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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document isto
provide arecord and analysis of public
participation in the devel opment of
Coast 2050 habitat objectives and
strategies from May 1997 through
September 1998.

Coast 2050 was ajoint coastal
restoration planning effort among
Federal, State, and local entities as well
as academics and other interested
parties. Coast 2050 sought to maximize
common ground between ecosystem
needs (technically sound solutions) and
publicly acceptable restoration solutions
(Figure 1-1). The processinvolved an
integrated multiple use approach to
ecosystem management and considered
such factors as fish and wildlife
productivity, transportation, navigation,
utilities infrastructure,

freshwater supply, public safety, local
economies, businesses, jobs, and
community stability.

The Louisiana coast was divided into
four regions, representing distinct
geologic and hydrologic areas, to
provide a convenient framework
facilitating local input into the planning
process (Figure 1-2).

General Organization

At the top of the Coast 2050
organizationa chart (Figure 1-3) are the
Strategic Working Group (SWG) and
Coastal Zone Management Working
Group (CZMWG) which were
constituted by the Breaux Act Task
Force and the State Wetlands Authority.
The Breaux Act agencies represented on
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Figure 1-1. Coast 2050 process.
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the SWG were the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), the Environmental
Protection Agency, the Natural Resource
Conservation Service, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the National
Marine Fisheries Service. The State
agencies represented on the SWG were
the Office of the Governor, the
Department of Natural Resources
(DNR), the Division of Administration,
the Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries, the Department of
Environmental Quality, the Department
of Transportation and Development, and
the State Soil and Water Conservation
Commission of the Department of
Agriculture and Forestry.

The SWG also had academic and
consultant support, and was responsible
for overseeing strategic plan
development. The Planning
Management Team (PMT) was
responsible for authoring the Coast 2050
main report.

The CZMWG consisted of parish
government representatives and parish
coastal zone management advisory
committees. It was responsible for
determining the public acceptability of
habitat objectives and restoration
strategies. The Objectives Development
Team (ODT) focused on obtaining
information regarding coastal use and
resource objectives that was to be used

in development of the strategic plan.
Four Regional Planning Teams (RPTYS)
were established for the purpose of
developing coastal strategies and
reviewing coastal use and resource
objectives developed by the ODT. The
RPTs were comprised of agency staff,
academic representatives, parish
governments, Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service/LSU Sea Grant staff,
and volunteer local participants. These
teams provided technical information
and proposed regional coastal strategies
to the PMT.

A strategic coastal plan has resulted

from the Coast 2050 initiative that
includes strategies deemed appropriate

to achieve the public’'s objectives. The
Breaux Act Task Force, the State
Wetlands Authority, and the DNR
Coastal Zone Management Authority
have established the plan as a unifying
coastal policy. This plan is the basis of
the amended Breaux Act Restoration
Plan and the State’s strategic coastal
plan.

The public participated in Coast 2050
throughout the entire process. Public
participation was invited in 40 separate
press releases and six television and
radio announcements in addition to at
least 65 public meetings held throughout
the planning process (Tables 1-1 and
1-2).
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Appendix A Structure
Section 1

Section 1 contains arecord of parish
participation and resolutions of support
for the Coast 2050 strategies from all 20
coastal parish councils, policejuries,
and/or coastal zone management
advisory committees.

Section 2

Section 2 isasummary of the four Coast
2050 regional scoping meetings held in
July and August 1997. It contains a brief
summary of each meeting followed by
notes. Public comments regarding coastal
Issues, objectives, strategies, and the
Coast 2050 process are included in these
summaries. Theinformation gathered at
these meetings was used to set the stage
for detailed discussions of regiona and
coastwide issues as the Coast 2050 Plan
was devel oped.

Section 3

Section 3 contains an overview of the 11
town meetings held in June and July of
1998, the polling methodology used
during the meetings, and the polling
results.

Section 4

Section 4 contains the record of public
comments received at four regional
review meetings held in Lafayette, Lake
Charles, Hammond, and New Orleans
during September 1998 aswell asa
description of the Coast 2050 Plan
finalization process. These meetings
served as an additional opportunity for
public comment following modification
of the Coast 2050 strategies at the

previous 11 meetings and second joint
meeting of the CZMWG and SWGin
July 1998. These commentsillustrate
the respondents’ opinions of the draft
strategies as presented at that time.

Section 5

Section 5 contains letters of concern,
comment, and support to and from the
public in each region and coastwide.
These voiced and written concerns,
comments, and acknowledgments of
support were used to make Coast 2050 a
better, more acceptable, technically
sound plan.

Participation Background

Governments of the 20 parishes included
in the Coast 2050 planning initiative
were involved in the development of the
plan since its inception. The CZMWG
first met in May 1997 to begin
formulation of the Coast 2050 Plan.
Kick-off regional meetings, attended by
most of the affected parishes, were held
in July and August 1997 (Table 1-1).

RPT meetings began in September 1997
and involved parish representation. Also
in September, th€oast 2050

Participation Guide was distributed to

all parish governments. This guide
designated the role that the public and
others would have in the development
process. In November 1997, parish
representatives assisted in preparing
habitat objectives maps for each region.
In December 1997, "Partners Kits" were
distributed to all 20 parish governments
for their information and use. These
included slides and documents for their
use in presentations to parish
environmental groups, civic



organizations, public forums, and other
public functions. In May 1998, the
SWG and CZMWG met jointly to
determine areas of agreement and
disagreement and to maximize the
common ground portion of the Coast
2050 Plan. Parish governments and the
public provided much input during the
11 town meetings in June and July 1998
and four regional meetings in September
1998. In July 1998 the SWG and
CZMWG again met jointly to vote on
strategy recommendations.

Throughout the development of the plan,
the public was solicited for input and
was provided information about
restoration issues and plan progress.
The ODT worked both with the public
directly and through the parish
representatives every step of the way to
ensure that their concerns were included
in the plan.

Beginning in August 1998, the ODT
began making presentations to parish
councils, police juries, and designated
advisory committees to obtain
resolutions of support for the Coast 2050
Plan. Resolutions were received from
the following twenty 20 parishes:
Ascension, Assumption, Calcasieu,
Cameron, Iberia, Jefferson, Lafourche,
Livingston, Orleans, Plaquemines, St.
Bernard, St. Charles, St. James, St. John
the Baptist, St. Martin, St. Mary, St.
Tammany, Tangipahoa, Terrebonne, and
Vermilion. These represent al of the
parishes lying within the Louisiana
Coastal Zone, plus Ascension Parish.

Summary of Public Outreach
Correspondence

In addition to the public meetings
included in Table 1-1, correspondence
was routinely prepared and transmitted
to the Coast 2050 participants and the
public throughout the 18-month
development process. Below isalisting
and short summary of correspondence
prepared for public updates.

Kick-Off Meetings - July/August 1997

Information packets were distributed to
the public. Packets included a brochure
explaining Coast 2050, a list of people
involved, Coast 2050 goals, an
explanation of how the public could get
involved, handouts on the legal
authorities involved and the
organizational chart, an overview of the
Coast 2050 regions and mapping units,
and issues and/or strategies to be
considered in the 2050 process.

Coast 2050 Participation Guide -
September 1997

Copies of the Coast 2050 Participation
Guide were sent to parishes, cooperative
extension agents, State and Federal
agencies, and environmental groups for
distribution to the public. This 17-page
guide described the Coast 2050 process
and how the public could become
involved and listed contact personnel for
additional information.



Louisiana Coastlines Newdl etter -
September 1997

An article entitled, “Coast 2050. A
Regional Approach for Strategic Coastal
Planning” was sent out to DNR'’s public
mailing list of over 3400 individuals
and/or organizations. The article
discussed the purposes of Coast 2050,
how the initiative was begun, the
proposed planning process, and an
invitation to the public to get involved.

Coast 2050 Update L etter - October
1997

This two-page update letter was sent out
to all Coast 2050 participants, Federal
and State agencies, environmental
organizations, and parish governments.

It included an update on the progress
that had been made, what remained to be
done, GIS data that had been gathered,
and a calendar of upcoming meetings.

Objectives | dentification Retreat -
December 2-3, 1997

Participants from all four regions met to
review maps, aerial photography,

existing and projected land loss figures,
resource user data, and other information
in order to designate habitat objectives
and resource priorities for all regions and
all mapping units. These data were later
utilized at many planning and town
meetings.

Coast 2050 Update L etter -
February 1998

This 10-page update letter was sent out
to all Coast 2050 participants, Federal

and State agencies, environmental
organizations, and parish governments.
It included the progress that had been
made, what remained to be done, the
GIS data that had been gathered, and a
calendar of upcoming meetings.

Presentation To The Louisiana Farm
Bureau Federation - March 5, 1998

The handout presented at the meeting
included an introduction to the purpose
and goals of Coast 2050, background
information on wetland values,
information on the process for
development of the plan, a summary of
the participation guide, and a summary of
the strategic coastal plan to result from
the Coast 2050 Initiative.

Coast 2050 Tri-Fold Brochure (“Coast
2050 Town and Regional Meeting
Schedule”) - June 2, 1998

Brochures were distributed to State and
Federal agencies, Coast 2050 regional
participants, parish governments, and
environmental organizations. The
brochure described the Coast 2050

Plan’s background, highlighted what had
been accomplished to date, announced
the 11 town meetings in June, and two
joint CZMWG and SWG meetings held
in May and July and the four regional
meetings held in September of 1998.

Louisiana Association of Conservation
Digtricts (LACD) Meseting -
June 15-16, 1998

A slide show and handouts were
presented at the LACD Marsh
Conservation Committee meeting on



Avery Iland. The handouts included
briefing packages for all four regions.
Briefing packages contained maps;
present and projected land loss tables,
fisheries and wildlife data; infrastructure
data; and regional, common,
programmatic, and mapping unit strategy
tables. This public meeting was attended
by over 60 people.

Meeting Notice Cards - July 1998

Postcards were sent out to all Coast
2050 participants (approximately 600
persons), State and Federal agencies,
parish governments, and environmental
groups to notify everyone of the
September Coast 2050 SWG/CZMWG
joint meetings for al four regions.

Coast 2050 Update L etter - August
1998

This update was sent out to all Coast
2050 participantsin all four regions,
State and Federal agencies, parish
governments, and environmental groups
throughout coastal Louisiana. The four-
page update discussed what the four
RPTs, the ODT, and the PMT had
recently accomplished, as well as an
update from the 11 town meetings and
the joint SWG/CZMWG meeting in July.
It also discussed the upcoming meetings
the ODT had set up with the 20 coastal
parishes to seek written endorsement for
the Coast 2050 strategies. Regional
ecosystem strategy maps for al four
regions were included. Finaly, the Coast
2050 time capsule and its contents were
discussed, and the public was asked to
submit appropriate material for inclusion
in the capsule.

Barataria - Terrebonne Culture and
Ecology Festival - October 3, 1998

At thisfestival, attended by hundreds, the
Coast 2050 time capsule was officially
closed and put in the Nicholls State
University library by DNR Secretary Jack
Caldwell. DNR’s Coastal Restoration
Division (CRD) also had their display
booth set up, and during the course of
the event CRD staff handed out Coast
2050 literature and discussed the Coast
2050 Plan with many festival
participants.

Coast 2050 Tri-Fold Brochure (“The
Need for Action”) - October 19, 1998

Over 1,500 tri-fold brochures were
distributed to State and Federal agencies,
Coast 2050 regional participants, parish
governments, and environmental
organizations. The brochure listed the
agencies involved in the collective
planning effort, described the goals of the
Coast 2050 Plan, stressed the degree of
public involvement encouraged
throughout the development process, and
included a listing of the regional
strategies proposed for al four regions.

News Release - October 23, 1998

A two-page news release was sent out to
the mediain al 20 coastal parishes
acknowledging that the State Wetlands
Authority and the Breaux Act Task
Force jointly approved the Coast 2050
Plan strategies and habitat objectives. It
also stated that all 20 coastal parishes
had provided written resolutions of
support for the Coast 2050 Plan.



Coast 2050 Update - November 1998

An update entitled, “The Louisiana Coast
2050 Plan-The Need for Action” was

sent out to Coast 2050 participants, State
and Federal agencies, parish
governments, and environmental
organizations throughout coastal

Louisiana. This four-page update
discussed the land loss problem and its
consequences to coastal Louisiana, how
the Coast 2050 Plan was developed to
coordinate efforts to minimize these
problems, and the regional and mapping
unit strategies developed during the
Coast 2050 process.



Table1-1. Coast 2050 public meetings.

Date(s) Reg. | Location M eeting Type Purpose Attend.
7/15- 1 USACE Building, Kick-off Regional | Obtain Feedback on Process | 46
16/97 New Orleans Meeting and Issues for Coast 2050
7/24- 3 Nicholls State Univ., Kick-off Regional | Obtain Feedback on Process | 68
25/97 Thibodaux Meeting and Issues for Coast 2050
7/29- 2 Y enni Building, Kick-off Regional | Obtain Feedback on Process | 60
30/97 Metairie, Louisiana Meeting and Issues for Coast 2050
8/14- 4 Cameron Palice Jury Kick-off Regional | Obtain Feedback on Process | 60
15/97 Building, Cameron Mesting and Issues for Coast 2050
9/18/97 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Status and Trend 25
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
9/19/97 | 3 Morgan City RPT Mesting Status and Trend 30
Municipal Compilation and Evaluation
Auditorium
9/22/97 1 USACE Building, RPT Meeting Status and Trend 26
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
9/23/97 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 26
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
10/07/97 | 1 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Status and Trend 47
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
10/15/97 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Mesting Status and Trend 23
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
10/17/97 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Meeting Status and Trend 23
Office Compilation and Evaluation
10/27/97 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Meeting Status and Trend 50
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
11/05/97 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 23
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
11/21/97 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 20
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
12/11/97 | 1 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Status and Trend 25
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
12/12/97 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Status and Trend 27
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
12/12/97 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 31

Building, Cameron

Compilation and Evaluation




Table 1-1. Coast 2050 public meetings (Cont.).

Date(s) Reg. | Location M eeting Type Purpose Attend.
12/15/97 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 9
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
1/08/98 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Meeting Status and Trend 18
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
1/09/98 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Mesting Status and Trend 11
Office Compilation and Evaluation
1/13/98 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 17
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
1/13/98 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Meeting Status and Trend 21
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
1/14/98 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Meeting Status and Trend 16
Building, Cameron Compilation and Evaluation
1/15/98 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Meeting Status and Trend 26
Office Compilation and Evaluation
1/20/98 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Meeting Status and Trend 38
Office Compilation and Evaluation
121/98 |1 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Status and Trend 15
New Orleans Compilation and Evaluation
2/10/98 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 19
Building, Cameron Mesting
2/10/98 | 2 Bele Chasse RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 20
Mesting
2/13/98 |1 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 16
New Orleans Mesting
2/17/98 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 15
New Orleans Mesting
2/18/98 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 28
Office Mesting
2/19/98 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives 24
Office Meeting
2/25/98 |1 Sliddl RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 8
Mesting
2/25/98 | 2 Bdle Chasse RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 16
Mesting
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Table 1-1. Coast 2050 public meetings (Cont.).

Date(s) Reg. | Location M eeting Type Purpose Attend.
2/26/98 | 1 Hammond RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 25
Meeting
3/03/98 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 19
New Orleans Mesting
3/12/98 |3 Nicholls State Univ., RPT Mesting Strategy and Objectives 22
Thibodaux Meeting
3/13/98 | 3 Nicholls State Univ., RPT Meseting Strategy and Objectives 22
Thibodaux Mesting
3/16/98 1 USACE Building, RPT Meeting Update and Discussion 12
New Orleans Mesting
3/18/98 | 3 New Iberia RPT Mesting Update and Discussion 11
Mesting
3/18/98 | 3 New Iberia RPT Mesting Atchafalaya Bay Assoc. 23
3/19/98 | 2 New Iberia RPT Mesting Update and Discussion 18
Mesting
3/23/98 | 2 USACE Building, RPT Meeting Update and Discussion 29
New Orleans Mesting
3/31/98 |4 Rockefeller State RPT Meeting Update and Discussion 40
Wildlife Refuge Meeting
4/07/98 | 3 New Iberia RPT Mesting Final Strategiesand 16
Objectives Meseting
4/16/98 | 3 Morgan City RPT Mesting Needs List 9
Municipal
Auditorium
4/20/98 | 1 Convent Court House, | RPT Meeting St. James Advisory 14
Convent Committee Mesting
5/12/98 | 3 Abbeville Cooperative | RPT Mesting Vermilion Rice Growers 25
Office Association
5/20- 1,2, | USACE Building, SWG/CZMWG Review and Approval of 51
21/98 3,4 New Orleans Joint Meseting Strategies and Objectives
6/03/98 | 1, 2, LSU Burden Research | Town Meseting Present, Discuss, and 26
3,4 Pantation, Baton Approve Results of Joint
Rouge Mesting
6/04/98 | 1,2, | Yenni Building, Town Mesting Present, Discuss, and 22
3,4 Metairie, Louisiana Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
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Table 1-1. Coast 2050 public meetings (Cont.).

Date(s) Reg. | Location Meeting Type Purpose Attend.
6/09/98 | 4 Cameron Palice Jury Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and 21
Building, Cameron Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/10/98 | 3,4 Abbeville Cooperative | Town Meseting Present, Discuss, and 93
Office Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/11/98 | 3 Bayou Vista Civic Town Mesting Present, Discuss, and 15
Center, Bayou Vista Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/15/98 | 2,3 Cut Off Youth Center, | Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and 30
Cut Off Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/16/98 | 3 Houma Municipal Town Mesting Present, Discuss, and 38
Auditorium, Houma Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/23/98 | 2 Port Sulphur Civic Town Mesting Present, Discuss, and 20
Center, Port Sulphur Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/24/98 | 1 SLU University Town Mesting Present, Discuss, and 19
Center, Hammond Approve Results of Joint
Mesting
6/25/98 | 1,2 St. Bernard Gov't Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and 42
Complex, Chalmette Approve Results of Joint
Meeting
7/07/98 2 Jean Lafitte Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and 27
Auditorium, Lafitte Approve Results of Joint
Meeting
7/21- 1, 2, | Holiday Inn Central- | SWG/CZMWG Review and Approval of 34
22/98 3,4 Holidome, Lafayette | Joint Meeting Strategies and Objectives
9/09/98 | 4 Burton Coliseum, Regional Meeting| Present, Discuss, and 44
Lake Charles Approve Results of Joint
Meeting
9/10/98 3 National Wetlands | Regional Meeting| Present, Discuss, and 15
Research Center, Approve Results of Joint
Lafayette Meeting
9/15/98 2 USACE Building, Regional Meeting| Present, Discuss, and 27

New Orleans

Approve Results of Joint
Meeting
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Table 1-1. Coast 2050 public meetings (Cont.).

Date(s) Reg. | Location Meeting Type Purpose Attend.
9/16/98 1 SLU University Regional Meeting | Present, Discuss, and 20
Center, Hammond Approve Results of Joint
Mesting

Total Meetings: 65

Total Attendance: 1,756

Table 1-2. Record of Coast 2050-related pressreleases and TV/radio appearances,
May 1997 through September 1998.

Meeting Release Date Publication
DNR Coastwide Strategy Planning 5/1/97 Statewide Media List
Region 1 7/10/97 Statewide Media List
Region 3 7/18/97 Statewide Media List
Region 2 7/24/97 Statewide Media List
Region 4 8/7/97 Statewide Media List
Update Heard by White House Staff 9/4/97 Statewide Media List
Baton Rouge 5/25/98 Assumption Pioneer, Napoleonville
5/25/98 Donaldsonville Chief, Donaldsonville
5/25/98 The Advocate, Baton Rouge
5/27/98 Ascension Citizen, Gonzales
Metairie 5/22/98 City Business, Metairie
6/1/98 Daily Sentry
6/2/98 St. Charles Herald Guide
6/2/98 Times Picayune, New Orleans
Cameron 6/5/98 Lake Charles American Press
6/5/98 The Times of Lake Charles
Abbeville 6/1/98 Gueydan Journal, Vermilion
6/8/98 Daily Advertiser, Lafayette
6/8/98 Daily Iberian, New Iberia
Bayou Vista 6/1/98 Assumption Pioneer, Napoleonville
6/5/98 Cajun Gazette, Pierre Part
6/8/98 Franklin Banner Tribune, Franklin
6/8/98 Daily Advertiser, Lafayette
6/8/98 Daily Iberian, New lberia
6/10/98 Daily Review, Morgan City
Cut Off 6/10/98 Daily Comet, Thibodaux
6/10/98 Lafourche Gazette
Houma 6/8/98 Business News, Terrebonne
6/14/98 Courier, Houma
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Table 1-2. Record of Coast 2050-related pressreleases and TV/radio appearances,
May 1997 through September 1998 (Cont.).

City Date Station and Program
Port Sulphur 6/19/98 Plaguemines Post/South

6/19/98 Plaquemines Watchman

6/22/98 Plaquemines Gazette

6/26/98 Plaquemines Post/South
Hammond 5/25/98 News Examiner

6/1/98 Daily Sentry

6/15/98 News Examiner

6/23/98 Times Picayune, New Orleans
Chalmette 6/19/98 St. Bernard News

6/23/98 Times Picayune, New Orleans
Lafitte 6/6/98 Times Picayune, New Orleans
Lake Charles 9/9/98 KPLC-TV: Sunrise Morning Show
Lafayette 9/10/98 KLFY-TV: Passe Partout
Lafayette 9/10/98 KPEL-AM: Ray Sutley Program
Hammond 9/14/98 WFPR-AM: Hammond America
New Orleans 9/15/98 WWL-TV: interviewed at 6:45am
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Coastal Parishes’ Resolutions of
Support

The Coast 2050 Plan is the first coastal
restoration plan for Louisiana to receive
the explicit support of all 20 coastal
parish governments. Inan
unprecedented attempt to include parish
and local governing bodies and the
public, the Coast 2050 planning groups
went to great lengths to insure
understanding and acceptance of the plan
during its formation. Partnership with
the public was facilitated by the direct
involvement of parish government
(Coastal Zone Management
representatives), briefingsto local
elected officias, and public meetings.
The RPTS, responsible for developing

15

strategies and providing input on coastal
use and resource objectives, included
representatives from local and parish
governments and volunteers. Town
meetings were held across coastal
Louisianato provide updates on the
planning process and to solicit responses
to proposed Coast 2050 strategies and
objectives. A draft strategic plan was
completed by the PMT and the RPTs
soon after. A second set of regional
meetings was held to discuss this draft
plan with the public. At thisstage, all 20
of the coastal parishesinvolved in the
development of the plan expressed their
support for the Coast 2050 strategies by
passing resolutions. Copies of these
resolutions follow.



RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT
COAST 2050

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. "Mike" Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day address the
urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal wetlands
and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the "Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservator and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the "Coast 2050" partnership
among federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic
plan to sustain Louisiana's coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their Coastal
Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ascension Parish Government endorses
the strategies recommended in the "Coast 2050" plan for the Ascension Parish area; and

Also urges that the "Coast 2050” model of parish involvement be adopted for any
amendments of these strategies.

/S/Thomas Pearce
CHAIRMAN, ASCENSION PARISH COUNCIL

/S/Clarence E. S?’eedr Jr.



§ ki Assumption Parish Polic’e Jury

MARTIN TRIGHE - PRESIDENT

= - HENAY J. DUPHE
WARG & (E-Eb P.C.BOX 518 wWanD?
;I‘CA):;LD JONES - VICE PRESIDI 'E “:7 E H M E ; LECNVILLE. LA 70390 CALVIN JAMES
1 ! §§ ! WARD &
CHARLES BREAUX, JA. ! i g F‘ ONE: (504) 389-7438 E.J. ALLEMAN
! - TOD Avaliable WaRDs
:?:’:gg COMEAUX : l;y‘i::: TAAMONTE
PATRICK JOMNSON i - sy ' BETTIE MONSON
WARD 4 \ H BECRETARY TREASLRER
I &mmgtiunm%wafTHRenadeJLnes, seconded by Mr. Charles Breaux, Jr.,
the following rescolution was adopted:
Resolution of Support
Coast 2050
WHEREAS, Governor M.J. "Mike" Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day
address the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of
protecting and restoring our coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and
WHEREZS, the "Breaux Act'" Task Force and the State Wetland Conservalion
and Restoration Buthority have responded to this call through the
"Coasi 2050" partnership among federal, state and local participants,
to develop a single technically sound strategic plan to sustain
Louisiana's coastal wetlands; and
WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or
their Coastal Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance,
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Assumption Parish Police Jury
does hereby endorse the strategies recommended in the "Coastal 2050
plan for the Assumption Parish area provided that there is no increase
in water to Lake Verret and that the Jury has prior approval to any
project proposals impacting the Assumption area.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Assumption Parish Police Jury also
urges that the "Coast 2050"™ model of parish lnvolvement be adopted for
any amendment of these strategies.
Upon being placed to a vote, the above resolution was adopted as
follows:
Yeas: 8
Nays: 0
Absent: E.J. Alleman
*Equal oppertun|ty employer/program®
Y Auxillary alds ond services are available
w ‘@‘ "a upon request to individuals with disabilities.




SBtate of Lonisiana
RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Governor M. I. “Mike" Foster, I, declared in his 1997 May Day address the

e S dle ki I e

urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal wetlands and

J? i ik 3

barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conscrvation and

Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the “Coast 2050" partnership among
federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound, strategic plan to sustain
Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their Coastal

Zone Advisary Commitiees for input and guidance.

ERTE

NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE POLICE JURY OF CALCASIEU PARISH,

LOUISIANA, in reguiar session convened on the 20" day of August, 1998, that it dees hercby
endorse the strategics recommended in the “Coast 2050” plan for the Parish area.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Police Jury urges that the “Coast 2050" model of

e A, S Ik S

parish involvement be adopted for any amendments of these strategies.

IR R R R B REE BN

CERTIFICATE

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy
of resolution as adopted by the Calcasien Parish Police Jury, in regular session convened on the 20*
day of August, 1998.




DISTRICT 1
DUSTY SANOIFER

DOUAINE COMNER [@O&HCE JURY DISTRICT 2

FRESIDENT GEORGE KIGKS

PARISH OF CAMERON orsrmcr

A BRENT HUMEZ

S TNE T oA P.O.BOX 356
PONIE W CONNER CAMERON, LOUISIANA 70631 e counen
) 31B/775.5718
DISTRICT 5
MALCOLM SAVDIE
DISTRICT 6
RESOLUTION GECAGE LeBOEUF

STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF CAMERON

WHEREAS, Governor M. I. “Mike” Foster,
Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day address the urgency of
rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and
restoring cur coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and
the State Wetland Conservation and Restoration Authority
have respended to this call through the “Coast 20507
partnership among, federal, state, and loca| participants, to
develop a single, technically sound strategic pian to sustain
Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended
upon parish governments and /or their Coastal Zone
Advisory Committees for input and guidance;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that
the Cameron Parish Government endorses the strategies
recommended in the “Coast 2050” plan for the Cameron
Parish area and urges that the Coast 2050” mode] of parish
involvement be adopted for any amendments ofthese
strategies.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED this 4" day of
August, 1998,

APPROVED:

/&2%,’(44@ /ﬁ; gt

DOUAINE CONNER, PRESIDENT
CAMERON PARISH POLICE JURY

Dtrenstd. G

BONNIE W, CONNER, SECRETARY




RESOLUTION 98-193 7 PAGE 2
AUGUST 26, 1998

YEAS:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST:

This Resolution having been submitted to a vote, the vote thereon was as follows:
Jacklin Gerac-Dudley, Curtis Boudoin, Ray Fremin, Jr., Stanley Small, Caesar
Comeaux, Bernard Broussard, George Gros, Barry Verret, Ronnie Dressel, Carl
Meche, Jerome Fitch, Arthur Alexander, James Stein and Naray Hulin.

None.

None,

And the Resolution was declared adopted this 26th day of August, 1998.

A true and correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the Parish Council of Theria
Parish, Louisiana, taken at a regular meeting held on Wednesday, August 26, 1998.

IN FAITH WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand the official seal of the Parish
Council of Theria Parish, Louisiana, on this 28th day of August, 1998.

Clerk of the Council, Parist®Council of
Iberia Parish, Louisiana.




On joint meotion of all Councilmen present,
following resolution was offered: PN
RESOLUTIONNO._87622 3729 -z.,g
A resolution expressing the Jefferson Parish Council’s
endorsement of the strategies recommended in the “Coast 20507
plan for the Jefferson Parish area and urging that the “Coast 2050”
mode of parish involvement be adopted for any amendments of
these strategies.
WHEREAS, Governor M. J. “Mike” Foster, Jr. declared, in his 1997 May
Day address, the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and
restoring our coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and
WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland
Conservation and Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the
“Coast 2050 partnership among federal, state, and local participants, to develop a
singie, technically sound strategic plan to sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands;
and
WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments
and/or their Coastal Zone Advisory Programs for input and guidance.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Jefferson Parish Council
of Jefferson Parish, Louisiana, acting as governing authority of said Parish:
SECTION 1. That the Jefferson Parish Council hereby endorses the
strategies recommended in the “Coast 2050 plan for the Jefferson Parish area and
urges that the “Coast 2050” mode] of parish involvement be adopted for any
amendments of these strategies.
The foregoing resolution having been submitted to a vote, the vote thereon

was as follows:
YEAS: 7 NAYS: None ABSENT: None

This resolution was declared to be adopted on this 2nd day of
September 1993

THE FOREGUGING IS CERTIFIED
TO BE A TRUE & CORRECT COPY

~ TERRIE T. RODRIGUE

PARISH CLERK
JEFFERSON PARISH COUMNCIL

the



On motion by Daniel Lorraine, seconded by Rod Toups, the following resolution

was introduced and adopted:
RESOLUTION NO. 98-090

RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED IN
THE "COAST 2050" PLAN FOR THE LAFOURCHE PARISH AREA.

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. "Mike" Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day
address the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our
coastal wetlands and barrier island; and

WHEREAS, the "Breaux Act" Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the "Coast 2050" partnership
among federal, state and local participants, to develop a single technically sound strategic
plan to sustain Louisiana's coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this parmership has depended upon parish governments and/or their
Council Boards for input and guidance; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Lafourche Parish Council,
convened in regular session on September 8, 1998, do hereby endorse the strategies
recommended in the "Coast 2050" plan for the Lafourche Parish area, and also urges that
the "Coast 2050" model of parish involvement be adopted for any amendments of these

strategies; and.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a certified copy of this resolution be
forwarded to Cullen Curole, Office of the Governor, Coastal Wetlands Division, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana 70804; Lafourche Parish Department of Public Works; and the Coastal
Zone Management Office.

AARONCAILLOUET, PRESIDENT
LAFOURCHE PARISH COUNCIL

SHEILA B. BOUDREAUX, SECRETARY
LAFOURCHE PARISH COUNCIL



STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF LIVINGSTON

The following resolution was offered by Mr. Harris and duly seconded by Mr. Mincey

L.P. RESOLUTION NO. 98-267
RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT
COAST 2050

WHEREAS, Governor M.I. “Mike” Foster Jr. declared in his 1997 May Day address the
urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal wetlands
and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this cali through the “Coast 2050~ partnership among
federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic plan to
sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their Coastal
Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Livingston Parish Government
endorses the strategies recommended in the “Coast 20507 plan for the Livingston Parish area;
and

Also urges that the “Coast 2050” model of parish involvement be adopted for any amendments
of these strategies.

Upon being submitted to a vote, the vote thereon was as follows:

YEAS:  MR. BIGNER, MR. CARTER, MR. DELATTE, MR. DIGIROLAMO, MR.
HARRELL, MR. HARRIS, MR. HAWKINS, MR. MINCEY, MR. ZEIGLER

NAYS: NONE

Thereupon, the Chairman declared that the Motion had carried, and was adopted.

CERTIFICATE

I, Mary E. Kistler. do hereby certify that [ am the duly appointed Clerk of the Livingston Parish
Council, State of Louisiana. I further certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a
Motion adopted by the Livingston Parish Council at a regular meeting held on August 13, 1998,
in which meeting a quorum was present.

WITNESS my official signature and seal of office at Livingston, Louisiana, this 24th day of

August, 1998, TN

G .
LY /6:'% A CJ.__—

Mty B Kistler, Céuncil Clerk

Kivingston Parish Council




RESOLUTION

R-98-543

CITY HALL: _August 20, 1998

SECONDED BY: COUNCI
WHEREAS, Gow

r *Mike" Foster, Jx., declared in kis 1997 May Day address,
the urgency of rededicating ounrselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal
wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the "Breanx Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the "Coast 2050" partnership
among federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic
plan 1o sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partmership has depended upon parish governments and/or their
Coastal Zone Advisory Commoittees for input and guidance; now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEW ORILEANS, That
this Council endorses the strategies recommended in the "Coast 2050" plan for the Orleans
Parish area.

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION WAS READ IN FULL, THE ROLL
WAS CALLED ON THE ADOPTION THEREOF AND RESULTED AS FOLLOWS:

YEAS: Carter, Glapion, Hazeur-Distance, Sapir, Singleton - 5
NAYS: 0

ABSENT: Terrell (Due to I1lness), Thomas (Out of Town) - 2

AND THE RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED.

G:\RESEARCH\RESOLUT\98-168R.Ig




RESOLUTION NO.98-551

On motion of Council Member Theriot, seconded by Council Member Ranatza and on roll
call all members present voting “Yes”, except Council Member Ned, absent, the following
Resolution was adopted;

A Resolution by the Plaquemines Parish Council endorsing the strategies
recommended in the “Coast 2050" Plan for the Plaguemines Parish area:
and otherwise to provide with respect thereto.

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. “Mike” Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day address the
urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal
wetlands and barrier islands: and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the "Coast 2050" partnership
among federal, state and local participants, to develop a single technically sound strategic
plan to sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands: and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon Parish Governments and/or their Coastal
Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance;

NOW, THEREFORE:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Plaquemines Parish Council that the Plaquemines Parish
Government hereby endorses the strategies recommended in the “Coast 2050" plan for
the Plaquemines Parish area, with the exception that the Plaquemines Parish Government
is opposed to any deep draft navigation channel on the West Bank of Plaquemines Parish,
and also urges that the “Coast 2050" model of Parish involvement be adopted for any
amendments of these strategies.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Plaquemines Parish Council that the Secretary of this
Council is hereby authorized and directed to immediately certify and release this
Resolution and that Parish employees and officials are authorized to carry out the
purposes of this Resolution, both without further reading and approval by the Plaquemines
Parish Council.

I hereby certify the above and foregoing to be a true and correct copy of a Resolution
adepted by the Plaguemines Parish Council at a meeting held at its office in the

Courthouse, Pointe ala Hache, Louisiana, on August 13, 1998.
o) el
WCW

Secretary



Bt Berrert Parish Govermuent

PRESIDENT

Charies H. Ponstein
eon

PARISH COUNCIL

Daniel L. Dysart
Councilman
Allarge

Clay A. Cossé
Councllman
Atlarge

Curtis B. Pitre
Councitman
District A

Nita Rusich Hutter
Councilwoman
District B

Joseph S. Di Fatta, Jr.
Councilman
District C

Craig P. Taffaroe, Jr.
Councilman
District D

Henry J. Rodriguez, Jr.
Councilman
District E

CLERK OF THE CO

B201 West Judge Perez Drive » Chalmerte, Louisiana 70043

(504) 278-4200 #14
EXTRACT OF THE OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE COUNCIL OF THE PARISH OF
ST. BERNARD, STATEOF LOUISIANA, TAKXEN AT A REGULAR MEETING HELD IN
THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE ST. BERNARD PARISH GOVERNMENT
BUILDING, 8201 WEST JUDGE PEREZ DRIVE, CHALMETTE, LOUISIANA ON
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 1998 AT ELEVEN (i 1:00) O’CLOCK A.M.

+  Fax (504) 278-4209

On motion of Mr. Taffaro, seconded by Ms. Hutter, it was moved to ad opt the following
resolution:

RESOLUTION SBPC #1296-09-98

WHEREAS, Govemor M. I. “Mike” Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day address
the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal
wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the “Coast 2050" partnership among
federal, state and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic plan to
sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this parinership has depended upon parish governments and/or their
Coastal Zone Advisory Committee for input and guidance.

NOW THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the St. Bemard Parish Council, the
governing authority does hereby endorse the strategies recommended in the “Coast 2050" plan
for the St. Benard Parish area.

The above and foregoing having been submitted to a vote, the vote thereupon resulted
as follows:

YEAS: Hutter, Di Fatta, Cosse’, Taffaro and Rodriguez.

NAYS: None.
ABSENT FOR VOTE: Pitre.
The Chairman, Mr. Dysart, cast his vote as YEA.

And the motion was declared adopted on the 1* day of September, 1998,

CERTIFICATE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and
foregoing is a true and correct copy of a motion
adopted at a Regular Meeting of the Council of
the Parish of St. Bemard, held at Chalmette,
Louisiana, on Tuesday, September 1, 1998,

Witness my hand and the seal
of the Parish of St. Bernard on
this I* day of September, 1998,

M. KA




INTRODUCED BY: CHRIS A. TREGRE, PARISH PRESIDENT
(PLANNING & ZONING DEPT.: CZM SECTION)
RESOLUTION NO. _4549
A resolution endorsing the strategies recommended
in the “Coast 2050" plan for the St. Charles Parish
area.

WHEREAS, Govemor M. J. “Mike” Foster Jr. declared in his 1997 May Day Address
the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and
restoring our coastal wetiands and barrier islands; and,

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act’” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the
“Coast 2050 partnership among federal, state, and local participants to
develop a single technically sound strategic plan to sustain Louisiana's
coastal wetlands; and,

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments andfar their
Goastal Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, THAT WE, THE MEMBERS OF THE

ST. CHARLES PARISH COUNCIL, do hereby endorse the strategies recommended in

the “Coast 2050" plan for the $t. Charles Parish area; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the "Coast 2050" modef of parish involvement be

adopted for any amendments of these strategies.

The foregoing resolution having been submitted to a vote, the vote thereon was
as follows:

YEAS: RAMCHANDRAN, MINNICH, ALEXANDER, CHAMPAGNE, PHILLIPS, AUTHEMENT,

JOHNSO¥, DUHE

NAYS: NONE

ABSENT: SIRMON

And the resolution was declared adopted this _17th _ day of __August
1998, fo become effective five {5) days after publication in the Official Journal.

COAST 1800

APPROVED : DISAPPROVED

PARISH PRESIDENT: / % @‘_‘
-~

RETD/SECRETARY: %19 A%

AT: A2 0 A MRecD BY: C‘\O.%-"’
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INTRODUCED BY: CHRIS A. TREGRE, PARISH PRESIDENT
(PLANNING & ZONING DEPT.: CZM SECTION)
RESOLUTION NO. _ 4549
A resolution endorsing the strategies recommended
in the “Coast 2050" plan for the St. Charles Parish
area.

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. “Mike" Foster Jr. declared in his 1997 May Day Address
the urgency of rededicating ourseives to the cause of protecting and
restoring our coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and,

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act’ Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the
“Coast 2050” partnership among federal, state, and local participants to
develop a single technically sound strategic plan to sustain Louisiana’s
coastal wetlands; and,

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their
Coastal Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, THAT WE, THE MEMBERS OF THE

ST. CHARLES PARISH COUNCIL, do hereby endorse the strategies recommended in

the “Coast 2050" plan for the St. Charles Parish area; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the “Coast 2050" model of parish involvement be

adopted for any amendments of these strategies.

The foregoing resolution having been submitted to a vole, the vote thereon was
as follows:

YEAS: RAMCHANDRAN, MINNICH, ALEXANDER, CHAMPAGNE, PHILLIPS, AUTHEMENT,
JOHNSON, DUHE
NAYS: NONE

ARSENT: SIRMON

And the resolution was declared adopted this _17th _ day of ___August
1998, to become effective five (5) days after publication in the Official Journal.

COAST 2080

CHAIRMAN : AN~

SECRETARY: W
DLVD/PARISH PRE fiﬂ‘: LR -AK

APPROVED : DISAPPROVED .

PARISH PRESIDENT: % % 2&_/

RETD/SECRETARY: € -1 -9 ¥

at- Q"3 0 A (Reco BY: C\O,,'\?:»""’




Councliman Bocz offered the following resoiution, which was seconded by Councilman
Patin and unanimausly adopted:

RESOLUTION 98-104
ST. JAMES PARISH COUNCIL

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE COAST
2050 PLAN FOR THE REGION 1 AND 2 AREAS

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. "Mike™ Fosler, Jr., declared in his 1987 May Day addrass the
urgency of redadicating ourselves o the causs o! protecting and restoring our coaslal
weotlands and barrier Islands; and, :

WHEREAS, the "Breaux Acl" Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authorlty have responded 1o this call through the “Coast 2050" pantnership
among federal, state, and local parlicipants, to dovolop a single, technically sound strategic
plan to suslain Louislana’s coastal wellands; and,

WHEREAS, this parinership has depended upon parish governments and/er thelr
Coastal Zone Advisory Commitlees for Input and guldance:;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the St. James Parish Council {ully endorses
the stralagies recommended in the "Coast 2050" plan for the Reglon 1 and 2 areas; and,

BE IT FURTHER, RESOLVED that the Parish Councli urges that the "Coast 2050™ model
of parish Involvement be adopled for any amondments of thase strategles.

And the resolution was declared adopted on this, the 2nd day of September, 1998.

T2l R L

Council Chairman

Delivered lo Parish Prosident: (UEUT? .

Approved. 9t | it

Disapproved;

~ ,’arlsh Fresjdent

Returned to Secrolary on

Al .. AM/PM

Recelved by

* - * A *

CERTIFICATE

|, Gerard J. Schexnayder, Secretary of the Councl! of the Parish of S1. James, State of
Loulsiana, hereby cerify, thal the toregoing is a true and correct copy of a resoiution adopted
by the SL. James Parlsh Councll In regular meeting held on the 2nd day of September, 1938.

Slgned at Vacherie, Louisiana, this 2nd day of September, 1998.

SEAL



RESOLUTION
R98-52

Mr. McTopy propoeses and Mr. Duhon seconds the following
resclution.

RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT
COAST 2050

WHEREAS, Governor M.J. wMike” Foster, Jr., declared in his
1997 May Day address the urgency of rededicating
ocurselves to the cause of protecting and restoring
cur coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, The “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland
Conservation and Restoration Authority have responded
to this call through the “Coast 2050" partnership
among Federal, state, and local participants, to
develop a single, technically sound strategic plan
+o sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments
and/or their Coastal Zone Advisory Committees for
input and guidance.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the St. John the Baptist
Parish Government endorses the strategies recommended in the
rcoast 2050" plan for the St. John the Baptist Parish area; and

Alsc urges that the vCoast 2050" model of parish involvement be
adopted for any amendments of these strategies

The above resolution having been submitted to a vote; the vote
thereon was as follows:

YEAS: Duffy, Bailey., Duhon, Perrilloux, Wilson, Monica,
McTopy, Thornton

NAYS: None ABSENT: Wolfe



esolution w

The result of the vote oL the r 8
declared adopted on the 11ith day

ABSENT and this resclution was
of Angna;,lBBS.
i /s/Audrey Millet /s/arnold J. Lapat
_:CDUNCIL CHAIRMAN SEi F IEBY PARISH PRESIDENT

- =

CERTINIED, TO pe a true and corxect copy of a resolution adopted
Baptist Parish Council on the day of

b he St, John the
, 19%8.
—" SECRE Y '

sT. JOHN THE BAPTIST PARISH COUNCIL



RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Governor M.J. "Mike" Foster, Jr., declared
in his 1997 May Dav address the urgency of rededicating
ourselves to the cause of protecting and regtoring our
coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and,

WHEREAS, the "Breaux Act" Task Force and the State
Wetland Conservation and Restoration Authority have
regponded to this call through the "Coast 2050" partnership
among federal, state, and local participants, to develop a
gingle, technically scund strategic plan to sustain
Louisiana'sg coastal wetlands; and,

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish
governments and/or their Coastal Zone Advisory Committees
for input and guidance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the S$t. Martin
Parish Police Jury in Regular Session convened this 1st day
of September, 1998, endorses the strategies recommended in
the "Coast 2050" plan for the St. Martin Parish area, and
urges that the "Coast 2050" model of parish involvement be
adopted for any amendments of these strategies.
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I, YVETTE T. GREIG, SECRETARY, ST. MARTIN PARISH
POLICE JURY, do hereby certify that this is a true and
correct copy of the Rescluticn adopted by the St. Martin
Parish Police Jury in Regular Session convened on the 1st
day of September, 1998, at which meeting a quorum was
present .

GIVEN UNDER MY OFFICIAL SIGNATURE AND SEAIL OF OFFICE,
this /é L day of September, 1998.

T. GREIG, SECRETA
RTIN PARISH POLICE

RY
Y



RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT

COAST 2050

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. "Mike" Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day
address the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our
coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the "Breaux Act" Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation
and Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the "Coast 2050"
partnership among federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically
sound strategic plan to sustain Louisiana's coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their
Coastal Zone Advisory Committee for imput and guidance;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the St Mary Parish Government
endorses the strategies recommended in the "Coast 2050"plan for the St. Mary Parish
area.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the St. Mary Parish Council in regular session
convened on this the 26th day of August 1998,

2,

ES WALTERS, CHAIRMAN
ST. MARY PARISH COUNCIL
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. PUSATERI, CLERK
ARISH COUNCIL
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ST. TAMMANY PARISH POLICE JURY
RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION POLICE JURY SERIES NO, _98-8801
RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF COAST 2050 INITIATIVE

WHEREAS, Govemor M. 1. “Mike Foster, Ir. declared in his 1997 May Day Address the urgency of
rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and Restoration
Authority have responded to this call through the “Coast 2050" partnership among federal, state, and local
participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic plan to sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and their staff and Coastal
Advisory Committees for input and guidance; and

WHEREAS, the St. Tammany Parish Police Jury wishes to support appropriate coastal wetland
restoration and preservation efforts;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the St. Tammany Parish Police Jury endorses the
strategies recommended in the “Coast 2050" plan for the St. Tammany Parish area and urges that the “Coast
2050" model of parish involvement be adopted for any amendments of these strategies.

THIS RESOLUTION HAVING BEEN SUBMITTED TO A VOTE, THE VOTE THEREON WAS
AS FOLLOWS:

MOVED FOR ADOPTION BY _DAVI§ __ _ , SECONDED BY _GRIFFIN

YEAS: GLASS, WILLIE, THOMPSON, GRIFFIN, HARWELL, SINGLETARY, GLOCKNER,

DOHERTY, BAGERT, PEPPERMAN, STEFANCIK, DAVIS, THOMAS AND SMITH.
NAYS: 0
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT: 0

THIS RESOLUTION WAS DECLARED DULY ADOPTED ON THE _20TH DAY OF AUGUST
1998, AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE POLICE JURY, A QUORUM OF THE MEMBERS BEING

PRESENT AND VOTING.

ATTEST:

iy Blrcvoode.

DIANE HUESCHEN, SECRETARY
ST. TAMMANY PARISH POLICE JURY




QTANGIPAHOA PARISH COUNCIL)

i o | PO.BOX 215 s AMITE, LOUISIANA 70422
(504) 748-3211  FAX (504) 7487576

T. P. RESOLUTION NO. 98-20

WHEREAS, Governor M. J, “Mike” Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day address the
urgency of rededicating ourseives to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal wetlands and
barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the “Coast 2050" partnership among
federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic plan to sustain
Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their Coastal
Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Tangipahoa Parish President and
Tangipahoa Parish Council, governing authority of Tangipahoa Parish, State of Louisiana, endorses
the strategics recommended in the “Coast 2050" plan for the Tangipahoa Parish area.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Tangipahoa Parish President and Tangipahoa
Parish Council also urges that the “Coast 2050" model of parish involvement be adopted for any
amendments of these strategies.

On motion by Mr. Cortez and seconded by _ Ms. Fdwards , the foregoing
resolution was hereby declared adopted on this 24™ day of August, 1998 by the following roll-call
vote:

YEAS:

9 {Buckley, Jarrell, Petittao, Brune, Ridgel, Bankston, Fleet, Edwards,
Cortez)

NAYS: NONE
ABSENT: 1 (Holton)

NOT VOTING: NONE

ATTEST, \ _
Margie A‘len, Clerk of Council George’HJolton, Chairman/Guy F. B ckley, Jr.,
Vice 5hairman

Tangipahoa Parish Councii Tangipahoa Parish Council

/2

Gordon A. Burgess, Presj
Tangipahoa Parish



OFFERED BY: Mr. D. Henry.
SECONDED: Unanimously.

RESOLUTION NO. 98-395

WHEREAS,  Governor M.J. “Mike” Foster, Jr.. declared in his 1997 May Day address,
the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal
wetlands and barrier islands, and

WHEREAS. the “Breanx Act” Task Force and the State Wetland Conservation and
Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the “Coast 2050™ partnership among
federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic plan to
sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands, and

WHEREAS, this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their Coastal
Zomne Advisory Committee for input and guidance, and

WHEREAS, the Coast 2050 Strategies for Region 3 Plan has been prepared by the
Louvisiana Department of Natura| Resources and has been thoroughly reviewed by the
Terrebonne Parish Coastal Zone Management Advisory Committee. and

WHEREAS, the local CZM committee, along with the Parish CZM Manager, have
concluded that the plan is beneficial to Terrebonne Parish and have recornmended that the
Terrebonne Parish Council endorse said plan.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED By the Terrebonne Parish Council (Public
Services & Natural Resources Committee), on behalf of the Terrebonne Parish Consolidated
Government, that the strategies as recommended in the “Coast 2050” plan for the Terrebonne
Parish area be hereby endorsed and supported by this governing body and that the “Coast 2050”
madel of parish involvement be adopted for any amendments of these strategies.

THERE WAS RECORDED:

YEAS: P. Gabriel, Sr., W, Thibodeaux, R. Boudreaux, Jr., C. Duplantis, H. Lapeyre, C.
Chauvin and D. Henry.

NAYS: None.
NOT VOTING: None,
ABSENT: ].B. Breaux and C, Rogers.

The Chairman declared the resolution adopted on this, the 22™! day of September, 1998,

ok ok Kok ok R g %

I, PAUL A. LABAT. Council Clerk of the Terrebonne Parish Council, do hereby certify
that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the Public Services and
Nataral Resources Committee on September 22, 1998 and subsequently ratified by the
Assembled Council in Regular Session on September 23, 1998 at which meeting a quorum was
present.

GIVEN UNDER MY OFFICIAL SIGNATURE AND SEAL OF OFFICE THIS 24"
DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1998,

e
o
e =
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PAUL A. LABAT. COUNCIL CLERK
TERREBONNE PARISH COUNCIL



RESOLUTION
98-R-31

WHEREAS, Governor M. J. “Mike” Foster, Jr., declared in his 1997 May Day
address the urgency of rededicating ourselves to the cause of protecting and restoring our coastal
wetlands and barrier islands; and

WHEREAS, the “Breaux Act” Task Force and the State Wetlands Conservation
and Restoration Authority have responded to this call through the “Coast 2050” parinership
among federal, state, and local participants, to develop a single, technically sound strategic plan
to sustain Louisiana’s coastal wetlands; and

WHEREAS., this partnership has depended upon parish governments and/or their
Coastal Zone Advisory Committees for input and guidance;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Vermilion Parish Government
endorses the strategies recommended in the “Coast 2050” plan for the Parish area;, with the
following amendments,

Region 3

Page 1 of 5, Item 6 should read: “Stabilize banks of navigation channels for water
conveyance and erosion control”

Page 1 of 5, Item 10 should read: “Protect shoreline integrity of Teche/Vermilion
Bay Systems including the Gulf Shorelines
(bay/lake/gulf)”

Page 4 of 5, Item 66 should read: “Stabilize banks of navigation channels and
canals”

Page 4 of 5, Item 67 should read: “'Protect bay/lake shoreline and gulf shore
e.g. Protect & restore Southwest Pass
shoreline
¢.g. Establish artificial reefs”

Page 4 of 5, Item 80 should read: “Stabilize banks of navigation channels and
canals”

Region 4

Page 1 of 8, Add Item #7 under Item #6, which should read: “stabilize banks of
pavigation channel for water conveyance
and erosion control”

Page 1 of 8, Add Item #18 under Item #17, which should read: “Prevent the
coalescence of White and the Gulf of
Mexico”



Page 3 of 8, Item 22 should read: “Beneficial Use of Dredged Material
Beneficial use of GIWW & Freshwater Bayou
dredged material to include prevention of '
saltwater intrusion during high water events
around locks and prevent erosion from tidal
fluctuations.”

Page 3 of 8, Item 24 should read: “Shoreline Protection
e.g. Rebuild W. bank along Freshwater Bayou .
Canal and South bank of the GIWW”

Also urges that the “Coast 2050” model of parish involvement be adopted for any amendments
of these strategies.

LI I I ]

I, Michae} J. Bertrand, Secretary-Treasurer, of the Vermilion Parish Police Jury,
do hereby certify that the above is a true and exact copy of & resolution adopted by the Vermilion
Parish Police Jury, at their meeting held on September 8, 1998, at which a quorum was present

and acting.
Michael . Bertrand
Secretary-Treasurer

Vermilion Parish Police Jury
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SECTION 2

REGIONAL SCOPING MEETING NOTES

Thisisasummary of the four Coast
2050 regional scoping meetings held in
July and August 1997. It contains a
brief description of the meeting format
and meeting notes. Public comments
regarding coastal issues, objectives,
strategies, and the Coast 2050 process
areincluded. The summary of these
comments became part of the Coast
2050 record and was used to set the
stage for detailed discussions of regional
and coastwide issues as the Coast 2050
Plan was devel oped.

M eeting For mat

The meetings opened with local
representatives welcoming attendees and
providing alocal perspective on Coast

2050. Representatives from the
Governor’s Office of Coastal Activities
and the Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) described how and
why Coast 2050 was initiated.

Denise Reed of the Louisiana
Universities Marine Consortium and Sue
Hawes of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) presented problems
at coastwide and regional levels, with
emphasis on the implications for the
future of the region and the State.

Woody Gagliano of Coastal
Environments, Inc., presented strategic
options and coastal restoration
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technologies.

Mike Liffman of the Louisiana
Cooperative Extension Service (LCES)
and Robin Roberts of the Louisiana Sea
Grant College Program spoke about
building a sustainable coastal economy

Paul Coreil of the LCES and Lee Wilson
of Lee Wilson and Associates facilitated
group dialog.

Thefirst day of each meeting consisted
of group sessions. The group sessions
were aforum for coastal residents,
coastal users, and local representativesto
express opinions, provide information,
and ask questions about the Coast 2050
initiative. These sessions also provided
an opportunity to suggest and discuss
objectives, strategies, and related issues.

The second day consisted of separate
breakout groups for public input into
and discussion of the Coast 2050
process, as well as public input into and
discussion of regional issues that should
be addressed in the Coast 2050 planning
process. Each breakout group reported
on the issues that they discussed in a
general group dialog.

Notes from each of these four meetings
are summarized and follow.



Coast 2050 Scoping M eeting
USACE Building, New Orleans
Region 1
July 15, 1997—Day 1

Objectives

Sustain natural resources in marshes

adjacent to the Mississippi River
Gulf Outlet (MRGO) while
maintaining navigation needs.
Provide better opportunities for the
public to get involved in restoration
effort.

Strategies

Close MRGO.

Manage MRGO to achieve
sustained resources possibly by
using a gate or saltwater barrier.
Call together all interest groups at
parish level to discuss Coast 2050.
This should be led by parish
government.

Hot | ssues

MRGO:

-Saltwater intrusion.
-Economic benefits vs.
environmental degradation.
-Economic viability of continued
maintenance and use.
-Wake erosion.

-Velocities.

-Loss of land bridge.
-Public safety (storm surge,
chemical and oil spills).
-Water quality impacts with
changed management.
-Effects on habitat.
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-Future wetland effects.

-Is original plan for MRGO sitill
viable?

-Maintenance costs.

Shoreline erosion in the western part
of the basin.

Flood control and Bonnet Carré.
Development (permitting).

Water quality.

Land bridges.

Freshwater and sediment supply.
North shore and perimeter wetlands
in the basin.

Socio-economic displacement.
Sustainable commercial fishery.
Infrastructure maintenance.

Storm surge protection (hurricane
evacuation).

Need to provide leadership at local
and State level.

We must accurately analyze costs
and benefits of old projects like
MRGO and other waterways.
Navigation projects:

-Review all navigation projects in
the coastal zone. Determine
benefits and environmental costs.
Determine whether the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW)
and MRGO are viable.

-What Coastal Wetlands Planning,
Protection and Restoration Act
(CWPPRA) projects are being
proposed to undo damage caused
by navigation projects?

-Evaluate the interconnectivity of
all navigation projects and their
impacts on coastal zone land loss.
Quantify loss and compare to
benefits of projects.

-Evaluation should include
Barataria Waterway, Calcasieu



Ship Channel, Houma Navigation
Canal, GIWW, etc.

Process I ssues

Bring in missing interest groups:
-Oil and gas

-Navigation

-Ports

-Louisiana Department of
Transportation and Development
-Recreation

-Levee boards

-Sportsman’s groups

-Planning commissions

-Water and sewer districts
-Parish governments
-Commercial fishermen
-Chambers of Commerce

-State legislators

-Landowners

-Developers

-Environmental groups
-Business and industry groups
-Louisiana Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries

-Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality

-Louisiana State Wetland Authority
-Louisiana Department of Economic
Development

-Louisiana Division of
Administration

-Louisiana Department of
Agriculture and Forestry

A lot of interest groups feel their
input is lost in the process. The
public feels it does not have
ownership in the decision-making
process for projects such as
CWPPRA projects.

Local input and concerns must be
considered.
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Need both youth and adult support
for Coast 2050.

The position of the Governor is
important. The only person who
can bring diverse groups together is
the Governor.

Use the Governor’'s commitment to
coastal restoration given at the May
Day celebration as backing for the
Coast 2050 initiative.

How does Coast 2050 compare and
fit in with other plans?

How will this be different from other
planning processes?

What are the measures of success?
What will be the final proposal
developed through this process?
Can we realistically expect this
process to address serious decisions
like closing MRGO?

Who will tie all input, priorities, and
strategies into a regional approach?
Who is in charge? Do we need to
campaign for staff? Regional
leadership should lead the process.
Identify a few specific issues at
regional meetings.

Go to police juries with issues at
regional meetings.

Ask police juries to fill out a
guestionnaire on priorities.

Written notification is not enough.
Heighten media awareness of
impacts of projected losses.

Need to facilitate involvement.
Timing of meetings. Should
meetings be shorter? Should the
meetings be held during the day or
in the evenings? For half a day or a
full day? Shorter meetings more
often may be preferred.

Alternate location of meetings.



We may need to go to people rather
than asking them to come to us.
Parish meetings should have been
conducted prior to regional
meetings.

We may need to conduct “Town
Meetings” about Coast 2050.

Coast 2050 Scoping M eeting

USACE Building, New Orleans
Region 1

July 16, 1997—Day 2

Breakout Discussion (Process)

Fact sheet and brochure were used.
Each parish has an individual plan;
however, there is no unified coastal
plan. We need to obtain existing
parish plans.

Coast 2050 needs to look at coastal
restoration on a different scale than
other plans have in the past.

The Coast 2050 initiative message
should be simplified for the general
public.

Prior plan summaries need to be
presented to the parishes.

We need to obtain the parish master
economic development plans.

High level regional meetings called
by the Governor should be held after
we obtain local parish issues.

The coastal zone management plans
need to be obtained.

The Coast 2050 plan must be
reconciled by scientists, biologists,
economists, etc.

There needs to be a coastal summit
after the information is gathered and
parishes have been revisited.
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Process Group Recommendations

Parish-level meetings need to be
held to receive local input and to
obtain master plans.

Reconcile the plans.

Go back to parishes.

Hold coastal summit.

Hold high level coastal meeting of
all regions called by the Governor.
The Coast 2050 Plan must be
completed.

Process Group Report Discussion

Develop a library of past plans that
the regional teams and Planning
Management Team (PMT) will
collect.

The Lake Pontchartrain Basin (LPB)
Special Area Management Plan is
available.

Other plan initiatives and other
entities should be included in the
review.

Other plans that need to be obtained
include the following:

-USACE water resources plan
-CD ROM of LPB data and plans
-Land use plans

-Basin plans

-Coastal zone management plans
-Soil and water conservation plans
-Port development plans

-Planning and Development
Commission plans

-Economic development plans
-Hurricane evacuation plans
-Louisiana Department of
-Transportation and Development
(DOTD) plans and public works



Outreach ideas:

-Parish-level local access Cable TV
coverage of Coast 2050 meetings.
-Public Service Announcements
-Opening presentations at regional
meetings which cover the issues
well.

-Evening meetings with concerned
citizens should cover “hot button”
Issues, project loss by 2050,
educate about watersheds, and
expand the public’'s knowledge on
coastal restoration issues and Coast
2050 in order to provide a basis for
making informed decisions.

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

What Are Some Coastal Restoration

| ssues?

Improve water quality.
Fix land loss.
Systemic analysis includes:

Key Locations
West Basin

Lake Pontchartrain fringe
Submerged aquatic vegetation
Land bridges

MRGO

Barriers

Key Concerns
Shoreline erosion

Permitting
Navigation (saltwater intrusion)
Pollution sources and flushing

Set priorities.
Side issues include the following:
-Protecting barrier islands.

-Dividing region into sections.
-Prioritizing needs.

-Public access (growing demand).
-Future development.

-Watershed management needs to
consider growth, water supply,
water quality, and flooding.
-Economics.

-Solutions are short-, mid-, and
long-term.

-Include the Pearl River in the
planning effort.

-Protect cultural resources.

Why Is Saving Coastal Louisiana
Important?

Recreation has a high value and we
want swimable water.

We want to sustain our fisheries.
We want quality habitat and
protection for wildlife.

Storm protection is important.
Flood and drainage management is
important to the public.

We want navigation to be efficient.
We need to look at the global
perspective of navigation.

We want both quality and quantity
of water supply.

We want to minimize the
displacement of people.

Cultural resources.

With coastal restoration we can
promote and protect ecotourism.

How Are We Going To Save
Louisiana’s Coast?

Close or gate MRGO.

Change operation of Bonnet Carré.
New freshwater and sediment
diversion(s).



Grass roots projects.
Regulation and management
changes.

Compensation.

Barriers.

Replumbing.

Watershed management:

-Growth management and land use.

-Buffer zones.

-Non-point sources.

-River quality.

-Flood water management.
Mitigation areas and expansion.

How Much Do We Need To Do?
Can we take no action to restore

coastal Louisiana? This will be
rejected by all.

Can the existing state of the coast be

only fine-tuned?

Do we do more and achieve a no-
net loss of function?

Do we need a time frame of short-,
intermediate-, or long-term
(50+years)?

Report Discussion

Wetlands focus and integration.
Implementation: teeth beyond
wetlands.

Need to address “how much.”

Not constrained by existing plans.
Merge coastal zone management
(CZM) and CWPPRA.

Natural systems and management.

Vision Discussion

No net loss?
When?

At what level?
Where?

Triage
Opportunities

» CWPPRA is a competitive priority.
Do we look at restoration with a
triage priority or with a preventative
priority?

Region 1 Meeting Evaluations

Respondents were asked to rate the
following items from 1 to 5, with
1=Excellent and 5=Fair.

The mean response is listed after each
guestion.

* Q1. Did the presentation, “Land
Loss: History, Causes, Projections,
Consequences and Ongoing Efforts”
clearly and accurately depict the
coastal resource challenges facing
Region 1?

A. Mean Response = 1.565

* Q2. Did the presentation, “Potential
Strategies” clearly and accurately
outline potential Region 1
restoration strategies?

A. Mean Response = 1.625

* Q3. Did the presentation, “Building
a Sustainable Coastal Economy”
clearly and accurately outline
Region 1 economic objectives and
challenges?

A. Mean Response = 2.652

* Q4a. How would you rate the
facilitated session conducted to



identify coastal use and resource
objectives?

A. Mean Response = 2.435

Q4b. How would you rate the
facilitated session conducted to
identify coastal conservation and
restoration strategies?

A. Mean Response = 2.273

Q5. How would you rate the Coast
2050 planning initiative overall?

A. Mean Response = 2.286

Q6a. Who should be involved in the
Coast 2050 initiative on the local
level?

A. -Use the list developed at the
meeting.

-Stakeholders (landowners, oil and
gas, commercial fishermen, private
industry)

-Regulatory agencies—DOTD and
the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ)
-Levee boards

-CZM, planning commissions
-Government representatives (local,
parish, State, and Federal)
-Environmental groups

-Civic interest groups

Q6b. How do we best get them
involved?

A. -Set up and update a web site.
-Local town meetings or parish
visits in one form or another
including getting the parishes to

45

hold the meetings to solicit ideas.
-Conduct phone interviews.
-Request written submissions
instead of a dialogue.

-Appoint someone from each region
or parish to keep the region updated
on the progress of Coast 2050.
-Public access television, local
newspaper release, media, publicize
meetings, make them accessible.
-Local town meetings. Contact
them through local officials.

-Ask parishes to solicit ideas from
locals.

-Someone should update the region
on efforts.

Q7. Please list any other
recommendations, comments, or
Issues of importance.

A. -Facilitator needs to be more
structured and clearer on goals,
objectives, policy, process, and
strategies.

-Get parish buy-in.

-Have place for address on sign-in
sheet.

-One-day meetings. Meetings in
community type facility.

-Allow each region to tailor process
to fit its personality.

-The first meeting seemed to drift.
-At present, it doesn’t sound like it
will accomplish its goal.

-Need to closely monitor oil and gas
exploration in sensitive areas to
keep them from continuing to
damage sensitive areas of coastline.
-Balance pros and cons of each plan.

-Which interest group has priority?
-Estimate cost of all threatened
public facilities, residential areas,



etc. and overlay on map of eroding
coastline.

-I hope this process resultsin a

better coastal restoration plan. At

this point, | don’'t know, but | am
intrigued enough to continue.
-Need a LaBranche type project at
Pass Manchac.

Coast 2050 Scoping M eeting
Yenni Building, M etairie
Region 2
July 29, 1997—Day 1

Large Group Discussion

We need to decide the regional
boundaries. For example MRGO
should be in Region 1.

Bringing in local governments is a
focus. How will this be done?

Local government authority should
provide local focus.

Broad input will be required over
and above local government.

Get direction from local government
on process early to assure proper
input.

Need to canvass all user groups on
local level.

We must find common ground
among groups.

We need to acknowledge potential
conflicts and mitigation options.
Davis Pond concerns good example
(newspaper article).

Where is the general public? How
do we reach others?

Scientists say diversions are good,
but the public sees diversions as
potentially bad. How do we resolve
this conflict?

Landowners must be involved in the
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process.
We need more elected officials
involved at regional meetings and in
the process.

Major river diversions will do good
things for restoration, but affect
many people. This concern must be
addressed.

Project benefits also produce some
project costs.

We must address concerns of oyster
fishermen and shrimpers. What can
we do?

Compensation and/or mitigation for
impacts should be a part of projects.
The State is asking parishes for
policy alternatives regarding impact
management.

Outfall management is important for
diversions.

Fishermen want written facts about
fisheries data, such as monitoring
data publication.

We need a public restoration plan
for parish groups.

We need to hammer out the coastal
restoration problem with the
Governor’s support and action in
the process.

There will be disgicement with or
without action. Public must be told
up front.

User groups must be given advance
notice of displacements and changes
to plan.

Parishes can and should pull
together for successful planning.
Displacement is taking place now
with no unified plan.

Publicity (media) blitz is needed on
land loss issue. Word is ngetting
out.



Term limits have and will cause
more elected official turnover and a
lack of institutional knowledge.
Consensus in parishes will require
the presentation of alternatives and
impacts.

Water bottom ownership is an
important issue.

Louisiana Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries’ oyster lease policy has
caused increased conflict.

We need an educational effort to
familiarize the public about
projected coastline. It must be put
in terms of how it is affecting people
today.

Media is reporting negative impacts
and no positive benefits of
restoration.

Direction of process is important.
Not everyone will agree. Education
of youth is critical.

Public education material should
include economic predictions with
restoration action compared to no
restoration action.

Adults are hard to educate. Focus
efforts on younger generation. For
example, the Jean Lafitte National
Park effort, environmental education
centers, teacher’s workshops, etc.
Supporters generally do not attend
meetings or speak up.

Breakout Discussion (Process)

Combine coastal summit and high
level meeting.

High level meeting envisioned
involving policy makers.

Summit will be the last meeting of
technical, non-policymaker, and the

public to affirm the components of
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the proposed plan.

Reconciliation process is where the
hard work is done. We will need to
work through resolution of
problems.

Parish CZM committees may want
to include all user groups in their
meetings.

May need regional or statewide
initiative for some groups. Must
meet separately within some groups,
such as the following:

Oil and gas

Shrimpers and oystermen

Seafood processing

Crabbers

Finfishermen

Sport fishermen

Chambers of Commerce
Landowners

Navigation

Fishing guides

Tourism

Parish police jury

Council members

Port directors

Local residents

Hunters and trappers
Municipalities

Environmental groups

Business and industry

Elected officials can get people to
meetings.

Get information, like maps and
pictures, out to people prior to
meeting.

Often people don't talk at meetings.
Televised parish meetings.

What plans are we reconciling?
Existing parish plans.

What are goals and visions of plans?
We need to obtain



consensus on goals and visions. Find out
what we have in common.

We need a process that will involve
groups of people throughout the
coast.

If there is one person we can seed
out, how do we access that person?
We need a survey or checkilist.
Start with a clean slate or a clean
map.

We need to identify planned
transportation routes and planned
levees.

What is the process for combining
visions of various interest groups?
Build consensus at meetings and
then get parish leaders to buy-in.

A shared vision is the beginning.
We need to identify interparish
conflicts, which should be done by
regional teams.

How do we get info?

-List what we want and provide a
list to parish council and municipal
mayors.

-Take paid staff to one-on-one
meetings with interest groups.
-Survey a wider audience of people
of all ages.

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

Dedicated dredging for wetland
creation.

What volume of dredge material for
beneficial use?

What volume of transported
sediment is available for restoration?
New navigation channel.

Funding for beneficial use of
dredged material.

Eliminate @ean dumping sites by
changing Federal standard.
Establish beneficial use of dredged
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material as required mitigation and
being the first cost of a project.
Dredging technology should use
cost effective techniques.
Mitigation credit for maintenance
dredge material use.

Volume of dredged material
generated by private interests and
use.

Confinement of dredged material.
Disposal specifications.

Operation and management disposal
specifications.

Sediment enhancement of
diversions.

Property donations for mitigation.
Mitigation as a source of funding for
restoration. Willingness to pay for
mitigation of permitted losses.
Inclusion of flood protection and
drainage as part of plans.
Subdelta locations: lower
Lafourche, mid-Plaguemines, Breton
Sound.

Navigation impacts.

Caernarvon operations full scale.
Navigation lock and navigation in
existing channel.

Project relocation costs.

Future industry and local
government planning initiatives.
Atchafalaya River as a model.
Mitigation to enhance wetland
values? Small, but significant.
Mitigation program problems.
-“Minuscule” direct footprint
(acreage).

-Large permitting effort.

-Unequal treatment.
-Sustainability.

-High cost.

-Applicability to the coastal zone.
-Flexibility of program.



Should include permitting
authorities in Coast 2050 initiative.
Special treatment for restoration
projects.

True implementation of State’s
mitigation regulations.

Get results of State’s study of
permits (1990).

Question flaws in wetland
delineations.

Special studies of fisheries impacts
coastwide.

-How to quantify this data.
-Variability, difficulty in developing
cause and effect relationships.
-Requires a wide expanse of time.
-Abuses of information.

There are several problems between
the experts and the public.
Communication problem and
distrust, technocratic arrogance,
absolute loss of production, not just
displacement (in some cases). Need
Basin Management Plan and control
operations, validity of statistics.
Don't treat press as an enemy.
Must get message out to “mom and
pop” operations, not just big
industry; past government activities
have adversely affected them.

Tie in the “whys” with observations
of fishers. State the pertinent facts
from the start.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
studied Atchafalaya.

Caernarvon is not a coastal
restoration project. It is for salinity
control.

What is the purpose, history,
perception of Caernarvon?
Downturn in total fisheries
production. Bay systems may
empirically not be able to continue
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producing. Why is west Terrebonne
still so productive?

Must rely on communication with
public rather than empirical data;
people need to tell us what they can
live with.

Find out where good oyster growing
areas are as well as for other species
(shrimp, etc.).

How can we expect fishermen to
trust us with past history of
misinformation?

Presentation (I ssues)

Beneficial use of dredged material
must be used effectively.

Revision of mitigation rules. Use
mitigation to help fund 2050 or fund
restoration.

Diversion applications in Region?
-All agree region plumbing must be
realigned.

-Where to put them? There is no
comprehensive basin plan for each
region’s basins. Unless you have
cumulative impacts of all future plan
components, you can't make a
decision. Dedicated diversion from
Bayou Lafourche.

-All diversions must deliver higher
rate of sediments.

-Change route of navigation system
to fit restoration needs, example
(i.e., a new route to the gulf).
Fisheries impacts:

-If effort is to be successful,
perception of people toward
government is critical. People feel
government is against them and
distrust the government. Example,
shrimpers with turtle excluder
devices and bycatch reduction
devices.



-Respect user observations and
listen, then explain.

-Be truthful about diversions; be up
front. What are potentia impacts?

Coast 2050 Scoping M eeting
Yenni Building, M etairie
Region 2
July 30, 1997—Day 2

Large Group Discussion

Barrier islands are important and
must be discussed.

Need to get more volunteers.
Use LCES to get out information.
Outreach W be different in
different areas.

Give parish representatives a point
of contact.

Barataria-Terrebonne National
Estuary Program (BTNEP) is
willing to help in outeach.

How do we define what is
acceptable to the public?
Partner’s kit will pecede plan.
Need a bottom-up approach.
Volunteers use tool kit to go out
and obtain ideas.

We need to stop thinking about
parishes and start thinking about
hydrologic basins.

Must have a systematic, planned
method of finding out what is
acceptable.

People need to have a voice in
project operation.

Need to include private landowners.
Make use of adaptive management.
Must include public.

What happens after this meeting?
Use a survey taken out by
volunteers.
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May want to take advantage of
scientific polling tools.

There are few public people here.
We have to go to them.

Consider an alternative model for
outreach. Send out a few people.
Limit spokespersons.

Need quality control. Need panel to
answer to “Blue Ribbon
Committee.”

We live in a democracy. We have to
convince the people.

Need to have a plan first.

Breakout Discussion (Process)

Need to overcome negative press.
Go to organizations with positive
message. Put it in economic terms.
Give correct information in a timely
manner.

We are assuming parish wants input.
We need to understand how parish
will r eact.

Parish should take lead.

Governor’s office needs to be
involved twice, during the

beginning and end of the Coast 2050
process.

Need two things from parish,
technical information and for the
parish to educate citizens and obtain
input from their citizens.

Need an education kit to provide to
the parishes for education of the
citizens.

Involvement by the Governor could
be as simple as a letter.

Coast 2050 does not need to be
involved in obtaining local input.
Parishes should obtain local input
and represent their interest to Coast
2050.



An education tool kit is critical but
should be brief and to the point.
Outreach should be done by not-for-
profit organization (people distrust
government).

How do scientists address major
iIssues? What level of certainty?
Take positive aspects of Caernarvon
and use that as a model.

Show tradeoffs and let public make
up their minds.

LCES should take the lead in
distributing information.

Video geared at a level for simple
discussion of issues.

Need a consistent message across
the State. Governor Foster should
be the spokesperson.

At completion of the plan get two or
three non-governmental
organization people to sell plan to
Feds.

Need bottom-up approach to
consensus building.

Need to train people who bring the
message.

Get opinion leaders of major groups
together in one room.

Must address impacts and deal with
hard issues of winners and losers.
Must have public awareness. Start
in schools.

Coast 2050 is different from plans
we have now.

Design contest in local high schools
for Coast 2050 poster and logo.
We need to use an adaptive
management approach to Coast

2050. We need to be able to change

management depending on
environment and public
involvement in management.
What will parish meetings do?
Counteract negative publicity, tell
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the actual story, and resolve
concerns.

 How do we get to these people with
concerns? This may oppose Lake
Pontchartrain Basin Foundation’s
agenda. Lack of planning money.
Parishes may bolt and not make hard
decisions. Will push officials to lead
or follow. Let the State do it; do
not go to the locals. Who are local
champions and opinion leaders?
Meet with them and give them a
challenge.

Region 2 Meeting Evaluations

Respondents were asked to rate the
following items from 1 to 5, with
1=Excellent and 5=Fair.

The mean response is listed after each
guestion.

* Q1. Did the presentation, “Land
Loss: History, Causes, Projections,
Consequences and Ongoing Efforts”
clearly and accurately depict the
coastal resource challenges facing
Region 2?

A. Mean Response = 1.2

* Q2. Did the presentation, “Potential
Strategies” clearly and accurately
outline potential region restoration
strategies?

A. Mean Response = 1.733

* Q3. Did the presentation, “Building
a Sustainable Coastal Economy”
clearly and accurately outline
Region 3 economic objectives and
challenges?



A. Mean Response = 2.923

Q4a. How would you rate the
facilitated sessions? Breakout A.

A. Mean Response = 2.1

Q4b. How would you rate the
facilitated sessions? Breakout B.

A. Mean Response = 2.2

Q5. How would you rate the Coast
2050 planning initiative overall?

A. Mean Response = 2.615

Q6a. Who should be involved in the
Coast 2050 initiative on the local
level or regional level?

A. -Government (USACE, parish
councils, parish CZMs, parish
presidents, DEQ, local levee
districts, DOTD, police juries, levee
and water districts, school boards).
-Business (oil and gas, navigation,
commercial fishermen).

-Individuals (landowners, lease-
holders, recreational fishermen, civic
groups, trappers, hunters, farmers,
ranchers).

-Organizations (Sierra Club, League
of Women Voters, etc.).

Q6b. How do we best get them
involved?

A. We need a lot of media contact
to emphasize that this is probably
the most important issue to the State
of Louisiana. Public support is
virtually non-existent because there
IS no public awareness.
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-The State needs to make a major
effort to make citizens aware of the
problems and then offer solutions in
the Coast 2050 Plan. Only then will
we be able to ask taxpayers to
support this plan.

-Send information to all groups,
especially newspapers.

-Get user groups involved early, as
in the first parish meeting and keep
them informed.

-Recruit a marketing person to assist
In phrasing questions for surveys
with yes or no responses, not essay
responses, and target important
groups.

-Contact landowners association.

Q7. Please list any other
recommendations, comments, or
iIssues of importance regarding the
Coast 2050 effort.

A. -Itis now time to render the
process to writing and flow
diagrams.

-Get on Internet. Educate, Educate,
Educate! Establish that this is not
just another paper plan, but a real
initiative with support at the highest
level of government.

-To gain public support, | would
like to see some consideration given
to recreation in CWPPRA projects
and all coastal restoration plans
where possible. | don’t mean just
stating that a project will improve
the fishing. Residents of Jefferson,
Orleans, and most neighboring
parishes would like more access to
coastal wetland recreational sites.
Presently, everyone | know who
does not own a boat must drive to
Grand Isle to fish (if they want to



ave achanceto catch fish). Thereis
also a bank fishing facility in Myrtle
Grovethat charges afee. How
about a bulkhead shoreline
protection project somewhere closer
to New Orleans with provisions for
auto access and bank fishing? Do
this with CWPPRA funds and see
the support you will get. Integrate
thisinto the plans, where you can.
The support will be overwhelming.
Asan example, theLP & L plant in
the Intracoastal near Paris Road has
alighted dock. | wasinvited to fish
there once. We caught speckled
trout and white trout all within 30
minutes of New Orleans and off the
bank. All of the public need these
types of opportunities.

-I question the ability to truly,
effectively balance socioeconomic
Issues with natural resources
conservation. One or the other of
these are going to have to prevail,
and the public is just going to have
to accept the responsibility of
preserving and/or restoring their
coast, with, of course, fair
compensation. Barrier islands
unfortunately were not discussed at
length. However, we should
discourage all further urban
development of barrier island
systems.

-Opinions derived from empirical
data alone generates misinformation.
Opinions derived from fishermen’s
environmental observations
generates misinformation. A
composite of these two data sets
provides the best view of existing
and future conditions, realizing that
you must address the important
points where they seem to conflict.
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-We need to have a commitment to
keep track of feedback (positive and
negative) from user groups.

-Look into multiple smaller
diversions to better control sediment
discharge (fine tuning).

-Go to the public. Different

meetings on their terms, at their
times and present the needs and
iIssues in terms the individual groups
can understand.

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
Nicholls State Univer sity,
Thibodaux
Region 3
July 24, 1997—Day 1

Large Group Discussion

Fisheries impacts are determining
pluses and minuses.

People fear river water quality is a
“toxic soup.” They are worried
about the river’s nutrients and
flooding.

Use current diversions as examples
of success.

Do local communities have the
ability to pay for infrastructure
(restoration and flood protection)
and ongoing operation and
maintenance?

Mitigation of flood problems.
People and landowners must be
protected and/or compensated.

We need to be sensitive to seasonal
water management. There needs to
be a quick response for shrimp
season, etc.

Resolution of agency mission
statement conflict.



Reconciling of all restoration plans.
Can we use composted material to
restore coast, such as yard and
agricultural waste, to implement on
a short-term basis?

Red mud recycling project status.
Can we use parish sludge compost,
a waste going to landfills now, as a
building material or as an alternate
sediment supply?

Use of scrap tires in restoration by
recycling tires for use as
breakwaters.

Breakout Discussion (Process)

What will the plan look like?

Are we looking for a map (land and
water) in 2050 with habitat types?
We need a goal for the region, land
to water (marsh) ratio in 1930.
What are the consequences of
achieving this goal including the
impacts and benefits?

Who will be the final authority for
plan development and approval?
How will public acceptance be
gauged?

The Governor’s position is critical.
Who will make the key management
decisions on “big picture” projects
such as river diversions?

Is Caernarvon a good model for
river diversion successes for
concerned groups?

Flood protection is outside of plan
in policy decisions process.
Atchafalaya flow is too large for
lower St. Mary to manage. The
drainage is a national issue.

The plan must quantify fisheries
effects. We need seafood data.
What do we want?

-Hurricane protection.

-To live in coastal areas.

-Change is inevitable, we need to
minimize disruption to humans.
-Maintain the economy.

-Have and use wetlands.

-Farm.

-Oil and gas.

May need compensation
mechanism(s) for unavoidable
impacts.

We must plan on increased flows
down the Atchafalaya and GIWW.
There will be losers in restoration
planning and implementation. We
must hear their concerns.

We need to go directly to potentially
impacted groups such as fishermen
and have a grievance process.

Can we provide a timetable for
change?

Where change occurs, we must
make plans for time and places.

We need to educate the public from
kindergartners though adults.

Many fishermen have very short-
term goals. They usually look as far
ahead as the next shrimp season.
The BTNEP comprehensive
management plan already addressed
all issues and achieved consensus.
BTNEP should be used as a model
for the region.

Some people are not familiar with
the BTNEP plan.

We need to be able to predict
changing conditions both with and
without action.

Natural process that drives systems
of restoration can assist in making
predictions based on real examples.
We can also optimize conditions



with management based on objectives.

We need to try to prevent the
conversion of marsh to open water.
There are conflicts with NMFS
regarding ingress and egress of
fisheries with some restoration
proposals.

Creating marsh with dredged
material is expensive. Prevention of
loss is more efficient.

The Coast 2050 Plan should cover
how and if culture must change.
Culture must be a part of the
equation.

Overall Process

Local citizenry involvement

Use of existing plans

May need to issue subcommittees
that are representative of special
interest groups (e.g., local
government, fishermen).

Bayou Vision is a five-parish
coalition and should be part of the
regional team members.

Include town meetings in local
coastal communities. Day meetings
don’t accommodate the working
public. Meetings should be
coordinated through local parish
councilmen.

We must communicate to groups in
parishes and schools.

We must go “on the road” with
Coast 2050 in parishes.

Create a Coast 2050 web page.
“Project Wet” program continuation
needs a sponsor.

We need Region 3 team members.
Vermilion Parish is concerned about
talk of reduced freshwater and

55

sediment flow to the west from the
Atchafalaya.

What will be the impact to public
seed grounds in Vermilion and
Terrebonne?

Protection of development and
infrastructure are needs of the
parishes. We must incorporate in
the plan the needs of developed
areas. The needs of developers are
important.

Parishes must go to affected users
and others with an interest in
obtaining the input needed for plan
development and getting the local
government involved.

We need citizen participation at the
same time as government
coordination.

The BTNEP effort and Coast 2050
should complimengach other.

We need a map defining a vision for
the region, including resource
priorities and infrastructure on the
map.

Parishes don’t know future
development plans of industry in
region. This may be beyond the
capability of parish government.
Plans for this region are available:
-CWPPRA (has maps).

-BTNEP (has restoration tools).
-Predicted loss by 2050.

-All must fit together and be
prioritized.

We need to get beyond planning and
take action with predicted

change made public, therefore, not
taking too much time.

We should use past wetland loss for
the past 30 years to predict future
loss and allow the public to respond
as to what they want.



Establish performance standards
such as shrimp productivity and
oyster productivity and set goals for
future, not just look at maps.

There are too many meetings and
planning efforts. We want action!
We must get out to parish groups to
be successful.

Parish governments need a checklist
covering what questions need to be
answered, what information is
needed, and what groups must be
included.

Local user group meetings will
require a map of predictions for
land, salinities, etc.

Issues are driven by projects and are
different in different parishes.

Use existing plans on the table to
develop a Coast 2050 Plan that is
site specific.

Map must have several overlays
showing:

-What will be lost (i.e., roads, oll
and gas facilities, ports, canals,
wildlife habitat, etc).

-What wetland services do we want
to conserve?

-What are areas of conflict?

Coast 2050 Plan map must include
some order of magnitude.

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
Nicholls State Univer sity,
Thibodaux
Region 3
July 25, 1997—Day 2

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

Where can we get water? Where is
the water needed?
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The Atchafalaya River takes care of
the Atchafalaya Bay.

The GIWW takes water and
sediment east and west.

There are 3,500 cfs at Bayou
Lafourche. In the GIWW, 29,000
cfs go through Avoca Cut and heads
east.

Do we need to flow the fresh water
to the west and how far? Water to
the west would help marshes.

It is controversial to add fresh water
to the western bays.

Dredging shells in the bay and
offshore slows potential creation of
barrier islands.

We let water leave Atchafalaya Bay
too fast to build land.

Why do we permit shell dredging?
St. Mary Parish is worried about
flooding from more water.
Sediment into bays is bad for fish.
We need a jetty from Point
Chevreuil to Marsh Island to keep
sediment out.

The GIWW is a hose with existing
and potential outlets.

There is a mud stream along Marsh
Island to five miles west of
Freshwater Bayou.

There is mud going in and out
through Southwest Pass and the
Jaws, etc.

We must manage the water for
potential of overbank flow.

How do we optimize plumbing?

A third outlet through Charenton
near the Wax Lake Outlet would
change Vermilion Bay.

A third channel would be used for
coastal restoration, not a dry
channel.



Instead, make the Wax Lake Outlet
bigger and do not make a new
channel.

We do not know the division of flow
between the Wax Lake
Outlet/Lower Atchafalaya River and
for the Atchafalaya/Mississippi.
Management options in the bays.
Train a lobe toward Four League.
Wrap the lobe around an existing
marsh to protect. This mimics
nature.

Bayou Penchant and other bayous
function as distributaries.

This will be a gradual addition of
water and sediment into flotant.
We need to manage outflow to
estuaries.

We need supplemental water into
Verret Basin.

Degrading Avoca Island levee is
controversial.

GIWW limited by gradient, cross-
section, and navigation.

Lots of leakage out of the GIWW.
Can we get water out of Verret
without pumping?

Two receiving areas: Lake
Boudreaux and Pointe au Chien.
Put a gate in the Houma Navigation
Canal.

The gate in the GIWW needs to be
big.

Maintain navigation.

Supplemental water down Bayou
Lafourche benefits marsh.

There is a severe limit to amount of
water down Bayou Lafourche.

We need a new channel bringing
20% to 25% of the river down the
east side of Bayou Lafourche
between Thibodaux and Raceland,
then crossing the bayou and going
to Grand Bayou. We could then
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dam Bayou Lafourche at the
crossing and operate the bayou as a
lake. There would be a second
branch down the east side to the
Little Lake area and south. The two
new lobes would protect the bayou
Lafourche corridor and the high
erosion in east and west southern
Lafourche.

Would this new channel be a
navigation canal?

We would need to stabilize new
channel banks.

We should use the old distributaries
(Terrebonne, Petit Caillou, etc.) to
move water.

There is currently a problem getting
water from the Atchafalaya to
Golden Meadow. It cuts across a
basin.

A new channel to Bayou Lafourche
would solve the flooding problem
from the Mississippi River.

A new channel may reduce sediment
in the lower Mississippi at the
Birdsfoot.

Everyone wants water and sediment,
but no one wants to flood. We need
to find a balance.

If we take all the water, how does
industry survive?

Hold back the fresh water, do not
add more. Reduce tidal prism.
Fresh water causes problem.
Sediment introduced below
“barrier.”

We want good water quality, and
salt water is better for plants and
critters.

We need to restore barrier islands to
hold fresh water back.

How can we prevent land loss?
Developers need simple mitigation.
Donate money for restoration.



Federal and State mitigation aren’t
the same. That is a problem.

We need emergency steps where
there is saltwater intrusion. We
should plug things now.

By the time we design and get
NMFS approval, we will lose more
acres.

We should mine Ship Shoal for
barrier islands.

Do not destroy one resource and
habitat to protect another.

We need to consider recreation.
We cannot use the Mississippi River
to help Terrebonne, thus a channel
down Bayou Lafourche is the only
option.

Penchant Basin is a good site for a
diversion.

A diversion into flotant will destroy
it. But another system would,
should, might come in 20 years.
Four League delta sounds good.
To hold on to eastern Terrebonne,
we would need 80-100,000 cfs. This
Is an area of greater loss.

If we take 30% of the Mississippi
River, what do we do to shipping?
Just take what fresh water we have
and hold it. Don't let it go.

If we build barriers, how will
flooding get out?

Water could pass through if we use
rocks.

At the Jaws, fresh water would not
help the fisheries.

We should mechanically move
sediment with dedicated dredging.

| ssues Report

Options if we divert:

-Jaws
-Wax Lake
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-Four League

-Penchant

-Verret

-GIWW—east leakage and bayous
-Lower Lafourche

I ssues

We need flood relief for the lower
Atchafalaya River.

Fisheries in the bays are in trouble
because of salinity and turbidity.

We need to realize the restoration
values.

We need to consider our plumbing
limits.

Consider navigation in regional
water management.

What are some short-term solutions
(e.g., mitigation money)?

Barriers to complement fresh water.
Recreation needs to be remembered.

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

Do not increase flow in GIWW to
the east because navigation would
have trouble steering. This can be
modeled.

Have separate conduit.

Water quality and sediment quality
are important (especially in the
Mississippi River and Bayou
Lafourche).

If water level rises in the GIWW, we
could cause flooding and drainage
problems from land to north.

How do existing programs fit into
Coast 2050? The Federal
Emergency Management
Administration reduces flood
damage by elevating houses or
relocations.



DNR has a cookbook mitigation
situation. The USACE is slow.

How about some quick-fix
prevention projects and then do
mitigation?

If we come with plan, permitting

will no longer be a problem.

How do we pay for restoration?
Could the plan change the
permitting process?

Just because someone is “on board,”
doesn’t mean they really support the
plan. The public are ultimate
pushers of a plan.

Figure out how to use BTNEP as a
tool for coastal restoration and do
not reinvent the wheel.

Coast 2050 is a companion piece to
BTNEP.

CWPPRA solves 13% of Region 3
land loss. Does the scale need to be
bigger?

The core of Region 3 is managing
water.

We must think about flooding first.
Houses are of greater importance
than fish to most people.

This plan must prevent the BIG
FLOOD.

Breakout Discussion (Process)

How do we blend the needs and
regulations of various agencies in
permitting and developing?
Permitting decisions should be
expedited.

Locals want more and stronger
control in process.

Some restoration should proceed
without total agency agreement,
instead of postponing the initiation
of projects, based on the urgency of
a situation.
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The process should include
statements by agency of potential
road blocks of the plan.

We must involve civic leaders, the
LCES network, and users (oil
industry, industry groups, fisheries
leaders, economic development
groups, and more). We must seek
them out!!

Can parishes get information from
all user groups? CZM and parishes
can lead effort.

We need to visit with leaders and
user groups because we are doing
this for the community.

The first step is to identify who you
need to reach (by name).

The coastal zone in this parish only
includes the lower half of Lafourche.
We need to involve the whole
parish.

Does the Coast 2050 staff need to
attend the local meetings? Parish
liaisons may need to take the lead.
We may need a local official to set
up the meeting.

Parishes without active CZM may
need help from somewhere else
(LCES).

Extension agents can be a resource
to pull together information and
officials.

Rely on whatever agencies are
available.

What are we asking from leaders?
Parish liaisons need tools (maps,
checklist, buy-in).

The Governor’s office is willing to
help with parish outreach.
Checklist:

-First, there needs to be a
presentation of existing plans and
options including offensive and
defensive strategies. Look to



CWPPRA and the State blueprint.
-Existing economic development
plans such asthe CZM plans, the
hurricane evacuation plans, flood
control, and BTNEP.
-Recommendation of strategies.
-We need to consider concerns and
options.

-What do you want the parish to
look like in 20507 (maps)

-The parishes need to look beyond
their boundaries (scale).

-Some options may scare people.
-Use BTNEP tools that exist.
-Package the message at parish
meetings (PMT).

Process Presentation

There are agency mission conflicts
such as permitting. Restoration
proceeding without agreement based
on urgency.

Parish involvement includes civic
leaders, economic development
groups, the LCES network, CZM,
etc.

Parish contact and liaison should
lead efforts on a local level.
Technical Coast 2050 staff
assistance will be required at parish
meetings.

Parishes without active CZM
program will need extra help from
the Coast 2050 staff.

Group Discussion (Process)

How does the public get information
presented at regional meeting? How
does the parish get and use
information needed for public
meetings? They may need to
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be tailored to parish landscape and
habitats.

Where do regions interact in process
(plan compatibility)?

Coast 2050 staff ilvdevelop a
presentation for parishes to present.
How will the parishes handle local
meetings? Regional team
assistance? Regional team
members may have to attend.
Where will local input go once it is
obtained?

There will be a transfer of input
from local meetings to parishes
before the regional group and team.
Before the plan is complete, we may
want to unify regions with a coastal
summit and a high-level regional
meeting to buy-in the Governor,
mayor of New Orleans, etc.

When regions are in general
agreement of the plan, we will have
a high-level meeting with the
Governor, parish officials,
legislators, congressmen, etc.

Plan may need to address needed
changes in wetland regulatory
process.

The plan should be a living
document. The process will
continue and plan will bepdated.
The Governor’s buy-in to BTNEP
plan is a model to start from.

We may not need to revisit BTNEP
management tools.

Why didn’t regions coincide with
BTNEP (regional area). We may
want to reconsider regional
boundary with BTNEP boundary?
BTNEP may help jump start both
Regions 2 and 3.

Legislature should buy-in and
support plan once completed. Act



should be ratified by Louisiana
legidature.

Plan should also feed into other
funding sources.

Post-plan marketing effort will be
needed.

Breakout Discussion (Process) On How

To Get Local Input:

Video and kit:

-Tell people it is a crisis situation.
-Present information on number of
acres lost, on loss to the economy
(the number of acres lost per year by
the value of acres in dollars), the
impact without action, and show a
map of existing land to water
interface.

-Video covering 1930-1997 should
show infrastructure (roads, bridges,
homes, railroad tracks, ports, oil and
gas, marine fisheries, etc.). Show the
future with and without plan.
Positive Press (balanced press) is
critical. Show good reports from
coalition members and Governor’'s
Office of Coastal Activities.

-Meet with Times Picayune editor.
-Heart and soul of press must be
targeted.

-Discuss the risk to New Orleans.
-Express tradeoffs for now with
positive benefits for future
generations.

-Visit concerned citizens.

Remaining conflicts:

-Must now bring in “power players”
at local, State, and Federal level,
especially local.

-Get fisheries impacts resolved.
Look at long-term benefits vs. short-
term impacts.

-We cannot have a “Baton Rouger”
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deliver facts about impacts. Instead
it should be a leader of the local
community.

Breakout Discussion (Process)

Time is critical for getting public
input.

There is a danger in asking, “What
do you want?,” and later saying you
can’t give it.

We need to provide a straw man
showing options with good
justification for why. Do not just
ask what you want, but show the
results of no action.

Look for middle ground.

All user groups may need to be
represented at a focused group
meeting (with leaders).

We must have predictability of
action (e.g., shrimp, fish, homes,
drinking water).

We need solutions to conflicts such
as compensation.

Region 3 Meeting Evaluations

Respondents were asked to rate the
following items from 1 to 5, with
1=Excellent and 5=Fair.

The mean response is listed after each
guestion.

Q1. Did the presentation, “Land
Loss: History, Causes, Projections,
Consequences and Ongoing Efforts”
clearly and accurately depict the
coastal resource challenges facing
Region 3?

A. Mean Response = 1.133



Q2. Did the presentation, “Potential
Strategies” clearly and accurately
outline potential Region 3
restoration strategies?

A. Mean Response = 1.333

Q3. Did the presentation, “Building
a Sustainable Coastal Economy”
clearly and accurately outline
Region 3 economic objectives and
challenges?

A. Mean Response = 1.733

Q4a. How would you rate the
facilitated sessions? Breakout A.

A. Mean Response = 1.625

Q4b. How would you rate the
facilitated sessions? Breakout B.

A. Mean Response = 1.5

Q5. How would you rate the Coast
2050 planning initiative overall?

A. Mean Response = 1.571

Q6a. Who should be involved in the
Coast 2050 initiative on the local
level or regional level?

A. -All residents of coastal parishes.
-Limit comments to residents only.
-Civic and industry leaders.

-U.S. Geological Survey and
USACE.

-More cross-representation.
-Regulatory (landowner
representation, oyster fishermen,
navigation, oil and gas).

-Local officials, parish engineers,
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operators of waste treatment
facilities, and anyone who will give
input.

Q6b. How do we best get them
involved?

A. Get help from key people in the
parish to hit all aspects of parish.
-More local meetings explaining
Coast 2050.

Q7. Please list any other
recommendations, comments, or
iIssues of importance regarding the
Coast 2050 effort.

A.-Agencies need to work together
to keep this movement going,
because we have no choice other
than letting the USACE take charge!
A scary thought, but they have done
it in other states!

-More info on “no-action” should be
compiled to hit general public with
doomsday scenario.

-Need to describe plan through
National Environmental Policy Act
process, feasibility, congressional
funding, and construction.

-We need to build on BTNEP work.
-Care needs to be taken that both
sides of an issue are represented. It
IS very easy to come back with
biased decisions at every level, from
the parish to the RPT to the PMT to
the consultants.

-Eighteen months is not much time
to accomplish everything being
discussed. Actually, we are now at
17 months.

-Be sure that this plan will bring



money into this State for coastal Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting

restoration! _ _ Cameron Police Jury Building,
-Be aware of public perception. |

take issue with the general statement Cameron

regarding the benefit of adjoining Region 4

wetlands from sediment and silt August 14, 199/—Day 1

from GIWW. Landowners are

losing property due to the lack of Breakout Discussion (Process)

banks and lack of bank maintenance

by the Corps. * There needs to be a goal for marsh
-Initial right of way granted to the restoration and salinity that is
government was for + 1000 feet. vegetation based.

- Because areas of flotant marshes *  What are USACE plans for

are exposed or unprotected from the waterways in the area? How do we
GIWW, the flotant’s organic soils plan around these plans?

are sucked into the GIWW from the *  What are the money constraints?
barge traffic. * The USACE needs to interface
-The maintenance of Federal between New Orleans and
navigation channels including the Galveston.

GIWW should be included in Coast * Goals need to be attainable. But,
2050. we need to think big and spend
-Landowners should be money efficiently.

compensated for damage to their » Treat everyone even-handedly
property. (navigation, flood control,

-The freshwater marshes of the restoration).

upper Penchant Basin are stressed *  What is our ultimate goal? Is it to
from the lower Atchafalaya River increase wetlands?

backwater flooding. More water *  Section 204, beneficial use of

from diversions would only spell dredged material, allocates 75%
doom for these wetlands. Flooding Federal and 25% local money for
problems should be resolved before anything over the Federal standard.
more water is diverted. Reduce * Plans available for review (NRCS)
amount of water down the lower include the Mermentau Basin, the
Atchafalaya River at Old River Calcasieu-Sabine, the Teche-
structure from 70/30. Less water Vermilion, and the Cameron-Creole
means less flooding. In the plans.

alternative, send the water to the * Region 4 may take the lead and help
west since the lower Atchafalaya give a push to the other regions.

River and Morgan City is silted up. Need to be careful in changing
language of CWPPRA so that a
different goal is achieved.

» Frustration in regulatory obstacles.

We need regulatory reform.
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Need for more input from various
user groups. There is room to bring
in diverse groups.

Need a clearinghouse for all
restoration related studies, plans,
and resource findings.

Has major industry been approached
to be a partner?

Oil and gas need to be involved.
They have an interest in closure of
old oil fields, mitigation, and
restoration of impacts.

Need partnerships and innovative
economic strategies.

Need a mandate from Congress to
require beneficial use of dredge
spoil.

All parishes and user groups in the
basin must be involved.
Landowners are an important part of
the planning process. Need a map
showing major landowners.

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

In 1929, old GIWW bisected the
Mermentau Basin allowing saltwater
intrusion into the basin. The land
bridge between White Lake and
Grand Lake is in jeopardy.
Southwest Pass is eroding and
widening and threatens major
hydrologic changes in Vermilion
Bay. An additional inlet may also
breach blowout of Cheniere au
Tigre. Last barrier ridge is badly
eroding.

Saltwater intrusion has a definite
economic impact to agriculture.
-Bridge over the Calcasieu Ship
Channel.

-Bridge from Cameron to Monkey
Island.

Is the goal for restoration 1930,
1950, or 1968?

Cameron-Creole is working.

Stop ocean dumping of dredged
material at the Calcasieu Ship
Channel.

Increase opportunities to lower
water levels during floods.
Saltwater intrusion into ground
water.

Maintain sustainable vegetation,
fish, and wildlife base.

Is the USACE coordinating
Navigation Channel plans with
CWPPRA, and State and local
governments?

How will the USACE maintain
widths of navigation channels?
Vermilion and Calcasieu parishes
concur with the priorities of
Cameron Parish wholeheartedly.
Flooding in Lake Arthur and Pecan
Island.

We need to be very careful not to
severely alter salinity regimes in
Vermilion Bay.

River water is driving the
productivity of the Teche-Vermilion
system.

Do not restrict freshwater flow to
the west of the Atchafalaya River.
Use the Freshwater Bayou dredged
material beneficially. The amount
used now results in six miles of
accreting coast.

The Calcasieu-Sabine Perimeter
Plan is attainable and is being
implemented.

USACE proposing on the seventh
CWPPRA list to use more Calcasieu
Ship Channel dredge material
beneficially in the vicinity of the
lake. Section 204 money is to be
included.



USACE Ship Channel material is
too fine to use beneficially.
Concerned Citizens for the
Mermentau River Basin:

-Locks are artificially holding
conditions in the basin as a
freshwater reservoir.

-Increased erosion due to artificially
high water levels.

-Grand Lake and White Lake land
bridge is threatened.

-Lower water levels in the Grand
Lake/White Lake region is a
temporary fix.

-Poor water quality due to turbidity.
Turbidity is due to unregulated
discharges into the lakes.
-Muddiest water in the State.

-The estuary is not maximizing
estuarine productivity due to
blocked ingress and egress.
-Mermentau Basin is probably the
easiest to fix.

-Improve the operation of the locks.
Use terraces to protect the Grand
Lake and White Lake land bridge.
This might reduce the turbidity
problem.

Want fresh water for irrigation.
Install a monitoring system at the
Catfish Lock to improve ingress and
egress while reducing the potential
for increased salinities.

Maintain and protect existing
infrastructure, particularly on
Rockefeller Refuge.

Use the existing basin plans.
Involve the oil and gas industry.

Oll field closure.

Has the Mud Point erosion been
addressed?

Be aware of the Trans-Texas Water
Plan.
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Protect the beach and Highway 82
just west of Calcasieu Pass.

If Texas wants our water, make
them pay for locks at the Sabine
River and Calcasieu Ship Channel.
Use the GIWW to bring fresh water
from Atchafalaya and Wax Lake
Outlet to Mermentau.

Sabine River water rights issues:
-Louisiana needs to establish a right
to Sabine water.

-Texas is way ahead of us. They
spent eight million dollars studying it
already.

-They have a target implementation
date of 2040. Their plan is to divert
50% of the Sabine River to West
Texas.

USACE is not maximizing beneficial
use. “Use every grain of material.”
“We shouldn’t be tied in

our planning efforts by Section 204
or CWPPRA.”

Mermentau turbidity is caused
mainly from the upper portions of
the watershed.

Significant turbidity comes from
local farmers not holding water long
enough in their fields.

Threats to the Grand Lake/White
Lake land bridge are due to the
water level being held too high. Too
much fresh water is causing
problems. There is poor drainage in
the Lakes area. Now every rain
causes flooding.

Implement the Black Bayou Bypass
to relieve flooding in the Lakes area.
Improved drainage to the north is
increasing flooding to the south.
When a new lock is installed to
replace the Calcasieu Lock, keep the
old lock to use for drainage. This



may take 15 years. Meanwhile, build
the Black Bayou bypass project.

Focus efforts on the upper drainage
basin to slow discharges to a more
historical discharge rate. Stop the
water from coming so fast rather
than trying to get rid of it at the
lower end of the watershed.

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting

Cameron Police Jury Building,

Cameron
Region 4
August 15, 199/—Day 2

Breakout Discussion (Process)

Local wetland advisory committees
may exist for input.

Regulatory obstacles often exist.
Local strategies are often not
implemented.

Give local government a menu to
choose from.

Who has the biggest vote?

Many local people don’t understand
how the issue affects them.

Who is in charge?

Identify all stakeholders.

Need to build consensus.

Identify a process that has been used
before.

Need a plan that everyone can buy
into.

Education is important. Work
toward something that is good for
everyone.

Local governments need to lead
process.

Need to have a vision.
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Shared vision helps competing
interest groups focus on where the
process is going.

Guiding principles will be
established by the community
(things we will not violate).

How do we get back the resource
base given the change in the socio-
economic landscape?

Design performance standards in
each basin.

Start with a vision map, not a
project map.

How do we prioritize between
regions?

Region 4 needs to address problems
in other regions that will affect
Region 4.

Regions are a convenience, not a
limitation.

Need to build regulatory reform into
process.

The process should include
recognized ways to resolve
conflicts.

Police juries should be involved
because they are involved in more
than just wetland preservation and
can bring in other user groups.
Make goals and plans realistic.
What makes this process different
from other planning processes?
This process can be different
because of grassroots support.

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

Stabilize Freshwater Bayou; 14
miles so far, 26 miles left.

Ensure that Vermilion Bay
hydrology is evaluated in the context
of environmental planning. Maintain
existing brackish to



intermediate conditionsin the

vicinity of Vermilion Bay.

Maintain a harvestable resource
base; alligators and ducks pay the
property taxes.

Maintain existing freshwater and
sediment inflow regimes.

Maintain hurricane evacuation
routes.

Open Highway 82 to encourage
sheet flow to the south.

Open more outlets between Pecan
Island and Grand Cheniere.

Use control structures to reduce
saltwater intrusion.

Coordinate operation of the
Freshwater Bayou Lock with other
locks in the Mermentau Basin.
Develop a coordinated plan for lock
operation. Maybe use a model.
Watershed management control.
Move fresh water from the Lakes
Subbasin to the Chenier Subbasin.
Protect the Grand Lake/White Lake
land bridge.

Reduce the fetch across White Lake
and Grand Lake (terraces,
breakwaters?).

Clean out bayous south of White
Lake.

Consider terracing south of Pecan
Island. Introduce more sediment and
fresh water.

Rockefeller shore protection. It has
been eroding 37 ft/year for over 30
years.

Consider oyster reef development
along the shoreline. Mine offshore
sands for beach nourishment and
marsh creation.

Replace the Calcasieu Lock and
keep the existing lock operational
for drainage.
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Beneficial use of Calcasieu Ship
Channel dredged material.

Involve the USACE Galveston
District. Address the impacts of the
Trans-Texas Water Plan. Get strong
public involvement.

Protect Highway 82 west of the
Calcasieu Ship Channel. It is the last
chenier protecting the marsh and
hurricane evacuation route. Use
breakwater enhancement and sand
management and vegetative
plantings on the shoreline.

Address land loss in the vicinity of
Lighthouse Bayou.

Lock the Sabine, Calcasieu, and
GIWW.

USACE has too much authority.
NRCS should play a greater role.

Goals

Re-establish the vegetative base that
reflects conditions in the 1950's and
1960's (quality, quantity, and
distribution).

Reduce land loss to achieve no net
loss.

Manage hydrology to maximize
system productivity.

Modernize and automate our
operational systems.

Use real-time control structure
management.

Establish a vision and develop a goal
statement.

Group Discussion
Western end of Region 3 must be

addressed by Region 4 (high erosion
rates and saltwater intrusion).



An education curriculum for parish
schools is being developed for
Cameron.

VCR presentation for distribution to
user groups.

Local government must see plan
Issues as critical to their interests
(urban interest).

Risks to urban and metro areas to
the north must be clearly delineated
to gain their support.

Press releases highlighting goals,
objectives, and maps of Coast 2050
are needed (get message out).
Brochure is good.

Web site needed showing maps and
Coast 2050 information.

Need time-line outlining how the
process willaccomplish the plan
over the next 15 months.

Regions 3 and 4 will have to meet
on issues.

Texas will need to be involved.

Region 4 Meeting Evaluations

Respondents were asked to rate the
following items from 1 to 5, with
1=Excellent and 5=Fair.

The mean response is listed after each
guestion.

Q1. Did the presentation, “Land
Loss: History, Causes, Projections,
Consequences and Ongoing Efforts”
clearly and accurately depict the
coastal resource challenges facing
Region 4?

A. Mean Response = 1.52

Q2. Did the presentation, “Potential
Strategies” clearly and accurately
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outline potential region restoration
strategies?

A. Mean Response = 1.67

Q3. Did the presentation, “Building
a Sustainable Coastal Economy”
clearly and accurately outline
Region 3 economic objectives and
challenges?

A. Mean Response = 2.05

Q4a. How would you rate the
facilitated sessions? Breakout A.

A. Mean Response = 1.7

Q4b. How would you rate the
facilitated sessions? Breakout B.

A. Mean Response =1.75

Q5. How would you rate the Coast
2050 planning initiative overall?

A. Mean Response = 2.0

Q6a. Who should be involved in the
Coast 2050 initiative on the local
level or regional level?

A. -All user groups.

-All other parish groups not now
involved.

-Interest from the western end of
Region 3.

-Navigation and petrochemical
industries. They have huge negative
effects on our wetlands and the only
consequence is economic gain. The
public should be involved.



-Government (local, Lake Charles,

L afayette city and parish, police juries,
community aldermen, parish planners and
economic developers, school board,
drainage boards, USACE Galveston
District, Federal and State refuge
personnel in Cameron Parish, NRCS).

-Business (agriculture and farming
including cattlemen, Farm Bureau,
and rice growers; shipping and
navigation; oil, gas, and
petrochemical industry; Chambers of
Commerce; commercial fishermen;
and residential and industrial
construction).

-Individuals (landowners, tourists,
sporting interests, and recreational
fishermen).

-Organizations (presidents and/or
delegates).

Q6b. How do we best get them
involved?

A. -The government will have to

get them involved. Give local
presentations. Publicity of possible
losses to coast.

-We need to heavily invoke all major
landowners in each region. Their
influence for their property as well

as a leader for smaller landowners, is
essential to the planning and
implementation of Coast 2050. Go
to and survey all of coastal strip
residents (not absentee land-owning
entities). Circulate a petition to
people in Cameron, Holly Beach,
Constance Beach, Pecan Island,
Intracoastal City, etc., and send to
congressmen and senators calling for
more Federal money and requiring
beneficial use of all dredged

material. If Corps says, “It is too
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expensive,” tell them that is the new
cost of doing business here.
-Constituents need to be educated
before they develop or propose
projects, plans (public and
constituent education).

Q7. Please list any other
recommendations, comments, or
iIssues of importance regarding the
Coast 2050 effort.

A. -We think this plan is headed in
the right direction. The local input is
So important. Put together a
presentation for parish
representatives to present to civic
community meetings. Be careful
that the ball is not dropped or an
incomplete pass is attempted. Please
provide a list of attendants at this
meeting.

-Get out information to the public
through TV, radio, newspapers,
field trips, meetings of interested
groups and agencies.

-I believe that we should as a people
hold ourselves responsible to set
“estuaries” back to where

they belong as they were years
before.

-The people should have more voice
in what goes on in USACE projects.
-Remember that water quality is the
key goal in most of the projects.
-Base decisions on facts, not
emotion.

-Somehow get industry and
navigation involved. Regional
concept needs to be maintained.
-The most important, “feasible,”
solution to some of our wetland



losses is beneficial use of dredge such as police juries, town councils,

spoil. and drainage boards. Agency
-Save the wetland environment and people need closer contacts with
keep politics and industries out of it. locals to gain trust and credibility.

-Bring the message to local groups,
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SECTION 3

TOWN MEETING NOTESAND POLLING RESULTS

Overview

During June and July 1998, atotal of 11
town meetings were held across the
coastal zone to present the draft Coast
2050 strategies for public comment. The
format of these meetingsincluded a
presentation of the regional and local
(mapping unit) coastal restoration
strategies devel oped jointly by the Coast
2050 Planning Management Team
(PMT) and the Regional Planning Teams
over the preceding ten months. The
dates and locations of the meetings were
announced in local and regiond
newspapers. Two initial daytime
meetings were held in Baton Rouge and
Metairie to solicit public input on
regional ecosystem strategies for all four
Coast 2050 regions. In addition, nine
evening town meetings were held to
discuss regional ecosystem and local
(mapping unit) strategies. There were at
least two meetings held for each region.

71

Evening meetings were at the following
locations. Cameron (Region 4),
Abbeville (Regions 3 and 4), Bayou
Vista (Region 3), Cut Off (Regions 2
and 3), Houma (Region 3), Port Sulphur
(Region 2), Hammond (Region 1),
Chamette (Regions 1 and 2), and Jean
Lafitte (Region 2).

M eeting For mat

Following a brief overview of the Coast
2050 planning process, the draft map of
the regional ecosystem strategies and
habitat objectives were presented. This
was followed by an opportunity for the
public to ask questions and make general
comments. A record of questions,
responses and comments from each of
the meetings is included in this section.



Coast 2050 Town Meeting
L SU Burden Research
Plantation, Baton Rouge
Regions 1, 2,3,and 4
June 3, 1998

Facilitator: Bill Good, Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources
(DNR)/Coastal Restoration
Division (CRD)

Questions and Answers Regarding
Coast 2050 Ecosystem Strategies and
| ssues

Q: Will the public have another
opportunity to review/poll Region
1? The public in previous meetings
has made it clear that the closure of
the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet
(MRGO) isatop priority. We
should be concerned if the wording
in the strategy dealing with this
issue is oblique and there may be
misconceptions by the public asto
what this strategy really means.

A: The public will have another
opportunity to poll Region 1—at the
Region 1 town meetings.

Q: Hasthe Lower Atchafalaya
River been considered as a
freshwater source for some of the
marshes in the lower basin?

A: Therearealot of flotant
marshes in the area which do not
necessarily need additional water,
but more flow-through. The
Penchant Basin Plan should be
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looked to in regard to flotant marshes.
Flotant marshes appear to respond
favorably when the water is moved
through and off quickly (nourishment).

Public Comments
Region 1

* C: The“close MRGO" proponents
understand that the lane cannot be
closed immediately and that it will
be a phased operation. The wording
of the section * Resolve MRGO
Problems’ should be changed to
“Close MRGOQO” and the order of the
strategiesin that category be
changed.

Region 2

* C: Thereissome concern about
introducing additional water to the
swamp areas, as thereis plenty
aready there.

* A: Additional water will be brought
in by aflow-through manner and
will bring much-needed nutrients to
the system.

* Q: Could ahurricane protection
levee be built to preserve the land
bridge?

* A: Aleveewould disrupt/prevent
estuarine access to the marshes (not
agood idea).

e C: Weneed to know more about
bank erosion.

Region 3



C: Over the past several weeks,
sdinity levelsin Vermilion Bay
have been increasing. Winds have
been out of the west and southwest
and some farmers have been having
trouble pumping fresh water out of
the system. The Vermilion Bay
system isintricate and not fully
understood (in terms of salinity
regimes/wind effects/freshwater
introduction effects, etc.).

C: Pumpswill have an ongoing
cost. If gravity flow is possible, it
should be used.

Region 4

C: It appearsthat Region 4
strategies have little to do with
restoration.

C: The problems above U.S. Hwy.
82 stem from this area being
hydrologically isolated.

Comments from Public Participants on

Strategies that Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two
Region 1

Strategy: Small Mississippi River
diversion at Bayou Manchac.

C: Manchac strategy is contrary to
drainage goalsin thearea. Concern
about flooding problems.

Strategy: Small Mississippi River
diversion at Blind River.
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C: Blind River diversion may receive
opposition from freshwater fishermen
but the siphon can be operated so asto
reduce turbidity impacts to this group.

o Strategy: Wetlands-sustaining
diversion of 2,000-5,000 cubic feet
per second (cfs) through Central
Wetlands at Violet when MRGO
isclosed.

C: Possible oyster lease problems
with Violet, but can be overcome.

Strategy: Maintain shoreline
integrity of Lake Pontchartrain.

C: Too costly with regard to other
restoration priorities, avoid
armoring.

o Strategy: Maintain shoreline
integrity of Lake Borgne and
Biloxi Marsh.

C: Too costly with regard to other
restoration priorities, avoid
armoring.

o  Strategy: Acquireoyster leasesin
southern lobes of L ake Borgne for
mar sh creation sites.

C: Don't need to acquire oyster
leases, just stop leasing them out on
State property. Private landowners
will benefit from restoration and
should not be compensated.
Fishermen will have other areasto
fish and will adapt.



Strategy: Constrict breaches
between L ake Borgne and the
MRGO with created mar shes.

C: Oysters, use cultch to enhance
leases, to stabilize banks.

Strategy: Expedite planning for
the Millennium Port (deep draft
port on lower river).

C: Millennium Port too susceptible
to storm surge.

Strategy: Construct asill at
Seabr ook.

C: It was suggested that this
strategy be expanded for clarity.
Perhaps add, parenthetically, why a
sl isastrategy and what its
function will be.

Region 2

Strategy: Prevent diversion-
related flooding by building local
levees at wetland/upland interface
and local pumping; remove
diverted waters from upper basin
by raising Hwy. 90 and installing
flap-gated culverts.

C: Improved swamp hydrology
using either pumps or by elevation
of Hwy. 90 will ultimately be
selected (not both).

Strategy: Prevent diversion-
related flooding by hurricane
protection levee south of Hwy. 90;
remove diverted watersfrom
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upper basin with a large pumping
station south of Hwy. 90.

C: Again, improved swamp
hydrology using either pumps or by
elevation of Hwy. 90 will ultimately
be selected (not both).

Strategy: Use existing locks
(Harvey, Algiers, Empire) to
divert asmuch water aspossible.

C: What effects would these
diversions have on sedimentation
and who is going to bear the cost of
the maintenance thereof? Thisisan
issue, according to the speaker, that
must be resolved.

Strategy: Relocate Mississippi
River Navigation Channel
through American Bay, attempt
to retain sediment in Birdsfoot.

C: Won't work, will only silt in.

Strategy: Relocate Mississippi
River Navigation Channel
through Bastian Bay, attempt to
retain sediment in Birdsfoot.

C: Won't work, will only silt in.

Strategy: Use dedicated delivery
of sediment for mar sh building in
Caminada Bay by any means
feasible.

C: “Any meansfeasible’ istoo
broad. Drop this.

Strategy: Construct large
conveyance channel paralld to



Bayou L afourcheto divert
approximately 100,000 cfs and
create a delta lobe.

C: Like putting Bonnet Carré all the
way down. Won't work. Thisis
beyond dreaming—too costly.
Consider putting a pipeline along
the bottom of Bayou Lafourche for
water pumping from Donaldsonville
to Caminada Bay.

Strategy: Gap spoil banks and
plug canalsin lower bay marshes
to maximize deposition of
sediment.

C: Accessissuesto historic fishing
arees.

Strategy: Build Bayou L afourche
Siphon (EPA Priority List #5
project) if cost-effective.

C: Concern over property erosion
on bayou banks. Upper Bayou
Lafourche is maxed out at present;
in fact causing erosion to
landowners' property at new water
levelsnow! Farmersand
landowners will object to this. It
will impact thousands of acres of
farmland. The Bayou Lafourche
Freshwater District isincomplete in
areas of drainage and water and land
management.

Strategy: Build lock in Barataria
Bay Waterway at south end of
Dupre Cut.

C: Need more dataon time it needs
to be closed.
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Region 3

Strategy: I mprove hydrology and
drainagein the Verret Subbasin.

C: Clarify what is meant by
"improve. "

Strategy: Lower water levelsin
the Upper Penchant mar shes.

C: Canweredly do this?

Strategy: Build alock on the
Houma Navigational Canal.

C: Need more information about
navigation impacts.

Strategy: Stabilize banks of
navigation channelsfor water
conveyance.

C: Banks completely eroded.

Strategy: Dedicated delivery of
sediment for mar sh building by
any meansfeasible.

C: “Any meansfeasible” too broad.

Strategy: Building land in upper
Timbalier Subbasin by sediment
diversion from Mississippi River
via conveyance channel parallel to
Bayou L afourche.

C: Same as Region 2, can the
Atchafalaya River be used to build
land in Timbalier?



Strategy: Maintain shoreline
integrity of Teche/Vermilion Bay
systems.

C. May be better to just let the bays
fill in than to protect the shoreline.

Strategy: Maintain shoreline
integrity in Caillou, Terrebonne,
and Timbalier bays.

C:. May be better to just let the bays
fill in than to protect the shoreline.

Strategy: Maintain Vermilion,
East and West Cote Blanche bays
as brackish.

C: Let the bays become wetlands to
the extent thisis compatible with
overall coastal restoration needs and
priority restoration projects.

Strategy: Reduce sedimentation in
bays.

C: Strategic sediment discharge
into bays can provide sediment to
fringing marshes.

Strategy: Createreef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

C: This may reduce sedimentation
into the bays. Is the problem
sediment or turbidity?

Region 4
Strategy: Manage water shed to

reducerapid inflowsinto the
Mermentau L akes Subbasin.
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C: Too many associated drainage
problems.

Strategy: Provide sour ce of
freshwater to upper Mermentau
Basin during drought.

C: Werewill you get the water?

Strategy: Restore navigation to
natural Mermentau River mouth
and close Mermentau Ship
Channel Cut.

C: High cost, low benefit, too hard
to maintain.

Strategy: Salinity control of
Calcasieu Ship Channel between
gulf and Calcasieu Lake by
installing gate or lock.

C: What are operational
constraints?

Strategy: If Trans-Texas Water
Plan wereimplemented, salinity
control of Sabine River between
gulf and Sabine L ake.

C: Need more information—
where, how, etc.?

Strategy: Maintain gulf shoreline
integrity near Rockefeller Refuge.

C: Needs clarification and
explanation.

Strategy: Maintain gulf shoreline
integrity from Calcasieu Passto
Johnson’s Bayou.



C: Needs clarification and * C: Need dl-out publicity for final

explanation. meetings to get more public in here.
Strategy: Prevent coalescence of  C: Voting and tally sheets should
Grand and Whitelakes. be kept and compared to attendance
sheets.
C: Needs clarification and
explanation. Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies that Received Poll Scores of
Strategy: Prevent the coalescence Oneor Two
of Grand Lakeand GIWW in the
vicinity of Umbrella Point. Region 1
C: Needs clarification and o Strategy: Close Mississippi River
explanation. Gulf Outlet (MRGO).
Coast 2050 Town Meeting C:. The resplonder;]t felt that the y
. T . strategy to close the MRGO wou
Yennl_ Building, Metairie be unnecessary since the MRGO
Regions1, 2, 3,and 4 would eventually be phased out.
June 4, 1998 When the respondent heard the
rebuttal that this would be a near-
Facilitator: Phil Pittman, term thing to be done before the
DNR/CRD eventua phase-out of the MRGO

with the opening of the Millennium
Port, he said that he would rate this

Public Comments :
strategy higher.

General .
C:. Thisstrategy needsto be

C: Tallies should be maintained reworded so that it is clear that this

separately for each meeting. IS a near-term strategy to be done
before the eventual phase out of the

C: Thesetalies should be used with MRGO.
caution. Forty people could show
up in one basin and know very little
about projects in another basin and
enter no opinion or oppose and
influence ranking of a strategy that

is good and has the support of the be reworded so that it is clear that
peoplein the basin whereit is the phase out would only happen
located. when adequate alternatives (i.e.,

Millennium Port) are available.

C: The respondent does not want to
see the MRGO closed until other
alternatives to container shipping
are available. This strategy needsto
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Once the respondent understood
this, he supported the strategy.

Region 2

Strategy: Prevent diversion-
related flooding by hurricane
protection levee south of Hwy. 90;
remove diverted watersfrom
upper basin with a large pumping
station south of Hwy. 90.

C: Therespondent was against this
strategy because putting the swamp
under pump will encourage
development of areas that should

not be developed. Hefelt that thisis
counterproductive to coastal
restoration. He does not want to see
Wal-Marts and subdivisionsin the
swamp.

Strategy: Construct large
conveyance channel paralle to
Bayou Lafourcheto divert
approximately 100,000 cfs and
create a deltalobein Caminada
Bay area provided that any
navigation features of the strategy
do not impede or interferewith
the land building capacity of the
diversion.

C: Onerespondent said that the
channel, starting from
Donaldsonville, istoo long. It needs
to come from Myrtle Grove or
somewhere closer to the bay. The
economics of such along channel
would preclude anything getting
done. He supported the idea of the
strategy, but the length of the
channel caused hislow rating.
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C: The other respondent said that if
we are siphoning water from Bayou
Lafourche, then the channel is not
necessary. Once he heard the
explanation that the siphon would
not be nearly the volume of water
that we need for the conveyance
channel, he raised his vote.

Strategy: Construct reef zones
acr oss bays.

C: The question was raised asto
whether these reefs would affect
trawlers nets.

Region 3

Strategy: Dedicated delivery of
sediment for mar sh building by
any meansfeasible.

C: Therespondent did not like the
ambiguity of “by any means
feasible.” If these words were
removed from the strategy, he
would support it. Reword this
strategy by removing “ by any means
necessary.”

Strategy: Building land in upper
Timbalier Subbasin by sediment
diversion from Mississippi River
via conveyance channel parallel to
Bayou L afourche provided that
any project-related navigation
feature not impedeor interfere
with theland building capacity of
the channel.

C: Therespondent polled a* One’
because of cost-effectiveness.



Region 4

Strategy: Maintain Atchafalaya
water and sediment inflow
through the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway (GIWW).

C: Therespondent understood this
strategy to mean that we would be
putting all of the Atchafalaya River
sediment into the gulf. This strategy
really means maintaining the
GIWW banks to facilitate sediment
supply. Once this was understood
the respondent changed hisvoteto a
“three.” This strategy needs
rewording to address the above
concern.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting

Cameron Police Jury Annex,

Cameron
Region 4
June 9, 1998

Facilitator: Greg DuCote,
DNR/Coasta Management
Division (CMD)

Questions and Answers Regarding
Coast 2050 Ecosystem Strategies and

| ssues:

Q: Isthe practicality of the
strategies being considered?

A: No. Not at this stage of the
process.

Q: Who made the Ecosystem Needs
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Classification Map and when will
the public be able to comment? The
speaker expressed fear that the map
will put Region 4 at a disadvantage
when funding is allocated because
most of the areais classified as
needing “ maintenance.” The
speaker was concerned that the
public has had no input and he
thinks they should have.

A: The PMT drew up the map and
it will probably not be used to set
project priorities or allocate funds.

Q: Arethe mapping units between
lakes Calcasieu and Sabine the same
as those used in previous

studies. If so, thereisalready alot
of information on them.

A: Some of the same units are used
asin previous studies.

Q: What kind of salinity doesit
take to kill water hyacinths?

A: Not sure (roughly seven-ten
ppY).

Public Comments
Region 4

C: There was the concern of many
that if the area’ s wetlands are put in
the category of needing
“maintenance,” that the area will
also be put in alow funding
category.



C: The point was made that some
areas that are in categories such as
needing “recovery” and “building’
may command more funding even
though, in some cases, those areas
may be too far gone for restoration
efforts to make any difference.

C: One participant said he had a
problem with comments such as
“Region 4 isin good shape and has
no problems.” He doesn't want
such comments to mislead people to
think that Region 4 has no wetland
problems.

C: A commercia fisherman said
that he and others want more
saltwater to be allowed into the
marshes. He said that the low
salinity in the marshes has killed the
fishing industry in the area. He
wants the weirs at T-boy Cut, Grand
Bayou, and Lambert Bayou
(Cameron-Creole watershed) to be
better managed for commercially
important fisheries species. He said
that shrimp and crabs can’t get into
the marsh.

C: Thereisaplanto develop the
Sabine Ship Channel to 60 feet, so
should use strategies 13-15 even if
the Trans-Texas Water Plan
(TTWP) doesn’'t use Sabine River
flow.

C: Don't say “limited access” when
talking about estuarine organism
access for the Calcasieu Lake
mapping unit because there are no
locks there.
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C: If therewasalock at the pass
(Calcasieu Ship Channdl), then
some of theinterior structures could
be left open more often.

C: Longshore movement of
sediment hasn’'t been addressed. It
was suggested that if some of the
j€etties at shipping channels such as
those at the Calcasieu Ship Channel
were cut, it would allow for natura
sediment flow to thewest. The
navigation channel may have to be
dredged more often, but this may be
asmall priceto pay to save our
beaches.

C: Commercia fishermen would
prefer rock armor instead of weirsto
allow some saline water into the
marsh along the Calcasieu Ship
Channel.

C:. Wewill have ahard time
convincing the residents of
Constance Beach that the removal
of the jetties and more current will
be good for them. Therewill be a
fear of the beach washing away.

C: Wearejust talking about
removing the jetties that are
perpendicular to the beach to restore
natural flow. Not talking about
removing the breakwaters that are
protecting the beach.

C: | appreciate the opportunity to
have input into this planning
program. Thistype of planning has
long been needed and will help
coordinate many of the local plans
into a unified State program. Good



luck. | still have anideaor two,
which areradical, but would be
innovative in returning shallow
water basins into productive
wetlands—hbut it would be
expensive. If interested, call me.

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies that Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two
Region 4

Strategy: Maintain Atchafalaya
water and sediment inflow
through the GIWW.

Q: How isthis strategy possible
without increasing water levelsin
the Mermentau Basin?

A: We only want to maintain the
inflow from the Atchafalaya— not
increaseit. Also, we hopeto let
more water out of the lower end of
the basin.

South White Lake

Strategy: Allow for limited
estuarine organism access (e.g.,
allow for limited estuarine access
into lake at the Schooner Bayou,
Leland Bowman and Catfish

L ocks); Monitor fisheries access
at the locks.

Q: Why istheword “limited” in
this strategy?

A: Itiswritten that way because
thereis concern over controlling the
sdlinity behind the structures. The
ideaisto strike a balance between
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allowing estuarine organisms into
the marsh and controlling salinity
there.

Big Lake

Strategy: I mprove hydrology (e.g.,
hydrologic restoration south of
Big Lake (CS-10) to complete
perimeter control alongthe E.
shoreline of Calcasieu L ake).

Q: Does this mean putting more
structures (weirs) in? Who would
control them?

A: For this strategy, the answer is
“Yes, this means putting more
structures (weirs) in.” If you didn’t
support this, poll these strategies
low and remember that we are not
talking about specific projects here.

Brown’sLake

Strategy: | mprove hydrology (e.g.,
North Line Canal structure
maintenance); Maintain Sabine
NWR Hydrologic Restoration
control structures.

Q: What structure are we talking
about in this strategy?

A: The North Line Cand structure.

C: Theword " maintenance” should
be changed to “implement” for the
North Line Canal structure as well
as for the Sabine Hydrologic
Restoration control structures.

Calcasieu Lake
Strategy: Allow for estuarine
or ganism access to surrounding



mar shes (e.g., allow for estuarine
fisheries access to adjacent

mar shes with existing and future
control structures).

Q: What structures does this mean?

A: This means that we should allow
for better estuarine organism access
if structures are built in the future.

Cameron

Strategy: I mprove hydrology (e.g.,
maintain existing wetland
management plan at Rutherford
Beach); Restore Mermentau River
connection with the gulf and
constrict Mermentau River “ New
Cut” to minimum width.

Q: Do we need “restrict Cameron
Ship Channel” written here?

A: It should be in the Common
Strategies matrix.

Choupiquelsland

Strategy: Maintain perched

mar shes (e.g., maintain perched
mar shes on Choupique Island).

Q: What is aperched marsh?

A: Itisamarsh that isisolated
above the water table (on spoil piles
for example).

Grand Cheniere Ridge

Strategy: I mprove hydrology (e.g.,
restore Mermentau River’s
natural connection to the gulf);
Restrict sand dredging.
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C: One person said that he didn’t
like the “ Restrict sand dredging”
part of this mapping unit strategy.

North Grand Lake

Strategy: I mprove hydrology (e.g.,
restrict the mouth of Mermentau
River “New Cut” ship channel).

C: Thisstrategy isincorrect and
needs to be corrected. Misplaced

strategy.

Calcasieu Lake

Strategy: Allow for estuarine
organisms’ access to surrounding
mar shes (e.g., allow for estuarine
fisheries access to adjacent lake
mar shes with existing and future
control structures).

C: Commercia fishermen don’t
want more weirs; they hurt their
business.

Strategy: Marsh creation (e.g.,
decrease ship channel spoil banks
near marsh level).

C: We should include armoring the
ship channel banks with decreasing
the spoil bank heights. This strategy
should be removed to the Common
Strategies matrix. Should include
armored shoreline protection.

Strategy: Maintain drainage
infrastructure.

C: Needto add “(e.g., Cameron-
Creole structures).”



Perry Ridge

Strategy: | mprove hydrology (e.g.,
address potential hydrologic
impacts of Trans-Texas Water
Plan); Promote freshwater
releases from Toledo Bend.

C: Original project didn’t include
shoreline protection west to the
Sabine River. Might want to add
thisto the strategy and include in the
Common Strategies.

Sabine Pool #3

Strategy: Improve water quality
(e.g., reduceturbidity in unit
[Sabine Pool #3] with wave
breaks).

C: Itisafishing impoundment so
you don’'t want it filled in with
grass.

Willow Bayou

Strategy: I mprove hydrology (e.g.,
maintain freshwater inflows from
the Sabine River); Manage Gray’s
Canal in similar manner to
Cameron-Creole Water shed
management; Contingency Plan
for the Trans-Texas Water Plan;
Restor e hydrology by plugging
Willow Bayou Canal and Gray’s
Ditch to for ce saltwater inflows
through meanders; Hydrologic
restoration in the Burton-Sutton
Canal.

C: Restoring natural meandersis
not cost-effective, but others are
good strategies.
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Coast 2050 Town Meeting

Cooper ative Extension Service

Building, Abbeville
Regions3 and 4
June 10, 1998

Facilitator: Greg DuCote,
DNR/CMD

Questions and Answers Regarding
Regions 3 and 4 Coast 2050 Ecosystem

Strategies and I ssues

Q: How are we going to maintain
the bays (Vermilion, E. and W. Cote
Blanche) as brackish?

A: By building features that slow
the tidal exchange from the bays to
the marsh. By keeping the flow of
fresh water from going directly into
the bays, which aso allows the
water to warm up and benefit the
marshes.

Q: Would Coast 2050 consider
putting in aweir at the Wax Lake
Outlet?

A: Our approach isto neck down
the opening.

Q: Will the water be coming
directly from the marsh to the bays?

A: Eventualy. Thewater will be
slowed by going through the marsh
(as opposed to the water dropping
directly into the bay). The water
will aso be warmed and sediments



will drop out by going through the
marsh.

Q: How and when are shrimp going
to get into the marshes?

A: Ingress and egress of organisms
will be considered as part of the
planning of every project. We will
try to find a balance between marsh
and bays.

Q: Would the water flow from the
Lakes Subbasin south by using
gated areas?

A: Yes, likely some sort of flap gate
will be used.

Q: Why isthereerosion in fresh
water areas? Thereistoo much
freshwater.

A: Theerosion is not necessarily as
aresult of the fresh water. Itis
more from the water levels being
too high in thisarea. In Mermentau,
high water is causing land loss, and
there

are times when salinity can cause a
problem.

Q: Areplans considering the
fisheriesindustry in Grand and
White |akes?

A: Theloca (mapping unit)
strategies call for continued access
to the estuaries.

Q. What are you going to do to get
marine fisheriesinto lakes?

A: There are ongoing studiesto
address thisissue.

Public Comments

C: Objectsto this meeting
originally being only Region 4 and
now includes Region 3.

C: Hell Hole Bayou/Vermilion Bay
should receive top priority. A severe
storm could open up another pass to
the gulf viathis route.

C: We need better water quality in
Vermilion Bay and surrounding
Vermilion Bay. Also, better habitat
for resident and migratory birds and
wildlife species native to south
Louisiana

C: Weneed to keep al the flow of
fresh water and silt coming to the
west end of Region 3.

C: Spirit Canal iswhat cut off the
overland flow from the lakes going
south to the road.

C: TheVermilion Rice Growers
hope the Coast 2050 effort will help
al. To restorethe coast we have to
look long-term (the big picture).

We have avaluable resource in
Louisiana s coast. We need to
continue to provide fresh water in
order to sustain the wetlands and the
fish and the wildlife. The Vermilion
Rice Growers would like to see
more data before they can support a
jetty.



C: Wishesto make it known that
Vermilion Parish wishes to continue
to receive the current level of

fresh water in order to sustain the
marsh.

C: Everyone seemsto agree that
marsh is necessary for fish,
waterfow,| and storm protection.
Let’sdo what is necessary to build
and protect these marshes. Fresh
water is critical to this purpose.

C: Too much time has been devoted
to studiesinstead of slowing
erosion. The permitting systemis
costly and counterproductive. Too
many agencies are involved to get
any coordination. The Legislature
passed laws not knowing the effects
on getting permits. Too much
politics in considering conflicts with
different user groups. The
Mermentau River Basin levels have
been too high causing shoreline
erosion both north side and south
side. Lowering levels on the south
side, then Hwy. 82, Pecan Island,
and Grand Chenier. Rockefeller
Refuge could open up many places
to lower water level in White and
Grand lakes. This approach will
reduce salt water inside the beach.
Good for marsh and marine
organisms. Keep the system fresh
for irrigation and protect the Chicot
aquifer for drinking water. Concern
on al large projectsin placein
times of flooding: How do we get
excess water out quickly to reduce
injury to Pecan Island and Forked
Island? Need enough structures to
release this excess water. Pecan
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Island can use fresh water for
irrigation and inject someto S.
Pecan Island Marsh. Vermilion
surrounds all other private land; they
contract water. No more large
navigation channels that go into the
heart of the marsh increasing
erosion and no maintenance
provisions on these channels.

C: The continuation of fresh water
and silt westward from the
Atchafalayais critical for the
replenishment of our wetlands.
Vermilion Bay should be
maintained as a brackish
environment asit is at present.

C: Now, thelow level of the
subbasin is agood example during a
drought period. Asof now, touring
the White Lake and Grand Lake area
amost daily, | found that by the low
water situation you could actually
monitor some of the old existing
points and land that extended out.
Some trees were monitored as
evidence. If we could sustain this
lake level, then planting in areas that
were lost drastically due to high
water held in the subbasin over the
yearswould help. Thiswould be a
good example for every vital issue
that we should address. | seelots of
plantings that do exist but if you go
out further, between 100 yards and a
guarter-mile, you had existing
property. | would like to conclude
that our organization totally
supports closing off the locks during
adrought year. And evidence has
shown that there were no crops lost



due to the drought by irrigation in the
Grand and White lakes area. We
understand that White Lake isacritical
areathat has to be monitored closer with
the Warren Ditch nearby. Until the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
solves this problem, either by
eliminating Warren Ditch at the end of
Schooner Bayou or installing navigable
weirs and pumping water from the
northeastern part of White Lake into
Warren Ditch, you will never eliminate
the problem of saltwater intrusion in that
area, which isdrastically needed for the
organisms to migrate in and out of White
Lake areas. By theway, | was looking at
amap of White Lake and also found a
large canal north of Warren Ditch that
possibly could allow enough freshwater
for irrigation. Please cal meas| can get
access to amap and show you. The
canal islocated in the NW part of the
Warren Ditch and is very close to White
Lake. A good exampleisthe drought we
had. In normal rainfall years, the lock
systems should stay open to maintain a
lower water level, even though the tide
would move in normal rain years. If
locks where to stay open it wouldn’t
have an effect on any crop grownin
these areas. By trying to keep water
levels lower in the subbasin without
damaging any crop, you could get
sufficient water flow and sedimentsin
lower portions of the gulf areawhere it
is needed the most.
P.S. | sent some sheets with salt
grains and gauges from USACE. I'd
also like to conclude that some
grains per gallon were actually
higher than what we had submitted
in some areas of the Catfish Lock
systems. So that shows you right
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there it wouldn’t have any effect on
any crop grown in the area at
Catfish Locks. Sowhat I'm still
saying isthat with anormal rainfall
year you could actually leave the
locks open most of the year.

C: Do not increase the amount of
salt water to enter the Vermilion

Bay.

C: Stop the Vermilion Bay from
getting saltier than it already is. The
bay needs to stay fresh for the
marsh, aquaculture, and agriculture.

C: Keep boats from being built with
larger drafts as GIWW and others
are deepened to erect levees, etc.
Surely thiswill happen and wave
wash and suction will increase,
damaging the new levee
construction. Also need to set limits
for crew boats, etc. Thiswas
omitted and it has to be addressed or
the project will be eroding asit is
built.

C: Wefee most projects are good,
but don’t take into consideration
fish and wildlife. Most problemsin
the lakes region of the basin can be
traced to past lock operating
procedures.

C: Keep the Vermilion Bay fresh
and do not let saltwater enter it.



Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of
Oneor Two

Region 3

e Strategy: Maintain Vermilion,
East and West Cote Blanche bays
as brackish.

Q: If this strategy is to keep the
bays brackish and other strategies
areto bring fresh water through the
marsh, are we really considering the
delicate balance?

A: The USACE isdoing the jetty
study and we will be notified of the
USACE public meeting results.

o Strategy: Createreef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

Q: Does creating areef increase or
decrease sdlinity?

A: The purpose of the reef isto
break the wave action.

Q: How much water will pass over
the reef?

A: Wedo not have details, but
about two-three ft is what passed
over the historic reef.

Q: Arethere no studies of when the
reef was taken out?

A: Thereisalot of historic
information, but no studies.

87

Strategy: Createreef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

Q: Addto the strategy “Lafon 1805
map.” This map shows the historic
reef.

A: TheLafon map is part of the
ideaand isincluded.

Strategy: Build alock in the
Houma Navigation Canal.

C: Monies could be used for water
control structures to control water
levels. Lower water levels and the
vegetation will return.

Strategy: Build land in upper
Timbalier Subbasin by sediment
diversion from the Mississippi
River via conveyance channel
parallel to Bayou L afourche.

C: Lower water levels and this
strategy will not be necessary.

Region 4

Strategy: Salinity control of
Calcasieu Ship Channel between
gulf and Calcasieu L ake by
installing a gate or lock.

Q: | don't understand what salinity
control means here.

A: Theideaisto clip off the high
salinity peaks but allow for more
ingress and egress in the area.



Strategy: Maintain Atchafalaya
water and sediment inflow
through the GIWW.

Q: Why wasn't this strategy
included on Region 3?

A: Most of the deposition occursin
Region 4.

Strategy: Maintain Atchafalaya
water and sediment inflow
through the GIWW.

C: Thisstrategy isto stabilize the
banks of navigation channel. They
would like to see it stabilized first.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting
Bayou Vista Civic Center,
Bayou Vista
Region 3
June 11, 1998

Facilitator: Cullen Curole,
Governor’s Office of Coastal
Activities (GOCA)

Questions and Answers regarding
Region 3 Coast 2050 Ecosystem
Strategies and | ssues

Q. How much money is Coast 2050
going to take from CWPPRA and is
it al feasible?

A: Wedo not know from year to
year how much money we will get
from CWPPRA. It isassumed that
funds for Coast 2050 will comein
part from CWPPRA.
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Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two

Strategy: Maximize GIWW flows
into mar shes and minimize dir ect
flow into bays.

C: Wedon't see the money being
spent on this strategy. This strategy
isnot economically feasible.

Strategy: Createreef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

C: Thisstrategy is not economically
feasible.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting

Cut Off Youth Center, Cut Off

Regions2 and 3
June 15, 1998

Facilitator: Phil Pittman,
DNR/CRD

Questions and Answers Regarding

Region 2 Coast 2050 Ecosystem
Strategies and | ssues

Q: Why does water back up in the
upper swamps?

A: Thereisadrainage problem
there due to spoil banks and canals.
Runoff enters the swamp from the
developed areas but can't get out.

Q: Where will the dredge materia
come from for the marsh building



aong Hwy. 1? Wedon't want it coming
from Bayou Lafourche.

A: Thedredge material will come
from open water areas where we
will strategically place a dredge to
most efficiently build the marsh.

Q: You are breezing over these
strategiestoo quickly. We are
concerned with one project
negatively affecting another project.

A: Strategies will have to be
studied and researched. For
example Morganzato the gulf and
Donadsonville to the gulf studies
will shed some light on these
guestions.

Q: Why are we not having these
September meetings in thelittle
towns on the coast? Why arethey in
the big metropolitan areas (Baton
Rouge, New Orleans, Lafayette)?

Y ou should be going to the people.

A: Themeetingswill be held in
these areas because we can get
facilities to accommodate many
people. Also, becausethisisa
problem that affects the whole State
and the Nation, we did not want to
exclude others from the process.
We are truly hoping and expecting
concerned citizens to make the
drive. Also these are expected to be
daylong meetings. A hard copy of
the strategies will be available for
review.

Q: Will you explain Davis Pond?

89

A: DavisPond is afreshwater
diversion located in St. Charles
Parish. It will divert up to 10,500
cfs freshwater into Davis Pond on
Salvador WMA. The water will
then flow into |akes Cataouatche
and Salvador. An interagency team
will set aflow plan/schedule. The
USACE feelsthat it should not raise
water levelsin the basin and it
shouldn’t flood L&fitte.

Q: Will Davis Pond help Bayou
Perot?

A: Not too much. Bayou Perot’s
problems are largely due to
shoreline erosion. However,
nourishing the land bridge between
Lake Salvador and Bayou Perot will
help some.

Q: Why arethe USACE and the
DNR not forcing the oil companies
to maintain the old plugs that erode?

A: It al depends on the stipulations
of the permit that wasin use at the
time. If the permit did not stipulate
maintenance, then they don’t need
to be maintained.

Q: Areyou making sure to look at
how these diversions will work
together in the estuary? | am
concerned when | look at these
cubic feet per second figures (cfs)
listed next to the diversions.

A: Thecfsfigures arejust estimates
to denote the scale of the diversion.
The actua diversion capacity would



come as aresult of research and
engineering expertise.

Q: Will you model or have a
mechanism to tell if a project
(diversion) isworking after the
project isin place?

A: Absolutely. These strategies are
region-wide and the diversions
would follow a sequence. We do
not want to over-freshen the basin or
overdoit. Infact, we can use
Caernarvon as an example. We
have changed to a flow based plan
to better accommodate the needs of
the citizens as well as the estuary.

Q: What istheratio of land
building (sedimentation) strategies
to barrier island/reef building
strategies?

A: We haven't gotten far enough to
have any of these specific types of
calculations yet. However, the idea
of these regiona strategiesisto
have everything working together.
We don’t want to adopt a bunch of
projects to bring sediment and fresh
water in if there is nothing in place
to slow the marine intrusion and
keep the fresh water in.

Q: Why are we worried about reef
projects when there is shell dredging
going on at Point au Fer?

A: Thisactivity has stopped. No
permits were renewed.
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Questions and Answers Regarding

Region 3 Coast 2050 Ecosystem
Strategies and | ssues

Q: Instead of a conveyance channel,
why not let water go through Bayou
Lafourche?

A: Thisisbeing studied right now.
We don't yet know if we can get
that much water down it.

Q: Theword reef has a connotation
of something living. Arethese reefs
going to be artificial shell reefs?

A: We used the word reef because
of the Pt. Chevreuil controversy.
Could you give us another term?

C: Usetheword shell reef, clam
reef, or artificial reef. Y ou may
want to change this before the next
meeting. People think of aliving
reef when they seethis.

Q: Will the water from the
conveyance channel come from the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway? What
IS stopping this from becoming
another Houma Navigation Canal?

A: Thewater will come from the
Mississippi River, and the
connection of this channel to the
river will be the reason that it will
not become another HNC.



Public Comments
Region 2

C: Offered full support for the
Coast 2050 initiative, calling it the
next logical step in implementing
BTNEP.

C: “l amalifelong resident of
Lafourche parish”. Inthe 1930's the
oil companies damaged the land and
its people by digging canals and
never plugging them. Thisallowed
the salt water to come into the
marsh. He has been attending
meetings for twenty to thirty years
where bureaucrats told him they'd
solve the problem. He' stired of the
words “feasibility studies’ and heis
glad to see that we finally want to
work with the public and the local
residents. Hethinksthat in the past
unrealistic goals have been set and
cautions us against that again. He
also noted that he saw fewer citizens
in the audience than government
employees.

C: Thisisan unfair process to make
the public poll one-five on strategies
they haven't seen. We need more
information. Also, thisisabig
band-aid, and we need major
surgery. This problem was made by
man. Mother Nature used to take
care of us. Until thereisamajor
diversion from Veniceto SW Pass
all of this doesn’t mean anything.
We need to close the MRGO. It
would be a disaster to put aship
channel at Fort St. Philip. Also,
erosion was always there, but the
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dredged canals made it much worse.
Lastly, more study is needed so we
can divert the Mississippi River in
the Venice/Empire area, and we
need to have the September
meetings in the marsh areas, not the
metro aress.

A: True, some of these are band-
aids, but these strategies are many
band-aids. If we can restore and/or
protect 8-9,000 acres at atime, it
will add up.

C: We need SERIOUS diversion of
the Mississippi River water. Nature
has a wonderful way of repairing
itself.

C: Usenatureto helpinthe
strategies, don’t fight it.

Region 3

C: Don't want to see Bayou
Lafourche closed. We need water in
it. Let’'sseewhat it doeswhen it
hasflow. Whereisthe barrier
island plan to restore Fourchon? Do
we have locks/gates on east
Lafourche? If Davis Pond is open,
why should we open Bayou
Lafourche?

C: Thisform greatly outlines
strategies that have been thought
out, but this form of prioritizing
areas of actions to be taken can be
distorted by the number of forms
filled out and returned from a
certain area. We have parishes
competing against each other for the
monies available to get projectsin



their parish. Thiswhole issue of
wetlands needs to be addressed from
an impact assessment criteria.

Based on actual wetlands lossesin
acres, number of permits allowed
past and present, acres saved by
certain projects, and prevention of
tidal surgesfrom storms. Thisis
our last chance for infrastructure and
marsh restoration projects at the
expense of those who greatly
contributed to their demise, namely
the oil and gas companies who have
been granted permitsto dig up our
marsh. All we want isfor them to
be good citizens and repair what
they have damaged. Thiswould not
happen in Florida or California, why
Louisiana?

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two
Region 2

Strategy: Construct delta-building
diversion into American Bay
(about 20,000 cfs). Construct
delta-building diversion into
American Bay (about 100,000 cfs).
Relocate Mississippi River
Navigation Channel through
American Bay, attempt to retain
sediment in Birdsfoot. Relocate
Mississippi River Navigation
Channel through Bastian Bay,
attempt to retain sediment in
Birdsfoot.

C: I’'m being asked to poll an area
that I’'m not familiar with. Thisis
not good.
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Coast 2050 Town Meeting
Houma Municipal Auditorium,
Houma
Region 3
June 16, 1998

Facilitator: Cullen Curole, GOCA

Questions and Answers Regarding
Region 3 Coast 2050 Ecosystem
Strategies and | ssues

Q. What is the benefit of the Houma
Navigation Canal (HNC) lock?

A: To control water flow.

Q. What will the conveyance
channel parallel to Bayou Lafourche
be similar to?

A: It will be similar to the Wax
Lake Outlet.

Q. How much of the Atchafalaya
water flows through the GIWW and
then down the HNC?

A: Seventy percent of the
Atchafalaya flow that makesit to
Houma goes down the HNC.

Q. Thereisaneed to sustain the
wetlands at the HNC and by
building a barrier (the lock) this will
be accomplished at least in part.

Y ou say that fresh water is needed
(in reference to most other wetlands
in Terrebonne) in order to sustain or
restore wetlands. Because such a
large amount of fresh water is



coming down the HNC and there is such
agreat amount of land loss on the HNC,
the theory of sustaining wetlands with
fresh water seemsto be in conflict.

A: Landislost at the HNC because
thereis no order to theflow. The
water needs to be slowed down to
control the flow.

* Q. Will fresh water from the
conveyance channel parallel to
Bayou Lafourche increase water
levels (flooding)?

A: It could, but may not, depending
on details of this as a project.

* Q. What isyour philosophy on
restoring the barrier island chain
using sand versus rock?

A: The purpose of the feasibility
study isto determine which isthe
best method of restoring the barrier
islands.

* Q. IntheBreaux Bill, the focus of
restoration did not include barrier
islands, it only included “vegetative
wetlands.” The bill had to be
amended to include barrier islands.
As restoration began on the barrier
islands, sand was used and then lost.
All the sand washed away. The
money used on using sand to restore
theislands was wasted. Now, in
some areas, rock is being used on
theislands. Therocks are working.
We need to use rocks and not bother
with sand. But you are spending

93

$28 million to seeif rock or sand will
work. We need to use rock.

A: CWPPRA proposed to restore
the barrier islands with natura
material, which is sand.

Q. Issand the medium of choiceto
save the barrier islands?

A: Yes

Q. Why would the EPA be against
using rock? And what part of the
islands has not taken a beating?

A: Some parts of the islands have
survived. The costisalot moreto
use rock than sand.

A: Thesituation is not as simple as
rocks versus sand. Y ou haveto look
at parts of theislands on an
individual basis. Sand has worked
in some areas. You are talking
about an area so large (all of the
islands), it would be difficult to
cover the entire areawith rock. We
want the islands to be as natural as
possible. The biggest problemis
that the islands need sediment. We
(DNR) agree that rocks and sand
can be used together.

Q. $28 million will be used to
complete the project. That isagreat
deal of money and this money
needs to be used by strategically
placing rock around the islands.
Grand Isle was built six times with
sand and will likely need to be
rebuilt again. Caernarvon has taken
along timeto build. Areyou



analyzing that system to apply to our
area?

A: Yes. The Caernarvon system s
being heavily monitored and the
information will be used for any
similar future projects.

Q. The oil companies of the past
built canals before permitting and
now they are not required to go back
to plug these unused canals. Do you
have a plan to make them fill or
plug these canals? Erosion takesthe
blame for many things. It iseasy to
say “some other thing did it” and no
one takes the claim for the problem,
hence the problem is not corrected.
The oil companies should pay for
the damage they have done. There
are oil companiesin lowa, for
example, that come through
Louisiana. Louisiana should not
take the full brunt of all the damage
that has been done. We should tax
the oil industry and put the money in
apool strictly for coastal restoration
in Louisiana. Eighty percent of
damagein Louisianais caused by
canals. Restoration costsalot, but

if it’s not done, the wetlands are lost
forever and the wetlands are a
valuable resource.

A: | suggest that you applaud the
stewardship of the oil companies
that are working toward coastal
restoration. Coast 2050 istrying to
pull al sources together, and as one
voice, we may be ableto make a
difference.
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C. Dredged material should be used
to rebuild the banks on the GIWW.

Public Comments

C: Too much generality; strategies
should be better defined.

C: Restoring the barrier islands to
be able to restrict the saltwater
intrusion is paramount and should
be the first undertaken.

C:. A Coastal Zone Monetary Fund
should be established to combat
erosion and projects’ enhancement
to wetlands, with funding coming
from government (local, State,
Federal), private donations,
corporate funding, mitigation
sources, etc. A massive Federal
public works project of protecting
theislands with rock backed by sand
should be implemented. Rocks will
not move, but sand will. The band-
aid approach we are now using of
just using sand to rebuild the barrier
islandsis atemporary solution to a
large problem. Qil field companies
need to shoulder the cost for the
destruction of wetlands through
taxation on nature products. Those
that take resources from under the
surface of the Earth should pay for
the massive destruction of coastal
wetlands they cause. The DNR
should be overhauled and made
more accountable for the State's
natural resources above ground
(e.g., the seafood industry).

C:. Slow theflow of salt water by
closing the openings along the



coastline. Establish reefs by
controlling the oyster drills.

C: | am disappointed by the
omission of the Bayou Lafourche
project. Thisprojectiscritica
during the decades it will taketo
create an aternative canal.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting

Port Sulphur Civic Center, Port

Sulphur
Region 2
June 23, 1998

Facilitator: Phil Pittman,
DNR/CRD

Public Comments

GOOD LUCK! Generaly, | oppose
levees or systems that rely on
levees. | also prefer strategically
located smaller diversions rather
than large projects.

Give heavy weight to strategies
developed and voted upon at
previous meetings.

Need to know more about many of
the strategies.

| am strongly opposed to any type of
shipping channel being constructed
on either the east or west bank. | do
not see how thiswill help in
restoring the marshes. Itiseven
possible for it to hurt restoration.
Thisisavery costly project that
probably will not work. Spend the
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money on diversion projects that do
work.

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies that Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two:
Region 2

Strategy: Prevent diversion-
related flooding by building local
levees at wetland/ upland
interface and local pumping;
remove diverted watersfrom
upper basin by raising Hwy. 90
and installing flap gated culverts.
Prevent diversion-related flooding
by hurricane protection levee
south of Hwy. 90. Remove
diverted waters from upper basin
with alarge pumping station
south of Hwy. 90.

C: From an engineering standpoint,
avoiding the use of pumpsis better.
We may, sometime in the future,
need to go to pumping.

Strategy: Construct delta-building
diversion into Bastian Bay from
Buras (about 15,000 cfs).

C: If the USACE isnot going to
pump the hurricane levee borrow pit
full, adiversion of this size may fill
it naturally over along time period.

Strategy: Construct controlled
crevassesto allow diversion into
Quarantine Bay and contain
sediment with low levees.



Q: Why put any more levees out
there? Why not let the water do
what it’s supposed to do?

A: These would be rocks or very
low levees to keep sediment out of
some of the oyster production areas.

Strategy: Construct delta-building
diversion at Amor etta (about
15,000 cfs).

C: 15,000 cfswill destroy the
oyster industry in the area of Grand
Bayou, Lake Washington, and
Grand Ecaille. Would support a
5,000 cfs diversion there, though.

Strategy: Construct delta-building
diversion into American Bay
(about 100,000 cfs).

C: Thisistoo much water. It would
destroy the oyster industry. Maybe
do several small diversionsin there.

Strategy: Relocate Mississippi
River Navigation Channel
through Bastian Bay, attempt to
retain sediment in Birdsfoot.

C: Thiswould necessitate aleveed
system going E-W which would
separate the estuary into an upper
and lower basin, and we couldn’t
cut holesin the levee because of
saltwater intrusion problems.

C: Thelock on this channel would
have to be three mileslong and be at
|east two-chambered and maybe
even four-chambered. Also ano-
flow channel directly to the gulf
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would be bad in the event of a
hurricane. Therewould be no
resistance to storm surge.

C:. Before Plaguemines even talks
about this, they would need
assurance that a high rise bridge
would be constructed to connect
what would become upper and
lower Plaguemines Parish.

C: Thereisafear that thiswould be
alot of money completely wasted.

C: Thisproject would be amulti-
billion dollar one. It would be
studied very carefully. Thiswould
bring hundreds of millions of dollars
to Plaquemines for the construction
of this, and it would attract industry
tothearea. Thischannel would
make navigation easier, because
there would be no turns to negotiate.
We would finaly be able to, since
Eads built the South Pass jetties,
reclaim the heavy sediments that we
are losing off the continental shelf
for usein coastal Louisiana.
Funding for the project would be
available. Currently, the USACE
spends tens of billions of dollars
annually in dredging costs. This
would separate the navigation
interests from the coastal restoration
interests.

C: Haven't we learned our lesson
from the MRGO?

C: Maybel would listen to this
strategy (locate the channel in
American Bay), but not to the
conveyance channel, because



rel ocating the channel through a bay
system is dangerous.

Q: Would we be locating a port
facility inside the locking system?
Is that permissible?

A: Thelnner Harbor Navigation
Canal isthat very kind of thing.
Thereisaport inside the locks.

Strategy: Extend barrier shoreline
from Sandy Point to Southwest
Pass.

C: Barrier islands and marsh
restoration behind them are so
important. Hurricane Danny
developed into a hurricane once it
got past the islands and into open
water.

C: Plaguemines Parish strongly
supports BOTH barrier isands and
diversions. One without the other is
not enough.

C: Need to make sure that diversion
water gets over the marshes.

Strategy: Build lock in Barataria
Bay Waterway at south end of
Dupre Cut.

C: Floodgate would be better than a
lock.
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Coast 2050 Town Meeting
SLU University Center,
Hammond
Region 1
June 24, 1998

Facilitator: Phil Pittman,
DNR/CRD

Questions and Answers Regarding
Region 1 Coast 2050 Ecosystem
Strategies and | ssues

Q: Where are timber Best
Management Practice (BMP)
strategies?

A: They'rein Programmatic
Strategies.

Q: Would forestry BMPs be a state-
wide mandate?

A: No, they are done through the
parishes and are voluntary.

Q: What is planned for maintaining
the shoreline integrity along the
North Shore of Lake Pontchartrain?

A: Things like goby mats and rip-
rap as well as vegetative plantings
and the like.

Public Comments
C: Some think we could find more

opportunity for diversionsin the
upper basin swamps.



C: The Amite/Blind swamps are in
worse shape than most people think.
A group isworking on aposition
paper suggesting where and how big
diversionsin the area should be.
The group thinks we should look at
other areas such as between the
Reserve Canal and the Blind River.

C: Hydrologic restoration istoo
broad of a strategy to really
consider.

C: We need input from politicians.
Also those with the State and
Federal government.

C: Encourage storm water
retention/detection techniquesin
urbanized areas (e.g., Florida
Parishes below 1-12). For Amite-
Blind areas establish a habitat
preserve for study and conservation
for Livingston, Tangipahoa, and St.
Tammany areas. Establish or
improve retention/detection
strategies to improve non-point
source pollution problemsin these
rapidly urbanizing areas.

C: | amvery interested and
concerned about the condition of the
Pontchartrain shoreline between
Pass Manchac and the mouth of the
Tangipahoa River and the section
from the Tangipahoa River and
Tchefuncte River. Thereisavery
productive, viable marsh behind
these shorelines that is very closeto
being destroyed due to coastline
erosion. Thereisagreat
opportunity to actually save a
wetland instead of havingto go in
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and restore one that has been lost to
erosion. Please give specia
consideration to the
Tangipahoa/Pontchartrain shore
protection projects when the next
round of funding becomes available.
Recommend saving a wetland
instead of having to restore one.

 C: Sow theflow of sat water by
closing the openings along the
coastline. Establish oyster reefs by
controlling the oyster drills.

* C: Do not plug Manchac Interstate
Candl; instead, improve
drainage/hydrology under Hwy. 51.

* C: Rerouting the GIWW through
Lake Borgne makes no sense—
remove the strategy. Same for
Interstate Canal, replace this
strategy with culvert clearing under
Hwy. 51.

 C: Would liketo see arock jetty at
the mouth of the Tangipahoa River
into the Lake.

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of
Oneor Two
Regional Ecosystem Strategies
Region 1

o Strategy: Small Mississippi River
diversion at Bayou Manchac.

C: That drainage pattern istoo
disrupted and it is not economical.



Strategy: Small Mississippi River
diversion at Blind River.

C: Therewould be alot of public
resistance. Some say it would make
fishing worse; some say it would be
better.

Strategy: Expedite planning for
the Millennium Port (deep draft
port on lower river).

C. Therearequestionsasto
whether the planning has considered
the wetland loss it would cause
along theriver.

Local (Mapping Unit) Srategies
Region 1

Pear| River Mouth
Strategy: Terracing.

Q: Isn't it in good shape?

A: Yes, but thereisalot of
sediment in there and the area may
benefit from terracing.

West Manchac Land Bridge
Strategy: Restore Hydrology (e.g.,
plug the Interstate Canal).

C: Why do we need to plug the
Interstate Canal? It wouldn’t
accomplish anything and people
won't alow it. A better strategy in
this areawould be culvert cleaning
and installation.

C: Itwon’'t help to restore
hydrology, and salinity is probably
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not really aproblem. Also, it would
not accommodate the public.

East Manchac Land Bridge
Strategy: Restore Hydrology (e.g.,
plug Inter state Canal).

C: Why do we need to plug the
Interstate Canal? It wouldn’t
accomplish anything and people
won't alow it. A better strategy in
this areawould be culvert cleaning
and installation.

East OrleansLand Bridge,
Central Wetlands, S. Lake
Borgne, Lake Borgne

Strategy: Hydrologic restor ation
(e.g., reroutethe GIWW through
L ake Borgne).

C: Oyster/dredging problem.

C: Thought we had decided against
this strategy. Should have been
stricken.

Strategy: Shoreline protection
(e.g., userail transport to deliver
coar se aggr egate material).

C: Moreimportant thingsto do in
the area and it’ s not economically
feasible.



Coast 2050 Town Meeting
St. Bernard Gover nment
Complex, Chalmette
Regions1and 2
June 25, 1998

Facilitator: Bill Good, DNR/CRD

Public Comments
Region 1

C: The meeting had just begun
when an audience member began
berating the State and Federal
governments for their freshwater
diversion projects (Caernarvon) and
wanted to know what the agencies
were trying to prove. Thefishing,
and his livelihood, has been ruined,
he claimed.

C: Freshwater diversionisruining
the fishing industry.

C: Concerned about effects of
Region 1 on Region 2.

C: Pumping Chandeleur Islands
—want shell placed, not just sand
pumping, sand won't stay.

C: Breton Sound, Hog Island cuts
have destroyed these islands.

Region 2

C: Concern about the additional
water from the proposed diversions,
concerned about what happened to
diversions during storms.
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C: Wave action from boatsis
causing erosion. We should address
wake limity wave action
prevention.

C: Totally opposed to freshwater
diversions.

C: | support any and al projects
that will build marsh, prevent
erosion, and preserve the wetlands.

C: We need to rebuild the marsh
land to save what we have now. If
we don’t, we won't have any homes
left to save.

C: | support freshwater diversions.
| want St. Bernard Parish to look
likeit didin 1950.

Public Comments Mailed to DNR in

Response to the Town Meeting

C: “Whenyou'll want to restore the
coast by dredging, | will be in favor
of it, aslong as you' || want to divert
water out of the Mississippi, I'll be
opposed to it. You'll clam to have
built 70 acres of marsh with your
project in five yearsin Lake
Pontchartrain; you' Il build 500 acres
of land in 30 days so it looks like
you need to rethink your project.”

C: “My opinionisto build land by
dredging and not by siphons. To
control flow of siphonsin
Caernarvon by opening in October
and closein February.”

C: " To achieve the objective of
constructive public input and



comment it would be better to
provide more structure to the
meeting and the comment
opportunities. The members of the
public would feel more comfortable
in afacilitated, participatory format
where everyone, not just the vocal
few, get a chance to make
comments.”

Comments and/or Questions and
Answers from Public Participants on

Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two
Region 1

Strategy: Small diversion from
Mississippi River through Bonnet
Carrel by opportunistically
pulling spillway structure pins.

Q: What isthe benefit of opening
Bonnet Carrel? Will it build marsh?

A: Sediment input is beneficial to
the marsh and swamp within the
spillway and the Bonnet Carre! was
designed for flood control, not
diversion.

Q: How many cfs, due to leakage,
are going through the spillway
currently?

A: About 1,000 to 2,000.

Q: What isall thisfresh water
accomplishing?

A: Provision of much-needed
nutrients which feeds the marsh
systems thus preventing | osses.
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C: Thereisconcern about larvae
populations in Lake Pontchartrain
with the influx of freshwater.

Strategy: Wetland-sustaining
diversion of 2,000-5,000 cfs
through Central Wetlands at
Violet when the MRGO is closed.

Q: Whereisthe money for dredging
Violet Cana? Can the taxpayers
afford it? Do you know the exact
volume of silt coming through the
cana?

A: These are simply, at this point,
strategies. The concepts have not
been looked into with that level of
detail.

Q: Youdon't know how much it
will cost? You don’'t monitor the
depth of the silt in Violet Cana ?

A: Inadl fairnessto the audience we
need to finish the discussion of the
strategies within the two advertised
hours.

Strategy: Stabilize (rock) the
entirenorth bank of the MRGO.

Q: Why not stabilize the south bank
of the MRGO? The south bank
should be stabilized first.

A: The south sideis protected along
the levee. The USACE isplacing
rock on the south bank. This should
afford protection to levees on the
south bank.



Strategy: Acquireoyster leasesin
southern lobes of L ake Borgne for
mar sh creation sites.

Q: Shouldn’t the strategy of buying
oyster leases be used in Lake Lery?

A: Thisisadifferent system,
therefore it has a different strategy.

Q: How will you create marshin
nine feet of water?

A: The use of dredged material
from the MRGO on Lake Borgne
lobes will rebuild historic land area.

Strategy: Expedite planning for
the Millennium Port (deep draft
port on lower river).

Q: Isthat Plaguemines Parish?
What is controversial about project?

A: Theunstable nature of parish
politics.

Strategy: Small diversion from
Mississippi River through Bonnet
Carrel by opportunistically
pulling spillway structure pins.

C: Won't protect islands.

Strategy: Maintain shoreline
integrity of Lake Pontchartrain.

C: Won't protect islands.
Strategy: Maintain shoreline

integrity of Lake Borgne and
Biloxi Marsh.
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C: Won't protect islands.
Region 2

Strategy: Prevent diversion-
related flooding by hurricane
protection levee south of Hwy. 90.
Remove diverted watersfrom
upper basin with a large pumping
station south of Hwy. 90.

C: What about evaporation to get
rid of water?

Strategy: Use existing locksto
divert asmuch water aspossible.

Q: What isthe cost of dredging
these canals?

A: Not that costly.

Strategy: Construct most effective
small diversions (Upper Oak,
Amor etta, Empire).

Q: Why do you want any more
diversions?

A: To build land for nursery
production.

Strategy: Construct sediment trap
south of Venice and pump out to
build marsh.

Q: Why do you want any more
diversions?

A: To build land for nursery
production.



Strategy: Construct delta-building
diversion in Myrtle Grove/Naomi
area (about 15,000 cfs).

Q: Why do you want any more
diversions?

A: To build land for nursery
production.

C: Fishermen are adamantly
opposed to any diversion. Pump
sediment from Gulf of Mexico
instead of building diversions.

Strategy: Construct delta-building
diversion into American Bay
(about 100,000 cfs).

C: How much will it cost?

Strategy: Relocate Mississippi
River Navigation Channel
through American Bay; attempt
to retain sediment in Birdsfoot.

C: You'retrying to clean Louisiana
off the map. Another Panama Canal.
Y ou will destroy Louisianawith our
own tax money by bringingin
additional salt water from this
channel. Leave the Mississippi
River likeit is. Do not mess with the
river.

Strategy: Relocate Mississippi
River Navigation Channel
through Bastian Bay; attempt to
retain sediment in Birdsfoot.

C: Leavethe Mississippi River like
itis. Do not mess with theriver.
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Strategy: Build wave absor bers or
low breakwaters at heads of bays
to protect fringing mar shes.

C: Almost went to jail trying to
plug canalsin the 1950's.

Strategy: Construct reef zones
acr oss bays.

C: Almost went to jail trying to
plug canalsin the 1950's.

Strategy: Restore barrier
headlands, islands, and shorelines
using most cost-effective
alternative from Barrier
Shoreline Feasibility Study.

C: Keep pumping Mississippi
River; take dredged material and
bargeit to whereit is needed.

Strategy: Extend barrier shoreline
from Sandy Point to Southwest
Pass.

C: Keep pumping Mississippi
River, take dredged materia and
bargeit to whereit is needed.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting
L afitte Civic Center, Lafitte
Region 2
July 7, 1998

Facilitator: Richard DeMay, U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service



Questions and Answers Regarding
Region 2 Coast 2050 Ecosystem
Strategies and | ssues

Q: Won't dredging canals to build
marsh alow more saltwater in
(through the deeper canals)?

A: That may be a possible effect.

Q: Will any of you (agency
personnel) be at the Harvey Cana
meeting? They are talking about
dredging it deeper.

A: Someone from DNR’s Coastal
Management Division will be there.

Q: Whoisgoing to pay for al of
this?

A: Wewill haveto go to Congress
for approval and funding.

Q: Youdidn't answer my question.
Who will pay for al of this?

A: The taxpayer.

Q: Why don’t we build a hurricane
protection levee across the basin (on
the land bridge)?

A: It would change all of the
marshes and swamps behind the
leveeif wedid that.

C: But there would be many locks
in the leveeto alow for water
transfer and they would be shut if a
hurricane came.
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Q: Would you be able to help us get
permits or funding to increase flood
protection if needed as aresult of
diversions?

A: We would support that.

Q: If we usetax dollarsto create
marsh, who controlsit (the newly
created marsh)?

A: Thereis much controversy over
this question. The State Legislature
has talked about making surface
rights on restored marsh public.
Theissueis very complicated and
there is no good answer.

Q: There are three cuts that allow
salt water into the upper basin at
Harvey and Temple aswell as
Dupre (stated in #35). Putting a
lock in only one cut will not work.

A: The problem had been discussed
by the PMT and they were glad that
their concerns were affirmed by the
speaker’s comments. If we levee
the area and there is no action taken
against subsidence (diversions), then
the areawill sink and be lost
eventually. Then wewill be
protected by only the strip of dirt
that isthe levee.

Q: On the question of who will pay
for this, this plan should make
spending more efficient because all
of the agencies/interested parties
will be working together towards
the same end.



A: It'shard to find places to put
levees in some of these basins
because of the weak foundation they
need to be built on. Wefind that we
usually have to sort of connect the
ridges with levees to make them
effective and there are not many
ridgesin the BaratariaBasin. In
addition, some people don’t like the
idea of levees because it makes us
dependant on pumpsto drain the
areas behind them.

Q: We are concerned that the
diversions will raise water levels
and stress the existing levees and
cause more flooding.

A: All strategies would take that
into consideration.

Q: Caernarvon helped the
oystermen but hurt the shrimpers.

A: Thereisashrimper on the board
for Caernarvon and flows have been
significantly reduced in the spring
for them. According to the people
with whom | have spoken at
Delacroix, the shrimp season there
has been very good this year.

Public Comments

C: Wewould liketo see alocal
representative on any diversion
authority committee.

C: Any diversion would have an
advisory committee made up of,
among others, local interests very
similarly to that of the Caernarvon
diversion.
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C: There was disagreement with
this from members of the audience
who cited the Times-Picayune and
TV as sources that claimed
otherwise.

C: We havetwo local fishermen on
the marine fishery advisory board
and would like to see them on any
diversion-related board. Also,
please keep usinvolved in dl of this
because of flooding issues.

C: We need more barrier islands
and we need to break up the bays.
We now have an inland sea and the
waves can get hugeinit and do alot
of damage to the interior marshes.

C: | appreciate you coming to our
areato share thisinformation and to
seek input. All levels of
government (Federal, State, and
local) need to be on the same page
and actively fight projects that are
detrimental to the coast. For
example, adeep water channel
through marsh that is currently
being entertained.

C:. The Secretary of DNR should
summarily disapprove any deep
water navigation channels which are
requested exclusively for the
convenience and profits of afew
industrialists—regardless of a
political fallout.

C: Weneed to add locks in Harvey
Cut and Temple, in addition to
Dupre Cut.



Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

Oneor Two
Regional Ecosystem Strategies
Region 2

Strategy: Build entire CWPPRA
land bridge shore protection
project.

C: Weneed asill there, not alock.
If thereisalock, would it be
operating or open all the time and
used as ahurricane barrier? These
are the things we need to consider.

Strategy: Build lock in Barataria
Waterway at south end of Dupre
Cut.

C: Weneed locksin Harvey Cut
and Temple, in addition to Dupre
Cut.
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Strategies. 1-28.

C. Some strategies arein
Plaguemines Parish, and we can't
poll for things in another person’s
parish. We don’t know what they
may or may not want.

Local (Mapping Unit) Strategies
Region 2

Strategy: Restore hydrology (e.g.,
pumping station at Bayou
L’ Ours).

Q: What does it mean to have a
pumping station at Bayou L’ Ours?

A: It was explained that it was a
way to get additional freshwater into
the marsh in that area during times
of high rainfall.



Polling M ethodology

Following a presentation of the regional
ecosystem and local (mapping unit)
strategies, attendees from the public
were asked to individually rate the
strategies on a scale from oneto five as
described below:

1 = Strongly Opposed

2 = Opposed

3 =No Opinion (need

more information, etc.)

4 = Support

5 = Strongly Support

Results were tallied and presented to the
attendees. Strategies that were rated as
one or two were brought up again for
comment and discussion. These
comments are included in the meeting
notes. Note that these polling data do
not represent statistically valid sampling
results. However, they do reflect the
opinions of those who choseto
participate in this process at the town
meetings.

Charting of Results
Tabular resultsillustrate the overall

ratings of the individual regional
ecosystem and local (mapping unit)
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strategies for each town meeting
combined by region. Tabular results
were charted in order to characterize the
degree of support for, or opposition to,
the regional ecosystem strategies. These
methods are described below and are
applied to each region.

1. Comments and questions posed
in each meeting were placed into
general categories. These
comments and gquestions provide
some indication of what issues
are most important to the public
in each region.

2. To chart the polling results for al
rated categories, the total number
of support (4 and 5) and
opposition (1 and 2) ratings for
each strategy were grouped.

The public rated these draft strategies at
the 11 town meetings held in June and
July 1998 and described in section three
of this appendix. Included in this section
are the regional ecosystem, local
(mapping unit), and common strategy
polling results for each region followed
by the coastwide common strategy
polling results.



Table 3-1. Coast 2050 Region 1 draft regional ecosystem strategies.

[Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 1l213lals Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
|Restore Swamps
1 |Small Mississippi River diversion at Bayou Manchac 3(0]8]19]|14 44 3.93]
2 |Small Mississippi River diversion at Blind River 1]10(13(22(11 47 3.89
3 |Small Mississippi River diversion at Reserve Relief Canal 0[{0]9]19]|17 45 4.18
4 [Restore natural drainage patterns 0[1]2]16]|26 45 4.49
5 |Provide diversion-related flood protection where needed 02|13 |14|22 40 4.35
|Restor e/Sustain Mar shes
6 Small di\{er_sion from.Missi.ssi ppi River throggh Bonnet Carré by 3lol1l20]21 5 424
opportunistically pulling spillway structure pins
Small diversion from Mississippi River or Jefferson Parish
! drainage into La Branche Wetli&ds 112162316 48 4.08
8 |Enlarge Violet Siphon to approximately 500 cfs 3(1]19]18]|18 49 3.96
Wetland sustaining diversion of 2,000-5,000 cfs through Central
9 |Wetlands at Violet when Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO)[ 2 | 1 | 9 |18(15 45 3.96
isclosed
|Protect Bay and L ake Shorelines
10 [Maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Pontchartrain 210(|6|20]14 42 4.05
11 [Maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Borgne and Biloxi Marshes | 2 | 0 | 6 |17 |21 46 4.20
|Restoreand Maintain Barrier | lands
12 [Maintain Chandeleur Islands with offshore sand 1o f11]10[23] 45 [420
|[Maintain Critical Landforms
13 Maintfain E. Orle_ans Land Bridge by marsh creation and ololslislon 43 435
shoreline protection
Special Problems
|Resolve Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO) Problem
14 [Stabilize (rock) the entire north bank of the MRGO 0(3]10]14 |17 44 4.02
15 gg?;rl] ree oyster leases, create marsh in south lobes of Lake 211 13|13 12 M 378
16 Constrict breaches between Lake Borgne and the MRGO with olol7lsl23 6 435
created marshes
17 Expedi'_[e planning for the Millennium Port (deep draft port on 3111111414 3 381
lower river)
18 Close MRGO to deep draft sh| ps with gate at Bgyou LaLoutre ol217116l19 2 418
when adequate container facilities exist on the river
19 |Construct asill at Seabrook 00 ]11]21]11 43 4.00

108



Table 3-2. Coast 2050 Region 1 draft local (mapping unit) strategies.

|Leve of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213]4ls Total AV
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants 9
|L ake Maurepas
V egetative plantings; e.g., restore submerged aquatic vegetation
1 (SAV) beds 1102|618 17 4.18
\West Manchac L and Bridge
2 [Restore hydrology; e.g., plug interstate canal [2]3[5][3]2] 15 [3.00
JEast Manchac L and Bridge
3 |Restore hydrology; e.g., plug interstate canal 213[3]3]2 13 3.00
4 |Dedicated dredging; e.g., from Lake Pontchartrain 0]0[9]2]6 17 3.82
|L a Branche Wetlands
5 Hydrologic mgt (mgt); e.g., improve hydrology of impounded 1lol71216 16 375
areas
6 [Terracing 000|845 17 3.82
|L ake Pontchartrain
7 \/ egetative plantings; e.g., restore SAV beds and lake-rim ololo!l7 110 17 459
marshes and beaches
Water quality improvement; e.g., improve Jeff./Orleans sewer
8 discharge and efficiency of north shore water treatment 0101115 7 482
9 Shorel ine protection; e.g., create wave breaks and fisheries habitat ololal71le 17 412
with rubble
INorth Shore Marshes
10 [Restore hydrology; e.g., re-establish natura drainage patterns 0[0]0]9]8 17 4.47
11 |Terracing 0|0[7]4]6 17 3.94
|Pear| River Mouth
|12 |Terracing [2]o]7[3]5] 17 [3.53]
|East Orleans Land Bridge
13 gi(;ol ogic mgt; e.g., pump mgt and re-establish connections to ololalsle 15 213
Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
14 (GIWW) through Lake Borgne 4121613 16 281
15 |Vegetative plantings, e.g., restore SAV beds 0 |0f2]7 17 4.35
16 Shoreline prote<_:t|on; e.g., userail transport to deliver coarse ol2lol2la 17 347
aggregate material
|IBayou Sauvage
17 [Hydrologic mgt: e.g., re-establish connections to lakes [o]1][5[4]7] 17 [4.00
|Central Wetlands
18 [Hydrologic mgt; e.g., improve hydrology of impounded areas Of1]5]|6]5 17 3.88
19 [Hydrol ogic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through Lake Borgne| 4 |26 [ 3 | 1 16 2.69
|Central Wetlands
18 [Hydrologic mgt; e.g., improve hydrology of impounded areas Of(1]5]|6]|5 17 3.88
19 [Hydrol ogic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through LakeBorgne| 4 |26 [ 3 | 1 16 2.69
South L ake Borgne
Hydrologic restoration; e.g., constrict breaches between Lake |
20 Borgne and MRGO 11|54 |7 18 3.83
21 |Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through LakeBorgne| 2 |4 7 | 1 | 3 17 2.94
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Table 3-2. Coast 2050 Region 1 draft local (mapping unit) strategies (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213]4l5s Total AV I

4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants 9

JLakeBorgne

| 22 |Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through Lake Borgne| 3 [3| 6 | 1 | 3 | 16 [2.88

[Biloxi Marshes

23 |Hydrologic restoration; e.g., gap spoil banks 0|0[5]6]4 15 3.93]

on Shoreline protection; e.g., develop reef zones/enhance near shore ololsl2la 9 411
oyster reefs

[Eloi Bay

25 |Hydrologic restoration; e.g., gap spoil banks 0]0[0]10]6 16 4.38

26 |Restore marsh islands 0]0[{3]41]9 16 4.38

IChandeleur |slands

| 27 [Vegetative plantings; e.q., restore SAV beds [ofof1[5]10] 16 [4.56]
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Table 3-3. Coast 2050 Region 1 draft common strategies by mapping unit.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
AMITE/BLIND
1 [Shoréline protection ofof2f2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
2 |Vegetative planting ofof2f2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Cypress plantings
TICKFAW RIVER MOUTH
3 [Shoreline protection ojlo2[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
4 |Vegetative planting ofof2f[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Cypress plantings
5 [Dedicated dredging ofof4f[of1] 5 [3.40
e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Maurepas
WEST MANCHAC LAND BRIDGE
6 [Shoreline protection ofof2f2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
7 [Dedicated dredging ofof4fof1] 5 [3.40
e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Maurepas
8 [Vegetative planting ofof2f2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Cypress plantings/fallen tree stabilization
|[EAST MANCHAC LAND BRIDGE
9 [Shoreline protection ojlo2[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
10 [Vegetative planting ofof2f[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Cypress plantings
TANGIPAHOA RIVER MOUTH
11 [Beneficial use of dredged material ofof[3f[of2] 5 [3.80
e.g., Beneficial use from mouth bar dredging
12 [Shoreline protection ojlo2|2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shore stabilization around Tangipahoa River mouth
TCHEFUNCTE RIVER MOUTH
13 [Shoreline protection ojlo2[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shore stabilization around Tchefuncte River mouth
14 [Beneficial use of dredged material ofof2f[1]2] 5 [4.00
e.g., Beneficial use from mouth bar dredging
IBONNET CARRE'
15 [Shor eline protection [oJo|2]2]1] 5 [3.80
|ILA BRANCHE WETLANDS
16 [Shoreline protection ojlo]2|2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Pontchartrain
17 |Dedicated dredging ofof3f[1]1] 5 [3.60
e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Pontchartrain
18 [Vegetative planting ofofJ2|2]1] 5 [3.80

ed.. Cvoressmarsh plantinas
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Table 3-3. Coast 2050 Region 1 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total Avg

4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants

19 [Pump outfall management 0fo0o]3]1]1 5 3.60
e.g., Diversion from Parish Line Cana

|LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN

20 [Dedicated dredging ofof1f1f1] 3 [4.00
e.g., Create south shore marshes with dedicated dredging from
Lake Pontchartrain

INORTH SHORE MARSHES

21 |Shoreline protection 0f0]0]3]1 4 4.25

22 |Vegetative plantings 0f0]0]2]3 5 4.60,

|PEARL RIVER MOUTH

23 [Beneficial use of dredged material ofof2[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Beneficial use of Pearl River dredged material

24 |Shoreline protection 0f0]2]2]1 5 3.80

25 |Vegetative planting 0fo0]2]2]1 5 3.80

|[EAST ORLEANSLAND BRIDGE

26 [Dedicated dredging ofof2f[2]1] 5 [3.80
e.g., Dedicated dredging from lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne

27 [Shoreline protection ojof1[2]1] 4 [4.00
e.g., Along lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne

IBAYOU SAUVAGE

28 |Pump outfall management 0fo0]2]2]1 5 3.80

29 |Vegetative planting 0f0]2]2]1 5 3.80

ICENTRAL WETLANDS

30 |Beneficial use of dredged material 0f0]2]2]1 5 3.80

31 |Vegetative planting 0fo0]2]2]1 5 3.80

SOUTH LAKE BORGNE

32 |Shoréline protection ojlo]3[1]1] 5 [3.60
e.g., Protection along the Lake Borgne shoreline

33 |Dedicated dredging ofof4f[of1] 5 [3.40
e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Borgne

34 [Beneficial use of dredged material ofof2f[1]2] 5 [4.00
e.g., Beneficial use of MRGO dredged material

IBILOXI MARSHES

35 |Shoreline protection 0f0]1]3]1 5 4.00

36 |Vegetative planting 0f0]0]4]1 5 4.20

37 |Dedicated dredging 0f0]2]2]1 5 3.80
e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Borgne

38 |Beneficial use of dredged material ojloJo[1][2] 3 [4.67
e.g., Beneficial use of MRGO dredged material

|ELOI BAY

39 |Beneficial use of dredged material ojloJo[1[3] 4 [4.75
e.g., Beneficial use of MRGO dredged material

40 |Dedicated dredging 0f0]1]1]3 5 4.40

|41 [Vegetative planting 0f0]0]2(3 5 4.60
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Table 3-4. Coast 2050 Region 2 draft regional ecosystem strategies.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213 lals Total AV
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants 9
JRestor e Swamps
1 %gstruct severa small, sediment-rich diversions with outfall 21112 12625 56 497
2 |Restore natural drainage patterns 2 (0|7 12422 55 4.16
Prevent diversion-related flooding by building local levees at
wetland/upland interface and local pumping; remove diverted
3 waters from upper basin by raising Hwy. 90 and installing flap- 34|14 1r|1s 56 3.7
gated culverts
Prevent diversion-related flooding by hurricane protection (HP)
4 |levee south of Hwy. 90; remove diverted waters from upper 8 (9120111 8 56 3.04
basin with alarge pumping station south of Hwy. 90
|Restore and Sustain M ar shes
5 Use existing I_ocks (Harvey, Algiers, Empire) to divert as much > 1lols 29|21 57 218l
water as possible*
6 [Manage outfall of existing diversions * 2104 1]20|32 58 4.38
7 |Enrich existing diversions with sediment 2 11|19 ]27|21 60 4.07
8 [Continue building and maintaining delta splays* 2106 1]25]|26 59 4.24)
9 Construct most_effectwe small diversions (Upper Oak, > 1ol s 2027 57 223
Amoretta, Empire)*
10 r(;c;riauct sediment trap south of Venice and pump out to build >lol s 224 58 417
1 Construct delta-building diversion in Myrtle Grove/Naomi area 3 |2110]19]24 58 202
(15,000 cfs)*
12 Construct delta-building diversion into Bastian Bay from Buras 312116116119 56 380
(15,000 cfs)*
13 Construct delta-building diversion into Benny's Bay in Birdsfoot 3 11118]17]18 57 381
(50,000 cfs)*
Construct controlled crevasses to allow diversion into
14 Quarantine Bay and contain sediment with low levees* 3|02 56 3.80
15 |Construct delta-building diversion at Amoretta (15,000 cfs) 5(2]22116(12 57 3.49
16 |Construct delta-building diversion into Amer. Bay (20,000cfs) | 3 [5]19]17 |12 56 3.54
17 |Construct delta-building diversion into Amer. Bay (100,000 cfs) | 6 [4]20]11 |15 56 3.45
Relocate Mississippi River navigation channel through 1
18 American Bay, attempt to retain sediment in Birdsfoot 10 3 D188 58 284
Relocate Mississippi River Navigation Channel through Bastian 1
B Bay, attempt to retain sediment in Birdsfoot 13 1 22156 57 265
20 |Create strip of marsh next to Hwy. 1 using dedicated dredging 410132815 60 3.83]
21 Use(_:iedlcated delivery of sed|mer_1t for marsh buildingin 3 lol1al25]14 56 384
Caminada Bay by any means feasible
Construct large conveyance channel paralel to Bayou Lafourche
22 |to divert approximately 100,000 cfs and create adeltalobein 717]|18]19|11 62 3.32
Caminada Bay area
23 Gap'sp'on banks'a_nd plug cgnalsm lower bay marshes to 2 l1l10l28l15 58 384
maximize deposition of sediment

* |ndicates Regiona Teams preferred use of Mississippi River water and sediment
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Table 3-4. Coast 2050 Region 2 draft regional ecosystem strategies (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 112131415 Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
|Protect Bay and L ake Shorelines
o4 Build wave f_;lbsorbers or low breakwaters at heads of baysto >11!5 3516 59 405
protect fringing marshes
25 |Construct reef zones across bays 213[91]30]13 57 3.86
|Restore and Maintain Barrier ISandsand Barrier Shorelines
Restore barrier headlands, islands and shorelines using most cost
26 | tfective alternative from Barrier Island Feasibility Stgdy Lo 724124 56 (429
27 |Extend barrier shoreline from Sandy Point to Southwest Pass 1)11(19(15]|21 57 3.95
[Maintain Critical Land Forms- (Central Basin Land Bridge)
28 |Build entire Breaux Act land bridge shore protection project 2110|1718 |17 54 3.89
29 |Preserve bay and lake shoreline integrity aong land bridge 20(10]|25]16 53 4.00
30 |Use dedicated dredging to create marsh in appropriate areas 210|7]24|22 55 4.16)
31 Build Baypu Lafourche Siphon (EPA Priority List #5 project) if al3l1al22|11 54 361
cost effective
| 32 [Build lock in Barataria Waterway at south end of Dupre Cut 3(6]20({9 110 48 3.35
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Table 3-5. Coast 2050 Region 2 draft local (mapping unit) strategies.

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
A= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

Jean L afitte

1

Restore hydrology; e.g., deal with urban water quality problems
adjacent to unit

15

4.07

Little Lake

2

|Re;tore hydrology; e.g., pumping station at Bayou L'Ours

[ofjof7]4f4]

=

5

[3.80

Myrtle Grove

3

|Re;tore hydrology; e.g., plug canals/gap spoil banks

[ofof4a]4[7]

=

5

[4.20

Fourchon

4

|Restore barrier islands; e.g., restrict sand mining

[ofjof4]5]6]

=

5

[4.13

L ake Washington/Grand Ecaille

5

Introduction of Mississippi River water and sediment/outfall
mgt.; e.g., small diversion at Homeplace (outfall to marsh)

14

4.07

6

Restore hydrology; e.g., fill hurricane protection (HP) levee
borrow canal with material from river to build marsh

14

4.07

Cheniere Ronquille

7

Introduction of Mississippi River water and sediment/outfall
mgt.; e.g., smal diversion at Homeplace, outfall to marsh

15

4.13

Grand Liard

8

Restore hydrology; e.g., fill HP levee borrow canal with material
from river to build marsh

14

4.00

Bastian Bay

9

Restore hydrology; e.g., fill HP levee borrow canal with
materia from river to build marsh

14

4.00

Bar

ataria Barrier Shorelines

10

Restore barrier islands; e.g., movable concrete barges 300 ft
long, 16 barges per mile; remove Empire jetties; sand bypass at
Empire jetties

14

4.00

Lal outre

11

Use of dredged materia; e.g., limit depth of South Pass,
encourage flow out Pass a Loutre

14

3.50

East Bay

12

|Establish reef zone

[ofofs]7[3]

15

[3.87

\West Bay

13

Introduction of Mississippi River water and sediment/outfall
mat.; e.g., enrich Grand Pass with sediment dredged from river

15

3.87
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Table 3-6. Coast 2050 Region 2 draft common strategies by mapping unit.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;

4= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

IBAKER

1 [Herbivory control

[ofof5]4f2]

11

[3.73]

CATAOUATCHE/SALVADOR

2

Shoreline protection

ofofaf4]3]

=

1

[3.91

e.g., Maintain bay/lake shoreline integrity

e.g., Stabilize banks of GIWW

3

Herbivory control

ofofaf4]s]

=

1

[3.91

IDESALLEMANDS

4 |Herbivory control

[ofof4a]4[3]

=

1

[3.91

NAOMI

5 [Herbivory control

[ofof3]3[5]

=

1

[4.18

|PEROT/RIGOLETTES

6 [Herbivory control

[ofof3]3[5]

=

1

[4.18

GHEENS

7 |M anagement of pump outfall for wetland benefits

[ofof4]4[3]

=

1

[3.91

CLOVELLY

8

Use of dredged material

ofofs5[2]4]

=

1

[3.91

e.g., Beneficial use of Barataria Bay Waterway (BBWW) material

ILITTLE LAKE

9

Relocate hurricane protection pumpsto add water to marsh

0

0

5

3

3

11

3.82

10

Use of dredged material

0

0

6

2

4

12

3.83|

e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from BBWW

11

Maintain ridge function

0fof3]3]3]

(o]

[4.00

e.g., Prevent breaching of Bayou L'Ours Ridge

MY

RTLE GROVE

12

Restoreridge function of Bayou Barataria

0fof2]2]7]

=

1

[4.45

e.g., Restore Baratariaridge

CHENIERE RONQUILLE

13

Restoreridge function

ofofsfa]4]

=

1

[4.09

e.g., Restore oak ridges behind barrier shoreline

IBARATARIA BAY

14

Use of dredged material

0fof5[1]5]

=

1

[4.00

e.g., Dredge material from offshore to build marsh

e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from BBWW

CAMINADA BAY

15

Shoreline protection

0[of[2]3]6 |

=

1

[4.36]

e.g., Vegetative plantings of mangroves or marsh

e.g., Stabilize banks of BBWW and SW La. Cand

16

Restor e hydrology

0fof2]6]3]

=

1

[4.09

e.g., Relocate HP pumps to put water into marsh

IBARATARIA BARRIER ISLANDS

17

Beneficial use of dredged material

ofofofa]7]

=

1

[4.64

e.g., Dredging offshore to build marsh behind islands

e.g., Beneficial use of BBWW dredged material to build islands
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Table3-6. Coast 2050 Region 2 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
4= Support; 5= Strong support Total
1(2(3([4](5 L
Participants
Avg

18 [Restoreridge function 0f0|j0]4]7 11 4.64)
e.g., Restore oak ridges behind barrier islands

IBARATARIA BARRIER SHORELINES

19 [Beneficial use of dredged material 0({0]2]4]5 11 4.27

20 |Restoreridge function 0fo|12]12]7 11 4.45
e.g., Restore oak ridges behind barrier islands

IBAPTISTE COLLETTE

21 [Beneficial use of dredged material ofof1fof10] 11 [a82
e.g., Beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material

22 |Dedicated dredging to create marsh ofof2f2[7] 11 [445

CUBIT'SGAP

23 [Beneficial use of dredged material o[{o[3[3[5] 11 [418
e.g., Beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material

|LaL OUTRE

24 [Beneficial use of dredged material ofof1[3[7] 11 [455
e.g., Beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material

25 |Dedicated dredging to create marsh ofof2[2]5] 9 [4.33]

[EAST BAY

26 |Use of dredged material ojo|1[3[7] 11 [455
e.g., Create marsh to protect SW Pass marsh

27 |Dedicated dredging to create marsh oJoJ2l2f7] 11 445
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Table 3-7. Coast 2050 Region 3 draft regional ecosystem strategies.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total AV I
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants 9
|Restore Swamps
1 [Improve hydrology and drainage in the Verret Subbasin [2]1]18[44]18] 83 [3.90
|Restore and Sustain Mar shes
2 [Maximize land building in Atchafalaya Bay 1[191]10({35]|28 83 3.96
3 |Lower water levelsin the Upper Penchant marshes 0|5 ([22]39]16 82 3.80
4 Increase transfer of Atchafalaya water to lower Penchant tidal olali1l36l28 79 411
marshes
Enhance Atchafalaya River water influence to central
5 Terrebonne marshes (Bayou DuLarge to Bayou Terrebonne) 014|533 85 414
6 [Build alock on Houma Navigation Canal 5[16]16]26(32 85 3.87|
7 |Stabilize banks of navigation channels for water conveyance 2| 3[14]26]38 83 4.14)
8 Dedllcated delivery of sediment for marsh building by any means olsloloslau 84 430
feasible
Building land in upper Timbalier Subbasin by sediment
9 |diversion from Mississippi River via conveyance channel 4 (8125]22]24 83 3.65
paralel to Bayou Lafourche
|Protect Bay and L ake Shorelines
10 |Maintain shoreline integrity of Teche/Vermilion Bay systems 0|2]16]26(41 85 4.25
1 M_alntal_n shoreline integrity in Caillou, Terrebonne and ol2114l30]28 74 414
Timbalier Bays
1o [Restore and maintain the Isles Dernieres and Timbalier Barrier ol3lsl2slar 86 438
Island chains
Special Concernsand Opportunities
|Resolve Ver milion—Cote Blanche Bays Salinity and Turbidity
13 _Opt| mize GIWW flows into marshes and minimize direct flow 5|3 (18l23l45 o 406
into bays
14 Malnt_am Vermilion, East and West Cote Blanche Bays as 615 126l32115 84 354
brackish
15 |Reduce sedimentation in bays 15110(32]15]15 87 3.06
16 |Create reef from Pt. Chevreuil to Marsh Island 719 {25]23]122 86 3.51
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Table 3-8. Coast 2050 Region 3 draft local (mapping unit) strategies.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213l4ls Total Ang
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
[North Bully Camp Marsh

1 [Hurricane and flood protection [ofo]alaf6] 14 [414
St. Louis Canal

2 [Flood protection [of[o]6[3[5] 14 |39
|Devil’s Swamp

3 [Maintain levees [of[o]6][5[2] 13 [369
IBig Woods

4 Protect ground water between Perry and Big Woods (Recharge ololal1ls 13 431

area)

|[East Cote Blanche Bay
|L5_[Maintain the Jaws project [2]05]2[8] 17 [3.82
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Table 3-9. Coast 2050 Region 3 draft common strategies by mapping unit.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
ALL UPLAND UNITS

1 [Beneficial use of dredged material from uplandstowetlands [0 [0 [ 2|7 [9| 18  [439
ALL MAPPING UNITS

2 [Herbivory control O(O0f|1f10]7 18 4.33

3 [Protect bay/lake shorelines Of1(1({9]8 19 4.26

4 |Establish/protect ridge function ofof1f{9]9 19 4.42

5 |Beneficial use of dredged material whenever possible ofof2(719 17 4.47
SOUTH BULLY CAMP MARSH

6 [Protect bay/lake shorelines of1]5]5[9] 20 [410

e.g., reef zone, breakwaters, oyster reefs.

7 |Establish/protect ridge function o(fof3(6]9 18 4.33

8 |Beneficial use of dredged material o(fof4|3 |12 18 4.39]
NORTH BULLY CAMP MARSH

9 |Establish/protect ridge function o(of4(7|7 18 4.17

10 |Protect bay/lake shorelines O(1(4(7]6 18 4.00

11 [Beneficial use of dredged material o(of4(|6]8 18 4.22
ST. LOUIS CANAL

12 |Establish/protect ridge function ojfofe6|5]|7 18 4.06)

13 [Stahilize banks 0101457 16 4.19|
IMONTEGUT

15 |Establish/protect ridge function o|jof6|5]6 17 4.00

16 |Beneficial use of dredged material o(fof6|5]5 16 3.94

17 |Beneficial use of pump outfall o(fo|8(3]|7 18 3.94
TERREBONNE MARSHES

18 |Establish/protect ridge function o|jofe|6]6 18 4.00

19 [Stabilize banks (Bayou Terrebonne) 110|5(5]|7 18 3.94
20 |Protect bay/lake shorelines 0O(1(5(|6]6 18 3.94
21 |Beneficia use of dredged material o(fofs5(6|7 18 411
TIMBALIER ISLAND SHORELINES

22 |Protect bay/lake/gulf shorelines o(1(4(6]|7 18 4.06)
23 |Beneficia use of dredged materia (fill abandoned canals) o(fof4|3]10 17 4.35
IBOUDREAUX

24 |Establish/protect ridge function ojofe6|5]|7 18 4.06)
25 |Beneficia use of dredged material ojofef4]7 17 4.06)
26 |Protect bay/lake shorelines 016|516 18 3.89]
|IPELTO MARSHES

27 |Stabilize banks (HNC) o(of5(4]8 17 4.18]
28 |Protect bay/lake shorelines O(1(4(5]6 16 4.00
29 |Beneficia use of dredged material o(of5(4]8 17 4.18]
|FIELDS SWAMP

30 |Stabilize banks 0|10]|6(5]|7 18 4.06
31 |Beneficial use of dredged material o0lo0[{6[4]8 18 411
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Table 3-9. Coast 2050 Region 3 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
32 |Beneficia| use of pump outfall o(fofe6|5]|7 18 4.06
IPEVIL'SSWAMP
33 |Stabilize banks (GIWW) o[o]6]|4]s8 18 [4.11
NHSC WETLANDS
34 [Stabilize banks 0|j0|6(|4]8 18 411
35 |Beneficial use of dredged material o|jofe|4]8 18 411
CAILLOU MARSHES
36 |Establish/protect ridge function o|jofef4]8 18 411
37 |Beneficial use of dredged material ofofe6ef4]8 18 411
|l SLESDERNIERES SHORELINES
38 |Protect bay/lake/gulf shorelines O[1(|5(5]|7 18 4.00
39 |Beneficial use of dredged material (fill abandoned canals) ofof5(4]9 18 4,22
VERRET WETLANDS
40 [Beneficial use of pump outfall (minimize impact to flotant) ofo|s5]|5](7 17 [4.12
AVOCA
41 |Establish/protect ridge function ofo|5(5]|7 17 4,12
42 |Stabilize banks 0|]0|6(|5]7 18 4.06)
43 [Beneficia use of dredged material o|jofef4]8 18 411
GIWW
44 [Stabilize banks (buffer on channel side) ofof3(f6]9 18 4.33
45 [Beneficial use of dredged material (deepen to prevent suction) ojfof4(6|7 17 4.18
|[PENCHANT
46 |Establish/protect ridge function ojfofe6|5]|7 18 4.06)
47 |Stabilize banks 0|10]|6(5]|7 18 4.06
48 [Protect bay/lake shorelines O(1(6([5]6 18 3.89]
49 [Beneficia use of dredged material o|jofef4]8 18 411
IMECHANT - DE CADE
50 |Establish/protect ridge function ofof7(3]8 18 4.06
51 [Stabilize banks ojo0|7(4]7 18 4.00
52 |Protect bay/lake shorelines 1|11|5(|4]|6 17 3.76
e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalayainto Four League Bay
e.g., Keep Wax Lake Outlet open
53 |Beneficia use of dredged material 0[0]|5]|5(6 16 [4.06
ATCHAFALAYA MARSHES
54 [Stabilize banks 0|0|5(|6]4 15 3.93
55 |Protect bay/lake shorelines ofof5(7]3 15 3.87
e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalayainto Four League Bay
56 |Beneficial use of dredged material ofof|1]4]3] 8 [4.25
|FOUR LEAGUE BAY
57 |Protect bay/lake shorelines ofo]|7]4|5] 16 [38g]

e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalayainto Four League Bay
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Table 3-9. Coast 2050 Region 3 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
|POINT AU FER
58 |Beneficial use of dredged material o(fofs5(4]|7 16 4,13
59 |Protect bay/lake/gulf shorelines o(of4(5]|7 16 4.19]
ATCHAFALAYA SUBDELTA
60 [Protect bay/lake shorelines 1|lo|5|[5[3] 14 [364
e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalayainto Four League Bay
61 [Beneficial use of dredged material 1{of{s5]2|7] 15 [393
NORTH WAX LAKE WETLANDS
62 [Stabilize banks [ofo]6]4a|5] 15 [393
WAX LAKE WETLANDS
63 |Stabilize banks 0|]1|5(|5]4 15 3.80
64 |Protect bay/lake shorelines 110|1714]|3 15 3.53
e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalayainto Four League Bay
65 [Beneficial use of dredged material o[fo]4]|3[8] 15 [427
WAX LAKE OUTLET SUBDELTA
66 [Protect bay/lake shorelines 1{1{6]3][3] 14 [343
e.g. Train alobe of the Atchafalayainto Four League Bay
IMARSH ISLAND
67 |Protect bay/lake shorelines o(1(4(3]7 15 4.07
68 |Beneficia use of dredged material o(of4(2]9 15 4.33
|IRAINEY MARSH
69 |Establish/protect ridge function 0O(0f4]2]10 16 4.38
70 |Stabilize banks 0]0|5(1]10 16 431
71 |Protect bay/lake shorelines Of1(5(2]9 16 4.13
e.g., Protect and restore Southwest Pass points
72 [Beneficial use of dredge material ofof4a]1|11] 16 [444
IBIG WOODS
73 [Establish/protect ridge function [ofof4]2[9] 15 [433
|[EAST COTE BLANCHE BAY
74 |Protect bay/lake shorelines O(1(4(3]7 15 4.07
75 |Beneficia use of dredge material o(fof4]2]10 16 4.38]
WEST COTE BLANCHE BAY
76 |Protect bay/lake shorelines o(1(4(2]7 14 4.07
77 |Beneficia use of dredged material o(of(4(3]8 15 4.27
COTE BLANCHE WETLANDS
78 |Establish/protect ridge function o(of4(4]9 17 4.29]
79 |Stabilize banks 0j]0|4(|4]8 16 4.25
80 |Protect bay/lake shorelines oO(1(4(4]|7 16 4.06)
81 |Beneficial use of dredged material o(of4(4]8 16 4.25
VERMILION BAY MARSH
82 |Establish/protect ridge function oO(fo0f1]|5]12 18 4,61
83 [Stabilize banks 0J]o]2(f5]11 18 4.50
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Table 3-9. Coast 2050 Region 3 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals Total Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
84 |Protect bay/lake shorelines ofof1|5|12 17 4.59]
e.g., Rebuild s. bank of GIWW at Weeks Bay to prevent breach
85 |Beneficial use of dredged material ofof1]5[11] 17 [a59
e.g., Place along GIWW for additional HP
VERMILION BAY
86 |Stabilize banks 0102|312 17 4.59|
87 |Protect bay/lake shorelines O(0f1|5]12 18 4.61
e.g., Narrow the gap of the head of Little Vermilion Bay
e.g., North shore of the Little Vermilion Bay and Weeks Bay
83 |Beneficial use of dredged material olofal3fi3] 17 fa7i]
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Table 3-10. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft regional ecosystem strategies.

|Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; >lalals Total AV
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants 9
|Restore and Sustain Wetlands
1 |Operate locks to evacuate excess water from the Lakes Subbasin 1161726 50 4.36)
Operate existing Calcasieu Lock specifically to evacuate excess
2 |water with anew lock on parallel channel specifically for 1111]14(25 51 4.24
vigation
3 Managt_a watershed to reduce rapid inflows into the Lakes > 1101427 53 495
Subbasin
4 |Provide freshwater to upper Mermentau Basin during drought 1161913 21 3.48]
5 Move water N to S across Hwy. 82 w/ associated drainage 51621121 50 422
improvements south of Hwy. 82
Restore navigation to natural Mermentau River mouth and close
6 Mermentau Ship Channel Cut 3110143 21 3.24
7 Maintain Atchafalaya water and sediment inflow through the 113 15/30 50 431
GIWW
8 [Maintain Atchafalayawater and sediment stream in the gulf 114116(28 50 4.38
Salinity Control in Calcasieu/Sabine Basin
Salinity control of Calcasieu Ship Channel between gulf and |
9 Cdlcasieu Lake by installing a gate or lock 619 (1117 45 3.78
IAssume the existing salinity regime for the 3 strategies below
10 zE.akS:Imlty control of Sabine River between gulf and Sabine 3 |11118]14 47 387
11 |b. Salinity control on east shoreline of Sabine Lake 1|17 124(14 46 411
12 |c. Sdlinity control in the GIWW east of Sabine River 218 20|15 45 4.07
If Trans Texas Water Plan (TTWP) were implemented (Anticipating
increase in salinity for the 3 strategies below)
13 zE.akS:Imlty control of Sabine River between gulf and Sabine 11911420 a4 420
14 |b. Salinity control on east shoreline of Sabine Lake 0|6 |21]18 45 4.27
15 |c. Sdlinity control in the GIWW east of Sabine River 0[5 (22|19 46 4.30
|Protect Bay and L ake Shorelines
16 [Maintain integrity of Grand and White lakes shorelines 2[1]16]|34] 54  |4.48
|Restore/Maintain Barrier |slands and Shorelines
17 |Maintain gulf shoreline integrity near Rockefeller Refuge 1101]18(33 53 4.53]
18 Mai ntaulw gulf shoreline integrity from Calcasieu Passto 11111633 50 452
Johnson's Bayou
[Maintain Critical Landforms
19 |Prevent the coalescence of Grand and White lakes 214 (16|31 53 4.43]
20 P_re_w_ant the cod escence of Grand Lake and GIWW in the o1 4l15]28 49 a1
vicinity of Umbrella Point
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Table 3-11. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft local (mapping unit) strategies.

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 11213lals T_of[al Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
Big Burn
Improve Hydrology; e.g., hydrologic restoration at Humble
! Caﬁal and ghe GI\?VyW; ?resk)l/water%ntroduction from the GIWW 011(4]6|9 20 419
Big Marsh
Improve Hydrology; e.g., Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection
2 |and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) ME-04 HR and bank protection| 0 | 0 | 6 | 5 |10 21 4.19
project; hydrologic restoration at Freshwater (FW) Bayou Canal
Grand Cheniere Ridge
3 Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore Mermentau River's natural ol1l1l9l5s 16 213

connection to the gulf; restrict sand dredging

Grand L ake

Maintain Lake as Low Salinity Fresh to Intermediate Ecosystem;
e.g., protect the FW supply to farms and fresh marshes from SW
intrusion. Protect wetland diversity; maintain the marshes
surrounding the lake as very low salinity, fresh to intermediate
marsh habitats; pump FW into the Mermentau R. from Atch. R.
especialy during droughts (e.g., Teche-Vermilion Project)

002|415 21 4.62

Grand/White Lake Land Bridge

5 Improve Hydrology; e.g., structures/hydrologic management at

the Old GIWW 0[0|0O0]10]|12 22 4.55

Hog Bayou

Improve Hydrology; e.g., move sediment rich water from
Mermentau River into Hog Bayou; moderate sdlinities (3 alt.):
6 [(a) freshwater and sed. intro. from N. Hwy. 82 to S. from the 0Ofo0|0]7]12 19 4.63]
Mermentau Lakes Subbasin; (b) move FW and sediment from
Mermentau into Hog Bayou; (c) possible structurein Hog Bayou

Little Pecan

Freshwater Introduction; e.g., divert freshwater from Grand L. to
7 |Little Pecan Bayou to reduce SW intrusion; Bring water fromthe| 0 | O | 1 (11 9 21 4.38]
Superior Canal to the Little Pecan Bayou area

Improve Hydrology; e.g., moderate salinitiesin L. Pecan Bayou
by one or more of 3 aternatives: (a) bring FW from Superior

8 [Cand, (b) divert FW from Grand L., or (c) saltwater reduction 0Of0|2]10]9 21 4.33
structurein L. Pecan B; hydrologic restoration in the N. Little
Pecan Bayou area (e.g., XME-460)

Little Prairie

FW Introduction; e.g., maintain FW inflows from the GIWW

9 and Vermilion R. to the w.; maintain FW inflow to marshes 111]2]6]|14 24 429
10 |Navigation Safety; e.g., straighten the "wiggles® in GIWW 110|7(|8]|6 22 3.82
L ocust |sland

Freshwater Introduction; e.g., maintain FW and sediment inflow
from the Vermilion R. through the GIWW and FW Bayou Canal
to protect fresh marshes south of the GIWW,; maintain FW and
sediment inflows from the GIWW to the west

11 0[f0|3]7]10 20 4.35
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Table 3-11. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft local (mapping unit) strategies (Cont.).

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
4= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

12

Protect the Rainey Marsh unit in Reg. 3 for the protection it
providesto Reg. 4

20

4.25

L ower Mud Lake

13

Improve Hydrology; e.g., Restore Mermentau R. connection to
the gulf; restrict the Mermentau R. "New Cut" width

19

4.37

IMiddle Marsh

14

[Improve Hydrology

[4.21

Nor

th Grand Lake

15

Improve Hydrology; e.g., restrict the mouth of Mermentau River
"New Cut" ship channel

18

3.94

Oak Grove

16

Improve Hydrology; e.g., Re-establish Mermentau River
connection to the gulf

19

421

Sou

th White Lake

17

Maintain Lake as aLow Salinity Fresh to Intermediate
Ecosystem; e.g., protect the rice/crawfish farms and fresh
marshes from SW intrusion; protect wetland diversity; Maintain
the marshes surrounding the lake as very low salinity fresh to
intermediate marsh habitats

20

4.60

18

Pump FW into the Mermentau R. especially during droughts
(i.e., Teche-Vermilion project)

20

4.00

19

Allow for Limited Estuarine Organism Access, e.g., into thelake
at the Schooner Bayou, Leland Bowman and Catfish Locks;
monitor fisheries access at the locks

20

4.50

Big

Lake

20

Improve Hydrology; e.g., south of Big Lake (CS-10) to complete
perimeter control aong the E. shoreline of Calcasieu Lake

19

4.16)

Black Bayou

21

Improve Hydrology; e.g., at the Black Bayou Watershed through
NRCS plan (rock weirg/structures/plantings)

19

4.26)

22

Freshwater Introduction; e.g., freshwater inflows from Sabine
River to include a siphon from the Sabine Canal into Blk. Bayou

19

4.26)

Black Lake

23

Improve Hydrology; e.g., install a saltwater intrusion moderating
structure at the Alkali Ditch; maintain CS-09 Brown Lake
project; maintain existing hydrol ogic restoration projects; close
structure under Shell Western Road near Black Lake Mgt. Areg;
hydrologic restoration at Kelso Bayou

20

4.25

Brown’'s Lake

24

Improve Hydrology; e.g., maintain North Line Canal structure;
maintain Sabine NWR Hydrologic control structures

21

4.24)

Calcasieu Lake

25

Allow for Estuarine Organism Access; e.g., alow for accessto
adjacent |ake marshes with existing and future control structures

20

4.55
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Table 3-11. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft local (mapping unit) strategies (Cont.).

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 3 5 T_of[al Avg
4= Support; 5= Strong support Participants
%6 Marsh Creation; e.g., decrease ship channel spoil banks near 3 9 21 419
marsh level
27 |Maintain drainage infrastructure 3 10 19 4.37
Cameron
Improve Hydrology; e.g., maintain existing wetland mgt. plan at
28 |Rutherford Beach; Restore Mermentau R. connection with the 2 12 21 4.48
gulf and constrict Mermentau R. "New Cut" to minimum width
Maintain drainage infrastructure; e.g., maintain drainage
29 infrastructure v?ﬁhi n the Cameron fgstland ag S 9 21 419
Choupique Island
30 Mai ntgi n Perched Marshes; e.g., maintain perched marshes on 11 3 20 360
Choupique Island
Clear Marais
31 Improye Hydrology; e.g., addr@s hydrol ogic problems between 6 7 21 405
Choupique Bayou and Brannan's Ditch
East Johnson's Bayou
Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore hydrologic barriersin D
32 Baf/)ou; hyci;ol ogigyReﬂgoration in Iglurton-gSutton Canal o 6 10 19 4.21
33 [Address bullwhip mortality 3 11 21 4.38]
Gum Cove
Prairie Restoration and Protection; e.g., using agricultural
34 incentive based programs (i.e., Conservation Reserve Program 4 7 20 4.05)
and Wetland Reserve Program)
Hackberry Ridge
35 |Improve Hydrology; e.g., maintain the Rycade Canal structure | [4]9]8] 21 [419
IMud Lake
36 Improve Hydrpl ogy; e.g., manage hydrol ogy outside of East 5 9 20 435
Mud Lake project area (Oyster Bayou Project)
Perry Ridge
Improve Hydrology; e.g., address potential hydrologic impacts of
37 (T'?WP); p)r/omottgaJy FW ?eleasesfrorin Tol edo)éend ° P 3 14 20 459
Sabine Lake
38 [Improve Hydrology 3 8 19 4.26)
39 Imprpve Water Quality; e.g., reduce pollution by best mgt 1 12 20 455
practices
Sabine L ake Ridge
Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore hydrologic barriers by plugging
40 [canals; hydrologic Restoration at Lighthouse Bayou (maintain 3 8 19 4.26)
fisheries access)
Sabine Pool #3
a1 Improve H_ydrol ogy; e.g., marsh mgt to lower water levels, 6 5 20 3.85
structuresin N and S (Central) Canals
|42 [Improve Water Quality; e.g., reduce turbidity with wave breaks 4 8 20 4.10
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Table 3-11. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft local (mapping unit) strategies (Cont.).

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
4= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

Second Bayou

43

Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore natural hydrology by improving
water flow in the unit

21

4.24

44

Address Bullwhip Mortality; e.g., address bullwhip mortality in
the unit through studies

21

4.29

Sou

theast Sabine

45

Improve Hydrology; e.g., HR structuresin Central Cand to
restore hydrology; HR in the Burton-Sutton Canal

21

4.19

SW

Gum Cove

46

Improve Hydrology; e.g., hydrologic restoration at the Northline
Cana and Bancroft Canal; implement and maintain the NRCS
and CWPPRA Black Bayou (XCS-48) projects; maintain N
levee of Northline C. to maintain the hydrology of Starks Canal

11

21

4.33

Sweet/Willow Lakes

47

Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore the west bank of the Unocal
Canal; place levee (or breakwater fence, Christmas tree fence)
west of Salt Burn

21

4.29

\West Johnson's Bayou

48 |Improve Hydrology; e.g., hydro. Restoration by plugging canals |

0{o0]3]7[11]

21

[4.38

Wil

low Bayou

49

Improve Hydrology; e.g., maintain FW inflows from the Sabine
River; manage Gray's Ditch in similar manner to Cameron-
Creole Watershed mgt; contingency Plan for the TTWP, restore
hydrology by plugging Willow Bayou Cana and Gray's Ditch to
force salt inflows through meanders; HR in the Burton-Sutton
Canal

13

31

4.19
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Table 3-12. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft common strategies by mapping unit.

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
4= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

IMERMENTAU BASIN

AMOCO

Shoreline Protection

ojojof4]7]

11

[4.64

e.g., Bank stabilization along the GIWW where necessary

e.g., Shoreline stabilization along White Lake (to include
possible use of fly ash)

BlIG BURN

2

Shor eline Protection

0jofo[3]8]

11

[4.73

e.g., Bank stabilization along the GIWW where necessary

3

Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

0fofo[3]6]

[4.67

CAMERON PRAIRIE

4

Shor eline Protection

0jofo[3]8]

11

[4.73

e.g., Bank stabilization along the GIWW where necessary

GRAND CHENIER RIDGE

5

Maintain Ridge Function

0ojojof3]8]

11

[4.73

e.g., Maintain Grand Cheniere Ridge

GRAND LAKE

Shor eline Protection

0jof1]3]7]

11

[4.55

e.g., Maintain spoil banks aong the GIWW where necessary;
shore stabilization around Grand Lake (possibly include wave
abatement structures)

GRAND LAKE EAST

Shoreline Protection

ojof1]4]6|

11

[4.45

e.g., GIWW shore stahilization

e.g., Shore stabilization in Umbrella Bay

Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

ofjofofa]7]

11

e.g., Vegetative plantingsin Mallard Bay

e.g., Build terraces at "Bird Island" between Mallard Bay and
Grand Lake

GRAND/ WHITE LAKE LAND BRIDGE

9

Shoreline Protection

0joj1]5]8]

14

[4.50

e.g., Shoreline stabilization in both Grand and White lakes

10

Dedicated Dredging

ojof1j2]9]

12

[4.67

e.g., Dedicated dredging from Grand and White lakes to the
land bridge

11

Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

o[o]o]2][10]

12

[4.83

e.g., Terracing and plantings associated with terracing

L ACASSINE

12

Shoreline Protection

0jojof5]7]

12

[4.58

e.g., Stahilize the GIWW banks where needed

e.g., Maintain Lacassine Bayou shoreline

e.g., Shoreline stabilization of NW Grand Lake
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Table 3-12. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
1= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

13

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

12

4.58

e.g., Beneficia use of dredged material along the GIWW

LITTLE PECAN

14

Shoreline Protection

0fofo[6]6 |

[N

2

4.50

e.g., Vegetative plantings on Little Pecan Lake shore

e.g., Maintain and restore Little Pecan Lake shorelines

e.g., Stabilize Grand Lake shoreline

LITTLE PRAIRIE

15

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

of1jof2]8]|

11

4.55

e.g., Beneficial use of GIWW dredged material: also for
protection from SW intrusion during storms

e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material to prevent locks from
being by-passed during storms

L OCUST ISLAND

16

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

1]1]of2]9]

13

[4.31

e.g., Beneficial use of GIWW and FW Bayou dredged material
to include prevention of saltwater intrusion during hurricanes

17

Shoreline Protection

o[o]1]2]10]

13

[4.69

e.g., Rebuild W. bank along Freshwater Bayou Canal

LOWER MUD LAKE

18

Shor eline Protection

0jof2]2]7]

11

[4.45

e.g., Stabilize gulf shore

19

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

ofjof1f2]9]

12

[4.67

e.g., Beneficial use of Mermentau River spoil for gulf shore
protection

20

Maintain Ridge Function

0jof1]3]8]

12

[4.58

e.g., Maintain the Hackberry Ridge function

IMIDDLE MARSH

21 [Herbivory Control

[0fof2]3]7]

12

[4.42

NORTH GRAND LAKE

22

Shor eline Protection

0fof1]5]6 |

12

[4.42

e.g., Bank stabilization of GIWW, Grand Lake, and mouth of the
Mermentau River

e.g., Vegetative plantings for shoreline stabilization

NORTH WHITE LAKE

23

Shoreline Protection

0fofofa]9]

13

[4.69

e.g., Bank stabilization in White Lake and the GIWW

e.g., Vegetative plantings where feasible

e.g., Bank stabilization in White Lake and the GIWW; Pump
historic sand beach to restore the current White Lake north shore

OAK GROVE

24

Maintain Ridge Function

oJoJofafe]

10

[4.60

e.g., Maintain Grand Cheniere function
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Table 3-12. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
1= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

ROCKEFELLER

0fofo[3]8]

11

[4.73]

5 Shoreline Protection
e.g., Protect the gulf shoreline

SOUTH PECAN ISLAND

26 Shor eline Protection

0JoJ1[3[7]

11

[4.55

e.g., Gulf shoreline protection

o7 Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

0ojojof2]9]

11

[4.82

e.g., Terracing and plantings al ong northern boundary of unit

Dedicated Dredging

ojof1]2]8]

11

[4.64

28 |e.g., Dredgefill in open water areas with either White Lake or

gulf spoil

SOUTH WHITE LAKE

ojof1]2]8]|

11

29 Shoreline Protection
e.g., Continue shoreline stabilization in White Lake

WHITE LAKE

Shoreline Protection

ofjof1]2]8]

11

[4.64

30 |e.g., Shore stabilization around White Lake (possibly include

wave abatement structures).

CALCASIEU/ SABINE BASIN

BIG LAKE

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

0jof1]5]4]

10

4.30,

31 |89 Beneficial use of dredged material from the GIWW and

areas.

Calcasieu Ship Channel to the Big Lake Unit shallow open water

BLACK BAYOU

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

0jof2]a]4]

10

[4.20

8 e.g., Beneficial use of dredged materia from the Sabine River

BLACK LAKE

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

ojof2]4]4]

10

[4.20

33 |e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from the GIWW and

ship channel

Shoreline Protection/ Restoration

0jof2]5]4]

11

[4.18

3 e.g., Re-establishment of Black Lake shoreline boundaries

35 [Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

ofof1]5]4]

10

[4.30

BROWN'SLAKE

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

0fof1]5]4]

10

[4.30

36 |e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material in shallow open water

areas (e.g., Sabine Marsh Creation)

37 |Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

ofjof1]2]5]

[4.50

CALCASIEU LAKE

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

0jof1]2]5]

[4.50

38 |e.g., Maintain and enhance islands (i.e., Rabbits Is.) with

beneficial use

131



Table 3-12. Coast 2050 Region 4 draft common strategies by mapping unit (Cont.).

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion;
1= Support; 5= Strong support

Total
Participants

Avg

39 Shor eline Protection

10

4.10

e.g., Continuous armored bank along Ship Channel

CAMERON

40 [Maintain Ridge Function

0]0|(0|4]6

10

4.60

1 Shor eline Protection

0[0|1]4]5

10

4.40

e.g., Maintain existing wetland mgt plan at Rutherford Beach

42 |Terracing/Vegetative Plantings

ofojof4]6|

10

[4.60

CAMERON-CREOLE WATERSHED

3 Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings

0fof1]3]6 |

10

[4.50

e.g., Within the watershed

a4 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

0jojo|5]5|

10

[4.50

e.g., Beneficia use of dredged material from the GIWW

CHOUPIQUE ISLAND

5 Beneficial Use of Dredge