreage is likely to be (or 
could be) upland habitat. 

Response: Comment noted.  

 

4.2.6 Programmatic Authority for Modifications to Existing 
Structures 

NTRC-80: Similarly, this programmatic authority would offer great advantages for using 
existing capabilities to maximize restoration outcomes.  A recent National Research 
Council report on adaptive management for water resources management 
specifically recommends such modifications of navigational and water management 
infrastructure to address changing management objectives.  This programmatic 
authority is very consistent with this recommendation. 

Response: Comment noted.  
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4.2.7 Near-term Critical Restoration Features Recommended for 
Standard Process of Implementation 

NTRC-81: Because the LCA Plan does not request programmatic authority for these projects 
no detail is provided.  Therefore, the NTRC is unable to provide specific comments 
or evaluation of priorities among the ten features listed.  There should be flexibility 
regarding the addition and substitution of projects as comprehensive planning and 
evaluation proceeds. 

Response: The plan formulation section of the Main Report has been revised to clarify the 
processes that were used to evaluate the restoration frameworks and the methods 
used to determine project outputs and perform cost-benefit analyses of individual 
restoration features.   

 

4.2.8 Large-scale and Long-term Concepts Requiring Detailed 
Study 

NTRC-82: This portion of the LCA plan encompassed only a single paragraph in which it is 
recognized that some projects have “significant potential to contribute to achieving 
restoration objectives” within a subprovince, between adjacent subprovinces, or 
across the entire coastal ecosystem.  NTRC members have previously commented 
on the importance of large-scale projects.  They have recognized that these projects 
are difficult to design and implement and that a high degree of uncertainty is 
associated with them.  On the other hand, if restoration of the entire coastal system 
is to be successfully accomplished the effort will need to include large-scale 
projects that impact significant portions of the coast.  Success of the entire project 
seems unlikely if it consists of projects of relatively small scale that have not been 
planned to provide synergistic effects at larger scale. 

Given the relatively small scale of the projects in the current LCA plan, NTRC 
members want to again emphasize that future efforts need to continuously evaluate 
and update projects that fall into the category of long-term and large-scale.  These 
types of projects need to be included in the programs that are discussed and 
developed within the Science and Technology Program.  It would be particularly 
useful to identify uncertainties in each of the large-scale and long-term projects 
cited in the Plan (Table MR-20b) so that direction and guidelines can be developed 
to move them forward within the planning process.  In addition, consideration 
needs to be given to the relationships between the proposed large-scale and long-
term projects and smaller scale and shorter-term projects that are planned and 
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implemented.  Each small-scale and short-term project needs to be considered in 
the context of how it would benefit planning for long-term and large-scale projects.  
An example of this type of connectivity can be found in the description of the 
benefits of the Small Bayou Lafourche Reintroduction (Page MR-172). 

Five potentially promising large-scale restoration concepts are included in the July 
2004 Draft LCA Study (Main Report): 1) Mississippi River Delta Management 
Study, 2) Third Delta Study, 3) Upper Atchafalaya Basin Study, 4) Chenier Plain 
Freshwater Management and Allocation Reassessment Study, and 5) Acadiana Bay 
Estuarine Restoration Study. The report states that upon completion of detailed 
feasibility studies, recommendations for action would follow in the same manner as 
other features not qualifying for programmatic authority, including the standard 
review and authorization process.  One of these restoration concepts, the third delta, 
has already been studied (Gagliano and van Beek, 1999), and the Louisiana DNR is 
involved in a follow-up reconnaissance study (target completion by December, 
2004) to evaluate feasibility. The LCA Plan recognizes that a fundamental area of 
controversy is whether more attention should be given to comprehensive, long-term 
restoration efforts as opposed to near-term efforts.  

Each of the five identified large-scale restoration concepts failed the first sorting 
criterion, “engineering and design be completed and construction begun within 5-
10 years”, and were thus relegated to the category “possible large-scale study”. 
The chief concern, expressed initially at the April, 2004 NTRC Meeting, is whether 
these potentially important components of the comprehensive restoration plan will 
disappear from the radar screen altogether.  Have these studies been dumped into 
what appears as a trash bin to remain thereafter as an afterthought, either too hard 
to tackle or too far in the future to possibly implement?  The answer to this 
question appears mixed.  On the positive side, they continue to appear in Plan 
Formulation in the PBMO (Plan that Best Meets the Objectives) and in Plan 
Implementation under Assumptions and Rules, and are embedded in the TSP.  
Moreover, they appear in Table 21c (TSP Implementation Alternative) with early 
start dates that range from 10/04-10/06 and early finish dates that range from 04/07 
to 09/10.  

There is concern, however, in that it is not clear what type of studies will be 
formulated and conducted.  The Plan calls for feasibility studies, but there is a 
certain open-ended aspect to the brief discussion of these studies given that most of 
the report is focused on near-term projects.  What happens after the studies?  Is 
there a well-defined mechanism to move the study outcomes, if warranted, to the 
authorization level?  If so, how?  Also of moderate concern is that in the cost 
sharing distribution in Table MR-23 the total amount for long-term studies is $60 
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million, which represents only 3% of total budget for LCA TSP Cost.  This is a 
very modest sum if the intent is to fully explore these five concepts. The S&T 
Program appears heavily vested, as it probably should be, in implementing near-
term projects, establishing performance measures, ensuring principles of adaptive 
management are applied, and developing better analytical tools.  Whereas 
programmatic authority in the S&T Program is explicitly identified for 
demonstration projects and for beneficial use of dredged material, no analogous 
authority is discussed for long-term studies, although one must assume that it is 
implicit in the S&T Program’s charge. In short, it is not clear how momentum will 
be generated to keep the long-term studies alive as viable options, and we 
specifically recommend that this be addressed more fully in the LCA Plan 
Implementation. 

Response: See responses to comments NTRC-31, NTRC-32 and NTRC-33.  

 

4.2.8.1 Mississippi River Hydrodynamic Model 

NTRC-83: Water and sediment continuity is critical for the physical stability of streams and 
rivers.  Continuity is defined as a balance in the amount of water and sediment 
entering and exiting a stream reach.  Continuity throughout the entire system and 
the effect of changing existing balances on coastal marshes, river infrastructure and 
associated uses must be evaluated.  The Mississippi River Hydrodynamic Model 
should be entitled Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers Hydrodynamic and Sediment 
Impact Assessment Model so that appropriate consideration is given to the two most 
significant hydrologic flows into the coastal systems.  The study should specifically 
include:   

• A study of sediment supplied from Mississippi and Red Rivers and from 
local sources along the channels; 

• Study of transport capacities of the channels and diversions; 

• Study of sediment sinks, existing or planned. 

• Study of nutrient interactions with sediments and hydrology because of the 
importance of nutrient transport, uptake, storage, and cycling in coastal 
systems.  Particular attention should focus on nitrogen. 

• Presently, the Mississippi River Hydrodynamic Model is divided into three 
studies: 1) Mississippi River Delta Management Study, 2) Third Delta 
Study, Upper Atchafalaya Basin Study.  From an engineering viewpoint, 
separation of the hydrodynamics and sediment assessment of the 
Mississippi system into three studies has little basis.  Dividing a system by 
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imposed project boundaries only complicates the overall project and 
jeopardizes validity of study results. 

Response: See response to comment NTRC-34.     

 

4.2.8.2 Chenier Plain Freshwater Management and Allocation 
Reassessment Study  

NTRC-84: At previous meetings, members of the NTRC have commented on issues related to 
restoration in the Chenier Plain.  Members have repeatedly commented that the 
goals and objectives of previously proposed projects in that subprovince are not 
conceptually sound within the overall concepts developed for the LCA.  Committee 
members are pleased, however, that efforts within the subprovince have been 
included in the list of ‘Large-scale and Long-term Concepts’.  Committee members 
want to again state that the efforts developed for the subprovince to date have 
primarily considered water management options that do not reflect an appropriately 
broad approach.  Members again want to recommend that this subprovince must be 
elevated to the status of the other three subprovinces in terms of innovation, 
commitment and approach and that planning needs to shift from a primary 
emphasis on water management to projects that take advantage of nearshore 
sediments and natural dispersal processes to reverse the pattern of wetland loss.    

Response: Comment noted.  Also see response to comment NTRC-35.  

 

4.2.8.3 Acadiana Bay Estuarine Restoration Study 

NTRC-85: NTRC members are not clear on the goals of this effort, but based on information 
available at the time of our meeting it does not appear that this effort reaches the 
scale and importance of the other large-scale and long-term projects listed.  
Committee members are particularly concerned that efforts to alter hydrology in 
this area do not have a negative impact on the ongoing growth of wetlands in the 
lower Atchafalaya basin. 

Response: Descriptions of all long-term and large-scale studies have been revised.  See also 
response to comment NTRC-36.  
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4.2.8.4 Description of the Causes of Land Loss in the LCA Report 

NTRC-86: The description of the causes of land loss in the LCA report did not reflect earlier 
comments by NTRC members.  We provided the Corps with a document on causes 
of land loss, which it is felt is better than the existing section in the report.  We 
suggest that the following section either replace the land loss section in the report 
or be used to improve it. 

4.2.8.5 Factors Affecting Wetland Loss in Louisiana 

It is natural to wonder what or who is responsible for the crisis occurring in 
Louisiana’s wetlands, and there have been many attempts to allocate blame to 
various sources. The two factors most often cited as leading to land loss are 
construction of levees on the Mississippi River and the internal disruption of 
hydrology caused by construction of canals, but sea level rise, construction of 
dams, introduction of nutria, and other causes also have been cited.  In reality, the 
crisis is the result of many factors interacting among themselves and with complex 
deltaic processes.  While it may be possible to assign blame at some specific 
locations, it is difficult to assign blame for wetland loss on a broad scale.  
Understanding why this is so requires an understanding of the difference between 
direct and indirect causes of wetland loss and at least a basic understanding of the 
factors leading to land growth and land loss.  Also it is necessary to understand 
how the natural system functioned and how human activities affected this 
functioning.  In essence, there was net delta growth over the past several thousand 
years because the forces leading to delta growth were greater than forces leading to 
delta deterioration.  Human activity has reduced the forces leading to delta growth 
and enhanced the forces leading to delta deterioration. 

The Mississippi Delta formed over the past 6,000-7,000 years as a series of 
overlapping delta lobes (Roberts 1997).  There was an increase in wetland area in 
active deltaic lobes and wetland loss in abandoned lobes, but there has been an 
overall net increase in the area of wetlands over the past several thousand years. 

With the exception of the first delta lobe (Maringouin), significant parts of all 
subsequent delta lobes have been incorporated into the current delta as a system of 
overlapping and interwoven distributary systems. Overbank flooding, crevasse 
splays, and reworking of sands have formed a skeletal framework of these natural 
levee ridges and barrier islands within which the delta plain has formed (Kesel 
1989, Kesel et al. 1992).   Ecosystem functioning and sustainability of the delta is 
controlled by interactions of the Mississippi River and marine processes (Day et al. 
1997).  The skeletal framework protected wetlands of the deltaic plain from erosion 
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and salinity intrusion and slowed interactions between fresh water and salt water 
parts of the delta.  A number of processes were important in the formation and 
maintenance of the delta. Until modified by human activity, many of the 
distributaries continued functioning, delivering river water to large areas of the 
delta plain.  Fresh water forms a buffer against salinity intrusion, and provides 
mineral sediments, nutrients, and other components, such as iron, that sustain 
healthier more productive wetlands.  The distributary network was very efficient in 
sediment retention and about 25% of sediment flux was retained in the delta 
(Kesel).  Because of the widespread freshwater input and the protection afforded by 
the skeletal network, floating marsh developed into a common marsh type.  An 
important mechanism is the formation and maintenance of the delta was the 
formation of crevasses (Davis 2000). Crevasse splays occur where overbank flow 
becomes concentrated in a well-defined channel with enough scour capacity to 
erode permanent or semipermanent breaks in the levee.  Deposition of both coarse 
and fine-grained sediments occur in crevasse spalys.   Davis (2000) has 
documented hundreds of crevasses since European colonization began and it is 
clear that crevasses were an important element in the evolution of the delta. 

With this brief introduction, we will now discuss direct and indirect losses in the 
context of the ecosystem functioning discussed above. 

4.2.8.6 Direct and Indirect Losses 

In many areas of the United States, wetland losses occur primarily because of direct 
causes: people drain or fill wetlands to improve their suitability for development, 
and those filling or draining the wetlands are clearly responsible for the wetland 
loss.  While direct losses occur in Louisiana, the vast majority of losses in the state 
are caused indirectly. 

To understand indirect losses, it is important to understand, as stated above, that 
land formation in coastal Louisiana is driven by a combination of direct deposition 
of riverine sediments, deposition of resuspended sediments, and organic soil 
formation from plant growth.  Since sea level stabilized 5,000–7,000 years ago, 
after the last glaciation, the Mississippi River has carried sediments and water from 
its watershed to the coast of what is now Louisiana.  Both the sediments and the 
water (including dissolved nutrients and freshwater) are important to land growth.  
Sediments carried by the river were mostly deposited near the mouth of the river to 
form extensive areas of land, known as delta lobes.  Water delivered by the river 
provided nutrients that enhanced plant growth and prevented intrusion of saltwater, 
which hindered growth of many coastal wetland plant species.  As plants grow, root 
growth increases the elevation of the land directly, by taking up space in the soil, 
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and indirectly, by acting as a sponge that holds water in the soil. Simultaneously, as 
plants age leaves and stems fall onto the ground; in anaerobic wetland 
environments, decomposition is slow, and dead plant tissue accumulates, further 
increasing elevation by taking up space and by holding water.  This process is 
called organic soil formation.  Also, plants trap and retain sediment that originated 
from the Mississippi River.  While sediment input and plant growth contribute to 
increasing elevation, delta soils are constantly subsiding, or shrinking, because of 
compaction and dewatering.  Soil subsidence has always occurred in coastal 
Louisiana and it continues to occur at rates similar to those of the past (about 
10 mm/y) in many areas.  When sediment deposition and organic soil formation via 
plant growth offset subsidence, new land forms and existing wetlands are sustained. 

In the natural course of events, delta lobes grow progressively larger and delivery 
channels longer, ultimately causing the river to adopt a shorter and therefore 
steeper route to the sea and leading to formation of a new delta lobe in a process 
known as delta switching.  When the river or one of its distributaries abandons a 
delta lobe, subsidence leads to land loss.  Delta lobes, or the remains of delta lobes, 
can be seen today in maps of Louisiana (Figure --).  There have been large gains 
and losses of land in specific locations as the Mississippi River changed course 
over the past millenia, but the region as a whole experienced net land growth until 
human activities altered riverine and coastal processes, mainly in the last century.  
Because of human activities, factors causing wetland growth have been hindered 
and those causing wetland loss have remained steady or increased, and southern 
Louisiana’s land area has shrunk dramatically.  These human activities are the 
indirect causes of land loss in Louisiana. 

Response: Comment noted 

 

4.2.8.7 Human Activities with a Significant Effect on Land Loss 

Comment: Human activities that appear to have the most significant effect on land loss include 
(1) construction and management of levees and flood control structures on the 
Mississippi River, and (2) construction of canals and spoil banks that disrupt the 
internal hydrology of the delta.  Other activities that may have a substantial effect 
on land loss include (3) burning of fossil fuels, which led to increased rates of true 
(or eustatic) sealevel rise, (4) removal of oil and natural gas, which may have 
resulted in accelerated down faulting, and thus increased subsidence, and (5) 
increased boat traffic and increased use of shipping channels, which increases 
erosion.  Additional activities that may have relatively minor or localized effects on 
land loss include the introduction of nutria that graze extensively on wetland plants 
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and construction of dams that trap sediment in the Mississippi River.  Ignoring any 
one of these factors will prevent a full understanding of land loss. 

Construction and management of levees and flood control structures: Beginning 
soon after European settlement, humans began to modify the river.  Levees built to 
limit flooding of populated areas and agricultural areas also prevented overbank 
flooding and crevass formation, both of which delivered water and sediment into 
marshes and shallow coastal areas.  Many distributaries were closed—today, only 
two remain (the main channel of the Mississippi River and the Atchafalaya River).  
Construction of levees, and, in particular, construction and management of the Old 
River Control Structure, which prevents the river from changing course and 
forming a new lobe that would extend outward from Morgan City, Louisiana, has 
temporarily ended delta switching.  The river, unable to change course, has 
extended far into the Gulf of Mexico, and most sediments from the river that would 
have once formed land are now lost to deep water.  In addition, construction of 
levees and control of the river affect plant growth by preventing the flow of 
freshwater and nutrients into existing wetlands.  Control of the Mississippi River is 
perhaps the most important factor influencing land loss. 

Construction of canals that disrupt the internal hydrology of the delta: There have 
been large-scale changes in the hydrology of the delta due to the construction of 
canals and associated spoil banks and the formation of impoundments.  By the end 
of the 20th century, over 15,000 km of canals had been dredged in support of 
navigation, drainage, and oil-and-gas development. Canals alter natural hydrology 
in two main ways.  First, canals that stretch from the Gulf inland to freshwater 
areas have caused significant saltwater intrusion and death of freshwater wetlands.  
Second, spoil banks associated with canals reduce the flow of water across 
wetlands, which is extremely important in controlling biogeochemical and 
ecological processes, including chemical transformations, sediment transport, 
vegetation health, and migration of organisms.  Because of the presence of spoil 
banks, partially-impounded areas have fewer but longer periods of flooding and 
reduced water exchange when compared to unimpounded marshes.  This results in 
increased waterlogging and subsequent plant death. Importantly, spoil banks also 
block the movement of sediments resuspended in storms, which play a significant 
role in sustaining land elevations.  Like control of the Mississippi River, 
construction of canals is an important factor influencing land loss. 

Eustatic sea level rise: True, or eustatic, sea level rise occurs with respect to 
absolute bench marks, as opposed to relative sea level rise, which occurs with 
respect to bench marks established on land surfaces that may be sinking.  Thus, 
relative sea level rise includes both true sea level rise and decreases in land 
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elevation from subsidence.  Burning of fossil fuels is generally believed to lead to 
global warming.  As the world’s oceans grow warmer, water previously held in ice 
caps increases the volume of the world’s ocean.  Also, even slight warming 
increases the volume of liquid water in the world’s oceans.  During the twentieth 
century, eustatic sea level rise occurred at a rate of 1–2 mm per year, increasing the 
amount of coastal land that is submerged and the duration of flooding.  Eustatic sea 
level rise is generally seen as a pervasive but relatively minor cause of land loss, 
but it is likely to become a more important cause if global warming models are 
correct. 

Removal of oil and natural gas: Recent evidence suggests withdrawal of oil and 
natural gas may have lowered pressures in underlying geologic features sufficiently 
to allow increased down faulting, potentially tripling subsidence rates in large 
areas.  Within the scientific community, discussions of the significance of removal 
of oil and natural gas as a cause of down faulting and subsequent land loss are in 
their infancy, but currently it is reasonable to believe that oil and gas removal has 
played a role in land loss via increased subsidence. 

Increased erosion associated with waves, boat traffic, and increased use of 
shipping channels:  Wave erosion along exposed shorelines is also a cause of 
wetland loss.  Although erosion is not a major process in interior marshes, it has 
caused large losses along shores of lakes and bays and along barrier islands.  The 
rate of shoreline erosion is often high during hurricanes, especially in floating 
marshes; this is thought to be partially responsible for the high rates of land loss in 
the modern birdfoot delta.  Since 1990, wave erosion has caused an increasing 
proportion of land loss.  Human activities that increase wave actions in marshes 
contribute to accelerated losses by erosion.  These activities include construction of 
canals and navigation channels that increase fetch and allow generation of larger 
wind-driven waves, as well as operation of vessels that generate wakes. 

4.3 SUMMARY 

Direct losses can be quantified and attributed to specific causes with reasonable 
accuracy.  Since the 1970s, direct losses have been dealt with through a permitting 
program required by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as well as state laws.  
Indirect losses, on the other hand, cannot be attributed to specific causes with any 
degree of accuracy.  The difficulty that prevents assignment of blame for indirect 
wetland loss—that is, for most of Louisiana’s wetland loss—is related to the 
complexity of deltaic processes and the complex way that the Mississippi River and 
the Louisiana coastal zone have been altered.  In other words, the losses result from 
numerous causes, any of which, alone, may not have resulted in the serious crisis 
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confronting us today.  Some of the causes of wetland loss—causes such as the 
introduction of nutria and construction of dams in the Mississippi River drainage—
are relatively unimportant.  Others—such as constraining the Mississippi River and 
construction of canals, are clearly more important, but neither of these acting in 
isolation would have resulted in the situation that exists today.  Even partitioning 
blame to various causes—assigning a percentage estimate to various causes—is not 
straightforward, in that losses caused by specific kinds of activities cannot simply 
be added to yield total losses; instead, the interactions between causes must be 
considered.  In summary, net wetland loss resulted because human activities 
reduced factors leading to delta growth and increased factors leading to wetland 
loss, but because these factors are interrelated, looking at any one of these factors in 
isolation will prevent a full understanding of the balance between land gain and 
land loss. 

Response: Comment noted, however the existing language on natural processes and the causes 
of land loss was accepted by the Vertical Team.
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