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GOAL

In partnership with the public,
develop by December, 22 1998, a
technically sound strategic plan to
sustain coastal resources and
provide an integrated multiple use
approach to ecosystem
management.

Common
Ground

Ecosystem
Needs

Acceptable to
the

Public

Strategic
Coastal

Plan

Consensus Building

COAST 2050

Federal    State   Local
PARTNERSHIP

Figure 1-1. Coast 2050 process.

SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to
provide a record and analysis of public
participation in the development of 
Coast 2050 habitat objectives and
strategies from May 1997 through
September 1998.

Coast 2050 was a joint 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 process involved 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
organizational 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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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 (RPTs)
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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Figure 1-3.  Coast 2050 organization.

Region 1
Pontchartrain

Region 2
Breton, Barataria &
Mississippi River

Region 4
Calcasieu/Sabine & 
                                 Mermentau 

Region 3
Terrebonne, Atchafalaya
           & Teche/Vermilion

Figure 1-2.  Coast 2050 regions.
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Appendix A Structure

Section 1

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

Section 2

Section 2 is a summary 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.  The information gathered at
these meetings was used to set the stage
for detailed discussions of regional and
coastwide issues as the Coast 2050 Plan
was developed.

 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 as well as a
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 SWG in
July 1998.  These comments illustrate
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, the Coast 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 
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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 all 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 is a listing
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.
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Louisiana Coastlines Newsletter -
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 1,400 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 Letter - 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 Identification 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 Letter -
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
Districts (LACD) Meeting -

June 15-16, 1998

A slide show and handouts were
presented at the LACD Marsh
Conservation Committee meeting on
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Avery Island.  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 all four regions.

Coast 2050 Update Letter - August
1998

This update was sent out to all Coast
2050 participants in 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 all four
regions were included.  Finally, 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 this festival, 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 all four regions.

News Release - October 23, 1998

A two-page news release was sent out to
the media in all 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.
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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.
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Table 1-1.  Coast 2050 public meetings.

Date(s) Reg. Location Meeting Type Purpose Attend.

7/15-
16/97

1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

Kick-off Regional
Meeting

Obtain Feedback on Process
and Issues for Coast 2050

46

7/24-
25/97

3 Nicholls State Univ.,
Thibodaux

Kick-off Regional
Meeting

Obtain Feedback on Process
and Issues for Coast 2050

68

7/29-
30/97

2 Yenni Building,
Metairie, Louisiana

Kick-off Regional
Meeting

Obtain Feedback on Process
and Issues for Coast 2050

60

8/14-
15/97

4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

Kick-off Regional
Meeting

Obtain Feedback on Process
and Issues for Coast 2050

60

9/18/97 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

25

9/19/97 3 Morgan City
Municipal
Auditorium

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

30

9/22/97 1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

26

9/23/97 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

26

10/07/97 1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

47

10/15/97 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

23

10/17/97 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

23

10/27/97 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

50

11/05/97 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

23

11/21/97 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

20

12/11/97 1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

25

12/12/97 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

27

12/12/97 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

31
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Table 1-1.  Coast 2050 public meetings (Cont.).

Date(s) Reg. Location Meeting Type Purpose Attend.

12/15/97 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

9

1/08/98 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

18

1/09/98 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

11

1/13/98 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

17

1/13/98 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

21

1/14/98 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

16

1/15/98 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

26

1/20/98 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

38

1/21/98 1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Status and Trend
Compilation and Evaluation

15

2/10/98 4 Cameron Police Jury
Building, Cameron

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

19

2/10/98 2 Belle Chasse RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

20

2/13/98 1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

16

2/17/98 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

15

2/18/98 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

28

2/19/98 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

24

2/25/98 1 Slidell RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

8

2/25/98 2 Belle Chasse RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

16
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Table 1-1.  Coast 2050 public meetings (Cont.).

Date(s) Reg. Location Meeting Type Purpose Attend.

2/26/98 1 Hammond RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

25

3/03/98 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans 

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

19

3/12/98 3 Nicholls State Univ.,
Thibodaux

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

22

3/13/98 3 Nicholls State Univ.,
Thibodaux

RPT Meeting Strategy and Objectives
Meeting

22

3/16/98 1 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Update and Discussion
Meeting

12

3/18/98 3 New Iberia RPT Meeting Update and Discussion
Meeting

11

3/18/98 3 New Iberia RPT Meeting Atchafalaya Bay Assoc. 23

3/19/98 2 New Iberia RPT Meeting Update and Discussion
Meeting

18

3/23/98 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

RPT Meeting Update and Discussion
Meeting

29

3/31/98 4 Rockefeller State
Wildlife Refuge

RPT Meeting Update and Discussion
Meeting

40

4/07/98 3 New Iberia RPT Meeting Final Strategies and
Objectives Meeting

16

4/16/98 3 Morgan City
Municipal
Auditorium

RPT Meeting Needs List 9

4/20/98 1 Convent Court House,
Convent

RPT Meeting St. James Advisory
Committee Meeting

14

5/12/98 3 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

RPT Meeting Vermilion Rice Growers
Association

25

5/20-
21/98

1, 2,
3, 4

USACE Building,
New Orleans

SWG/CZMWG
Joint Meeting

Review and Approval of
Strategies and Objectives

51

6/03/98 1, 2,
3, 4

LSU Burden Research
Plantation, Baton
Rouge

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

26

6/04/98 1, 2,
3, 4

Yenni Building,
Metairie, Louisiana

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

22
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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 Police Jury
Building, Cameron

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

21

6/10/98 3, 4 Abbeville Cooperative
Office

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

93

6/11/98 3 Bayou Vista Civic
Center, Bayou Vista

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

15

6/15/98 2, 3 Cut Off Youth Center,
Cut Off

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

30

6/16/98 3 Houma Municipal
Auditorium, Houma

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

38

6/23/98 2 Port Sulphur Civic
Center, Port Sulphur

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

20

6/24/98 1 SLU University
Center, Hammond

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

19

6/25/98 1, 2 St. Bernard Gov’t
Complex, Chalmette

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

42

7/07/98 2 Jean Lafitte
Auditorium, Lafitte

Town Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

27

7/21-
22/98

1, 2,
3, 4

Holiday Inn Central-
Holidome, Lafayette

SWG/CZMWG
Joint Meeting

Review and Approval of
Strategies and Objectives

34

9/09/98 4 Burton Coliseum,
Lake Charles

Regional Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

44

9/10/98 3 National Wetlands
Research Center,
Lafayette

Regional Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

15

9/15/98 2 USACE Building,
New Orleans

Regional Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

27
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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
Center, Hammond

Regional Meeting Present, Discuss, and
Approve Results of Joint
Meeting

20

Total Meetings : 65

Total Attendance: 1,756

Table 1-2.  Record of Coast 2050-related press releases 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 Iberia
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 press releases and TV/radio appearances,
May 1997 through September 1998 (Cont.).

City Date Station and Program
Port Sulphur 6/19/98 Plaquemines 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.  In an
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), briefings to local
elected officials, and public meetings. 
The RPTs, responsible for developing

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
Louisiana to 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 this stage, all 20
of the coastal parishes involved in the
development of the plan expressed their
support for the Coast 2050 strategies by
passing resolutions.  Copies of these
resolutions follow.
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SECTION 2

REGIONAL SCOPING MEETING NOTES

This is a summary 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
are included.  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 developed.

Meeting Format

The meetings opened with local
representatives welcoming attendees and
providing a local 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

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.

The first day of each meeting consisted
of group sessions.  The group sessions
were a forum for coastal residents,
coastal users, and local representatives to
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.
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Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
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 Issues

• 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.

-Future wetland effects.
-Is original plan for MRGO still 
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       
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Ship Channel, Houma Navigation     
Canal, GIWW, etc.

Process Issues

• 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.

• 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
questionnaire 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.
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• 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 Meeting
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.

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
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• 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
Issues?

• 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).
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• 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
question.

• 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
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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

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,
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etc. and overlay on map of eroding
coastline.  
-I hope this process results in a
better coastal restoration plan. At
this point, I don’t know, but I am
intrigued enough to continue.  
-Need a LaBranche type project at
Pass Manchac.

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
Yenni Building, Metairie

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

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 displacement 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 not getting
out.
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• 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

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 
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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 checklist.
• 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 ocean dumping sites by

changing Federal standard.
• Establish beneficial use of dredged

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-Plaquemines, 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.
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• 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 

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 (Issues)

• 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.
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-Respect user observations and
listen, then explain.
-Be truthful about diversions; be up
front.  What are potential impacts?

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
Yenni Building, Metairie

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 will be different in

different areas.
• Give parish representatives a point

of contact.
• Barataria-Terrebonne National

Estuary Program (BTNEP) is
willing to help in outreach.

• How do we define what is
acceptable to the public?

• Partner’s kit will precede 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.

• 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.
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• 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
issues? 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

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
question.

• 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?
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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.  

-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 
issues of importance regarding the
Coast 2050 effort.

A.  -It is 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, I would
like to see some consideration given
to recreation in CWPPRA projects
and all coastal restoration plans
where possible.  I 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 I know who
does not own a boat must drive to
Grand Isle to fish (if they want to
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ave a chance to catch fish).  There is
also a bank fishing facility in Myrtle
Grove that charges a fee.  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
this into the plans, where you can.
The support will be overwhelming.
As an example, the LP & L plant in
the Intracoastal near Paris Road has
a lighted dock.  I was invited 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.

-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 
issues in terms the individual groups
can understand.

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
Nicholls State University,

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.



54

• 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 
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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 

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 compliment each 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.
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• 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, oil
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 University,

Thibodaux
Region 3

July 25, 1997&Day 2

Breakout Discussion (Issues)

• Where can we get water?  Where is
the water needed?

• 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.
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• 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

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.
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• 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.

Issues Report

Options if we divert:
-Jaws
-Wax Lake

-Four League
-Penchant
-Verret
-GIWW—east leakage and bayous
-Lower Lafourche

Issues

• 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.
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• 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.

• 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
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CWPPRA and the State blueprint.
-Existing economic development
plans such as the 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 2050? (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 

be tailored to parish landscape and
habitats.

• Where do regions interact in process
(plan compatibility)?

• Coast 2050 staff will develop 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 be updated.

• 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 
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should be ratified by Louisiana
legislature.

• 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”

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
question.

• 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
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• 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,

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
issues 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 
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money into this State for coastal
restoration! 

-Be aware of public perception.  I
take issue with the general statement
regarding the benefit of adjoining
wetlands from sediment and silt
from GIWW.  Landowners are
losing property due to the lack of
banks and lack of bank maintenance
by the Corps. 
-Initial right of way granted to the
government was for + 1000 feet.
- Because areas of flotant marshes
are exposed or unprotected from the
GIWW, the flotant’s organic soils
are sucked into the GIWW from the
barge traffic.  
-The maintenance of Federal
navigation channels including the
GIWW should be included in Coast
2050. 
-Landowners should be
compensated for damage to their
property.  
-The freshwater marshes of the
upper Penchant Basin are stressed
from the lower Atchafalaya River
backwater flooding. More water
from diversions would only spell
doom for these wetlands. Flooding
problems should be resolved before
more water is diverted.  Reduce
amount of water down the lower
Atchafalaya River at Old River
structure from 70/30.  Less water
means less flooding.  In the
alternative, send the water to the
west since the lower Atchafalaya
River and Morgan City is silted up.

Coast 2050 Scoping Meeting
Cameron Police Jury Building,

Cameron
Region 4

August 14, 1997&Day 1

Breakout Discussion (Process)

• There needs to be a goal for marsh
restoration and salinity that is
vegetation based.

• What are USACE plans for
waterways in the area? How do we
plan around these plans?

• What are the money constraints?
• The USACE needs to interface

between New Orleans and
Galveston.

• Goals need to be attainable.  But,
we need to think big and spend
money efficiently.

• Treat everyone even-handedly
(navigation, flood control,
restoration).

• What is our ultimate goal?  Is it to
increase wetlands?

• Section 204, beneficial use of
dredged material, allocates 75%
Federal and 25% local money for
anything over the Federal standard.

• Plans available for review (NRCS)
include the Mermentau Basin, the
Calcasieu-Sabine, the Teche-
Vermilion, and the Cameron-Creole
plans.

• Region 4 may take the lead and help
give a push to the other regions.

• 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.
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• 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.
• Oil field closure.
• Has the Mud Point erosion been

addressed?
• Be aware of the Trans-Texas Water

Plan.

• 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 
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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, 1997&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.

• 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 



67

intermediate conditions in 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.

• 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).
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• 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 will accomplish 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
question.

• 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

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.  
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-Government (local, Lake Charles,
Lafayette 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

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 
issues 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 
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losses is beneficial use of dredge
spoil.  
-Save the wetland environment and
keep politics and industries out of it. 
-Bring the message to local groups,

such as police juries, town councils,
and drainage boards.  Agency
people need closer contacts with
locals to gain trust and credibility.
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SECTION 3

TOWN MEETING NOTES AND POLLING RESULTS

Overview

During June and July 1998, a total of 11
town meetings were held across the
coastal zone to present the draft Coast
2050 strategies for public comment.  The
format of these meetings included a
presentation of the regional and local
(mapping unit) coastal restoration
strategies developed 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 regional
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. 

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),
Chalmette (Regions 1 and 2), and Jean
Lafitte (Region 2). 

Meeting Format

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.
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Coast 2050 Town Meeting
LSU 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

Issues

• 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) is a top 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 as to
what this strategy really means.  

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

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

A:  There are a lot of flotant
marshes in the area which do not
necessarily need additional water,
but more flow-through.   The
Penchant Basin Plan should be 

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 MRGO” and the order of the
strategies in that category be
changed. 

Region 2 

• C:  There is some concern about
introducing additional water to the
swamp areas, as there is plenty
already there.

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

• Q:  Could a hurricane protection
levee be built to preserve the land
bridge?

• A:  A levee would disrupt/prevent
estuarine access to the marshes (not
a good idea).

• C:  We need to know more about
bank erosion.

Region 3
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• C:  Over the past several weeks,
salinity levels in 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 is intricate and not fully
understood (in terms of salinity
regimes/wind effects/freshwater
introduction effects, etc.).

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

Region 4

• C:  It appears that 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

One or Two

Region 1

• Strategy:  Small Mississippi River
diversion at Bayou Manchac.  

C:  Manchac strategy is contrary to
drainage goals in the area.  Concern
about flooding problems.

• Strategy:  Small Mississippi River
diversion at Blind River.

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

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

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.

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

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

• Strategy:  Acquire oyster leases in
southern lobes of Lake Borgne for
marsh 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 areas to
fish and will adapt. 
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• Strategy:  Constrict breaches
between Lake Borgne and the
MRGO with created marshes.

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 a sill at
Seabrook.

C:  It was suggested that this
strategy be expanded for clarity. 
Perhaps add, parenthetically, why a
sill is a strategy 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 waters from 

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 as much water as possible.

C:  What effects would these
diversions have on sedimentation
and who is going to bear the cost of
the maintenance thereof?  This is an
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 marsh building in
Caminada Bay by any means
feasible. 

C:  “Any means feasible” is too
broad.  Drop this.

• Strategy:  Construct large
conveyance channel parallel to
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Bayou Lafourche to divert
approximately 100,000 cfs and
create a delta lobe.
 
C:  Like putting Bonnet Carré all the
way down.  Won’t work.  This is
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 canals in lower bay marshes
to maximize deposition of
sediment.

C:  Access issues to historic fishing
areas.

• Strategy:  Build Bayou Lafourche
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
levels now!  Farmers and
landowners will object to this.  It
will impact thousands of acres of
farmland.  The Bayou Lafourche
Freshwater District is incomplete 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 data on time it needs
to be closed.

Region 3

• Strategy:  Improve hydrology and
drainage in the Verret Subbasin.

C:  Clarify what is meant by
"improve. "

• Strategy:  Lower water levels in
the Upper Penchant marshes.

C:  Can we really do this?

• Strategy:  Build a lock on the
Houma Navigational Canal.

C:  Need more information about
navigation impacts. 

• Strategy:  Stabilize banks of
navigation channels for water
conveyance.

C:  Banks completely eroded. 

• Strategy:  Dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building by
any means feasible.

C:  “Any means feasible” too broad.

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

C:  Same as Region 2, can the
Atchafalaya River be used to build
land in Timbalier?
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• 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 this is 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:  Create reef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

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

Region 4

• Strategy:  Manage watershed to
reduce rapid inflows into the
Mermentau Lakes Subbasin.

C:  Too many associated drainage
problems.

• Strategy:  Provide source of
freshwater to upper Mermentau
Basin during drought.

C:  Were will 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 were implemented, salinity
control of Sabine River between
gulf and Sabine Lake.

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 Pass to
Johnson’s Bayou.
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C:  Needs clarification and
explanation.

• Strategy:  Prevent coalescence of
Grand and White lakes.

C:  Needs clarification and
explanation.

• Strategy:  Prevent the coalescence
of Grand Lake and GIWW in the
vicinity of Umbrella Point.

C:  Needs clarification and
explanation.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting
Yenni Building, Metairie

Regions 1, 2, 3, and 4 
June 4, 1998

Facilitator: Phil Pittman, 
DNR/CRD

Public Comments

General

• C:  Tallies should be maintained
separately for each meeting.

• C:  These tallies should be used with
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
people in the basin where it is
located.  

• C:  Need all-out publicity for final
meetings to get more public in here.

• C:  Voting and tally sheets should
be kept and compared to attendance
sheets. 

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies that Received Poll Scores of

One or Two

Region 1

• Strategy:  Close Mississippi River
Gulf Outlet (MRGO).

C:  The respondent felt that the
strategy to close the MRGO would
be unnecessary since the MRGO
would eventually be phased out. 
When the respondent heard the
rebuttal that this would be a near-
term thing to be done before the
eventual phase-out of the MRGO
with the opening of the Millennium
Port, he said that he would rate this
strategy higher.

C:  This strategy needs to be
reworded so that it is clear that this
is a near-term strategy to be done
before the eventual phase out of the
MRGO.

C:  The respondent does not want to
see the MRGO closed until other
alternatives to container shipping
are available. This strategy needs to
be reworded so that it is clear that
the phase out would only happen
when adequate alternatives (i.e.,
Millennium Port) are available. 
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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 waters from
upper basin with a large pumping
station south of Hwy. 90.

C:  The respondent was against this
strategy because putting the swamp
under pump will encourage
development of areas that should
not be developed.  He felt that this is
counterproductive to coastal
restoration.  He does not want to see
Wal-Marts and subdivisions in the
swamp.

• Strategy:  Construct large
conveyance channel parallel to
Bayou Lafourche to divert
approximately 100,000 cfs and
create a delta lobe in Caminada
Bay area provided that any
navigation features of the strategy
do not impede or interfere with
the land building capacity of the
diversion.

C:  One respondent said that the
channel, starting from
Donaldsonville, is too long.  It needs
to come from Myrtle Grove or
somewhere closer to the bay.  The
economics of such a long channel
would preclude anything getting
done.  He supported the idea of the
strategy, but the length of the
channel caused his low rating. 

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
across bays.

C:  The question was raised as to
whether these reefs would affect
trawlers’ nets.

Region 3

• Strategy:  Dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building by
any means feasible.

C:  The respondent 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 Lafourche provided that
any project-related navigation
feature not impede or interfere 
with the land building capacity of
the channel.

C:  The respondent polled a “One”
because of cost-effectiveness.
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Region 4

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

C:  The respondent 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 his vote to 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/Coastal Management

Division (CMD)

Questions and Answers Regarding
Coast 2050 Ecosystem Strategies and 

Issues:

• Q:  Is the practicality of the
strategies being considered?  

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

• Q:  Who made the Ecosystem Needs

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 area is 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:  Are the mapping units between
lakes Calcasieu and Sabine the same
as those used in previous 
studies.  If so, there is already a lot
of information on them.

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

• Q:  What kind of salinity does it
take to kill water hyacinths?

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

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 a low funding
category.
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• 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 is in 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 commercial 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:  There is a plan to 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.

• C:  If there was a lock at the pass
(Calcasieu Ship Channel), then
some of the interior structures could
be left open more often.

• C:  Longshore movement of
sediment hasn’t been addressed.  It
was suggested that if some of the
jetties at shipping channels such as
those at the Calcasieu Ship Channel
were cut, it would allow for natural
sediment flow to the west.  The
navigation channel may have to be
dredged more often, but this may be
a small price to pay to save our
beaches.

• C:  Commercial fishermen would
prefer rock armor instead of weirs to
allow some saline water into the
marsh along the Calcasieu Ship
Channel.

• C:  We will have a hard time
convincing the residents of
Constance Beach that the removal
of the jetties and more current will
be good for them.  There will be a
fear of the beach washing away.  

• C:  We are just 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:  I appreciate the opportunity to
have input  into this planning
program.  This type of planning has
long been needed and will help
coordinate many of the local plans
into a unified State program.  Good
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luck.  I still have an idea or two,
which are radical, but would be
innovative in returning shallow
water basins into productive 
wetlands— but it would be
expensive.  If interested, call me.

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies that Received Poll Scores of

One or Two

Region 4

• Strategy:  Maintain Atchafalaya
water and sediment inflow
through the GIWW.

Q:  How is this strategy possible
without increasing water levels in
the Mermentau Basin? 

A:  We only want to maintain the
inflow from the Atchafalaya—  not
increase it.  Also, we hope to 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
Locks); Monitor fisheries access
at the locks.

Q:  Why is the word “limited” in
this strategy?

A:  It is written that way because
there is concern over controlling the
salinity  behind the structures.  The
idea is to strike a balance between

allowing estuarine organisms into 
the marsh and controlling salinity
there.

• Big Lake
Strategy:  Improve hydrology (e.g.,
hydrologic restoration south of
Big Lake (CS-10) to complete
perimeter control along the E.
shoreline of Calcasieu Lake).

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’s Lake
Strategy:  Improve 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 Canal structure.

C:  The word “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
organism access to surrounding
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marshes (e.g., allow for estuarine
fisheries access to adjacent 
marshes 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:  Improve 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.

• Choupique Island
Strategy:  Maintain perched
marshes (e.g., maintain perched
marshes on Choupique Island).

Q:  What is a perched marsh?

A:  It is a marsh that is isolated
above the water table (on spoil piles
for example).

• Grand Cheniere Ridge
Strategy:  Improve hydrology (e.g.,
restore Mermentau River’s
natural connection to the gulf);
Restrict sand dredging.

C:  One person said that he didn’t
like the “Restrict sand dredging”
part of this mapping unit strategy.

• North Grand Lake
Strategy:  Improve hydrology (e.g.,
restrict the mouth of Mermentau
River “New Cut” ship channel).

C:  This strategy is incorrect and
needs to be corrected.  Misplaced
strategy.

• Calcasieu Lake
Strategy:  Allow for estuarine
organisms’ access to surrounding
marshes (e.g., allow for estuarine
fisheries access to adjacent lake
marshes with existing and future
control structures).

C:  Commercial 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:  Need to add “(e.g., Cameron-
Creole structures).”
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• Perry Ridge
Strategy:  Improve 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
this to the strategy and include in the
Common Strategies.

• Sabine Pool #3
Strategy:  Improve water quality
(e.g., reduce turbidity in unit
[Sabine Pool #3] with wave
breaks).

C:  It is a fishing impoundment so
you don’t want it filled in with
grass.

• Willow Bayou
Strategy:  Improve hydrology (e.g.,
maintain freshwater inflows from
the Sabine River); Manage Gray’s
Canal in similar manner to
Cameron-Creole Watershed
management; Contingency Plan
for the Trans-Texas Water Plan;
Restore hydrology by plugging
Willow Bayou Canal and Gray’s
Ditch to force saltwater inflows
through meanders; Hydrologic
restoration in the Burton-Sutton
Canal.

C:  Restoring natural meanders is
not cost-effective, but others are
good strategies. 

Coast 2050 Town Meeting
Cooperative Extension Service

Building, Abbeville
Regions 3 and 4
June 10, 1998

Facilitator: Greg DuCote,
DNR/CMD

Questions and Answers Regarding
Regions 3 and 4 Coast 2050 Ecosystem

Strategies and Issues

• 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 also allows the
water to warm up and benefit the
marshes.

• Q:  Would Coast 2050 consider
putting in a weir at the Wax Lake
Outlet?

A:  Our approach is to neck down
the opening.

• Q:  Will the water be coming
directly from the marsh to the bays?

A:  Eventually.  The water will be
slowed by going through the marsh
(as opposed to the water dropping
directly into the bay).  The water
will also be warmed and sediments 
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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 is there erosion in fresh
water areas?  There is too much
freshwater.

A:  The erosion is not necessarily as
a result of the fresh water.  It is
more from the water levels being
too high in this area.  In Mermentau,
high water is causing land loss, and
there 
are times when salinity can cause a
problem.

• Q:  Are plans considering the
fisheries industry in Grand and
White lakes?

A:  The local (mapping unit)
strategies call for continued access
to the estuaries.

• Q.  What are you going to do to get
marine fisheries into lakes?

A:  There are ongoing studies to
address this issue.

Public Comments

• C:  Objects to 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 via this 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:  We need to keep all the flow of
fresh water and silt coming to the
west end of Region 3. 

• C:  Spirit Canal is what cut off the
overland flow from the lakes going
south to the road.

• C:  The Vermilion Rice Growers
hope the Coast 2050 effort will help
all.  To restore the coast we have to
look long-term (the big picture). 
We have a valuable 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.
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• C:  Wishes to 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 seems to agree that
marsh is necessary for fish,
waterfow,l and storm protection. 
Let’s do what is necessary to build
and protect these marshes. Fresh
water is critical to this purpose.

• C:  Too much time has been devoted
to studies instead of slowing
erosion.  The permitting system is
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 all large projects in place in
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

Island can use fresh water for
irrigation and inject some to 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
Atchafalaya is critical for the
replenishment of our wetlands. 
Vermilion Bay should be
maintained as a brackish
environment as it is at present. 

• C:  Now, the low level of the
subbasin is a good example during a
drought period.  As of now, touring
the White Lake and Grand Lake area
almost daily, I 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
years would help.  This would be a
good example for every vital issue
that we should address.  I see lots of
plantings that do exist but if you go
out further, between 100 yards and a
quarter-mile, you had existing
property.  I would like to conclude
that our organization totally
supports closing off the locks during
a drought year.  And evidence has
shown that there were no crops lost 



86

due to the drought by irrigation in the
Grand and White lakes area.  We
understand that White Lake is a critical
area that 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 is drastically needed for the
organisms to migrate in and out of White
Lake areas.  By the way, I was looking at
a map of White Lake and also found a
large canal north of Warren Ditch that
possibly could allow enough freshwater
for irrigation.  Please call me as I can get
access to a map and show you.  The
canal is located in the NW part of the
Warren Ditch and is very close to White
Lake.  A good example is the 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 grown in
these areas.  By trying to keep water
levels lower in the subbasin without
damaging any crop, you could get
sufficient water flow and sediments in
lower portions of the gulf area where it
is needed the most.

P.S.  I 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

there it wouldn’t have any effect on
any crop grown in the area at
Catfish Locks.  So what I’m still
saying is that with a normal 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 this will happen and wave
wash and suction will increase,
damaging the new levee
construction.  Also need to set limits
for crew boats, etc.  This was
omitted and it has to be addressed or
the project will be eroding as it is
built.

• C:  We feel most projects are good,
but don’t take into consideration
fish and wildlife.  Most problems in
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. 
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Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

One or Two

Region 3

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

Q:  If this strategy is to keep the
bays brackish and other strategies
are to bring fresh water through the 
marsh, are we really considering the
delicate balance?

A:  The USACE is doing the jetty
study and we will be notified of the
USACE public meeting results.

• Strategy:  Create reef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

Q:  Does creating a reef increase or
decrease salinity?

A:  The purpose of the reef is to
break the wave action.

Q:  How much water will pass over
the reef?

 A:  We do not have details, but
about two-three ft is what passed
over the historic reef.

Q:  Are there no studies of when the
reef was taken out? 

A:  There is a lot of historic
information, but no studies.

• Strategy:  Create reef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

Q:  Add to the strategy “Lafon 1805
map.”  This map shows the historic
reef. 

A:  The Lafon map is part of the
idea and is included.

• Strategy:  Build a lock 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 Lafourche.

C:  Lower water levels and this
strategy will not be necessary.

Region 4

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

Q:  I don’t understand what salinity
control means here.

A:  The idea is to clip off the high
salinity peaks but allow for more
ingress and egress in the area.
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• 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 occurs in
Region 4.

• Strategy:  Maintain Atchafalaya
water and sediment inflow
through the GIWW.

C:  This strategy is to 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 Issues

• Q.  How much money is Coast 2050
going to take from CWPPRA and is
it all feasible?

A:  We do not know from year to
year how much money we will get
from CWPPRA.  It is assumed that
funds for Coast 2050 will come in
part from CWPPRA.

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

One or Two

• Strategy:  Maximize GIWW flows
into marshes and minimize direct
flow into bays.

C:  We don’t see the money being
spent on this strategy.  This strategy
is not economically feasible.

• Strategy:  Create reef from Pt.
Chevreuil to Marsh Island.

C:  This strategy is not economically
feasible.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting
Cut Off Youth Center, Cut Off

Regions 2 and 3 
June 15, 1998

Facilitator: Phil Pittman,
DNR/CRD

Questions and Answers Regarding
Region 2 Coast 2050 Ecosystem

Strategies and Issues 

• Q:  Why does water back up in the
upper swamps?

A:  There is a drainage 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 material
come from for the marsh building 
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along Hwy. 1?  We don’t want it coming
from Bayou Lafourche.

• A:  The dredge 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
strategies too quickly.  We are 
concerned with one project
negatively affecting another project.

A:  Strategies will have to be
studied and researched.  For
example Morganza to the gulf and
Donaldsonville to the gulf studies
will shed some light on these
questions.

• Q:  Why are we not having these
September meetings in the little
towns on the coast? Why are they in
the big metropolitan areas (Baton
Rouge, New Orleans, Lafayette)? 
You should be going to the people.

A:  The meetings will be held in
these areas because we can get
facilities to accommodate many
people.  Also, because this is a
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?

A:  Davis Pond is a freshwater
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 lakes Cataouatche
and Salvador.  An interagency team
will set a flow plan/schedule.  The
USACE feels that it should not raise
water levels in the basin and it
shouldn’t flood Lafitte.

• 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 are the USACE and the
DNR not forcing the oil companies
to maintain the old plugs that erode?

A:  It all depends on the stipulations
of the permit that was in use at the
time.  If the permit did not stipulate
maintenance, then they don’t need
to be maintained.

• Q:  Are you making sure to look at
how these diversions will work
together in the estuary?  I am
concerned when I look at these
cubic feet per second figures (cfs)
listed next to the diversions.

A:  The cfs figures are just estimates
to denote the scale of the diversion.  
The actual diversion capacity would 
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come as a result of research and
engineering expertise.  

• Q:  Will you model or have a
mechanism to tell if a project
(diversion) is working after the
project is in 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
overdo it.  In fact, 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 is the ratio 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 regional strategies is to
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:  This activity has stopped.  No
permits were renewed.

Questions and Answers Regarding
Region 3 Coast 2050 Ecosystem

Strategies and Issues 

• Q:  Instead of a conveyance channel,
why not let water go through Bayou
Lafourche?

A:  This is being studied right now. 
We don’t yet know if we can get
that much water down it.

• Q:  The word reef has a connotation
of something living.  Are these 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:  Use the word shell reef, clam
reef, or artificial reef.  You may
want to change this before the next
meeting.  People think of a living
reef when they see this.

• 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:  The water 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.
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Public Comments 

Region 2

• C:  Offered full support for the
Coast 2050 initiative, calling it the
next logical step in implementing
BTNEP.

• C:  “I am a lifelong resident of
Lafourche parish”.  In the 1930's the
oil companies damaged the land and
its people by digging canals and
never plugging them.  This allowed
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’s tired of the
words “feasibility studies” and he is
glad to see that we finally want to
work with the public and the local
residents.  He thinks that 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:  This is an unfair process to make
the public poll one-five on strategies
they haven’t seen.  We need more
information.  Also, this is a big
band-aid, and we need major
surgery.  This problem was made by
man.  Mother Nature used to take
care of us.  Until there is a major
diversion from Venice to SW Pass
all of this doesn’t mean anything. 
We need to close the MRGO.  It
would be a disaster to put a ship
channel at Fort St. Philip.  Also,
erosion was always there, but the

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 areas.

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 a time, it
will add up.

• C:  We need SERIOUS diversion of
the Mississippi River water.  Nature
has a wonderful way of repairing
itself.

• C:  Use nature to help in the
strategies; don’t fight it.

Region 3

• C:  Don’t want to see Bayou
Lafourche closed.  We need water in
it.  Let’s see what it does when it
has flow.  Where is the 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:  This form 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 projects in
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their parish.  This whole issue of
wetlands needs to be addressed from
an impact assessment criteria. 
Based on actual wetlands losses in
acres, number of permits allowed
past and present, acres saved by
certain projects, and prevention of
tidal surges from storms.  This is
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 permits to dig up our
marsh.  All we want is for them to
be good citizens and repair what
they have damaged.  This would not
happen in Florida or California, why
Louisiana?

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

One or 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.  This is
not good. 

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 Issues

• 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 makes it to
Houma goes down the HNC.

• Q.  There is a need to sustain the
wetlands at the HNC and by
building a barrier (the lock) this will
be accomplished at least in part. 
You 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 



93

coming down the HNC and there is such
a great amount of land loss on the HNC,
the theory of sustaining wetlands with
fresh water seems to be in conflict.

A:  Land is lost at the HNC because
there is no order to the flow.  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 is your philosophy on
restoring the barrier island chain
using sand versus rock?

A:  The purpose of the feasibility
study is to determine which is the
best method of restoring the barrier
islands.

• Q.  In the Breaux 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
the islands was wasted.  Now, in
some areas, rock is being used on
the islands.  The rocks are working. 
We need to use rocks and not bother
with sand.  But you are spending 

$28 million to see if rock or sand will
work.  We need to use rock. 

A:  CWPPRA proposed to restore
the barrier islands with natural
material, which is sand.

• Q.  Is sand the medium of choice to
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 cost is a lot more to
use rock than sand.

A:  The situation is not as simple as
rocks versus sand.  You have to look
at parts of the islands 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 area with rock.  We
want the islands to be as natural as
possible.  The biggest problem is
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 is a great
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
a long time to build.  Are you
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analyzing that system to apply to our
area?

A:  Yes. The Caernarvon system is
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 takes the
blame for many things.  It is easy 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 companies in Iowa, 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
a pool strictly for coastal restoration
in Louisiana.   Eighty percent of
damage in Louisiana is caused by
canals.  Restoration costs a lot, but
if it’s not done, the wetlands are lost
forever and the wetlands are a
valuable resource. 

A:  I suggest that you applaud the
stewardship of the oil companies
that are working toward coastal
restoration.  Coast 2050 is trying to
pull all sources together, and as one
voice, we may be able to make a
difference.

• 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
the islands 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
islands is a temporary solution to a
large problem.  Oil 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 the flow of salt water by

closing the openings along the
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coastline.  Establish reefs by
controlling the oyster drills. 

• C:  I am disappointed by the
omission of the Bayou Lafourche
project.  This project is critical
during the decades it will take to
create an alternative 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!  Generally, I oppose
levees or systems that rely on
levees.  I 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.

• I am strongly opposed to any type of
shipping channel being constructed
on either the east or west bank.  I do
not see how this will help in
restoring the marshes.  It is even
possible for it to hurt restoration. 
This is a very costly project that
probably will not work.  Spend the 

money on diversion projects that do
work. 

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies that Received Poll Scores of

One or Two:

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.
Prevent diversion-related flooding
by hurricane protection levee
south of Hwy. 90.  Remove
diverted waters from upper basin
with a large pumping station
south of Hwy. 90.

C:  From an engineering standpoint,
avoiding the use of pumps is 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 is not going to
pump the hurricane levee borrow pit 
full, a diversion of this size may fill
it naturally over a long time period.

• Strategy:  Construct controlled
crevasses to allow diversion into
Quarantine Bay and contain
sediment with low levees.
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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 Amoretta (about
15,000 cfs).

C:  15,000 cfs will 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:  This is too much water.  It would
destroy the oyster industry.  Maybe
do several small diversions in there.

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

C:  This would necessitate a leveed
system going E-W which would
separate the estuary into an upper
and lower basin, and we couldn’t
cut holes in the levee because of
saltwater intrusion problems.

C:  The lock on this channel would
have to be three miles long and be at
least two-chambered and maybe
even four-chambered.  Also a no-
flow channel directly to the gulf

would be bad in the event of a
hurricane.  There would be no
resistance to storm surge.

C:  Before Plaquemines even talks
about this, they would need
assurance that a high rise bridge
would be constructed to connect
what would become upper and
lower Plaquemines Parish.

C:  There is a fear that this would be
a lot of money completely wasted.

C:  This project would be a multi-
billion dollar one.  It would be
studied very carefully.  This would
bring hundreds of millions of dollars
to Plaquemines for the construction
of this, and it would attract industry
to the area.  This channel would
make navigation easier, because
there would be no turns to negotiate. 
We would finally be able to, since
Eads built the South Pass jetties,
reclaim the heavy sediments that we
are losing off the continental shelf
for use in 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:  Maybe I would listen to this
strategy (locate the channel in
American Bay), but not to the 
conveyance channel, because
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relocating the channel through a bay
system is dangerous.

Q:  Would we be locating a port
facility inside the locking system? 
Is that permissible? 

A:  The Inner Harbor Navigation
Canal is that very kind of thing. 
There is a port 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:  Plaquemines Parish strongly
supports BOTH barrier islands 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.

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 Issues

• Q:  Where are timber Best
Management Practice (BMP)
strategies?

A:  They’re in 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 diversions in the
upper basin swamps.
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• C:  The Amite/Blind swamps are in
worse shape than most people think. 
A group is working on a position
paper suggesting where and how big
diversions in 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 is too
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 techniques in
urbanized areas (e.g., Florida
Parishes below I-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 problems in these
rapidly urbanizing areas. 

• C:  I am very 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.  There is a very
productive, viable marsh behind
these shorelines that is very close to
being destroyed due to coastline
erosion.  There is a great
opportunity to actually save a
wetland instead of having to go in

and restore one that has been lost to
erosion.  Please give special
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:  Slow the flow of salt water by
closing the openings along the
coastline.  Establish oyster reefs by
controlling the oyster drills. 

• C:  Do not plug Manchac Interstate
Canal; 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 like to see a rock jetty at
the mouth of the Tangipahoa River
into the Lake. 

Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

One or Two

Regional Ecosystem Strategies

Region 1

• Strategy:  Small Mississippi River
diversion at Bayou Manchac.

C:  That drainage pattern is too
disrupted and it is not economical.
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• Strategy:  Small Mississippi River
diversion at Blind River.

C:  There would be a lot 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:  There are questions as to
whether the planning has considered
the wetland loss it would cause
along the river.

Local (Mapping Unit) Strategies

Region 1

• Pearl River Mouth
Strategy:  Terracing.

Q:  Isn’t it in good shape?  

A:  Yes, but there is a lot 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 allow it.  A better strategy in 
this area would be culvert cleaning
and installation.

C:  It won’t help to restore
hydrology, and salinity is probably

not really a problem.  Also, it would
not accommodate the public.

• East Manchac Land Bridge
Strategy:  Restore Hydrology (e.g.,
plug Interstate Canal).

C:  Why do we need to plug the
Interstate Canal? It wouldn’t
accomplish anything and people
won’t allow it.  A better strategy in
this area would be culvert cleaning
and installation.

• East Orleans Land Bridge,
Central Wetlands, S. Lake
Borgne, Lake Borgne
Strategy:  Hydrologic restoration
(e.g., reroute the GIWW through
Lake Borgne).

C:  Oyster/dredging problem.

C:  Thought we had decided against
this strategy.  Should have been
stricken.

Strategy:  Shoreline protection
(e.g., use rail transport to deliver
coarse aggregate material).

C:  More important things to do in
the area and it’s not economically
feasible.
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Coast 2050 Town Meeting
St. Bernard Government

Complex, Chalmette
Regions 1 and 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.  The fishing,
and his livelihood, has been ruined,
he claimed.

• C:  Freshwater diversion is ruining
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.

• C:  Wave action from boats is
causing erosion.  We should address
wake limits/ wave action
prevention.

• C:  Totally opposed to freshwater
diversions.

• C:  I support any and all 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:  I support freshwater diversions. 
I want St. Bernard Parish to look
like it did in 1950. 

Public Comments Mailed to DNR in
Response to the Town Meeting

• C:  “When you’ll want to restore the
coast by dredging, I will be in favor
of it, as long as you’ll want to divert
water out of the Mississippi, I’ll be
opposed to it.  You’ll claim to have
built 70 acres of marsh with your
project in five years in Lake
Pontchartrain; you’ll build 500 acres
of land in 30 days so it looks like
you need to rethink your project.”

• C:  “My opinion is to build land by
dredging and not by siphons.  To
control flow of siphons in
Caernarvon by opening in October
and close in February.” 

• C:  “To achieve the objective of
constructive public input and
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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 a facilitated, 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
One or Two

Region 1
    
• Strategy:  Small diversion from

Mississippi River through Bonnet
Carre! by opportunistically
pulling spillway structure pins.

Q:  What is the benefit of opening
Bonnet Carre!?  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 is all this fresh water
accomplishing?

A:  Provision of much-needed
nutrients which feeds the marsh
systems thus preventing losses.

C:  There is concern 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:  Where is the money for dredging
Violet Canal?  Can the taxpayers
afford it?  Do you know the exact
volume of silt coming through the
canal?  

A:  These are simply, at this point,
strategies.  The concepts have not
been looked into with that level of
detail.

Q:  You don’t know how much it
will cost?  You don’t monitor the
depth of the silt in Violet Canal?  

A:  In all fairness to the audience we
need to finish the discussion of the
strategies within the two advertised
hours.

• Strategy:  Stabilize (rock) the
entire north bank of the MRGO.

Q:  Why not stabilize the south bank
of the MRGO?  The south bank
should be stabilized first.

A:  The south side is protected along
the levee. The USACE is placing
rock on the south bank. This should
afford protection to levees on the
south bank.
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• Strategy:  Acquire oyster leases in
southern lobes of Lake Borgne for
marsh creation sites.

Q:  Shouldn’t the strategy of buying
oyster leases be used in Lake Lery?

A:  This is a different system,
therefore it has a different strategy.

Q:  How will you create marsh in
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:  Is that Plaquemines Parish?
What is controversial about project? 

A:  The unstable nature of parish
politics.

• Strategy:  Small diversion from
Mississippi River through Bonnet
Carre! 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.

C:  Won’t protect islands.

Region 2

• Strategy:  Prevent diversion-
related flooding by hurricane
protection levee south of Hwy. 90. 
Remove diverted waters from
upper basin with a large pumping
station south of Hwy. 90.

C:  What about evaporation to get
rid of water?

• Strategy:  Use existing locks to
divert as much water as possible.

Q:  What is the cost of dredging
these canals? 

A:  Not that costly.

• Strategy:  Construct most effective
small diversions (Upper Oak,
Amoretta, 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.
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• 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’re trying to clean Louisiana
off the map. Another Panama Canal. 
You will destroy Louisiana with our
own tax money by bringing in
additional salt water from this
channel.  Leave the Mississippi
River like it is. Do not mess with the
river.

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

C:  Leave the Mississippi River like
it is. Do not mess with the river.

• Strategy:  Build wave absorbers or
low breakwaters at heads of bays
to protect fringing marshes.

C:  Almost went to jail trying to
plug canals in the 1950's.

• Strategy:  Construct reef zones
across bays.

C:  Almost went to jail trying to
plug canals in 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
barge it to where it is needed.

• Strategy:  Extend barrier shoreline
from Sandy Point to Southwest
Pass. 

C:  Keep pumping Mississippi
River, take dredged material and
barge it to where it is needed.

Coast 2050 Town Meeting
Lafitte Civic Center, Lafitte

Region 2
July 7, 1998

Facilitator: Richard DeMay, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service
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Questions and Answers Regarding
Region 2 Coast 2050 Ecosystem

Strategies and Issues

• Q:  Won’t dredging canals to build
marsh allow 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 Canal
meeting?  They are talking about
dredging it deeper.

A:  Someone from DNR’s Coastal
Management Division will be there.

• Q:  Who is going to pay for all of
this?

A:  We will have to go to Congress
for approval and funding.

• Q:  You didn’t answer my question. 
Who will pay for all 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
levee if we did that.

C:  But there would be many locks
in the levee to allow for water
transfer and they would be shut if a
hurricane came.

• Q:  Would you be able to help us get
permits or funding to increase flood
protection if needed as a result of
diversions?

A:  We would support that.

• Q:  If we use tax dollars to create
marsh, who controls it (the newly
created marsh)?

A:  There is much controversy over
this question.  The State Legislature
has talked about making surface
rights on restored marsh public. 
The issue is 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 as well 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 area will sink and be lost
eventually.  Then we will be
protected by only the strip of dirt
that is the 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.
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A:  It’s hard to find places to put
levees in some of these basins
because of the weak foundation they
need to be built on.  We find that we
usually have to sort of connect the
ridges with levees to make them
effective and there are not many
ridges in the Barataria Basin.  In
addition, some people don’t like the
idea of levees because it makes us
dependant on pumps to 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:  There is a shrimper on the board
for Caernarvon and flows have been
significantly reduced in the spring
for them.  According to the people
with whom I have spoken at
Delacroix, the shrimp season there
has been very good this year.

Public Comments

• C:  We would like to see a local
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.

• 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 have two local fishermen on
the marine fishery advisory board
and would like to see them on any
diversion-related board.  Also,
please keep us involved in all 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 huge in it and do a lot
of damage to the interior marshes.

• C:  I appreciate you coming to our
area to share this information 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, a deep 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 a few 
industrialists–regardless of a
political fallout.

• C:  We need to add locks in Harvey
Cut and Temple, in addition to
Dupre Cut. 
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Comments from Public Participants on
Strategies That Received Poll Scores of

One or Two

Regional Ecosystem Strategies

Region 2

• Strategy:  Build entire CWPPRA
land bridge shore protection
project.

C:  We need a sill there, not a lock. 
If there is a lock, would it be
operating or open all the time and
used as a hurricane barrier?  These
are the things we need to consider.

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

C:  We need locks in Harvey Cut
and Temple, in addition to Dupre
Cut.

• Strategies:  1-28. 

C:  Some strategies are in
Plaquemines 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.
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Polling Methodology

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 one to 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 chose to
participate in this process at the town
meetings.

Charting of Results

Tabular results illustrate the overall
ratings of the individual regional
ecosystem and local (mapping unit)

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 questions provide
some indication of what issues
are most important to the public
in each region. 

2. To chart the polling results for all
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.
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Table 3-1.  Coast 2050 Region 1 draft regional ecosystem strategies.

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

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 0 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 0 2 3 14 21 40 4.35

Restore/Sustain Marshes

6 Small diversion from Mississippi River through Bonnet Carré by
opportunistically pulling spillway structure pins 3 0 1 20 21 45 4.24

7 Small diversion from Mississippi River or Jefferson Parish
drainage into La Branche Wetlands 1 2 6 23 16 48 4.06

8 Enlarge Violet Siphon to approximately 500 cfs 3 1 9 18 18 49 3.96

9
Wetland sustaining diversion of 2,000-5,000 cfs through Central
Wetlands at Violet when Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO)
is closed

2 1 9 18 15 45 3.96

Protect Bay and Lake Shorelines
10 Maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Pontchartrain 2 0 6 20 14 42 4.05
11 Maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Borgne and Biloxi Marshes 2 0 6 17 21 46 4.20
Restore and Maintain Barrier Islands
12 Maintain Chandeleur Islands with offshore sand 1 0 11 10 23 45 4.20
Maintain Critical Landforms 

13 Maintain E. Orleans Land Bridge by marsh creation and
shoreline protection 0 0 6 16 21 43 4.35

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 Acquire oyster leases, create marsh in south lobes of Lake
Borgne 2 1 13 13 12 41 3.78

16 Constrict breaches between Lake Borgne and the MRGO with
created marshes 0 0 7 16 23 46 4.35

17 Expedite planning for the Millennium Port (deep draft port on
lower river) 3 1 11 14 14 43 3.81

18 Close MRGO to deep draft ships with gate at Bayou La Loutre
when adequate container facilities exist on the river 0 2 7 16 19 44 4.18

19 Construct a sill at Seabrook 0 0 11 21 11 43 4.00
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Table 3-2.  Coast 2050 Region 1 draft local (mapping unit) strategies. 

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Lake Maurepas 

1
Vegetative plantings; e.g., restore submerged aquatic vegetation 
(SAV) beds 1 0 2 6 8 17 4.18

West Manchac Land Bridge
2 Restore hydrology; e.g., plug interstate canal 2 3 5 3 2 15 3.00

East Manchac Land Bridge
3 Restore hydrology; e.g., plug interstate canal 2 3 3 3 2 13 3.00
4 Dedicated dredging; e.g., from Lake Pontchartrain 0 0 9 2 6 17 3.82

La Branche Wetlands

5 Hydrologic mgt (mgt); e.g., improve hydrology of impounded
areas 1 0 7 2 6 16 3.75

6 Terracing 0 0 8 4 5 17 3.82
Lake Pontchartrain

7 Vegetative plantings; e.g., restore SAV beds and lake-rim
marshes and beaches 0 0 0 7 10 17 4.59

8 Water quality improvement; e.g., improve Jeff./Orleans sewer
discharge and efficiency of north shore water treatment 0 0 1 1 15 17 4.82

9 Shoreline protection; e.g., create wave breaks and fisheries habitat
with rubble 0 0 4 7 6 17 4.12

North Shore Marshes
10 Restore hydrology; e.g., re-establish natural drainage patterns 0 0 0 9 8 17 4.47
11 Terracing 0 0 7 4 6 17 3.94
Pearl River Mouth
12 Terracing 2 0 7 3 5 17 3.53
East Orleans Land Bridge

13 Hydrologic mgt; e.g., pump mgt and re-establish connections to
lakes 0 0 4 5 6 15 4.13

14 Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
(GIWW) through Lake Borgne 4 2 6 1 3 16 2.81

15 Vegetative plantings; e.g., restore SAV beds 0 0 2 7 8 17 4.35

16 Shoreline protection; e.g., use rail transport to deliver coarse
aggregate material 0 2 9 2 4 17 3.47

Bayou Sauvage
17 Hydrologic mgt; e.g., re-establish connections to lakes 0 1 5 4 7 17 4.00
Central Wetlands
18 Hydrologic mgt; e.g., improve hydrology of impounded areas 0 1 5 6 5 17 3.88
19 Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through Lake Borgne 4 2 6 3 1 16 2.69
Central Wetlands
18 Hydrologic mgt; e.g., improve hydrology of impounded areas 0 1 5 6 5 17 3.88
19 Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through Lake Borgne 4 2 6 3 1 16 2.69
South Lake Borgne

20 Hydrologic restoration; e.g., constrict breaches between Lake
Borgne and MRGO 1 1 5 4 7 18 3.83

21 Hydrologic restoration; e.g., reroute GIWW through Lake Borgne 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Lake Borgne
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

24 Shoreline protection; e.g., develop reef zones/enhance near shore
oyster reefs 0 0 3 2 4 9 4.11

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 4 9 16 4.38
Chandeleur Islands
27 Vegetative plantings; e.g., restore SAV beds 0 0 1 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

AMITE/BLIND
1 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
2 Vegetative planting  0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Cypress plantings
TICKFAW RIVER MOUTH
3 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
4 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Cypress plantings
5 Dedicated dredging 0 0 4 0 1 5 3.40

e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Maurepas 
WEST MANCHAC LAND BRIDGE
6 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
7 Dedicated dredging 0 0 4 0 1 5 3.40

e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Maurepas 
8 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Cypress plantings/fallen tree stabilization
EAST MANCHAC LAND BRIDGE
9 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Maurepas
10 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Cypress plantings
TANGIPAHOA RIVER MOUTH 
11 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 3 0 2 5 3.80

e.g., Beneficial use from mouth bar dredging
12 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shore stabilization around Tangipahoa River mouth
TCHEFUNCTE RIVER MOUTH
13 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shore stabilization around Tchefuncte River mouth
14 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 2 1 2 5 4.00

e.g., Beneficial use from mouth bar dredging
BONNET CARRE'
15 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
LA BRANCHE WETLANDS
16 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Shoreline stabilization along Lake Pontchartrain
17 Dedicated dredging 0 0 3 1 1 5 3.60

e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Pontchartrain
18 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Cypress/marsh plantings
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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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

19 Pump outfall management 0 0 3 1 1 5 3.60
e.g., Diversion from Parish Line Canal

LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN
20 Dedicated dredging 0 0 1 1 1 3 4.00

e.g., Create south shore marshes with dedicated dredging from
Lake Pontchartrain

NORTH SHORE MARSHES
21 Shoreline protection 0 0 0 3 1 4 4.25
22 Vegetative plantings 0 0 0 2 3 5 4.60
PEARL RIVER MOUTH
23 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Beneficial use of Pearl River dredged material
24 Shoreline protection 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
25 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
EAST ORLEANS LAND BRIDGE
26 Dedicated dredging 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Dedicated dredging from lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne
27 Shoreline protection 0 0 1 2 1 4 4.00

e.g., Along lakes Pontchartrain and Borgne
BAYOU SAUVAGE
28 Pump outfall management 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
29 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
CENTRAL WETLANDS
30 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
31 Vegetative planting 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80
SOUTH LAKE BORGNE
32 Shoreline protection 0 0 3 1 1 5 3.60

e.g., Protection along the Lake Borgne shoreline
33 Dedicated dredging 0 0 4 0 1 5 3.40

e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Borgne
34 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 2 1 2 5 4.00

e.g., Beneficial use of MRGO dredged material
BILOXI MARSHES
35 Shoreline protection 0 0 1 3 1 5 4.00
36 Vegetative planting 0 0 0 4 1 5 4.20
37 Dedicated dredging 0 0 2 2 1 5 3.80

e.g., Dedicated dredging from Lake Borgne
38 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 0 1 2 3 4.67

e.g., Beneficial use of MRGO dredged material
ELOI BAY
39 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 0 1 3 4 4.75

e.g., Beneficial use of MRGO dredged material
40 Dedicated dredging 0 0 1 1 3 5 4.40
41 Vegetative planting 0 0 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Restore Swamps

1 Construct several small, sediment-rich diversions with outfall
mgt 2 1 2 26 25 56 4.27

2 Restore natural drainage patterns 2 0 7 24 22 55 4.16

3

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

3 4 14 17 18 56 3.77

4
Prevent diversion-related flooding by hurricane protection (HP)
levee south of Hwy. 90; remove diverted waters from upper
basin with a large pumping station south of Hwy. 90

8 9 20 11 8 56 3.04

Restore and Sustain Marshes

5 Use existing locks (Harvey, Algiers, Empire) to divert as much
water as possible* 2 0 5 29 21 57 4.18

6 Manage outfall of existing diversions * 2 0 4 20 32 58 4.38
7 Enrich existing diversions with sediment 2 1 9 27 21 60 4.07
8 Continue building and maintaining delta splays* 2 0 6 25 26 59 4.24

9 Construct most effective small diversions (Upper Oak,
Amoretta, Empire)* 2 0 8 20 27 57 4.23

10 Construct sediment trap south of Venice and pump out to build
marsh* 2 0 8 24 24 58 4.17

11 Construct delta-building diversion in Myrtle Grove/Naomi area
(15,000 cfs)* 3 2 10 19 24 58 4.02

12 Construct delta-building diversion into Bastian Bay from Buras
(15,000 cfs)* 3 2 16 16 19 56 3.82

13 Construct delta-building diversion into Benny's Bay in Birdsfoot
(50,000 cfs)* 3 1 18 17 18 57 3.81

14 Construct controlled crevasses to allow diversion into
Quarantine Bay and contain sediment with low levees* 3 0 17 21 15 56 3.80

15 Construct delta-building diversion at Amoretta (15,000 cfs) 5 2 22 16 12 57 3.49
16 Construct delta-building diversion into Amer. Bay (20,000 cfs) 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

18 Relocate Mississippi River navigation channel through
American Bay, attempt to retain sediment in Birdsfoot 10 1

3 19 8 8 58 2.84

19 Relocate Mississippi River Navigation Channel through Bastian
Bay, attempt to retain sediment in Birdsfoot 13 1

1 22 5 6 57 2.65

20 Create strip of marsh next to Hwy. 1 using dedicated dredging 4 0 13 28 15 60 3.83

21 Use dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh building in
Caminada Bay by any means feasible 3 0 14 25 14 56 3.84

22
Construct large conveyance channel parallel to Bayou Lafourche
to divert approximately 100,000 cfs and create a delta lobe in
Caminada Bay area

7 7 18 19 11 62 3.32

23 Gap spoil banks and plug canals in lower bay marshes to
maximize deposition of sediment 4 1 10 28 15 58 3.84

* Indicates Regional 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Protect Bay and Lake Shorelines

24 Build wave absorbers or low breakwaters at heads of bays to
protect fringing marshes 2 1 5 35 16 59 4.05

25 Construct reef zones across bays 2 3 9 30 13 57 3.86
Restore and Maintain Barrier Islands and Barrier Shorelines

26 Restore barrier headlands, islands and shorelines using most cost
effective alternative from Barrier Island Feasibility Study 1 0 7 24 24 56 4.25

27 Extend barrier shoreline from Sandy Point to Southwest Pass 1 1 19 15 21 57 3.95
Maintain Critical Land Forms - (Central Basin Land Bridge)
28 Build entire Breaux Act land bridge shore protection project 2 0 17 18 17 54 3.89
29 Preserve bay and lake shoreline integrity along land bridge 2 0 10 25 16 53 4.00
30 Use dedicated dredging to create marsh in appropriate areas 2 0 7 24 22 55 4.16

31 Build Bayou Lafourche Siphon (EPA Priority List #5 project) if
cost effective 4 3 14 22 11 54 3.61

32 Build lock in Barataria Waterway at south end of Dupre Cut 3 6 20 9 10 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Jean Lafitte

1 Restore hydrology; e.g., deal with urban water quality problems
adjacent to unit 0 0 5 4 6 15 4.07

Little Lake
2 Restore hydrology; e.g., pumping station at Bayou L'Ours 0 0 7 4 4 15 3.80

Myrtle Grove
3 Restore hydrology;  e.g., plug canals/gap spoil banks 0 0 4 4 7 15 4.20

Fourchon
4 Restore barrier islands; e.g., restrict sand mining 0 0 4 5 6 15 4.13

Lake Washington/Grand Ecaille

5 Introduction of Mississippi River water and sediment/outfall
mgt.; e.g., small diversion at Homeplace (outfall to marsh) 0 0 3 7 4 14 4.07

6 Restore hydrology;  e.g., fill hurricane protection (HP) levee
borrow canal with material from river to build marsh  0 0 3 7 4 14 4.07

Cheniere Ronquille

7 Introduction of Mississippi River water and sediment/outfall
mgt.;  e.g., small diversion at Homeplace, outfall to marsh 0 0 3 7 5 15 4.13

Grand Liard

8 Restore hydrology; e.g., fill HP levee borrow canal with material
from river to build marsh 0 0 3 8 3 14 4.00

Bastian Bay

9 Restore hydrology;  e.g., fill HP levee borrow canal with
material from river to build marsh 0 0 3 8 3 14 4.00

Barataria 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 

0 0 5 4 5 14 4.00

LaLoutre

11 Use of dredged material; e.g., limit depth of South Pass,
encourage flow out Pass a Loutre 0 1 6 6 1 14 3.50

East Bay
12 Establish reef zone 0 0 5 7 3 15 3.87
West Bay

13 Introduction of Mississippi River water and sediment/outfall
mgt.;  e.g., enrich Grand Pass with sediment dredged from river 0 0 5 7 3 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 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

BAKER
1 Herbivory control 0 0 5 4 2 11 3.73

CATAOUATCHE/SALVADOR
2 Shoreline protection 0 0 4 4 3 11 3.91

e.g., Maintain bay/lake shoreline integrity
e.g., Stabilize banks of GIWW

3 Herbivory control 0 0 4 4 3 11 3.91
DES ALLEMANDS
4 Herbivory control 0 0 4 4 3 11 3.91

NAOMI
5 Herbivory control 0 0 3 3 5 11 4.18

PEROT/RIGOLETTES
6 Herbivory control 0 0 3 3 5 11 4.18

GHEENS
7 Management of pump outfall for wetland benefits 0 0 4 4 3 11 3.91

CLOVELLY
8 Use of dredged material 0 0 5 2 4 11 3.91

e.g., Beneficial use of Barataria Bay Waterway (BBWW) material
LITTLE LAKE
9 Relocate hurricane protection pumps to 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 0 0 3 3 3 9 4.00
e.g., Prevent breaching of Bayou L'Ours Ridge

MYRTLE GROVE
12 Restore ridge function of Bayou Barataria 0 0 2 2 7 11 4.45

e.g., Restore Barataria ridge 
CHENIERE RONQUILLE
13 Restore ridge function 0 0 3 4 4 11 4.09

e.g., Restore oak ridges behind barrier shoreline
BARATARIA BAY
14 Use of dredged material 0 0 5 1 5 11 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 0 2 3 6 11 4.36

e.g., Vegetative plantings of mangroves or marsh
e.g., Stabilize banks of BBWW and SW La. Canal

16 Restore hydrology 0 0 2 6 3 11 4.09
e.g., Relocate HP pumps to put water into marsh

BARATARIA BARRIER ISLANDS
17 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 0 4 7 11 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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Table 3-6.    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

1 2 3 4 5 Total
Participants

Avg
18 Restore ridge function 0 0 0 4 7 11 4.64

e.g., Restore oak ridges behind barrier islands
BARATARIA BARRIER SHORELINES
19 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 2 4 5 11 4.27
20 Restore ridge function 0 0 2 2 7 11 4.45

e.g., Restore oak ridges behind barrier islands
BAPTISTE COLLETTE
21 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 1 0 10 11 4.82

e.g., Beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material 
22 Dedicated dredging to create marsh 0 0 2 2 7 11 4.45
CUBIT'S GAP
23 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 3 3 5 11 4.18

e.g., Beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material 
LaLOUTRE
24 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 1 3 7 11 4.55

e.g., Beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material 
25 Dedicated dredging to create marsh 0 0 2 2 5 9 4.33
EAST BAY
26 Use of dredged material 0 0 1 3 7 11 4.55

e.g., Create marsh to protect SW Pass marsh
27 Dedicated dredging to create marsh 0 0 2 2 7 11 4.45
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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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Restore Swamps
1 Improve hydrology and drainage in the Verret Subbasin 2 1 18 44 18 83 3.90

Restore and Sustain Marshes
2 Maximize land building in Atchafalaya Bay 1 9 10 35 28 83 3.96
3 Lower water levels in the Upper Penchant marshes 0 5 22 39 16 82 3.80

4 Increase transfer of Atchafalaya water to lower Penchant tidal
marshes 0 4 11 36 28 79 4.11

5 Enhance Atchafalaya River water influence to central
Terrebonne marshes (Bayou DuLarge to Bayou Terrebonne) 0 4 15 31 35 85 4.14

6 Build a lock on Houma Navigation Canal 5 6 16 26 32 85 3.87
7 Stabilize banks of navigation channels for water conveyance 2 3 14 26 38 83 4.14

8 Dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh building by any means
feasible 0 5 9 26 44 84 4.30

9
Building land in upper Timbalier Subbasin by sediment
diversion from Mississippi River via conveyance channel
parallel to Bayou Lafourche

4 8 25 22 24 83 3.65

Protect Bay and Lake Shorelines
10 Maintain shoreline integrity of Teche/Vermilion Bay systems 0 2 16 26 41 85 4.25

11 Maintain shoreline integrity in Caillou, Terrebonne and
Timbalier Bays 0 2 14 30 28 74 4.14

12 Restore and maintain the Isles Dernieres and Timbalier Barrier
Island chains 0 3 8 28 47 86 4.38

Special Concerns and Opportunities
Resolve Vermilion— Cote Blanche Bays Salinity and Turbidity

13 Optimize GIWW flows into marshes and minimize direct flow
into bays 5 3 18 23 45 94 4.06

14 Maintain Vermilion, East and West Cote Blanche Bays as
brackish 6 5 26 32 15 84 3.54

15 Reduce sedimentation in bays 15 10 32 15 15 87 3.06
16 Create reef from Pt. Chevreuil to Marsh Island 7 9 25 23 22 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;
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

North Bully Camp Marsh
1 Hurricane and flood protection 0 0 4 4 6 14 4.14

St. Louis Canal
2 Flood protection 0 0 6 3 5 14 3.93

Devil’s Swamp
3 Maintain levees 0 0 6 5 2 13 3.69

Big Woods

4 Protect ground water between Perry and Big Woods (Recharge
area) 0 0 4 1 8 13 4.31

East Cote Blanche Bay
5 Maintain the Jaws project 2 0 5 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

ALL UPLAND UNITS
1 Beneficial use of dredged material from uplands to wetlands 0 0 2 7 9 18 4.39

ALL MAPPING UNITS
2 Herbivory control    0 0 1 10 7 18 4.33
3 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 1 9 8 19 4.26
4 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 1 9 9 19 4.42
5 Beneficial use of dredged material whenever possible 0 0 1 7 9 17 4.47

SOUTH BULLY CAMP MARSH
6 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 5 5 9 20 4.10

e.g., reef zone, breakwaters, oyster reefs.
7 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 3 6 9 18 4.33
8 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 4 3 11 18 4.39

NORTH BULLY CAMP MARSH
9 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 4 7 7 18 4.17
10 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 4 7 6 18 4.00
11 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 4 6 8 18 4.22
ST. LOUIS CANAL
12 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
13 Stabilize banks 0 0 4 5 7 16 4.19
MONTEGUT
15 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 6 5 6 17 4.00
16 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 5 5 16 3.94
17 Beneficial use of pump outfall 0 0 8 3 7 18 3.94
TERREBONNE MARSHES
18 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 6 6 6 18 4.00
19 Stabilize banks (Bayou Terrebonne) 1 0 5 5 7 18 3.94
20 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 5 6 6 18 3.94
21 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 5 6 7 18 4.11
TIMBALIER ISLAND SHORELINES
22 Protect bay/lake/gulf shorelines 0 1 4 6 7 18 4.06
23 Beneficial use of dredged material (fill abandoned canals) 0 0 4 3 10 17 4.35
BOUDREAUX
24 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
25 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 4 7 17 4.06
26 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 6 5 6 18 3.89
PELTO MARSHES
27 Stabilize banks (HNC) 0 0 5 4 8 17 4.18
28 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 4 5 6 16 4.00
29 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 5 4 8 17 4.18
FIELDS SWAMP
30 Stabilize banks 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
31 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
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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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

32 Beneficial use of pump outfall 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
DEVIL’S SWAMP
33 Stabilize banks (GIWW) 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
NHSC WETLANDS
34 Stabilize banks 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
35 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
CAILLOU MARSHES
36 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
37 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
ISLES DERNIERES SHORELINES
38 Protect bay/lake/gulf shorelines 0 1 5 5 7 18 4.00
39 Beneficial use of dredged material (fill abandoned canals) 0 0 5 4 9 18 4.22
VERRET WETLANDS
40 Beneficial use of pump outfall (minimize impact to flotant) 0 0 5 5 7 17 4.12
AVOCA
41 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 5 5 7 17 4.12
42 Stabilize banks 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
43 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
GIWW
44 Stabilize banks (buffer on channel side) 0 0 3 6 9 18 4.33
45 Beneficial use of dredged material (deepen to prevent suction) 0 0 4 6 7 17 4.18
PENCHANT
46 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
47 Stabilize banks 0 0 6 5 7 18 4.06
48 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 6 5 6 18 3.89
49 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 6 4 8 18 4.11
MECHANT - DE CADE
50 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 7 3 8 18 4.06
51 Stabilize banks 0 0 7 4 7 18 4.00
52 Protect bay/lake shorelines 1 1 5 4 6 17 3.76

e.g., Train a lobe of the Atchafalaya into Four League Bay
e.g., Keep Wax Lake Outlet open

53 Beneficial 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 0 0 5 7 3 15 3.87

e.g., Train a lobe of the Atchafalaya into Four League Bay
56 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 1 4 3 8 4.25
FOUR LEAGUE BAY
57 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 0 7 4 5 16 3.88

e.g., Train a lobe of the Atchafalaya into 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

POINT AU FER
58 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 5 4 7 16 4.13
59 Protect bay/lake/gulf shorelines 0 0 4 5 7 16 4.19
ATCHAFALAYA SUBDELTA
60 Protect bay/lake shorelines 1 0 5 5 3 14 3.64

e.g., Train a lobe of the Atchafalaya into Four League Bay
61 Beneficial use of dredged material 1 0 5 2 7 15 3.93
NORTH WAX LAKE WETLANDS
62 Stabilize banks 0 0 6 4 5 15 3.93
WAX LAKE WETLANDS
63 Stabilize banks 0 1 5 5 4 15 3.80
64 Protect bay/lake shorelines 1 0 7 4 3 15 3.53

e.g., Train a lobe of the Atchafalaya into Four League Bay
65 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 4 3 8 15 4.27
WAX LAKE OUTLET SUBDELTA
66 Protect bay/lake shorelines 1 1 6 3 3 14 3.43

e.g. Train a lobe of the Atchafalaya into  Four League Bay
MARSH ISLAND
67 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 4 3 7 15 4.07
68 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 4 2 9 15 4.33
RAINEY MARSH
69 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 4 2 10 16 4.38
70 Stabilize banks 0 0 5 1 10 16 4.31
71 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 5 1 9 16 4.13

e.g., Protect and restore Southwest Pass points
72 Beneficial use of dredge material 0 0 4 1 11 16 4.44
BIG WOODS
73 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 4 2 9 15 4.33
EAST COTE BLANCHE BAY
74 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 4 3 7 15 4.07
75 Beneficial use of dredge material 0 0 4 2 10 16 4.38
WEST COTE BLANCHE BAY
76 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 4 2 7 14 4.07
77 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 4 3 8 15 4.27
COTE BLANCHE WETLANDS
78 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 4 4 9 17 4.29
79 Stabilize banks 0 0 4 4 8 16 4.25
80 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 1 4 4 7 16 4.06
81 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 4 4 8 16 4.25
VERMILION BAY MARSH
82 Establish/protect ridge function 0 0 1 5 12 18 4.61
83 Stabilize banks 0 0 2 5 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

84 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 0 1 5 11 17 4.59
e.g., Rebuild s. bank of GIWW at Weeks Bay to prevent breach

85 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 1 5 11 17 4.59
e.g., Place along GIWW for additional HP

VERMILION BAY
86 Stabilize banks 0 0 2 3 12 17 4.59
87 Protect bay/lake shorelines 0 0 1 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

88 Beneficial use of dredged material 0 0 1 3 13 17 4.71
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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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Restore and Sustain Wetlands
1 Operate locks to evacuate excess water from the Lakes Subbasin 0 1 6 17 26 50 4.36

2
Operate existing Calcasieu Lock specifically to evacuate excess
water with a new lock on parallel channel specifically for
vigation

0 1 11 14 25 51 4.24

3 Manage watershed to reduce rapid inflows into the Lakes
Subbasin 0 2 10 14 27 53 4.25

4 Provide freshwater to upper Mermentau Basin during drought 2 1 6 9 3 21 3.48

5 Move water N to S across Hwy. 82 w/ associated drainage
improvements south of Hwy. 82 0 2 6 21 21 50 4.22

6 Restore navigation to natural Mermentau River mouth and close
Mermentau Ship Channel Cut 1 3 10 4 3 21 3.24

7 Maintain Atchafalaya water and sediment inflow through the
GIWW 3 1 3 15 30 52 4.31

8 Maintain Atchafalaya water and sediment stream in the gulf 1 1 4 16 28 50 4.38
Salinity Control in Calcasieu/Sabine Basin

9 Salinity control of Calcasieu Ship Channel between gulf and
Calcasieu Lake by installing a gate or lock 2 6 9 11 17 45 3.78

Assume the existing salinity regime for the 3 strategies below

10 a.  Salinity control of Sabine River between gulf and Sabine
Lake 1 3 11 18 14 47 3.87

11 b.  Salinity control on east shoreline of Sabine Lake 0 1 7 24 14 46 4.11
12 c.  Salinity control in the GIWW east of Sabine River 0 2 8 20 15 45 4.07
If Trans Texas Water Plan (TTWP) were implemented (Anticipating
increase in salinity for the 3 strategies below)

13 a.  Salinity control of Sabine River between gulf and Sabine
Lake 0 1 9 14 20 44 4.20

14 b.  Salinity control on east shoreline of Sabine Lake 0 0 6 21 18 45 4.27
15 c.  Salinity control in the GIWW east of Sabine River 0 0 5 22 19 46 4.30
Protect Bay and Lake Shorelines
16 Maintain integrity of Grand and White lakes shorelines 1 2 1 16 34 54 4.48
Restore/Maintain Barrier Islands and Shorelines 
17 Maintain gulf shoreline integrity near Rockefeller Refuge 1 1 0 18 33 53 4.53

18 Maintain gulf shoreline integrity from Calcasieu Pass to
Johnson's Bayou 1 1 1 16 33 52 4.52

Maintain Critical Landforms 
19 Prevent the coalescence of Grand and White lakes 0 2 4 16 31 53 4.43

20 Prevent the coalescence of Grand Lake and GIWW in the
vicinity of Umbrella Point 0 2 4 15 28 49 4.41
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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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Big Burn

1 Improve Hydrology; e.g., hydrologic restoration at Humble
Canal and the GIWW; freshwater introduction from the GIWW 0 1 4 6 9 20 4.15

Big Marsh

2
Improve Hydrology; e.g., Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection
and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) ME-04 HR and bank protection
project; hydrologic restoration at Freshwater (FW) Bayou Canal

0 0 6 5 10 21 4.19

Grand Cheniere Ridge

3 Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore Mermentau River's natural
connection to the gulf; restrict sand dredging 0 1 1 9 5 16 4.13

Grand Lake

4

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.
especially during droughts (e.g., Teche-Vermilion Project)

0 0 2 4 15 21 4.62

Grand/White Lake Land Bridge

5 Improve Hydrology; e.g., structures/hydrologic management at
the Old GIWW 0 0 0 10 12 22 4.55

Hog Bayou

6

Improve Hydrology;  e.g., move sediment rich water from
Mermentau River into Hog Bayou; moderate salinities (3 alt.):
(a) freshwater and sed. intro. from N. Hwy. 82 to S. from the
Mermentau Lakes Subbasin; (b) move FW and sediment from
Mermentau into Hog Bayou; (c) possible structure in Hog Bayou

0 0 0 7 12 19 4.63

Little Pecan

7
Freshwater Introduction; e.g., divert freshwater from Grand L. to
Little Pecan Bayou to reduce SW intrusion; Bring water from the
Superior Canal to the Little Pecan Bayou area

0 0 1 11 9 21 4.38

8

Improve Hydrology; e.g., moderate salinities in L. Pecan Bayou
by one or more of 3 alternatives: (a) bring FW from Superior
Canal, (b) divert FW from Grand L., or (c) saltwater reduction
structure in L. Pecan B; hydrologic restoration in the N. Little
Pecan Bayou area (e.g., XME-460) 

0 0 2 10 9 21 4.33

Little Prairie

9 FW Introduction; e.g., maintain FW inflows from the GIWW
and Vermilion R. to the w.; maintain FW inflow to marshes 1 1 2 6 14 24 4.29

10 Navigation Safety; e.g., straighten the "wiggles" in GIWW 1 0 7 8 6 22 3.82
Locust Island                                                                                              

11

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

0 0 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 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

12 Protect the Rainey Marsh unit in Reg. 3 for the protection it
provides to Reg. 4 0 0 5 5 10 20 4.25

Lower Mud Lake

13 Improve Hydrology; e.g., Restore Mermentau R. connection to
the gulf; restrict the Mermentau R. "New Cut" width 0 0 3 6 10 19 4.37

Middle Marsh
14 Improve Hydrology 0 0 4 7 8 19 4.21
North Grand Lake

15 Improve Hydrology; e.g., restrict the mouth of Mermentau River
"New Cut" ship channel 2 0 3 5 8 18 3.94

Oak Grove

16 Improve Hydrology; e.g., Re-establish Mermentau River
connection to the gulf 0 0 5 5 9 19 4.21

South White Lake

17

Maintain Lake as a Low 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

0 0 1 6 13 20 4.60

18 Pump FW into the Mermentau R. especially during droughts
(i.e., Teche-Vermilion project) 1 1 4 5 9 20 4.00

19
Allow for Limited Estuarine Organism Access; e.g., into the lake
at the Schooner Bayou, Leland Bowman and Catfish Locks;
monitor fisheries access at the locks

1 0 0 6 13 20 4.50

Big Lake

20 Improve Hydrology; e.g., south of Big Lake (CS-10) to complete
perimeter control along the E. shoreline of Calcasieu Lake 0 0 6 4 9 19 4.16

Black Bayou

21 Improve Hydrology; e.g., at the Black Bayou Watershed through
NRCS plan (rock weirs/structures/plantings) 0 0 3 8 8 19 4.26

22 Freshwater Introduction; e.g., freshwater inflows from Sabine
River to include a siphon from the Sabine Canal into Blk. Bayou 0 0 3 8 8 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 hydrologic restoration projects; close
structure under Shell Western Road near Black Lake Mgt. Area;
hydrologic restoration at Kelso Bayou

0 0 5 5 10 20 4.25

Brown’s Lake

24 Improve Hydrology; e.g., maintain North Line Canal structure;
maintain Sabine NWR Hydrologic control structures 0 0 5 6 10 21 4.24

Calcasieu Lake

25 Allow for Estuarine Organism Access; e.g., allow for access to
adjacent lake marshes with existing and future control structures 0 0 3 3 14 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

26 Marsh Creation; e.g., decrease ship channel spoil banks near
marsh level 0 1 3 8 9 21 4.19

27 Maintain drainage infrastructure 0 0 3 6 10 19 4.37
Cameron

28
Improve Hydrology;  e.g., maintain existing wetland mgt. plan at
Rutherford Beach; Restore Mermentau R. connection with the
gulf and constrict Mermentau R. "New Cut" to minimum width

0 0 2 7 12 21 4.48

29 Maintain drainage infrastructure; e.g., maintain drainage
infrastructure within the Cameron fastland 0 0 5 7 9 21 4.19

Choupique Island

30 Maintain Perched Marshes;  e.g., maintain perched marshes on
Choupique Island 0 0 11 6 3 20 3.60

Clear Marais

31 Improve Hydrology; e.g., address hydrologic problems between
Choupique Bayou and Brannan's Ditch 0 0 6 8 7 21 4.05

East Johnson's Bayou

32 Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore hydrologic barriers in Deep
Bayou; hydrologic Restoration in Burton-Sutton Canal 0 0 6 3 10 19 4.21

33 Address bullwhip mortality 0 0 3 7 11 21 4.38
Gum Cove

34
Prairie Restoration and Protection; e.g., using agricultural
incentive based programs (i.e., Conservation Reserve Program
and Wetland Reserve Program)

0 1 4 8 7 20 4.05

Hackberry Ridge
35 Improve Hydrology; e.g., maintain the Rycade Canal structure 0 0 4 9 8 21 4.19
Mud Lake               

36 Improve Hydrology; e.g., manage hydrology outside of East
Mud Lake project area (Oyster Bayou Project) 0 0 2 9 9 20 4.35

Perry Ridge

37 Improve Hydrology; e.g., address potential hydrologic impacts of
(TTWP); promote FW releases from Toledo Bend 0 0 3 3 14 20 4.55

Sabine Lake  
38 Improve Hydrology 0 0 3 8 8 19 4.26

39 Improve Water Quality; e.g., reduce pollution by best mgt
practices 0 0 1 7 12 20 4.55

Sabine Lake Ridge

40
Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore hydrologic barriers by plugging
canals; hydrologic Restoration at Lighthouse Bayou (maintain
fisheries access)

0 0 3 8 8 19 4.26

Sabine Pool #3

41 Improve Hydrology; e.g., marsh mgt to lower water levels;
structures in N and S (Central) Canals 0 1 6 8 5 20 3.85

42 Improve Water Quality; e.g., reduce turbidity with wave breaks 0 1 4 7 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 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

Second Bayou

43 Improve Hydrology; e.g., restore natural hydrology by improving
water flow in the unit 0 0 4 8 9 21 4.24

44 Address Bullwhip Mortality; e.g., address bullwhip mortality in
the unit through studies 0 0 3 9 9 21 4.29

Southeast Sabine

45 Improve Hydrology; e.g., HR structures in Central Canal to
restore hydrology; HR in the Burton-Sutton Canal 0 0 5 7 9 21 4.19

SW Gum Cove

46

Improve Hydrology; e.g., hydrologic restoration at the Northline
Canal 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 

0 0 4 6 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

0 0 3 9 9 21 4.29

West Johnson's Bayou
48 Improve Hydrology; e.g., hydro. Restoration by plugging canals 0 0 3 7 11 21 4.38
Willow 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 Canal and Gray's Ditch to
force salt inflows through meanders; HR in the Burton-Sutton
Canal

1 0 4 13 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 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

MERMENTAU BASIN
AMOCO

1

Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 4 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)

BIG BURN

2
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 3 8 11 4.73
e.g., Bank stabilization along the GIWW where necessary

3 Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 3 6 9 4.67
CAMERON PRAIRIE 

4
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 3 8 11 4.73
e.g., Bank stabilization along the GIWW where necessary

GRAND CHENIER RIDGE

5
Maintain Ridge Function 0 0 0 3 8 11 4.73
e.g., Maintain Grand Cheniere Ridge

GRAND LAKE   

6

Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 3 7 11 4.55
e.g., Maintain spoil banks along the GIWW where necessary;
shore stabilization around Grand Lake (possibly include wave
abatement structures)

GRAND LAKE EAST

7
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 4 6 11 4.45
e.g., GIWW shore stabilization
e.g., Shore stabilization in Umbrella Bay

8

Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 4 7 11 4.64
e.g., Vegetative plantings in Mallard Bay
e.g., Build terraces at "Bird Island" between Mallard Bay and
Grand Lake

GRAND/ WHITE LAKE LAND BRIDGE

9
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 5 8 14 4.50
e.g., Shoreline stabilization in both Grand and White lakes

10
Dedicated Dredging 0 0 1 2 9 12 4.67
e.g.,  Dedicated dredging from Grand and White lakes to the
land bridge

11
Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 2 10 12 4.83
e.g.,  Terracing and plantings associated with terracing

LACASSINE

12

Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 5 7 12 4.58
e.g., Stabilize 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

13
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 0 5 7 12 4.58
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material along the GIWW

LITTLE PECAN

14
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 6 6 12 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 0 1 0 2 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 

LOCUST ISLAND

16
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 1 1 0 2 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 0 0 1 2 10 13 4.69
e.g., Rebuild W. bank along Freshwater Bayou Canal

LOWER MUD LAKE

18
Shoreline Protection 0 0 2 2 7 11 4.45
e.g., Stabilize gulf shore

19
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 2 9 12 4.67
e.g., Beneficial use of Mermentau River spoil for gulf shore
protection

20
Maintain Ridge Function 0 0 1 3 8 12 4.58
e.g., Maintain the Hackberry Ridge function

MIDDLE MARSH
21 Herbivory Control 0 0 2 3 7 12 4.42
NORTH GRAND LAKE

22

Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 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 0 0 0 4 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 0 0 0 4 6 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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

ROCKEFELLER

25 Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 3 8 11 4.73
e.g., Protect the gulf shoreline

SOUTH PECAN ISLAND

26 Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 3 7 11 4.55
e.g., Gulf shoreline protection

27
Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 2 9 11 4.82
e.g., Terracing and plantings along northern boundary of unit

28
Dedicated Dredging  0 0 1 2 8 11 4.64
e.g.,  Dredge fill in open water areas with either White Lake or
gulf spoil

SOUTH WHITE LAKE

29
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 2 8 11 4.64
e.g., Continue shoreline stabilization in White Lake 

WHITE LAKE

30
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 2 8 11 4.64
e.g., Shore stabilization around White Lake (possibly include
wave abatement structures). 

CALCASIEU/ SABINE BASIN
BIG LAKE

31

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from the GIWW and
Calcasieu Ship Channel to the Big Lake Unit shallow open water
areas.

BLACK BAYOU

32
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 2 4 4 10 4.20
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from the Sabine River

BLACK LAKE

33
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 2 4 4 10 4.20
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from the GIWW and
ship channel

34
Shoreline Protection/ Restoration 0 0 2 5 4 11 4.18
e.g., Re-establishment of Black Lake shoreline boundaries

35 Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
BROWN'S LAKE

36
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material in shallow open water
areas (e.g., Sabine Marsh Creation) 

37 Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 1 2 5 8 4.50
CALCASIEU LAKE

38
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 2 5 8 4.50
e.g., Maintain and enhance islands (i.e., Rabbits Is.) with
beneficial use
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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; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

39
Shoreline Protection 0 1 2 2 5 10 4.10
e.g., Continuous armored bank along Ship Channel

CAMERON
40 Maintain Ridge Function 0 0 0 4 6 10 4.60

41
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 4 5 10 4.40
e.g., Maintain existing wetland mgt plan at Rutherford Beach

42 Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 4 6 10 4.60
CAMERON-CREOLE WATERSHED

43
Terracing/ Vegetative Plantings 0 0 1 3 6 10 4.50
e.g., Within the watershed

44
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 0 5 5 10 4.50
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from the GIWW

CHOUPIQUE ISLAND

45
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 2 4 4 10 4.20
e.g., From the GIWW and the Calcasieu R. 

CLEAR MARAIS

46
Shoreline Protection 0 0 3 3 4 10 4.10
e.g., Maintain Clear Marais shoreline stabilization project

EAST JOHNSON'S BAYOU
47 Herbivory Control 0 0 0 4 6 10 4.60
HACKBERRY RIDGE

48
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 4 6 10 4.60
e.g., Curtail ship channel erosion along west bank

HOG ISLAND GULLY

49
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 0 5 5 10 4.50
e.g., Stabilize the marsh E. of Hwy 27 to protect Hwy
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material to rebuild marsh

50
Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 5 5 10 4.50
e.g.,  Maintain and expand terracing in shallow water areas of
the unit East of Hwy 27

JOHNSON'S BAYOU RIDGE

51
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 6 2 9 4.11
e.g., Sacrificial (feeder) berm west of Constance Beach
breakwaters

52
Maintain Ridge function 0 0 0 3 7 10 4.70
e.g., Maintain Chenier Ridge natural habitat (for neotropical
migrant birds)

MARTIN BEACH SHIP CHANNEL                                         

53

Shoreline Protection 0 1 1 4 4 10 4.10
e.g.,  Implement the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources,
Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development, and
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer Breakwater Plan
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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; 4=
Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

MUD LAKE

54
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 5 5 10 4.50
e.g.,  Shoreline protection along refuge boundary

55
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 1 4 5 10 4.30
e.g., From Calcasieu Ship Channel

PERRY RIDGE

56
Shoreline Protection 0 1 1 4 4 10 4.10
e.g.,  Stabilize the remainder of GIWW N. bank of Perry Ridge-
Sabine River

57 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., From the GIWW and Sabine River

SABINE LAKE

58
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., Beneficial use for island maintenance (Sabine Island)

SABINE LAKE RIDGE

59
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., Sabine Lake shoreline protection, shore protection along
gulf E. of Sabine jetty

60
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 4 5 10 4.40
e.g., Beneficial use of dredged material from Sabine Ship
channel

SABINE POOL #3

61
Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 6 4 10 4.40
e.g., Wave break levees (terracing in SE open water)

SECOND BAYOU
62 Herbivory Control 0 0 0 4 6 10 4.60
SOUTHEAST SABINE
63 Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 5 5 10 4.50
SWEET/WILLOW LAKE

64
Beneficial use of Dredged Material 0 0 0 5 5 10 4.50
e.g., Beneficial use of GIWW material
Shoreline Protection 0 0 0 4 6 10 4.60
e.g., Stabilize remainder of GIWW to Gibbstown Bridge
Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 3 6 9 4.67

WEST BLACK LAKE
65 Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 4 5 10 4.40
Shoreline Protection 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., Erosion control along GIWW where needed
e.g., Erosion control along W. Black Lake shoreline

WEST COVE

66
Vegetative Plantings 0 0 0 6 4 10 4.40
e.g., Plantings in the NE region of unit
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Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 4=
Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants Avg

WEST JOHNSON'S BAYOU

67
Shoreline Protection 0 1 0 5 4 10 4.20
e.g., Sabine Lake shoreline protection
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 0 6 4 10 4.40
e.g., From the Sabine Ship Channel

WILLOW BAYOU

68
Shoreline Protection 0 0 2 4 4 10 4.20
e.g., Bank stabilization along the Sabine Lake shore
Terracing/Vegetative Plantings 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
Beneficial Use of Dredged Material 0 0 1 5 4 10 4.30
e.g., Dredge-filling/beneficial use of Sabine-Neches Channel
material
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Table 3-13.  Coast 2050 Region 1, 2, 3, and 4 draft coastwide common strategies.

Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 4=
Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants
Avg

1

Beneficial use of dredged material from maintenance
operations.  Three components are recognized: a) an inventory
of unused material, b) identification of sites to benefit from
unused material, and c) secure funding to utilize unused
material.  While some aspects of this are programmatic in nature,
the beneficial use strategies listed in the regional and mapping
unit tables refer to the physical act of building wetlands with
dredged material rather than the programmatic aspects, which are
discussed in the programmatic strategy section.

0 0 2 19 45 66 4.65

2

Herbivory control.  Nutria populations are so high in certain
areas of Louisiana's coast that they actually destroy marsh,
resulting in conversion to open water.  This strategy is aimed at
reducing the severe levels of marsh destruction by increasing
trapping incentives, developing markets for nutria.  

0 0 2 15 49 66 4.71

3

Stabilization of major navigation channels where appropriate. 
Loss of wetlands due to direct effects of bank erosion along
Louisiana's nine major navigation channels in the coastal zone is
estimated to be in excess of 35,000 acres.  The need for
stabilization in critical areas has been noted coastwide.

0 0 0 13 54 67 4.81

4

Maintenance of bay and lake shoreline integrity.  This
strategy includes an array of shoreline protection technologies in
locations where excessive erosion of bay and lake rims would
expose interior marshes to erosion or severe hydrologic change. 
The strategy is not intended to armor all shorelines, or to prevent
normal shoreline retreat and rollover that does not threaten
wetlands.

0 1 0 16 51 68 4.72

5

Management of pump outfall for wetland benefits.  As the
number of pumps increases throughout our coast, so do the
opportunities to  benefit wetlands while improving the quality of
the discharged water.  This usually involves introducing the
discharge into wetlands in a controlled fashion, rather than
directly into waterways.

0 1 4 23 42 70 4.51

6

Vegetative planting projects.  Planting projects have been used
for over a decade in Louisiana with a high degree of success. 
Planting projects can stabilize banks, even re-establishing
wetlands in some areas.  Added benefits include increased
overall plant productivity in the area and creation of prime
habitat for wildlife and fisheries species.

0 0 0 16 50 66 4.76

7

Maintain or restore ridge functions.  Coastal ridges resulting
from abandoned shorelines or natural levees are a critical
structural component of our estuaries.  The repair or
maintenance of these to protect or improve the hydrology of the
coast is recommended at numerous locations.

0 0 2 16 49 67 4.70
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Level of support: 1= Strongly oppose; 2= Oppose; 3= No opinion; 
4= Support; 5= Strong support 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Participants
Avg

8

Dedicated dredging for wetland creation.  Wetland habitat
creation using dredge technology is a viable strategy across the
coastal zone to build land where traditional marsh building
processes do not occur or are for one reason or another
infeasible.  This strategy differs from beneficial use of
maintenance dredged material in that maintenance dredged
material is not the intended sediment source.  As a strategy, the
single goal of dedicated dredging is utilization of dredged
material solely to restore, create, or enhance coastal wetlands.

0 0 2 24 36 62 4.55

9

Terracing.  Terracing, accompanied by vegetative planting, is an
effective means of marsh creation in areas with soils of suitable
mineral content.  Functions and values of terraces include
nursery habitat, fetch reduction and sediment trapping, and
promotion of conditions conducive to SAV growth.

0 0 1 27 34 62 4.53
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SECTION 4

REGIONAL REVIEW MEETING NOTES

Finalization of the Coast 2050
Plan

On July 21-22, 1998, a joint meeting of
Coast 2050's Coastal Zone Management
Working Group and the Strategic
Working Group was held.  The panel
was comprised of Federal, State, and
parish officials.  At this meeting, the
draft strategies and polling results from
the town meetings were reviewed, and
the strategies were voted on.   A two-
thirds majority vote was considered
consensus.  The result of this meeting
was a revised working set of coastal
restoration strategies that would meet the
goal of Coast 2050 —  a technically
sound, publicly acceptable strategic plan
to sustain coastal resources.

In August 1998, the Objectives
Development Team met with each of the
coastal parish governments to seek
written endorsement of the Coast 2050
strategies in their area.  

In September 1998, the public had a
final opportunity to review and comment
on the Coast 2050 habitat objectives and
strategies before the Breaux Act Task
Force and the State Wetlands Authority
officially considered the plan.  Four
regional meetings were held in
September 1998 in Lake Charles,
Lafayette, New Orleans, and Hammond. 
Public comments received at these

meetings and those sent in by mail are
recorded below.

The PMT continued compiling and
redrafting the plan during October.  A
draft final plan was unanimously
adopted by the Breaux Act Task Force
and the State Wetlands Authority at a
joint meeting on October 20, 1998.

 Coast 2050 Region 4 Meeting
Burton Coliseum, Lake Charles

September 9, 1998

Facilitator: Bill Good, Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources

(DNR) /Coastal Restoration
Division (CRD)

Opening Speakers

• Bill Good gave introduction and
overview of Coast 2050 process and
progress to date. Set forth agenda
for meeting.

• Woody Gagliano identified
problems in Region 4, explained
geologic and human-induced causes
of problems and explained strategies
in Region 4.
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• Greg DuCote identified problems
and the need for
restoration/protection.  Identified
objectives of plan.

Comments

• C:  Calcasieu is small but benefits
greatly from Coast 2050.  Though
not on the coast, we still have
problems with land loss.  We have
been in the Coastal Zone program
since the 1980's.  The projects have
been small but beneficial.  We’ve
done Christmas tree recycling
projects, too— very beneficial in
helping with marsh loss.  The police
jury passed a Resolution of Support
for the Coast 2050 Plan.  We think 
that projects on a large scale help
restore Calcasieu Parish’s resources.

• C:  Vermilion Parish has passed a
resolution in support of the plan,
too.  We believe that the Coast 2050
Plan can be a roadmap for future
planners.  We believe it will provide
recreational opportunities for our
children and grandchildren.  If we
can truly implement what we have
planned here, we will still have
marsh and resources for our great-
grandchildren.  You did a good job. 
Good luck, and hopefully we can get
this to Washington and get some
funding.

• C:  The Coalition to Restore Coastal
Louisiana has called for some time
for a unifying vision for a coastal
restoration effort.  There were
projects under CWPPRA that were
being nominated every year, but

there wasn’t any overarching
strategy or sense of priority.  There
was no consensus.  Coast 2050 was
conceived to meet that need— to
arrive at a consensus view, what we
want the coast to look like and how
it should function.  We know we
can’t restore in the sense of turning
back the clock, but we can get a
functioning and sustainable coastal
system.  Coast 2050 is an effort to
establish a stewardship approach
and framework for evaluating how
we’re doing .  Nothing like this has
been done in Louisiana before and
these kinds of questions haven’t
been asked before.  This is a
learning process and offers
continuing challenges. Now, it has
been brought back to the public.  
We have a responsibility to listen
and respond to the plan. We need to
comment on its strengths and
weaknesses.  It hasn’t accomplished
everything yet and not everybody
has really had a chance to be
involved, yet.  For this to be a
success it can’t be a government
program.  The public needs to stay
involved. This whole idea of making
the coast sustainable is something
that is really key.  Over this part of
the coast, we’ve heard things
mentioned that are going to have to
be dealt with— Trans-Texas Water
Plan, water quality in the Calcasieu
estuary.   Keep in mind that in
BTNEP they have developed a 5-
year comprehensive plan.  We can
use this as a model.
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General Audience Questions and
Answers

• Q:  Saltwater barriers and jetties, as
far as estuarine species that go in
and out, would they still be allowed
in and out?  And what salinity level
are you trying to achieve for
Calcasieu Lake?  And when would
all this happen?

A:  The idea behind the strategy was
a structure to address problems
during peak salinities.  No target
salinity was identified.  The
structure would only operate
seasonally.  During the rest of the
year it would be open to allow
movement of estuarine organisms. 
Probably a decade or longer before
implementation.

A:  When managing an estuarine
system, we need to remember that
we are on the edge of controlling
these very large systems where we
have an interface of river and
marine water in a way that few on
Earth have done.  These will be the
largest management projects for
estuarine systems in the world.  We
are installing valves for
inflow/outflow.  There is an
explosion of new technology
(monitors, satellites, scientists)
which allow for monitoring and
evaluation.  All this can be used to
work with Mother Nature to
optimize conditions for fish and
wildlife.  We’re on a learning curve,
but we don’t need to be afraid of
experimenting.  We have made
some mistakes, but we learned from

them and are refining them.  We
need to raise these questions
because that’s the way we fine tune
managing resources.  We are
managing resources at a level that
has never been done before.

• Q:  About what was said about
putting locks on the mouths of
channels, I think we’re in this
situation because of economics. 
What will industry say about
blocking ships?  Also, about pulling
water levels down, which helps
build land, but water level now in
Big Burn is a foot lower than five-
ten years ago.  If we lost more
water, it would make a pretty picture
like you showed, but it would not be
good for fish.  I want you to explain
why you’re shoring up the big lakes
when they’re not experiencing that
much land loss.  They are having
some next to Hebert’s—  there’s a
whole community there.  About
Vermilion Bay being so muddy,
what is all this water diversion
going to do to our area of Calcasieu
Lake (in terms of turbidity)?  I
appreciate you putting forth all this
effort.  We need to address the
saltwater intrusion that’s destroying
everything.

A:  We will have to take navigation
interests into account.  The structure
would only be closed for short
periods of time.  We will ask
navigation to deal with the trouble
for only a short while.  Regarding
lowering water — the idea is not to
lower overall long-term level, just to
remove excess water standing on the
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marsh from high rainfall in a shorter
period of time.  

• Q:  Regarding weirs in Calcasieu
and fishing— they built four
weirs— one of them we could go
through in our boats, now we can’t
and we can’t get through the other
structures.  I’ve fished that marsh
for years.  Since they built the
structures, I can’t see much change
except maybe less otters and less
grass.  I call and ask questions to
Glenn Moore, but I don’t understand
all that scientific stuff.  But now you
have big redfish and shrimp stuck
back in there.  Who’s to say you
won’t do this again when you do
what you want to do?  Once this
gets done, the politics take over and
guys like me can’t get back there.  I
saw a family get thrown off the weir
for trying to crab.  If we’re the
taxpayers, and we can’t use this
stuff, what good is it?  I haven’t
heard anything about what’s going
on behind that $13 million weir.

A:  We’re trying to deal with
saltwater intrusion at the source. 
Historically, we have done
perimeter control because it’s more
affordable.  More of these regional
strategies will mean less need for
smaller structures that impede
fisheries.

A:  Restated speaker’s concerns, and
offered to get his name and address
to mail copies of the reports on that
area.  These strategies are in
feasibility studies.  These projects
will cost $100 million, so need to do

a feasibility study first. It will be a
few years.  New Coast 2050 projects
will be sensitive to fisheries access.

• Q:  I would like to know on Hwy.
82 west to Holly Beach, what
projects are going on and what is
Coast 2050 going to do there?

A:  We have in place the breakwater
projects, which are the biggest in
North America.  They are designed
to give some accumulation, but not
too much.  We have been
conservative in engineering in the
past.  We know now how much
needs to be added to make the gaps
narrower. 

• Q:  I’m a sport fisherman.  I’m
concerned about projects in our
area.  I know that this (holds up
bottle of mucky water) is what is
coming out of the Mermentau River. 
I know that a possible project is
taking water from Mermentau to
Calcasieu Lake.  What is this going
to do?  A second project is possibly
opening up another freshwater
diversion in south Calcasieu Lake.

A:  It takes more fresh water to
dilute salinity.  It’s a lot easier to get
an area salty than fresh.  I’m not
sure they could get enough fresh
water into Calcasieu Lake to make
any appreciable difference.

• Q:  You said oysters increased with
fresh water, but every year I hear
that the oyster season is shut down
because of high water in the lake
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(Lake Charles).  I don’t understand
this conflict.

A:  The reason we have closings
whenever the river reaches a certain
level is that fecal coliform levels go
up and there’s a direct correlation. 
(Protecting against fecal
contamination is more important
than the freshwater level.)

• Q:  Is there a project to divert water
from the Mermentau River?

A:  There is a diversion project, but
not from the Mermentau River— it’s
from the GIWW.

• Q:  Who will control it?

A:  You can see that we’ve had a
strong bias towards management of
vegetative species. We’re starting to
focus more on fisheries habitat.  In
Coast 2050, for the first time, we
have come up with a classification
of fisheries assemblages.  It is
essential to manage fish habitat in
open water areas.  This is a step
towards managing for a sustainable
fishery and even increase yields. 
We are on the verge of doing this. 
One way is by identifying hot spots
and why they are so good. 
Freshwater inflow sustains marsh
and protects the coastline. 
(Explained that freshwater
increasing productivity is really
important, even if it does decrease
salinity.)

• Q:  Are we going to continue to be
posted about what is, as taxpayers,
essentially our territory?

• C:  I want my kids to enjoy what
I’ve enjoyed, but if we’re going to
cut peaks off (salinity peaks), we are
going to overload somewhere else. 
We’re going to evolve into a
problem of losing some parts to gain
in other parts.

A:  That’s a legitimate concern. 
Feasibility studies will be done on
any strategies before they reach the
project phase.

A:  Water would build up south of
Hwy. 82.  There will have to be an
accommodation for drainage
problems that would ensue.

• Q:  You’re talking about a lot of
projects and 10 years here and 20
years there.  When is all this going
to be done?

A:  In Region 4, things that will only
require money and cooperation
(between agencies) will be done
first.  Other projects requiring more
will be done later.

• Q:  What agency controls the
structure on the east side of Big
Lake?

A:  Just about everybody (list of
agencies).
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Coast 2050 Region 3 Meeting
National Wetlands Research

Center, Lafayette
September 10, 1998

Facilitator: Bill Good, DNR/CRD

Opening Speakers

• Bill Good gave an introduction.

• Woody Gagliano gave a background
presentation.

• Greg DuCote presented Region 3
objectives and strategies.

• Bill Good opened the floor to
comments and questions.

Comments

• C:  The Iberia Parish Council
presented a resolution supporting
Coast 2050.

• C:  The Terrebonne Parish Council
expressed that they support Coast
2050 100%  and are in the process
of adopting the Coast 2050 Plan.

• C:  The Coalition to Restore Coastal
Louisiana expressed that the
importance of Coast 2050 is to bring
all plans together as a unified plan. 
This is what the State needs, but it
needs public support. 

• C:  The Vermilion Parish Wetlands
Committee believes that this
administration is willing to listen to
the public.  He noted that the

shoreline protection projects at
Southwest Pass and Little Vermilion
Bay are not represented on the
regional map and need to be.  A
second note is that Region 4 has a
strategy to protect the Grand and
White lakes land bridge that needs
to be added to the map.

• C:  The 1805 LaFon map shows the
Point Chevreuil reef as it was, and
they would like it restored.  A
strategy for water going west down
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
(GIWW) is a bad idea, and there are
approximately 4,500 signatures of
agreement on a petition.  The
Acadiana Bay Association (ABA)
wants to decrease the amount of
water going through this system. 
Water quality is the main problem. 
Then all the water that flows from
the Atchafalaya River system from
Alexandria flows into the Jaws. 
This is a tremendous amount of
fresh water.  Over 20,000 cfs is
going down the GIWW.  Fisheries
have suffered from this
overabundance of fresh water. 
Coast 2050 wants to replenish the
wetlands and fisheries back to what
it once was.  Shell Key has eroded
away from too much fresh water. 
We see severe effects but are not
experiencing land loss.  The ABA
feels the bays have too much fresh
water.  There are 30 openings in the
marsh between the Wax Lake Outlet
and Freshwater Bayou.  The strategy
to push water west through the
GIWW won’t reach Freshwater
Bayou to freshen that area because
the water will leak into the bays.
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• C:  From 4-Mile Cut to the Leland-
Bowman Lock there was six to
seven parts per thousand (ppt)
salinity this year.

• C:  Too much salt will kill rice,
cattle, and crawfish farming.  This
year we had saltwater intrusion and
the rice fields suffered.

• C:  We are using this strategy as a
middle-of-the-road solution.  We are
proposing to utilize the water for the
marshes and close the breaches to
keep the water from entering the
bays.  Shoreline maintenance will
also help reduce the turbidity.

• C:  It is impossible to close all the
breaches because there are too many
and if you can’t stop the water flow,
the water will back up and flood
people over a large area.  The
strategy doesn’t make sense.

• A:  This strategy is a concept. 
Where we can help filter sediments
and close breaches we will.  We
want to leave salinity as status quo.

• C:  Let the farmers use their wells
for fresh water and increase the
salinity in the bays.  Because of the
lack of rain (increased salinity), the
bays have been great for fishing.

• A:  We are not designing the details. 
The strategy is sound.  We want to
use the water available to filter
through the marshes and out of the
bay.

• C:  These are strategies, not specific
projects.  BTNEP worked out the
disputes to develop a very complex
plan.  Use this as an example.

• C:  Salinity was taken in the GIWW
at the intersection with the
Vermilion River.  If the 4-Mile Cut
was closed would the salinity be
kept from increasing in the wetland
to the north?  If it would, I don’t see
why this strategy should be included
in the plan.

• C:  We had water in the Mermentau
Basin up to 3,000 grains per gallon
(gpg) this year.  Last year it was up
to 5,000 gpg.  The problem is that
the north bank of the GIWW west of
the Leland-Bowman Lock is
eroding.  By closing 4-Mile Cut
some of the problem will be
alleviated but not solved.  Little
Vermilion Bay is eroding.

• C:  This year is one of the driest
years.  Most of the information is
based on this year.

• C:  A new way of classifying finfish
is being developed.  Previously the
classification was saline, brackish,
intermediate, and fresh.  Now each
of these categories includes further
divisions (e.g., brackish-redfish,
etc.).  The top priority is to do a
better job of managing fish habitat. 
The management of fish will be
greatly improved to increase yield
and improve habitat.

• C:  How many gpg = ppt? one ppt =
63 gpg.  If 4-Mile Cut is shut, it will
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only benefit everyone.  Shutting 4-
Mile Cut is a better strategy than
pushing water from the Wax Lake
Outlet west through the GIWW.  If
Region 4 is worried about salt
water, they should stop shrimpers
from cutting passages from the gulf
and not try to bring more fresh water
down the GIWW.

• A:  The Corps is participating in
studies about these concerns.  They
are ahead of us in that respect.  We 
aren’t at the point that we can give
an answer to your suggestions.

• C:  The estuaries are a dynamic
system.  We discuss what we want,
but that is a snapshot of a point in
time.  Keep in mind that water flows
both to the east and west in the
GIWW, not always one way or
another.  We can’t make generalities
for year-round situations.

• C:  The ABA is not against rice
farming.  Rice farmers have been in
these areas for centuries.  Closing 4-
Mile Cut will help rice farmers.

• C: Four-Mile Cut is 200 feet wide. 
Closing it certainly will help.  This
year the rainfall has been close to
the average annual rainfall.

In 1994 - 50.6 inches of rain
1995 - 56.3 inches of rain
1996 - 45.5 inches of rain  (close
to average rain fall)
1997 - 62.1 inches of rain

So far 1998 - 47.7 inches of rain
1989 - 105 inches of rain in N.O.  

• A:  Caernarvon puts additional fresh
water in those surrounding marshes,
and there are not negative impacts
on speckled trout or redfish; oysters
are showing an increase in
production.  Brown shrimp is the
only negative impact and we are
addressing this problem with the
timing of the opening of the gates. 
There will be a joint meeting in
Baton Rouge tentatively Scheduled
for October 20 (1998) at 9 a.m. in
the DNR building.  This meeting is
for the SWA and Breaux Act Task
Force to adopt the plan.

• C:  At Caernarvon 500-1,000 cfs of
fresh water flows through.  This
brought the salinity in that area
down to 17 ppt.  That is desired at
Caernarvon.  In the
Teche/Vermilion area we already
get ample amounts of fresh water. 
We already get 20,000 cfs from
heavy rainfall plus flooding.  Our
objectives are different here.  There
is no comparison between the two.

• A:  The comparison is with the way
Caernarvon was made to work.  In
that area there were sides opposing
each other just as avidly as ABA
and the rice growers are.  But they
were able to work out an acceptable
plan.

• C:  Rice isn’t the only concern we
have in this area.  The maps with
land loss show the least amount of
land loss in this area relative to the
rest of the coast.  We attribute the
low land loss to the freshwater
influence (as well as low



145Q = Question A = Answer C = Comment

subsidence).  We feel fresh water is
maintaining and is good for the
land.

• C:  We have river water, not fresh
water.  Give us oyster reefs in bays. 
No one from ABA is involved in the
studies, and the Vermilion group is. 
We want equal representation.

• A:  We have public meetings,
anyone is welcome.

• C:  The ABA has had a tremendous
influence on the Coast 2050
strategies in this region.

• C:  There is an aquifer north of Big
Wood and salt water was found in
the aquifer from the flow in
Vermilion River on September 10,
1998.

Coast 2050 Region 2 Meeting
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Building, New Orleans
September 15, 1998

Facilitator: Bill Good, DNR/CRD

Opening Speakers

• Bill Good discussed the meeting
purpose and overview

• Woody Gagliano gave the Region 2
ecosystem strategies presentation
and Region 2 overview.  We are
managing two big systems in
Louisiana, the Deltaic System and
the Chenier System.  Coast 2050 is 

not about individual projects, but
rather strategies.

• Greg DuCote discussed the
Objectives Development Team’s
(ODT) role in the development of
the plan.  The ODT formed
partnerships with the parishes/public
to determine what the public wanted
out of the plan.

Comments

• C:  I pray that Plaquemines Parish
will be there in 2050.  He told of
how it was in the past and how it is
now.  Plaquemines is most
appreciative of the effort.

• C:  Lafourche wants to see action
instead of more studies.  They are
waiting for Davis Pond.  They are
all for land building in Lafourche 
and Terrebonne.  Lafourche is very
appreciative and ready to start.

• C:  Coast 2050 is critical to Orleans
Parish.  We praise the effort and
approach and are proud to be a part
of it all.

• C:  Jefferson Parish has been
involved in 2050 from the
beginning.  Jefferson Parish Marine
Fisheries Board has been very
active.  Gerald Horst and Woody
Crews, both in attendance, are
members.  Don’t put this plan on the
shelf.  Jefferson Parish has
unanimously adopted the 2050 
strategies, and they have passed a
resolution of support.
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• C:  Read a resolution of support
dated September 1, 1998, which
endorses strategies in St. Bernard.

• C:  Coast 2050 is a great approach. 
We are realizing we can have both a
strong economy and a clean
environment.  Many people in
coastal Louisiana don’t know how
open they really are.  Water supplies
are being threatened, as well.
Barataria-Terrebonne National
Estuary Program (BTNEP) covers
4.3 million acres.  We applaud
2050’s coastwide approach.

• C:  So much has been done so far. 
Consensus building is just
beginning, not stopping.  We need
to look at the 2050 Plan and say,
“What is right about it?”  We are
responsible for saving our coast.

General Audience Questions and
Comments

• Q:  Has never heard of the strategy
to Evaluate diversion of greater
than 4,000 cubic feet per second
(cfs) from Caernarvon; Monitor
existing diversion and evaluate to
derive maximum benefits.

A: This strategy has been in there a
while.  The strategy only states we
will study the possibility.  It’s not
saying we are definitely going to do
it.  

A:  Secretary Caldwell has said
publicly that he will not allow it
opened to more than 4,000 cfs.  

A:  Secretary Caldwell probably will
not allow this, but the project will
be implemented for fifty years. 
Also, the Caernarvon Interagency
Advisory Committee must consider
this issue anyway.

• C:  We should be using dredged
material from bayous to build land
instead.

C:  Aerial photography has shown
increases in land acreage in areas of
the Breton Sound estuary where we
were losing land.  

C:  Some of this land that has
supposedly been built is over a duck
pond he’s hunted for thirty years. He
still can’t walk across it.  This all
looks good on paper.  Something
needs to be done to protect the
outside islands first.  He doesn’t 
want to see Delacroix Island
sacrificed.  

C:  The Coalition to Restore Coastal
Louisiana will be getting a
resolution from the board in favor of
Coast 2050.   Caernarvon is a
template for what we must learn
elsewhere.  We will be putting water
in other places, and we have to be
open to asking questions.  We must
be open and fair about how we
operate these structures.  

C:  We are looking at areas of land
like Delacroix Island that will be
under water in 2050 if we don’t
build land and replenish these
marshes.  If people understand this, 
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maybe they will be more open to
more water.  

C:  We need to sell this thing to
every governmental body because
we need money, lots of it.  He wants
to be kept abreast of what is going
on with the Coast 2050 Plan after it
is done.

• Q:  He has spent lots of time
studying Plaquemines Parish. 
Please think about the most cost-
effective way to get the most water
and sediment into the marshes as
possible.  He agrees with Clyde
Giordano that the east side of the
parish where the levee is gone (from
Hurricane Betsy) is where the parish
is growing.

A:  We are trying to fix what we
have broken, and we want to restore 
as much of the natural processes as
possible.

C:  Now is the time to make projects
with CWPPRA.

• Q:  Question for Woody Gagliano:
The conveyance channel is the most
refreshing idea that has come out of
this process, because it can build so
many thousands of acres of land. 
What is the next step to get this
going?  What kind of support is
needed?  Adding to this, elaborate
also on separating navigation from
water and sediment in river.

A:  Yes, creating a new branch of
the river is going to be expensive,
but what does it mean?  I have been

doing planning since 1969.  Finally,
in 1980, I published a map showing
the future appearance of the parish. 
We need to stress taking advantage
of opportunities.  NEXT STEP—  
Flesh out the benefits.  This level of
project is very exciting and we can
sell it if it has merit.  We have to
change our decision-making
process.  We are too slow and
cumbersome.  I have put a proposal
on the table that has taken almost
$0, and I did it in a year.  TO LAST
PART— We have tremendous
amounts of material and force at our
disposal in the river.  We have less
sediment than we did in the past,
and we are losing some of our
budget now.  We have to look at it
across the coast.  

A:  We will be using a lot more of
this sediment and water in the 
future with diversions, delta lobes,
etc.  The sediment trap should be
built.

• C:  The process of educating the
general public about this is just
beginning.

• C:  Thanks to Louisiana
Cooperative Extension Service
(LCES) for all their help.

• C:  There has been a procedure
devised for linkages of flood
protection, wildlife, fisheries, etc.  It
is called “Consistency.”

• C:  Thanks to Governor Foster and
Colonel Conner.
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• C:  Make sure the issue of drinking
water is in the Coast 2050 Plan.  We
are protecting this.

Coast 2050 Region 1 Meeting
University Center, Southeastern
Louisiana University, Hammond

September 16, 1998

Facilitator: Bill Good, DNR/CRD

Opening Speakers

• Bill Good gave an introduction.

• Woody Gagliano gave a background
presentation.

• Jay Gamble presented Coast 2050
Plan and goals.

• Bill Good opened the floor to
comments and questions.

Comments

• C:  The St. Tammany Parish police
jury read some of their resolution
supporting Coast 2050.

• C:  The Tangipahoa Parish Council
expressed their support of Coast
2050.

• C:  The St. Bernard Parish Coastal
Zone Management Advisory
Committee commented on their
resolution of support and read a 
supporting letter from Parish
President Charles Ponstein.

• C:  Complimented Woody
Gagliano’s presentation and thanked
DNR and the people who put Coast
2050 together.  The public, in
conjunction with local government,
is the key to the success of this plan,
and everything is really coming
together.  Thanked individuals
present, as well as Phil Pittman,
Jane Ledwyn, and others.

• C:  Read a list of names recognized
as participants involved with the
Coast 2050 effort and thanked
everyone for their support.
   

General Questions

• Q:  “What next?”

A:  DNR will take the comments
received and give them to the State
Wetlands Authority (SWA) and the
Breaux Act Task Force who will
meet on October 20.  The two
groups will gather to adopt one plan
with parish and public endorsement. 
Most people were satisfied thus far
with the proposed strategies.

• Q:  How did you draw the
projections reflected in the
presentations?

A:  Historical data and data
reflecting current marsh health were
combined to achieve these
projections.

• Q:  Will mailouts continue to reflect
local contacts and DNR contacts as
they relate to Coast 2050?
A:  Perhaps mailouts will have
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contact numbers, but the public
comments should still be in by the
deadline in order to be taken into
consideration for Coast 2050.  He
explained where the plan would go
next and how feasibility studies
outlined by Coast 2050 would soon
be getting underway.  The Breaux
Act has a branch of public outreach
that people can contact with
questions and comments about
restoration.

• Q:  Is a cut-back in funding for the
Breaux Act a possibility at this
point?

A:  We put 80 projects together on a
needs list totaling $300 million in
cost to complete!  “We are sitting on
‘GO’ if we get that money.”  We
(Louisiana) are on the cutting edge
of technology as it applies to coastal
restoration, and, as an outreach
person, I have seen great success in
getting matching funds for this type
of work from the State.

A:  Having this plan participated in
by local and State and Federal
agencies makes funding a very real
possibility because of this strong
position.  No one is predicting it
will be reduced.  Our State funding
is dependent on our mineral
resources income and that is erratic

year to year.  DNR is proposing a
mineral income percentage
stabilization.  We’ve raised public
awareness.  There is currently $50
billion in public infrastructure, and
public income loss would total $40 
billion by 2050.  The State would
not be saving money by a no-action
scenario.

A:  The Breaux Act funding had
always been about $40 million a
year.  What happened that made
people think that the money was
being reduced was that  projects
approved were just now being paid
for.  Some projects had payments
spread out over two- and three-year
periods, which made current
funding appear to have been
lowered.

• Q:  If oil wells in Lake Pontchartrain
pay $250,000 a month in taxes to
our State, why can’t we get more
from these interests?

A:  These monies are given out in
the form of percentages to various
interests in the State, and we are the
new kid on the block, so to speak. 
An increase in funds from that
source in the future is a possibility.
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SECTION 5

CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE PUBLIC AND PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION

Background

In October 1972, national legislation
established a policy to develop a national
program for the management, beneficial
use, protection, and development of the
land and water resources of the nation’s
coastal zones.  Section 306 of the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
(16 U.S.C. 1455) authorized the
Secretary of the Department of
Commerce to make annual grants to any
coastal state toward restoration efforts
pending various conditions.  One
requirement for such Federal monies was
the establishment of a State coastal zone
management program “in accordance
with the rules and regulations
promulgated by the Secretary (of
Commerce).” 

The Coastal Wetlands Planning,
Protection and Restoration Act of 1990
(“Breaux Act”;PL. 101-646) focused the
requirements of Louisiana in the form of
a restoration plan.  The plan, the
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration
Plan, was completed in 1993.  The letter

on the following page, written by former
Governor Edwin Edwards in 1995, is the
request to Secretary Ron Brown to
amend the State’s coastal zone
management program with the addition
of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Restoration Plan.  

Since the adoption of its strategies in
October 1998, by the unanimous vote of
the State Wetlands Authority and the
Breaux Act Task Force, the Coast 2050
Plan will form the basis for this
restoration plan. 

Public Correspondence

The correspondence on subsequent pages
are letters of concern, comment, and
support both to and from the public in
each region and coastwide.  They are
presented in chronological sequence. 
These voiced and written concerns,
comments, and acknowledgments of
support were used to make Coast 2050 a
better, more acceptable, technically
sound plan.



























































































































































































































Two hundred copies of this public document, Appendix A, were published in this first printing at a total cost of $2361.78.  This
document was published by the  Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 94396, Baton Rouge, La. 70804-9396 to
fulfill the requirements of a coastal restoration plan under the authority of Public Law 101-646.  This material was printed in
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