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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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LETTER - Mr. Johnny Bradberry
February 9, 2017
Page Two

e Provide acknowledgement and consistency of the Cameron and Vermilion
local coastal plans with the understanding that these projects are not fully
modeled and vetted yet;

e Provide acknowledgement and consistency of the recently developed
Calcasieu Coastal Plan for all projects including the following priority projects:
Turner Bay Bank Line and Marsh Creation; Ellender Bridge Marsh Creation;
North GIWW Marsh Restoration; West Cameron Restoration; Armoring the
South GIWW Restoration Project and Wildhorse Ridge Shoreline Protection
Project (see enclosed fact sheets) with the understanding that these projects are
not fully modeled and vetted yet;

e The State is urged to add barrier shoreline protection across all of Cameron and
Vermilion Parish as a near-term protection for our investments of the past;

e Gulf shoreline and interior lake protection should be added in Cameron and
Vermilion as a multi-line defense strategy for the projects already in place with
the understanding that sustaining land in Cameron Parish and Vermilion
Parish will help to protect all urban centers and assets in Region 4;

e “The Coast 2050” strategy for Region 4 should be added in the Master Plan
2017 which was to restore, protect and maintain all shorelines in the Chenier
Plain;

e Addition of restoration projects for the Chenier Ridges that may include tree
plantings and any new project ideas and approaches for restoration and
protection of these vital ridges;

e Identify and secure funding for the construction of the Calcasieu Salinity
Control project (CS-0065) in the Phase 1 Implementation stage;

e Include the Calcasieu-Sabine watershed in addition to the Terrebone and
Barataria barrier shorelines to CPRA’s informed decision to take $1.5 billion
from your $25 billion restoration budget before project sequencing and set it
aside to fund the barrier shoreline program (see page 86, “The Future of Barrier
Island”); and

o Explicitly state that the acquisition program will be voluntary by replacing
“acquisition” with “voluntary acquisition” to the non-structural project list in
Cameron, Calcasieu, and Vermilion Parishes (see pages 102, 108-110).
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Headlands, West Belle Pass and East Timbalier restoration projects, allowing the Belle Pass-
Golden Meadow Marsh Creation Project to sit until years 11-30 in the plan is a mind numbing
thought. That area sees the most significant levels of subsidence and marsh degradation in the
Terrebonne basin. Allowing that area to sit and be subject to not only the everyday natural
effects that are causing it to wash away but up to thirty years of tropical impacts will transform
the project from a viable and somewhat cost effect project into something that won't provide
enough benefit to justify the cost of the project. The Project Fact Sheet calls for a billion and a
half dollar project that will take three years to design and sixteen years to complete. While there
is no mention of a borrow source listed on the sheet, one can assume that the borrow site will be
ship shoal. While I agree that the ship shoal area would be a viable source for the lower end of
the project, the extreme cost to send the dredged material to Golden Meadow via pipeline or
barge is the driver in your cost and is somewhat avoidable. Since the release of the 2012 plan,
Parishes have argued the point of using interior borrow material to construct certain segments of
these larger projects, as long as it was done responsibly. These arguments have fallen by the
wayside for some reason and the subsequent annual plans and now the 2017 draft plan continue
to ignore the usefulness of interior borrow. In 2010 Lafourche Parish Government in cooperation
with the South Lafourche Levee District and ConocoPhillips set out to construct a 50 acre
segment of marsh against the SLLD system by using borrow material from Bayou Monnaie.
Through a series of common sense decisions and practical applications that project morphed into
a 125 acre swatch of marsh which came in under budget. One year after the project the dredge
segments in Bayou Monnaie were surveyed and show to have been at or above pre dredge
depths, without any loss of bank line. This is proof that the responsible use of interior borrow
along with proper construction techniques can lead to much greater results without increased
project costs.

While marsh creation to the south of the c¢ity will aid in storm surge reduction and provide a
buffer, the structural and non-structural components of the plan will play a much larger role in
the continued protection of the city. Continued work on the Morgana to the Gulf System as well
as working with flood proofing and elevating properties within the 100 year flood areas will
allow for a proactive approach to mitigate against future avoidable economic losses that our
community could see.

The inclusion of hydrologic restoration and sediment diversions project included in the plan will
also go a long way in helping to stem the tide of coastal land loss to our south. The Grand Bayou
Hydrologic Restoration project will not only supplement the work being done from Golden
Meadow to Belle Pass but will also allow for a new and improved source of fresh water into a
system that is currently starved. The work currently being done by Duck Unlimited in that area,
through the North American Waterfowl Conservation Act (NAWCA), will be allowed to flourish
and expand exponentially with the construction of this project. As with the Golden Meadow to
Bell Pass project we are concerned with the current time line for engineering and design and
construction. This project has been looked at several times through the CWPPRA process as well
as being included in the Lafourche Parish Multi Year Implementation Plan. We would urge
CPRA fo use the data already available to fast track this project and have it completed in three
years and not just have a final set of design plans. We would also like to applaud the CPRA and
the Bayou Lafourche Fresh Water District for the creative use of CIAP dollars to fast track the
Bayou Lafourche Diversion Project. As the city draws its drinking water from Bayou Lafourche
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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:

FRAANR BN

10.
11.
12.

Exclude the Central Wetlands Diversion (001.D1.18)

Include Biloxi Marsh - Marsh Creation & Shoreline Armoring

Exclude Bay Uhlan Marsh Creation (001-MC.101)

Include statement on MRGO FS, Lawsuit etc.

Rename Pontchartrain Barriers the “Pontchartrain Low Barrier” project
Include Programmatic Oyster Reef Restoration

Clarification of HSDRRS Assumptions

Describe borrow sources of sediment for marsh creation in the Pontchartrain
Basin

Include a statement discouraging slab-on-grade construction anywhere in
coastal Louisiana

Identify dedicated funding for Non-Structural programs

Include Programmatic Wetland Forest restoration

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:

S QOF»P

e

Adjust Subsidence Polygon Near Baton Rouge

Adjust the Subsidence Polygons for the Biloxi Marsh and Breton Basin
Consider effects of MRGO closures to the Pontchartrain Basin baseline
conditions

Evaluate options to Adaptively Manage Mardi Gras Pass in lieu of $1.4B
CMP projects

Evaluate Central Wetlands Recommendations by LPBF

The Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion operated as a sediment diversion
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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 4 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

e 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

e 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.
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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

LPBEF 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).

CMP 2017 (draft) Projects in Vicinity of MGP

Lower Breton Diversion S399 M
Bay Uhlan Marsh Creation S31 M
Pointe a la Hache Marsh Creation S$995 M

Total $1.4B

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.
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