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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 established a nationwide policy to 
include in every recommendation or report on proposals for major Federal actions significantly 
affecting the environment, a detailed statement of the environmental impact of the proposed 
action.  Such detailed statements are referred to as environmental impact statements (EIS).   
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New Orleans District (CEMVN) published a 
notice of intent (NOI) to prepare a draft supplemental EIS for the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA) 
Modification of Caernarvon Diversion (MCD) Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study was 
published in the Federal Register (volume 74, number 177) on September 15, 2009.   
 
The purpose of the NOI is to announce the Corps’ intention to prepare a draft supplemental EIS 
that addresses the Modification of the Caernarvon Diversion Project, which was identified in the 
LCA Ecosystem Restoration Plan as a near-term critical restoration project.   
 
The NEPA provides for an early and open public process for determining the scope of issues, 
resources, impacts, and alternatives to be addressed in the supplemental EIS.  This process is 
referred to as scoping.  Scoping meeting announcements were advertised in two area newspapers 
leading up to the meeting date.  The meeting was held on Thursday, October 8, 2009, in 
Braithwaite, Louisiana. 
 
This scoping report outlines the project background and scoping process to date, and summarizes 
the key issues identified by members of the public during the initial scoping period.  Section 5.0 
of this report contains a detailed analysis of the comments received.   The top five themes 
identified by members of the public include: 
 

 Pipe in sediment from Mississippi River or other borrow sites in basin to restore and 
nourish marsh. 

 Redistribute freshwater to the east and west into marsh areas that currently do not receive 
flows. 

 Modify the Caernarvon Diversion operational plan to include pulsing to mimic historic 
Mississippi River flooding conditions. (Currently in the Operational Plan) 
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 Construct shoreline stabilization.  
 Restore the barrier islands. 

 
 
2.0  STUDY AUTHORITY 
 
The Water Resources Development Act of 2007, Section 7006 (e)(1)(D).  
  
 
3.0  PROPOSED ACTION 
 

The Caernarvon Diversion structure, constructed in 1991 in upper Breton Sound Basin, has a 
maximum operating capacity of 8,000 cfs. The structure has been operated as a salinity 
management feature, with freshwater introductions from the Mississippi River ranging from 
1,000 cfs up to 8,000 cfs averaging 4,000 cfs, to this point in time, considerably less than half of 
the structure’s capacity. 

The MCD feasibility study is designed to address coastal restoration problems and opportunities 
in the project area based on guidance from the LCA Ecosystem Restoration Study completed in 
2004.  Specifically, to assess changes in the operation to increase restoration outputs.   
 
Construction of the Mississippi River levee has effectively stopped annual spring flooding that, 
in the past, had nourished Breton Sound with sediment, nutrients and freshwater. 
 
Additional freshwater should improve biological productivity and help reverse the current trend 
of degradation, thus restoring wetland habitat. 
 
The goal of this project is to reverse the trend of degradation in the southeast portion of the 
Breton Sound to contribute to a sustainable coastal ecosystem that can support and protect the 
environment, economy and culture of southern Louisiana and the nation. 
 
Project Objectives – The primary goal of the Caernarvon Modification Project is to assess 
changes in the Caernarvon project to increase wetland creation and restoration outputs that will 
contribute towards achieving and sustaining a coastal ecosystem that can support and protect the 
environment, economy, and culture of southern Louisiana and thus contribute to the well-being 
of the Nation. Specific objectives include: 
 

 Minimize future land loss and increase sustainability 
 Improve the habitat conditions for fish and wildlife to enhance the biological productivity  
 Improve existing hydrology including water quality, hydrologic functions, and circulation 

patterns 
 Redistribute sediment and freshwater to interior marshes across the Breton Sound Basin 
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The overarching goal of the LCA Ecosystem Restoration Plan is to reverse the current trend of 
degradation of the coastal Louisiana ecosystem by maximizing the use of restoration strategies to 
reintroduce historic flows of water, nutrients, and sediment to coastal wetlands, and to maintain 
the structural integrity of the coastal ecosystem. 
 
4.0  SCOPING PROCESS 
 
NEPA affords all persons, organizations and government agencies the right to review and 
comment on proposed major Federal actions that are evaluated by a NEPA document. This is 
known as the “scoping process.”  The scoping process is the initial step in the preparation of the 
EIS and will help identify (1) the range of actions (project, procedural changes) (2) alternatives 
(both those to be rigorously explored and evaluated and those that may be eliminated), and (3) 
the range of environmental resources considered in the evaluation of environmental impacts. 
 
A scoping meeting announcement requesting comments regarding the scope of the Caernarvon 
Diversion Modification was sent to Federal, state, and local agencies; and interested groups and 
individuals on October 2 and October 6, 2009. The media advisory announcing the scoping 
meeting was provided to 262 media outlets.  An advertisement for the public scoping meeting 
appeared in the following publications:   
 

 The Times-Picayune, October 1, 4, & 6, 2009 
 St. Charles Herald Guide, October 1, 2009 
 St. Bernard Voice, October 2, 2009 
 Plaquemines Gazette, October 6, 2009 
 NOLA.com, September 18, 2009 to October 8, 2009   

 
The public scoping meeting was held on:   
 

Thursday, October 8, 2009 
Lynn Oaks School 
1 Lynn Oaks Dr. 
Braithwaite, LA 70040 

 
The schedule for the scoping meeting was:   
 

 6:00 – 7:00 p.m.  Open House 
 7:00 – 7:30 p.m.  Presentations 
 7:30 – 8:00 p.m.  Question and Answer Session 
 8:00 – 8:50 p.m.  Open Forum for Comments 
 8:50 – 9:00 p.m.  Wrap-up 

 
The open house session provided attendees with an opportunity to visit a series of poster stations 
staffed by project team members and subject matter experts regarding the following topics:  the 
LCA plan, the NEPA process and milestones, an overview of the study and its goals and 
objectives, as well as maps of the study area.   
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Following the open house, there was a brief presentation on the LCA project planned for the area 
and a description of the NEPA process. During this segment, the LCA Environmental Manager 
and both the USACE MVN Project Managers and the Louisiana Office of Coastal Protection and 
Restoration presented introductory remarks, including the agenda, purpose of the meeting, public 
involvement under NEPA, a brief history leading to the study, the scope of the analysis, and the 
intent to prepare a supplemental EIS for the Modification of Caernarvon Diversion. 
 
The question and answer portion focused on the explaining the study process and responding to 
general questions presented by meeting attendees.  Following this portion scoping comments 
were accepted. Individuals were invited to present their verbal and/or written scoping comments 
to be recorded without interruption. This portion of the meeting continued until no further 
scoping comments were offered. 
 
During the wrap-up, attendees were reminded to pick up self mailing comment cards, should 
they wish to submit additional comments at a later date, and to drop off the meeting evaluation 
forms at the registration table.   
 
This Scoping Report presents and summarizes the scoping comments expressed at the public 
scoping meeting, as well as all other scoping comments received during the comment period 
beginning September 11, 2009 through November 9, 2009.  This Scoping Report indicates where 
in the supplemental EIS individual comments would likely be addressed. This Scoping Report 
will be provided to all scoping participants who provided their addresses, and will also be 
published on the NOLA Environmental web site (www.nolaenvironmental.gov). A transcript of 
comments made at the scoping meeting was prepared by a certified court reporter.  
 
5.0 SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS 
 
Scoping comments document the public’s concerns about the scope of the proposed course of 
action as well as identify significant resources and suggested alternatives.  Scoping comments 
will be considered during the study process and in preparation of the draft EIS.  A total of 49 
participants signed in for the scoping meeting in Braithwaite, Louisiana.   
 
A total of 18 multi-part comments were received during the comment period.  Nine individuals 
expressed comments at the Braithwaite scoping meeting.  A total of 6 written comments were 
received during the comment period.  There were 3 scoping comment cards and 3 scoping 
comment letter.  There were no scoping comments submitted via e-mail or the Web site for this 
study. 
 
A scoping comment may contain several specific comments directed at multiple areas of 
concern.  Hence, a single comment could potentially be generally addressed in multiple sections 
of the draft EIS.  A total of 47 specific comments were expressed.   
 
The comments were categorized according to their applicability to the EIS.  EIS categories 
include:  Purpose and Need; Alternatives; Affected Environment; Environmental Consequences; 
and Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations.  An individual scoping 
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comment may be categorized under more than one EIS subject matter heading, but no one 
comment was assigned to more than three categories. 
 
Purpose and Need 
 
The most common comment received indicated the need for pumping sediment to nourish and 
restore the marsh “I would suggest that other types of projects are needed, kind of an array of 
things are needed, maybe to pump sediment, maybe to do shoreline stabilization”; “Pump that 
damn thing in so we can get our marsh back, so we can provide a safe haven for this parish for a 
line of defense.” “That siphon was never designed to bring in sediment.  It’s not designed in the 
river to bring in sediment.  It was strictly a freshwater diversion.”  Some concerns voiced by 
land managers indicated that the habitat switching from brackish marsh to fresh marsh has 
weakened there land “Vegetation in the brackish marsh is gone, it’s weakened.  Keeping the 
water in the marsh floated it.  When the storm comes, you have tremendous damage that you 
wouldn’t normally have if you had good brackish marsh with roots into the ground. You’ve got 
to create an environment that keeps the storms from destroying it which means you’ve got to 
have vegetation that won’t get killed by saltwater.  You would either pump it in to build some 
marsh or something.” 
  
Alternatives 
 
Concerns related to sediment pumping, barrier island restoration, and shoreline stabilization 
dominated the comments received in this category.  “Well, they’ve got to get some sediment 
closer to the bottom of the river to flow in there to bring sediment into the marshlands, and 
without that the project might as well be closed.”; “I would suggest that other types of projects 
are needed, kind of an array of things are needed, maybe to pump sediment, maybe to do 
shoreline stabilization, because the Caernarvon diversion, by itself isn’t going to be sufficient.”; 
“Who’s going to put this land back?  There’s one way.  You have dredges sitting right up here 
where this gentleman works, sitting there doing nothing.  Pump that damn thing in so we can get 
our marsh back, so we can provide a safe haven for this parish for a line of defense.”; “This 
structure is meant for freshwater.  It was built to control the salinity.  We need flood protection, 
but this won’t give it to us.  We need barrier islands and that’s our first line of defense.”; and 
“The best results of the outflow were when rates were increased in the late winter and spring to 
take advantage of silt flow.  The pulse rates of 7-10 days and closing were the most effective, not 
running during the summer and fall allows plants to develop root systems and germinate.” 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The majority of comments received in this category concerned marsh loss and oyster loss issues.  
“When it came to open it, about three years, we had abundant rain years.  We didn’t need no 
Caernarvon, as far as the oyster industry was concerned.  The oyster industry was the only one 
against changing the operation of this thing, and now I see a lot of people in line behind me.  Not 
only oyster people took a loss, landowners took a worse loss than us.  When they decided to run 
this thing at 8,000 we seen the marsh wash away.  We seen it destroyed.  Running it wide open is 
not the answer.  You kill all the oysters.  You ruin all the resources, shrimp.  Everything takes a 
beating when you run it wide open.”, and “ For quite a few years, they ran so much water back 
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there that it stayed over the prairie constantly.  Well, with the siphons, like they’re saying they’re 
keeping that water in there so long and kept it over the prairie, it’s just killed the root system.  
You kill it and all you’ve got is a floton.  After a while, it ain’t no more floton.  It just breaks up.” 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 
Some concerns were raised regarding the proposed action’s impact on area wildlife.  Pallid 
Sturgeons, Gulf sturgeons, the Bald Eagle and Colonial Nesting Waterbirds were mentioned as 
sensitive receptors in the area. “Regarding the Bald Eagle:  Disturbance may lead to nest 
abandonment, cracked and chilled eggs, and exposure of small young to the elements.”  Consult 
National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines to minimize potential impact.”  Some comments 
were also related to drainage issues. “My concern is that it would be fighting the natural 
drainage that wants to come off of high ground. And with that, you would stifle the flushing effect 
that needs to happen in these canals, bringing off all the pollutants coming off the occupied 
areas up in here.” 
 
Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations 
 
Some agency concerns indicated the need to address specific fishery resource sections “National 
Marine Fisheries Service recommends the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statements 
include separate sections titled “Essential Fish Habitat” and “Marine Fishery Resources” that 
identify the EFH and fisheries resources of the study area and describe the potential impacts and 
benefits to those resources that could be caused by various activities to be described and 
evaluated in the documents. Potential direct adverse impacts of project implementation could 
result from diverted waters changing isohalines in receiving basins, thereby altering distribution 
patterns for those fishery species or life stages that are less tolerant of fresh water conditions. If 
changing isohalines cause fishery species to move to habitats providing less protection from 
predation or less supportive in terms of growth and survival, reduced fishery production of that 
species could result.  Potential direct beneficial effects could result from providing nutrients 
supportive of plankton and plant growth, both vital components of the aquatic food web. The 
nutrients also could help support plant growth and reduce wetland loss rates. The SEISs should 
evaluate such potential benefits of river diversions in light of predicted future sea level rise rates. 
The EFH and marine fishery resources sections of the documents also should describe and 
quantify the potential impacts and benefits of the proposed activities on EFH sub-categories 
(e.g., marsh, marsh edge, mud bottoms, submerged aquatic vegetation, and estuarine water 
column). The SEISs should evaluate alternatives to any activities that would result in an adverse 
impact to those resources to determine if there are less damaging methods to achieve the same 
result.” 
 
Table 1 displays the categorization of specific comments by EIS subject matter.  The most 
comments were expressed regarding Alternatives followed by Affected Environment; 
Environmental Consequences; and Purpose and Need and Consultation, Coordination and 
Compliance with Regulations.   
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Table 1.  Categorization of Scoping Comments by Draft EIS Subject Matter.  PN = Purpose 
and Need, ALT = Alternatives, AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental 
Consequences, and CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations. 
 

Source of 
Scoping Comment 

PN ALT AE EC CC Totals 

Scoping Meeting 3 8 10 15 1 37 
Scoping Comment Cards 1 2 0 0 0 3 
Scoping Comment Letters  2 4 11 6 2 25 
Totals  6 14 21 21 3 65 

 
NOTE: A single scoping comment may be categorized under multiple DPEIS subject matter 
headings.  
 
Table 2. summarizes each scoping comment and indicates by EIS subject matter, where an 
individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft EIS.  EIS categories include:  Purpose 
and Need for Action; Alternatives; Affected Environment; Environmental Consequences; and 
Consultation and Coordination.  Compliance with Regulations (Federal, state and local 
environmental laws and regulations) is also included in this latter category.  An individual 
scoping comment may be categorized under more than one EIS subject matter heading.   
 
6.0   SCOPING PARTICIPANTS  
 
Approximately 49 people attended the Modification of Caernarvon Diversion scoping meeting.  
These included, but were not limited to, private citizens, industry stakeholders, non-
governmental organizations and political representatives.  Names of those who signed in are 
listed below; names in bold indicate individuals who provided scoping comments: 
 
October 8, 2009 – Braithwaite, LA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
   

Dan Arcenaux John Lopez Jamie Favorite 
Mike Benge Andrew MacInnes John Gordon 
Tone Bernard Summer Martin George Griffen 
Louis Berrett William McCartney Rusty Guade 
Barry Bleichnez Michael Metzger Henderson 
Cory Buck Amanda Moore Joe Henn 
Howard J. Callahan Benny Roussells Bren Hoase 
Brett Carreras Kenneth Savastano Joseph House 
Kenneth Fox Laura Sanchez Keith Ibos 
David Dawson Leonel Serpas Tim Jarquin 
Troy Dean Catherine Serpas Bill Kappel 
Jim Delery Craig Taffaro Kimble 
Reagan Efold Kevin Tamor Paul & John Lagarde 
Fred Everhardt John Tesvich Wayne Laury 
Michael Farizo  Charles Leon 
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Table 2. Modification of Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion Feasibility Study-- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by EIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft EIS.  EIS categories include:  PN = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations) is also included in this latter category.  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than 
one EIS subject matter heading.  Transcripts of each oral comment provided at the Convent scoping meeting are in the Appendix.  Copies of all written comments are 
provided in the Appendix. 

PEIS Section Where 
Comment Addressed 

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

SCOPING COMMENT  

Scoping Meeting Comments  

1 

 
 

 
 
 
 

X 

  
X 

 
X 

Mr. Dan Arceneaux, Chairman of the St. Bernard Parish Coastal Zone Advisory Committee, comments: 
(1) The most important issues impacted at Caernarvon was one of freshwater diversion, and all it’s done in the past has ruined the whole marsh 

area, because freshwater doesn’t bring any sediments to the marsh., and I say flowing at 8,000 or whatever it is, all it does is wash marsh 
away. 

(2) Well, they’ve got to get some sediment closer to the bottom of the river to flow in there to bring sediment into the marshlands, and without 
that the project might as well be closed. 

2 

 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
X 
 
 
 

X 

 Mr. Fred Everhardt, District E Councilman, St. Bernard Parish, comments: 
(1) My two main concerns with the siphon is economic impact loss to the commercial fisherman and the land loss that we have.  Over the last 

shrimp season we were showing plenty of brown shrimp in the Caernarvon area and we had kept it closed, on a low cfm.  Two dealers in 
Delacroix Island caught over 100,000 pounds of shrimp in one month.  When they opened that up, it dropped down to hardly nothing.  
That’s your economic impact loss on your fishing industry. 

(2) That siphon was never designed to bring in sediment.  It’s not designed in the river to bring in sediment.  It was strictly a freshwater 
diversion.  Common sense will tell you that canal is not long enough, and the freshwater does not reach Black Bay. 

(3) If you want to do good out there and protect and make this thing work and control salinity, you have to put pipes in that channel there, across 
that marsh, and distribute that freshwater out into the areas that need it the most. 

(4) All I want is a voice in this thing so I can work with my commercial fishermen and let’s try to pump some sediment in there, because that 
siphon is not designed for sediment.  It’s designed just to catch freshwater. 

3 

  
 
 
 

X 

 
X 
X 

 
 

X 

 Mr. John Lopez, Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation, comments: 
(1) I think the most important issue is to try and maintain the emergent marsh out here in this area. 
(2) The structure can deliver sediment, I think, depending on how you operate it, you can deliver more sediment and you can also manage 

where that sediment goes. 
(3) I would suggest that other types of projects are needed, kind of an array of things are needed, maybe to pump sediment, maybe to do 

shoreline stabilization, because the Caernarvon diversion, by itself isn’t going to be sufficient. 
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Table 2. Modification of Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion Feasibility Study-- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by EIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft EIS.  EIS categories include:  PN = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations) is also included in this latter category.  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than 
one EIS subject matter heading.  Transcripts of each oral comment provided at the Convent scoping meeting are in the Appendix.  Copies of all written comments are 
provided in the Appendix. 

PEIS Section Where 
Comment Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

4 

  
 
 
 

X 

 
X 
 
 

X 

  Mr. John Tesvich, Louisiana Oyster Dealers and Growers Association, comments: 
(1) I didn’t see any proposal here tonight as far as what are you looking at doing.  You’re saying you want to change the flow rates, but we 

don’t know what.  What I feel is that the public is led to believe more freshwater or flood protection is good.  We all want flood protection, 
but what we’re not being told is that Caernarvon is not meant for flood protection. 

(2) This structure is meant for freshwater.  It was built to control the salinity.  We need flood protection, but this won’t give it to us.  We need 
barrier islands and that’s our first line of defense. 
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X 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 

 Kenny Fox, CIAC Board comments: 
(1) I’ve been an oyster fisherman for a little over 50 years, and I’ve seen the good times and bad times.  We were under the impression that we 

did need some freshwater at times.  When Mother Nature didn’t provide it, if we could influence the area with a little bit of freshwater, that 
would help us.   

(2) A lot of studies was done before this thing was completed on how to operate it, and it was supposed to be operated on a salinity basis.   
When it came to open it, about three years, we had abundant rain years.  We didn’t need no Caernarvon, as far as the oyster industry was 
concerned.  The oyster industry was the only one against changing the operation of this thing, and now I see a lot of people in line behind 
me.  Not only oyster people took a loss, landowners took a worse loss than us.  When they decided to run this thing at 8,000 we seen the 
marsh wash away.  We seen it destroyed.  Running it wide open is not the answer.  You kill all the oysters.  You ruin all the resources, 
shrimp.  Everything takes a beating when you run it wide open. 
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X 

  
X 

 
X 
 
 

X 

 Mr. Paul Lagarde, landowner, comments: 
(1) For quite a few years, they ran so much water back there that it stayed over the prairie constantly.  Well, with the siphons, like they’re 

saying they’re keeping that water in there so long and kept it over the prairie, it’s just killed the root system.  You kill it and all you’ve got 
is a floton.  After a while, it ain’t no more floton.  It just breaks up. 

(2) As far as that diversion, it didn’t put no sediment.  All it’s bringing in is freshwater. 
(3) There’s only one way you’re going to help St. Bernard.  That’s put a dredge in that river and pump it.  Then leave that land to tighten up 

again and let it come back. 
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Table 2. Modification of Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion Feasibility Study-- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by EIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft EIS.  EIS categories include:  PN = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations) is also included in this latter category.  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than 
one EIS subject matter heading.  Transcripts of each oral comment provided at the Convent scoping meeting are in the Appendix.  Copies of all written comments are 
provided in the Appendix. 

PEIS Section Where 
Comment Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

7 

   
X 

 
X 
 

X 
 

X 
 

X 

 Mr. Ken Savastano, comments: 
(1) The information you’re getting from all these people is that you’ve hurt them, you’ve hurt the land.  All of your brackish marsh, over a 20-

year period, with zero parts salinity, you’ve killed off the brackish marsh. 
(2) You’ve got some things such like peat grass, which smothered the marsh. You’ve got water hyacinths that killed all the duck grass that’s 

growing in the unmarsh areas, the water areas, which would at least hold the soil together. 
(3) Once you wipe out all the brackish and saltwater marsh, you get freshwater marsh to grow. What happens when the saltwater comes in from 

the storm?  It wipes it. 
(4) You’re in a saltwater environment.  You’ve got to get some vegetation that can handle saltwater.  Freshwater is not going to do it. 
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X 

  
X 

 Mr. Fred Everhardt, District E Councilman, St. Bernard Parish, comments: 
(1) We have lost precious land.  How are you all figuring on getting back?  That’s land that people own, property owned. Who do we blame? 
(2) So what, out of all of this information that these people are telling you – scientists don’t know what’s going on, because you all just 

destroyed it in 20 years that it’s been there. Who’s going to put this land back?  There’s one way.  You have dredges sitting right up here 
where this gentleman works, sitting there doing nothing.  Pump that damn thing in so we can get our marsh back, so we can provide a safe 
haven for this parish for a line of defense. 

9 

  
 
 

X 

  
X 

 Mr. Farizo comments: 
(1) Vegetation in the brackish marsh is gone, it’s weakened.  Keeping the water in the marsh floated it.  When the storm comes, you have 

tremendous damage that you wouldn’t normally have if you had good brackish marsh with roots into the ground. 
(2) So you’re creating an environment that’s going to help the storm destroy our marsh.  You’ve got to create an environment that keeps the 

storms from destroying it which means you’ve got to have vegetation that won’t get killed by saltwater.  You would either pump it in to 
build some marsh or something. 

10 

 
 
 

X 

  
X 

 
X 

 Mr. Tesvich comments: 
(1) If you increase the flow here, what are you going to create?  You’re just going to create freshwater marsh further down, which means 

you’re going to destroy it further down. 
(2) I don’t know how many of you all were on the Davis Pond, but Davis Pond is new and the landowners over there think, “Oh, yeah, the 

more the better.”  I think it would have been interesting if the meeting were together so that you would have landowners to talk to 
landowners and say, hey, don’t believe all this hype that you’re getting that freshwater is a panacea ant it’s going to save our lands. 
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Table 2. Modification of Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion Feasibility Study-- Summary of Scoping Comments.  This table categorizes scoping comments by EIS 
subject matter, which is where an individual comment would likely be addressed in the draft EIS.  EIS categories include:  PN = Purpose and Need; ALT = 
Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance with Regulations (Federal, 
state, and local environmental laws and regulations) is also included in this latter category.  An individual scoping comment may be categorized under more than 
one EIS subject matter heading.  Transcripts of each oral comment provided at the Convent scoping meeting are in the Appendix.  Copies of all written comments are 
provided in the Appendix. 

PEIS Section Where 
Comment Addressed SCOPING COMMENT  

# PN ALT AE EC CC 

11 

  
 
 
 

X 

  
X 

 Mr. Lopez comments: 
(1) What I think you’ve got at Davis Pond was a cypress swamp back of there.  It was a freshwater marsh back there.  And what you all have 

done, you all have changed the ecology of Caernarvon.  You all are trying to change it from a brackish marsh to a freshwater, and you’re 
not going to have a marsh. 

(2) That dredge that’s sitting up there at the foot of Carrollton Avenue and St. Charles, if you take that dredge and bring that dredge down here 
and start pumping it in, you don’t need but two and half, three foot of sand pumped in there. 

12 
  

X 
   Mr. Arceneaux comments: 

(1) When I was younger, all of Louisiana used to have tidal marshes.  That’s when we had good healthy marshes.  The subsidence is also 
helping to kill all our marsh, and if we don’t pump mud and get some more mud, we’re not going to have anything soon. 

 
              

         SCOPING COMMENT CARDS 
 

13 
  

X 
   Mr. David Dawson, land owner comments: 

(1)  Get rid of the oyster industry.  There (sic) have the hole (sic) gulf to fish in. 

 
14 

 

 
X 

    Mr. Kenneth A. Fox, R&A Oyster Co. comments: 
(1) As a oyster representative on the CIAC, I have seen and heard all about the destruction that has been discussed and shown from the operation 

of the Caernarvon Diversion.  Loss of land & resources.  It seems to me government needs to take a step back and look at the results of the 
diversion before spending more money on what shows to be a failure. 
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   Mr. Howard J. Callahan, Big Mar Land Manager comments: 
(1)     The best results of the outflow were when rates were increased in the late winter and spring to take advantage of silt flow.  The pulse rates 

of 7-10 days and closing were the most effective, not running during the summer and fall allows plants to develop root systems and 
germinate.  
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By letter dated October 27, 2009, Miles Croom, Assistant Regional Administrator, National Marine Fisheries Service comments: 
(1) Aquatic and tidally influenced wetland habitats in portions of the study areas are designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) for post-

larval and juvenile life stages of brown shrimp, white shrimp, red drum, and Gulf stone crab. Fishery management plans for these 
species have been developed by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 

(2) In addition to being designated as EFH, water bodies and wetlands in the study area provide nursery and foraging habitats supportive of 
a variety of economically important marine fishery species, such as striped mullet, Atlantic croaker, gulf menhaden, spotted and sand 
sea trout, southern flounder, black drum, and blue crab. 

(3) National Marine Fisheries Service recommends the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statements include separate sections titled 
“Essential Fish Habitat” and “Marine Fishery Resources” that identify the EFH and fisheries resources of the study area and describe 
the potential impacts and benefits to those resources that could be caused by various activities to be described and evaluated in the 
documents. Potential direct adverse impacts of project implementation could result from diverted waters changing isohalines in 
receiving basins, thereby altering distribution patterns for those fishery species or life stages that are less tolerant of fresh water 
conditions. If changing isohalines cause fishery species to move to habitats providing less protection from predation or less supportive 
in terms of growth and survival, reduced fishery production of that species could result. 

(4) Some researches have suggested that high nutrient levels in river diversions can lead to organic matter decomposition in affected soils 
and root mat decomposition. If actions being evaluated or proposed under this study would lead to increased levels of nutrients 
reaching project area marshes and water bodies, the SEISs should evaluate the potential for increased susceptibility of those wetlands to 
erosion during storm events, as well as the potential for the creation of anoxic water conditions in the area affected by the diversions. 

(5) Potential direct beneficial effects could result from providing nutrients supportive of plankton and plant growth, both vital components 
of the aquatic food web. The nutrients also could help support plant growth and reduce wetland loss rates. The SEISs should evaluate 
such potential benefits of river diversions in light of predicted future sea level rise rates. 

(6) The EFH and marine fishery resources sections of the documents also should describe and quantify the potential impacts and benefits 
of the proposed activities on EFH sub-categories (e.g., marsh, marsh edge, mud bottoms, submerged aquatic vegetation, and estuarine 
water column). The SEISs should evaluate alternatives to any activities that would result in an adverse impact to those resources to 
determine if there are less damaging methods to achieve the same result. 
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  By letter dated December 10, 2009, Mr. Tony Tesvich comments: 
(1) Everyone knows the rich delta lands of Louisiana were built from the sediments brought down and deposited by the Mississippi River.  

It seemed logical enough to put the river water back through the eroded marsh to reverse wetland loss.  However, this has proven to be 
a failed attempt.  The Caernarvon Fresh Water Diversion has been in operation for over 20 years without significant gain of wetlands 
or reversal of land loss. 

(2) I am opposed to any increase in output, or widening of the outfall canals.  My reasoning being the simple fact that these projects are 
not effective at stopping marshland loss or building of it.  Coastal restoration funds can be used in more practical methods of 
rebuilding, which offer faster results. 

(3) Our efforts should be focused on rebuilding the barrier islands, and build up of inner marshes adjacent to the back levees.  The barrier 
islands are essential to stop the encroachment of the Gulf and to regulate the tidal flow. 

(4) On the inner marshlands adjacent to the back levees out to the 5 ppm salt line, there is a lot of potential to build up the areas closer to 
the river with dredged sediments deposited over the back levees. 

(5) If the barrier island chain is rebuilt as a first line of defense, and the inner marshes are built up and planted as a second line, we will 
have a lot more protection than we had for Hurricane Katrina.  We don’t need any more studies to be made; we need dredges to start 
dredging. 
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By letter dated October 14, 2009, James F. Boggs of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service comments: 
(1) The Corps should evaluate and document the proposed project’s effects on fish and wildlife resources and threatened and endangered 

species, i.e., the piping plover, the Gulf sturgeon, the brown pelican, the pallid sturgeon, and the West Indian manatees, and their 
critical habitat.   

(2) The proposed project would be located in an area where colonial nesting water birds may be present. Until a new, comprehensive 
coast-wide survey is conducted to determine the location of newly-established nesting colonies, we recommend that a qualified 
biologist inspect the proposed work site for the presence of undocumented nesting colonies during the nesting season. 

(3) Estuarine wetlands and associated shallow waters within the project area have been identified as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).  
Categories of EFH in the project area include estuarine emergent wetlands, estuarine water column, submerged aquatic vegetation, and 
estuarine water bottoms.  Recommendations to minimize and/or avoid impacts to EFH should be developed in coordination with the 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

(4) The project-area forested wetlands may provide nesting habitat for the bald eagle. On-site personnel should be informed of the possible 
presence of nesting bald eagles within the project boundary, and should identify, avoid, and immediately report any such nests to this 
office. 
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