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2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments 

Overview 

Following the completion of the draft 2017 Coastal Master Plan, CPRA sought insight from various 

stakeholders through a four-month comment period that concluded on March 28, 2017. 

Over the course of the public comment period, CPRA received a total of 1,333 public 

comments from stakeholders. All of the submissions were aggregated and reviewed by CPRA’s 

team and were considered the creation of the final 2017 Coastal Master Plan. The following 

attachment is a compilation of all submissions.  
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December 2015

Calcasieu Parish Police Jury
Coastal Master Plan

Prolect Fact sheet

Proiect Name: Turner Bay Bank Line and Marsh Restoration

Proiect Tvpe: Bank Stabilization & Marsh Creation

Proiect Location: Calcasieu Parish. The project site is located near the intersection ofthe GIWW and the
Calcasieu Ship Channel- east of Choupique lsland. See attached map.

Problem: Marsh degradation over time

Proposed Stratesy; The Turner Bay Bank Line and Marsh Restoration project proposes to restore a total
of approximately 385 acres of marsh and 4,575linear feet of historic river bank line. lt is proposed to
utilize material dredged by the Port of Lake Charles and stored in dredge material disposal area 13 which
hasatotal surface area of approximately 702 acres. The material will be mined to a depth of 3-5 feet,
but no greater than one foot above marsh elevation to facilitate indirect restoration of additional marsh
areas. The projectwill provide the added benefit ofbeneficially using dredge material dredged and
stored bythe Port of Lake Charles. Thiswill in tu rn provide storage ca pac ity for futu re dredging
activities.

Estimated Cost: 515.3 million. Can be phased as funding becomes available. This cost estimate is
intended to be o plonning level effort that is bdsed on current unit costs that are considered typicol for
this type of Woject (535,000/ocre for morsh creotion and 5400/lineor foot lor bonk stabilizdtion). A
Prolessionol Enginee/s evoluation is necessory to develop o more precise cost estimote.

Contact for Additional Proiect Details: Laurie Cormier, Coastal Zone ManaBer
CPPJ - Division of Planning & Development
901 Lakeshore Drive,4th Floor
Lake Charles, LA 70602-3287
337 -727-3606
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December 2016

Calcasieu Parish Police Jury
Coastal Master Plan

Proiect Fact sheet

Proiect Location: Calcasieu Parish. The project is located north of the GIWW and approximately 8,300
feet west of the intersection of Louisiana Highway 27 and the GIWW. see attached map.

Problem: Marsh degradation over time.

Proposed Strategv: The Ellender Bridge Marsh Restoration project proposes to restore a total of
approximately 551 acres ofdegraded marsh. lt is proposed to utilize material dredged bythe Port of
Lake Charles and stored in dredge material disposal areas 15, 15N and 17 which has a total surface area
of approximately 159, 296, and 702 acres. The material will be mined to a depth of 3-5 feet, but no
greater than one foot above marsh elevation to facilitate indirect restoration of additional marsh areas.
The project will provide the added benefit of beneficially using dredge material that can be provided
from maintenance dredging of either the GIWW or the Calcasieu River Ship Channel. This will in turn
provide storage capacity for future dredBing activities.

Estimated Cost: 522.8 million. Can be phased as funding becomes available. This cost estimate is

intended to be o plonning level effort thot is based on current unit costs thot ore considered typicol lor
this type of project (535,000/acre lor morsh creotion). A Professionol Engineer's evaluotion is necessary
to develop a more precise cost estimote.

Contact for Additional Proiect Details: Laurie Cormier, Coastal Zone Manager
CPPJ - Division of Planning & Development
901 Lakeshore Drive,4th Floor
Lake Charles, LA 70602-3287
337 -72t-3606

Proiect Name: Ellender Bridge Marsh Restoration

Proiect Tvpe: Marsh Creation
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Oecember 2016

Prorect Fact sheet

Proiect Name: West Cameron Restoration (Area A only)

Proiect Tvpe : Marsh Creation & Shoreline protection

Estimated Cost 5258.5 million. Can be phased as funding becomes av ailable. This cost estimate is

Contact Additional Proiect Details Laurie Cormier, Coastal Zone Manager
CPPJ - Division of Planning & Development
901 Lakeshore Drive, 4th Floor
Lake Charles, lA 70602-3287
337 -7 2t-3506

Prolect Location: southwest carcasieu parish and northwest cameron parish. The shorerine protection
component and the northern portions of marsh creation cells A-2 and A-3 are located in calcasieu
Parish. March creation celrA-1 andthe majority of cellsA-2 andA-3 are locatedin cameron parish. see
attached map.

Problem: Saltwater intrusion and wave action from boats, wind and tides have caused marsh
degradation and shoreline erosion over time. Aeriar photography indicates that approximatery 33% of
the emergent marsh in the area has been convened to open water since the late 1930,s.

ProDosed Strateqv: The West Cameron Restoration project (AreaA) proposes to restore atotal of
approximately 6,945 acres of degraded marsh with the creation of three marsh creation cefls - A-1, A-2
and A-3. The proiect proposes to utilize material dredged from the Gtww and the vinton Drain Ditch.
The project will provide the added benefit oI aiding navigation in the area by removing and beneficia[y
using sediment from channers that are routinery used for waterborne commerce. The project arso
proposes to protect and bolster the shoreline of the Grww by placing stone/rock along 30,624 rinear
feet of its shoreline.

intended to be o plonning revel effort thot is bosed on currcnt unit costs thot ore considered typicot lor
this type of project (s3s,o@/ocre for morch creotion & ssoo/rineor foot lor shoreline proteaiofl. A
Professionol Enqineer's evoluotion is necessory to develop o more precise cost estimote.

Calcasieu Parish police Jury
Coastal Master plan
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December 2015

Calcasieu Parish Police Jury
Coastal Master Plan

Project Fact sheet

Proiect Name Armoring the South GIWW Restoration Project (CS-37)

Prolect Tvoe: Shoreline Protection

Proiect Location: Calcasieu& Cameron Parishes. The proiect site is located south ofthe Clear Marais
area along the south bank ofthe GIWW. See attached map.

Problem: Approximately 25,@0linear feet of management unit levees were refurbished with the
construction ofthe south GIWW Restoration Proiect (cs-37) funded by CIAP. This project is intended to
armor and protect those newly repaired and refurbished levees.

Progosed Stratesv: This project proposes to place rockora similar armoring material over the surface
of approximately 25,000 linear feet of newly refurbished levees.

Estimated Cost: 512.5 million. This cost estimate is intended to be a planning level effort that is based
on current unit costs that are considered typical for this type of project (Ssoo/linear foot for shoreline
protection). A Professional Engineer's evaluation is necessary to develop a more precise cost estimate.

Contact for Additional Proiect Details: Laurie Cormier, Coastal Zone Manager
CPPJ - Division of Planning & Development
9ol Lakeshore Drive, 4'h Floor
Lake Charles, lA 706O2-32E7

337 -72t-3605
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CYPREsS ENGINEERING AND DEVELOPMENT GROUP, LLC

4310 RYAN ST,,sTE 122, LAKE CHARLES, LA 70605

rEt ]37.504.7755 F AX 337.504.7166

Tuesday, July 19,2016

MVN-2015-2172-wB/P20150955 - Wildhorse Ridge Shoreline Protection Proiect

The proposed project site spans from the Gum Cove Ferry Landing west to the Vinton Drainage
Ditch along the north bank of the GIWW. There are 14 existing major transportation pipelines
and a key electrical transmisslon line with one (1) additional granted easement located just north
of this bank. lt is also important to note the size and scale of many of these utilities within the
proposed project limits. The goalof the proposed project is to stabilize and ultimately eliminate
shoreline erosion within the limits of the project to protect the fresh intermediate marsh and
private utility infrastructure located immediately north of the north bank.

This localized reach of the GIWW is currently exhibiting a shoreline loss rate of approximately 8

feet per year on average since 1998, with the limits of the waterbody well outside the bounds of
the approved GIWW right-of-way. The existing shoreline along this reach of the GIWW is seen
to be as close as approximately 130 feet to the utility corridor in several locations and if erosion
continues at existing rates, the southernmost utilities could be exposed in as few as 20 years
posing a potential emergency for the public and loss of services. Based upon this current rate of
erosion, all of the 14 buried utilities within this corridor will be exposed by the end of the 21st

century.

As seen in the figures below, the shoreline along the proposed project alignment is not a fringe
marsh and may not even be defined as a wetland area as indicated within the NMFS letter. The
site is more accurately described as a cut bank from the remnants of the spoil banks when the
GIWW was initially constructed which is now eroding at ever-increasing rates. The vegetation
that is seen within the GIWW is not emergent vegetation from the waters, it is eroded or felled
woody vegetation that is now deteriorating along this bank.

DC

The GIWW was constructed as a safe inland passageway for maritime traffic which was
completed in 1949 extending from Carabelle, Florida to Brownsville, Texas. Much ofthe channel
has seen negative impacts due to the shipping activities since construction was completed and

has been mitigated through manmade structures or shoreline stabilization techniques. ln areas

of South Louisiana, the soils are much weaker than much of the other Gulf south as the soils are
typically formed through deltaic processes and are easily erodible.

#
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The figures below are defined as a small portion within the overall limits of the proposed project
with the figure showing the area near the vicinity of Lat. 30d03'35.58"N Long. 93d33'45.40"W.
At this particular site, since 1998, there are areas that are seen to have eroded as much as 140
feet as identified on Google Earth. This equates to a man-induced shoreline erosion rate of
greater than eight (8) feet per year within an area that was historically marsh prior to the
construction of the GIWW for economic development purposes along the Gulf Coast. Byviewing
current high resolution aerial photography, the suspended sediment along the shoreline within
the limits of proposed project is easily seen. This is a direct indicator that localized erosion is

occurring, whereas along the south bank within the same project limits there is no visible
sediment due to a protected shoreline. At the current erosion rates, all of the existing utilities
along the north bank of the GIWW within this area will be exposed due to this erosion in
approximately 78 years

1998 Shoreline

Unprotected
Shoreline

Goop4[e earth
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GcPc, LLC has applied for, and acquired the necessary USACE 404 and Louisiana coastal use
permits for the proposed shoreline stabilization and restoration activities. The permit numbers
are MVN-2015-2172-WB and P20150955 respectively with copies of both permits included in this
document for reference. The proposed solution is to construct a foreshore dike system which
will effectively eliminate erosive boat/barge wake from the proposed bank line therefore
allowing the vegetation and marsh to recolonize on the landward side of the protection structure
as shown in Figure 5 above. Not on ly will this project provide the necessa ry shoreline stabilization
to ensure protection of the utility corridor, but it will also indirectly provide and further create
wetlands type habitats for restoration of the ecological value of this loss.
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For questions contact: John Lopez, Ph.D. jlopez@saveourleake.org 504 421 7348 
 
Comments submitted by the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation during the public comment 
period for the 2017 Draft Coastal Master Plan, released January 3, 2017.  LPBF is pleased to see 
the aggressive use of diversions especially the Mid-Breton Sediment Diversion (001.D1.24) and 
the diversions into the Maurepas swamp region (001,D1.101; 001.D1.21; 001.D1.102). 
 
LPBF comments are divided into two categories:  
 
Issues which should be addressed in the 2017 CMP: 
 

1. Exclude the Central Wetlands Diversion (001.D1.18) 
2. Include Biloxi Marsh - Marsh Creation & Shoreline Armoring 
3. Exclude Bay Uhlan Marsh Creation (001-MC.101) 
4. Include statement on MRGO FS, Lawsuit etc. 
5. Rename Pontchartrain Barriers the “Pontchartrain Low Barrier” project 
6. Include Programmatic Oyster Reef Restoration 
7. Clarification of HSDRRS Assumptions 
8. Describe borrow sources of sediment for marsh creation in the Pontchartrain 

Basin 
9. Include a statement discouraging slab-on-grade construction anywhere in 

coastal Louisiana 
10.  Identify dedicated funding for Non-Structural programs 
11.  Include Programmatic Wetland Forest restoration 
12.  Recommendation that annual dead zone cruise be continued and include 

areas west and east of the Mississippi River  
 

Issues with the 2017 CMP to be addressed during the planning 
process for the 2022 CMP: 
 

A. Adjust Subsidence Polygon Near Baton Rouge 
B. Adjust the Subsidence Polygons for the Biloxi Marsh and Breton Basin 
C. Consider effects of MRGO closures to the Pontchartrain Basin baseline 

conditions 
D. Evaluate options to Adaptively Manage Mardi Gras Pass in lieu of $1.4B 

CMP projects 
E. Evaluate Central Wetlands Recommendations by LPBF 
F. The Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion operated as a sediment diversion  

  

Page | 95

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments

mailto:jlopez@saveourleake.org


Issues recommended to be addressed in the 2017 CMP 
The state must be recognized for the courage to portray the possible dire future conditions of our 
coast. Climate change driven sea level rise and subsidence combined in the worst case scenarios 
have very sobering impact to Louisiana’s coast. The state should also be recognized for adopting 
a strategy to “plan for the worst and hope for the best” by recommending many projects that are 
selected by the planning tool for the higher environmental scenario. We support this approach, 
but do find there are potential improvements to the plan that is consistent with or improves on 
this strategy. 
 
1) Exclude the Central Wetlands Diversion (001.D1.18) 
If CPRA is planning for the worst case scenario of hurricane surge risk under the higher 
environmental scenario, it seems that projects that are targeted to benefit areas within a levee 
system are not consistent with this approach, simply because they do not provide any benefit to 
surge risk reduction. As some parishes have stated, we must address the “outside” first. In 
particular, we find that the Central Wetland Diversion would only provide benefit to wetlands 
within the HSDRRS levees. Considering that there are six new diversions proposed for the east 
bank, where there are already several existing outlets, this diversion seems a very low priority 
and justifies investing elsewhere, outside the levee. Prior to the closure of the MRGO, the Violet 
Diversion was proposed to lower salinity of the Biloxi Marsh, but the closure of the MRGO has 
changed the baseline conditions to the target salinity of the Biloxi Marsh (Figure 1). An LPBF 
report on salinity changes in 2013, 2104, and 2015 shows that much of the Biloxi Marsh is 
within good salinity range for oyster propagation, and is where major historic oyster reefs were 
located prior to the construction of the MRGO (in black, Figure 1).See report “Oyster Habitat 
Evaluation Using Hydrocoast Salinity Data and Two Approaches to Suitability Analysis in the 
Pontchartrain Basin, Southeast Louisiana”. In lieu of a new diversion, LPBF recommends 
hydrologic restoration of the Central Wetlands and rehabilitation of the existing siphon (see 
report “Recommendations for Restoration: Central Wetlands Unit, Louisiana Based on investigations 
and data collected from 2012‐2014”).  
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Figure 1: Results of Oyster Habitat Suitability Analysis based on 2015 surface salinity. This analysis shows that 
the Biloxi Marsh area is currently averinging ideal surface salinites for oyster progagation, most likely due to 
changes from the colsure of the MRGO. These new conditions make the Violet Diversion obsolete in helping 
control salinity in the Biloxi Marshes for oysters (figure from: http://saveourlake.org/PDF-documents/our-
coast/OysterHabitatSuitability.pdf)  

 
2) Include Biloxi Marsh - Marsh Creation, shoreline protection and oyster reefs 
Loss of the Biloxi Marsh puts New Orleans and the Mississippi Coast in severe jeopardy (Figure 
2). The planning tool does not consider the subsidence and erosion that would occur, which 
together would greatly increase storm surge. Prominent surge modelers such as Rick Luettich  
have modeled this condition (see Figure below) , and it is significant.  In addition, the subsidence 
used by CMP for the Biloxi Marsh is probably too high because of the delineation of the 
subsidence polygons. Shoreline stabilization, oyster reef restoration and marsh creation are all 
appropriate for the Biloxi Marsh. Because of the MRGO closure oyster propagation has 
improved in the Biloxi Marsh (Figure 3).  
 
It is also unfortunate that the marsh creation project on the Biloxi Marsh was not phased and 
allowed to start prior to year 20 (as most MC projects). Starting at year 23 for Biloxi Marsh 
means that most of the benefits fall between year 20 and 50. These benchmarks in the planning 
almost entirely miss benefits from the MC project simply due to timing.  
 
The State of Mississippi is so concerned that they are willing to use Mississippi funds to 
construct a marsh creation project in Louisiana waters in the Biloxi Marsh.  Why would we 
discourage others to do restoration in our state at their expense?  
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Figure 2: Critical Landscape Features identified in Corps’ LACPR report included the Biloxi Marsh (03). 

Figure 3: Map of oyster fleet activity from air reconnaissance 2013 to 2015 showing most of the oyster fleet is 
active in the Biloxi Marsh where salinity has moderated with the closure of the MRGO. 
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ADCIRC surge model showing increased surge due to a denuded Biloxi Marsh (03) (Figure 4). 
Without the Biloxi Marsh or Chandeleur Islands there is unlimited fetch, and water depths will 
only continue to increase, as will surge height and energy (in A New Framework for Planning the 
Future of Coastal Louisiana after the Hurricanes of 2005- Working Group for Post Hurricane 
Planning for the Louisiana Coast January 2006). 
 

 
Figure 4: Results of ADCIRC modelling, indicating that storm surge height increase in eastern New Orleans and 
St. Bernard Parish without the Biloxi Marsh. 

3) Exclude Bay Uhlan Marsh Creation (001-MC.101) 
The Bay Uhlan Marsh Creation (001-MC.101) project is not necessary because it is receiving 
flow through the Bohemia Spillway. It is nearly completely full from recent deposition (Figure 
5). It is likely that these mud platforms will be vegetated after the 2017 flood.  

 
Figure 5: Sediment deposition in Bay Uhlan from Mardi Gras Pass and the Bohemia Spillway (google earth 
imagery 11/16). 
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4) Include statement on MRGO FS, Lawsuit etc.
Chapter 3 – The disposition of the State on (MRGO legal and Corps MRGO FS report) planning
should be described by the State, and explain how it plans to address MRGO restoration. There is
no reference to the MRGO Study here or anywhere in the plan. We suggest a paragraph to
describe the study and its current status as many of the projects selected in the plan are a part of
that study.

5) Rename Pontchartrain Barriers as Pontchartrain Low Barrier Plan
The proposed Pontchartrain Barriers must be designed to maintain the integrity of the estuary
both on the protected side (Lake Pontchartrain) and the flood (down estuary) side. The CMP
should emphasize that the barriers only provide a slight reduction of surge entering Lake
Pontchartrain, and that they are not intended to fully address risk mitigation needs around the
lake. We suggest the barriers be called the "Low Barrier Plan", because the top elevation of the
barriers is +2 feet and are intended to be overtopped. LPBF released a report in 2011, titled
“Framework for Environmental Assessment of Alternative Flood Control Structures on Chef
Menteur and Rigolets Passes within the Lake Pontchartrain Estuary, Southeast Louisiana”, and
should be reviewed as this project is designed. 

6) Include Programmatic Oyster Reef Restoration
As in the 2012 Coastal Master Plan, the 2017 Coastal Master Plan modeling does not effectively
capture the benefits of oyster reef restoration. Faced with a future impacted by climate change,
oyster reefs are an essential component of any comprehensive restoration plan. If the current
analysis is not able to capture the benefits of oyster reefs then programmatic funding at a
substantial level should be included to ensure that these important features can be restored along
our coast.

7) Clarification of HSDRRS Assumptions
We understand that explaining all the complexities of the modeling in the main report would
quickly overwhelm the average citizen. However, we feel that the assumptions used in the
modeling for levee systems are of particular importance to the safety of the general public and to
build public support for comprehensive CMP implementation. It has been CPRA’s goal since its
inception to emphasize the link between restoration and risk, and maps that convey a false sense
of security undermine that effort. This is especially true for Greater New Orleans. The
Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction System (HSDRRS) system provides limited risk
reduction for the state’s largest contiguous population living in five coastal parishes. The Future
Without Action (FWOA) flood depth maps are based upon assumptions, including an
assumption of continued fully financed and executed maintenance. The flood depth maps that
depict the interior of levee systems as dry or only lightly flooded, even in 50 years in the FWOA,
can lead to complacency since they do not communicate the high level of investment that is
required to meet that modeling assumption (estimated to be between $43-48 million per year for
HSRRSS according to local officials). In some areas of the HSDRRS, we have already witnessed
a public refusal to fund this minimal level of maintenance through self-taxation. In that sense, the
assumption of the master plan is already compromised. Although this maintenance is not the
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responsibility of CPRA, it would be beneficial for the Plan to communicate to the public the 
importance of funding maintenance. We suggest including a call-out box in the plan that 
describes the assumption, as well as including the flood depth map for New Orleans and other 
polders within ring levee systems under the high environmental scenario. In addition, 
presentations to the public should also communicate this assumption and the threat of flooding in 
New Orleans under the high environmental scenario. 
 
8) Source of Sediment for marsh creation in the Pontchartrain Basin 
Extensive marsh creation projects in the Pontchartrain Basin are proposed without a long 
distance pipeline. If local, non-river sources are to be used this should be delineated. Extensive 
borrow sites may have detrimental impact to water quality and increase surge risk.  
 
9) A statement should be included discouraging slab-on-grade construction anywhere in 
coastal Louisiana 
All slab-on-grade construction in coastal Louisiana should be strongly discouraged or prohibited 
because of three distinct and powerful reasons why elevated construction is advantageous (See 

LPBF and CRCL report for more details pg. 65):  
 
1) Reduced flood risk 
2) Dramatically reduced cost to re-level a home due to differential subsidence or for the need to     
reduce flood risk  
3) Lower risk due to termite damage  
 
10) Dedicated funding for Non-Structural programs should identified 
Funding for Non-Structural seems to be reactive by relying on post-disaster funding through 
NFIP, FEMA, block grants etc. Proactive Non-Structural is vastly more cost effective and less 
traumatic. Louisiana needs to improve its capacity to fund Non-Structural before disaster, based 
on sound planning.  

11) Programmatic Wetland Forest restoration should be included 
Due to the closure of the MRGO, soil salinities have been reduced and 118 sq. miles are now 
suitable for reforestation within the Pontchartrain Basin (Figure 6).  Areas such as the Maurepas 
Land Bridge are a critical landscape feature and dampen storm surge. Reforestation enhances and 
prolongs this benefit for areas of the River Parishes and the Greater Baton Rouge region.  
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Figure 6: Soil salinity on the Maurepas Land Bridge from five CRMS stations. The time-lapse data shows 
significant decrease in soil salinity in the region since the closure of the MRGO in 2009. 

12) Recommendation that annual dead zone cruise be continued and include areas west
and east of the Mississippi River
In 2016, the annual dead zone cruise was not conducted. This annual survey is critical to
benchmark the impact of excess nutrient loading into the Louisiana coast. This is especially
important to assess baseline conditions before major sediment and freshwater diversions are
constructed. There is speculation that the dynamics of the dead zone may change in the future,
due to less nutrients coming out of the Bird’s Foot Delta and more nutrients released further up
basin through diversions. Without the annual cruises, we will have no way to assess these
changes as restoration proceeds. Lastly, there are nutrient reduction measures taking place far up
the Mississippi River Basin, in the Midwest. We need to be able to assess if these are having a
positive impact on the size of the dead zone over time. Future surveys should include areas east
of the Mississippi which are influenced by the Mississippi River and Pearl River.
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Issues with the 2017 CMP to be addressed during the planning 
process for the 2022 CMP 

A) Adjust Subsidence Polygon Near Baton Rouge
 Appendix C Pg. 26 (Fig 5) Area 1

The subsidence polygon near Baton Rouge has zero subsidence (Figure 7), when it is very well 
established that there are active faults located within and north of Baton Rouge (Figure 8). The 
southern boundary of this subsidence polygon should be moved northward to include Baton 
Rouge??, and it should be assigned an appropriate rate of subsidence greater than zero.  

Figure 7: CMP subsidence polygon with zero subsidence. 

Figure 8: Official state geologic map with active Baton Rouge–Denham Springs Fault system in black. 

B) Adjust the Subsidence Polygons for the Biloxi Marsh and Breton Basin
 Appendix C Pg. 26 (fig 5) Area 11

Subsidence for Biloxi Marsh is included in the polygon with the Breton Basin (Figure 9) which 
is clearly in a different and less stable tectonic province based on numerous published maps and 
reports (Figures 10 and 11).  The range of subsidence of Biloxi Marsh is probably more similar 
to that assigned to Polygon 2.  

Page | 103

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Figure 9: Subsidence Polygon 11 combines Biloxi Marsh and the Breton Basin area. 

Figure 10: Salt tectonic Map published by AAPG shows the salt dome basin is south of Bayou la Loutre (Lopez, 
2006). 
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Figure 11: Tectonic Map published by Shell geologists in AAPG (Peel et al. 1995) which shows that Breton and 
Biloxi Marsh are in different tectonic provinces. 

C) Consider effects of MRGO closures to the Pontchartrain basin baseline conditions
LPBF is pleased that two major land bridges are included in the plan (Maurepas and Orleans).
The Maurepas Land Bridge has had a marked decline in soil salinity due to the closure of the
MRGO in 2009, and now appears to be much more suitable for swamp restoration. LPBF
released a report and map titled “Swamp Restoration Suitability Assessment for the
Pontchartrain Basin” and can be used to guide swamp restoration efforts in the Pontchartrain
Basin. LPBF requests CPRA use programmatic funds for swamp restoration on the Maurepas
Land bridge (Figure 12).   In addtion, salinity is now more  supportive of oyster propagation
within and around the Biloxi Marsh (Figure 13).

Figure 12:  blue areas now seem to be suitable for cypress re-forestation 
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Figure 13 green areas are areas of good salinity for oysters in 2015 

D) Evaluate options to adaptively manage Mardi Gras Pass in lieu of $1.4 B in CMP
projects
Although the current estimated maximum possible discharge of Mardi Gras Pass (~15,000 cfs) is
far less than the proposed Lower Breton Diversion (50,000 cfs), it is having a significant effect
that is already providing benefits to three proposed CMP projects. The sediment discharged by
Mardi Gras Pass flows into a channel network within  more than 15,000 acres of marsh.  A
dramatic example is Uhlan Bay which by Feb 2017 is nearly full of sediment and is essentially
new land in the footpring of the Uhlan Bay Marsh Creation (001.MC.101) polygon (Figure 5).
Mardi Gras Pass sediment also flows outside of Bohemia Spillway and into the marsh creation
area of Pointe a la Hache Marsh Creation (001.MC.102) (Figure 14). The two marsh creation
projects and the diversion are estimated to cost $1.4 B (Figure 15). An option to adaptively
manage Mardi Gras Pass is financially prudent, but allows benefits to accrue, and would reduce
uncertainty.
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Figure 124: Pointe a la Hache Marsh Creation (001.MC.102) with an outline of the area of influence from Mardi 
Gras Pass (brown outline). 

Figure 135: Summary of costs of project located in the Mardi Gras Pass influence area. Adaptively using Mardi 
Gras Pass to accomplish these projects would provide significant cost savings. 

E) Evaluate Central Wetlands Recommendations by LPBF

In lieu of a new diversion, LPBF proposed repairing the Violet Siphon and having other 
hydrologic restoration done in the central Wetlands (Figure 16).  Cost of these projects is 
drastically less, and would provide immediate benefits. See LPBF report Recommendations for 
Restoration: Central Wetlands Unit, Louisiana. 
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Figure 146: Recommendations for restoration in the Central Wetlands by LPBF. These include marsh creation, 
hydrologic restoration and operation of the Violet Siphon. 

F) The Caernarvon Diversion operated as a sediment diversion
Because the Upper Breton Basin Sediment Diversion is no longer included in the CMP, and
because the Caernarvon Diversion has been proven capable of building land, the state should
seek re-authorization of the Caernarvon Diversion as a sediment diversion to enhance its
potential to build new wetlands.

Page | 108

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 109

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 110



Page | 111

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 112

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 113

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 114

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 115



Page | 116

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 117

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 118

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 119



Page | 120



Page | 121



Page | 122

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 123

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 124

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 125



Page | 126

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 127



Page | 128



Page | 129



Page | 130

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 132

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 133

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 134

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 135

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 136

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 137

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 138

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 139

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 140

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 141

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 142

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 143

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 144

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 145

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 146

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 147

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 148

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 149

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 150

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 151

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 152

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 153

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 154

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 155

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 156

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 157

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 158

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 159

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 160

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 161

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 162

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 163

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 164

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 165

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 166

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 167

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 168

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 169

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 170

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 171

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 172

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 173

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 174

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 175

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 176

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 177

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 178

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 179

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 180

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 181

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 182

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 183

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 184

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 185

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 186

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 187

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 188

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 189

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 190

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 191

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 192

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 193

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 194

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 195

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 196

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 197

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 198

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 199

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 200

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 201

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 202

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 203

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 204

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 205

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 206

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 207

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 208

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 209

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 210

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 211

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 212

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 213

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 214

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 215

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 216

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 217

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 218

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 219

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 220

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 221

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 222

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 223

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 224

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 225

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 226

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 227

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 228

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 229

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 230

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 231

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 232

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 233

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 234

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 235

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 236

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 237

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 238

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 239

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 240

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 241

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 242

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 243

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 244

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 245

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 246

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 247

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 248

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 249

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 250

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 251

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 252

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 253

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 254

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 255

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 256

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 257

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 258

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 259

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 260

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 261

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 262

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 263

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 264

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 265

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 266

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 267

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 268

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 269

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 270

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 271

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 272

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 273

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 274

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 275

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 276

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 277

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 278

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 279

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 280

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 281

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 282

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 283

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 284

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 285

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 286

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 287

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 288

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 289

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 290

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 291

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 292

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 293

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 294

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 295

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 296

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 297

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 298

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 299

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 300

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 301

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 302

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 303

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 304

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 305

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 306

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 307

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 308

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 309

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 310

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 311

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 312

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 313

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 314

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 315

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 316

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 317

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 318

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 319

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 320

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 321

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 322

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 323

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 324

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 325

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 326

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 327

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 328

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 329

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 330

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments



Page | 331

2017 Coastal Master Plan: Public Comments


	Public Comments Combined_4.24.2017_FINAL.pdf



