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Acknowledged.  All above requirements and considerations will be recognized and complied with during PED phase and into 
construction of the project. 
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Acknowledged. 
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Both the feasibility level OMRR&R and monitoring and adaptive management plans will be revised in the preconstruction, 
engineering, and design (PED) phase.  The monitoring and adaptive management plan revision will outline how each monitored 
variable can direct an adaptive management action.  In addition, the monitoring and adaptive management plan revision will 
propose more concrete and formalized communication mechanisms for the exchange of information to inform operational 
decisions.  Also, the flexibility in the operations and control plan allow for delivering the appropriate volumes of water 
necessary to restore the hydrologic cycles for a healthy swamp and will include a dry out period every 3‐5 years. 
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The fish passage will be included in the final design.   The exact design of the control structures  will be part of the value 
engineering process in both preliminary and final design.  The function of the control structures is to limit short circuiting to the 
Blind River,  but some direct f lows will be allowed to keep the canals supplied with fresh water and to allow aquatic life to pass 
freely throughout the system as it currently exists. 

The plan currently has a bar screen structure in the program  to stop large debris and large fish and aquatic life from entering 
the diversion canal.   There will be opportunity for smaller aquatic life to move from the Mississ ippi River into the Blind River 
Lake Maurepas area.  Since there have been historic overflows from the Mississippi river to the project area the species in both 
fresh water areas should be similar.  The most recent overflow of Mississippi river water was through the Nita Crevasse which 
apparently occurred in March 1890.  The pathway will be noted in the report. 

 

Both the feasibility level OMRR&R and monitoring and adaptive management plans will be revised in the preconstruction, 
engineering, and design (PED) phase.  The monitoring and adaptive management plan revision will outline how each monitored 
variable can direct an adaptive management action.  In addition, the monitoring and adaptive management plan revision will 
propose more concrete and formalized communication mechanisms for the exchange of information to inform operational 
decisions.  Also, the flexibility in the operations and control plan allow for delivering the appropriate volumes of water 
necessary to restore the hydrologic cycles for a healthy swamp and will include a dry out period every 3‐5 years. 
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Both the feasibility level OMRR&R and monitoring and adaptive management plans will be revised in the preconstruction, 
engineering, and design (PED) phase.  The monitoring and adaptive management plan revision will outline how each monitored 
variable can direct an adaptive management action.  In addition, the monitoring and adaptive management plan revision will 
propose more concrete and formalized communication mechanisms for the exchange of information to inform operational 
decisions.  Also, the flexibility in the operations and control plan allow for delivering the appropriate volumes of water 
necessary to restore the hydrologic cycles for a healthy swamp and will include a dry out period every 3‐5 years. 

The fish passage will be included in the final design.  The exact design of the control structures  will be part of the value 
engineering process in both preliminary and final design.  The function of the control structures is to limit short circuiting to the 
Blind River, but some direct flows will be allowed to keep the canals supplied with fresh water and to allow aquatic life to pass 
freely throughout the system as it currently exists. 

Acknowledged.  Prior to conducting any additional activities for the project and within the WMA, a Special Use Permit will be 
requested. 
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Acknowledged.  Prior to  conducting  any additi onal activities for the proje ct and with in  the  WMA, authorization from  the Scenic  
Rivers Program will be requested. 
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July 6, 2010  
  
Colonel Alvin Lee  
Commander  
New Orleans District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
P.O. Box 60267  
New Orleans, LA  70160   
Re:  LCA Draft Feasibility Reports and Draft Environmental Impact Statements  
  
Dear Colonel Lee:  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the LCA Draft Feasibility Reports and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statements. Section 7006(e)(3) of the 2007 WRDA identifies six near-term 
restoration projects that Congress has authorized for construction subject to, among other things, 
completion of feasibility studies and a Chief’s Report before December 31, 2010.  The draft Feasibility 
Report covers five of those six projects:   
?  Medium Diversion at White Ditch  
?  Convey Atchafalaya to Northern Terrebonne Marsh/Multipurpose Operation of the Houma 
Navigation Canal (HNC) Lock (two projects merged)  
?  Small Diversion at Convent/Blind River  
?  Amite River Diversion Canal (ARDC) Modification  
 
  
Although we were disappointed that the initial deadline of December 31, 2008 was missed, we 
commend the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the State of Louisiana in working diligently to meet 
the December 31, 2010 as directed by WRDA.  It is imperative that these projects are constructed as 
quickly as possible and our organizations are available to assist to ensure the urgency of these projects is 
understood in Washington, D.C. and in the State.  
  
We understand the need for additional analysis and the increasing uncertainty of the Terrebonne Basin 
Barrier Shoreline Project considering the Deepwater Horizon oil spill.  However, the Deepwater 
Horizon oil spill has also shown the urgent need to restore and maintain our barrier island chains to 
protect the interior marshes from multiple threats, including massive oil spills and hurricanes.  We 
request the USACE to distribute an updated timeline for completion to the public and that timeline 
ensures that this feasibility report is completed at the earliest possible time with the understanding that 
some details may have to be modified during the engineering, design and construction phase.  We 
request that the Chief’s Report also address an extended deadline for the 
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Terrebonne Basin Barrier Shoreline project that will not be meeting the required WRDA deadline due to 
these extraordinary circumstances.  
  
We also applaud the USACE and the State of Louisiana for incorporating Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management Plans at the feasibility stage of project planning.  We support the use of project funding to 
conduct monitoring and expand research and development on these restoration projects to provide 
lessons learned and flexibility in operations and management.  We offer our assistance as the 
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plans continue to develop.       
  
Two of the four projects (ARDC Modifications and Atchafalaya to Terrebonne/HNC Lock) were 
restricted from providing large scale benefits due to the cost constraints authorized in WRDA 2007.   
The USACE and State of Louisiana boldly expanded the Medium Diversion at White Ditch beyond its 
cost authorization to adequately address the sustainability of the study area.  We commend the USACE 
and State for this action.  We would have liked to see the same initiative to address the concerns of the 
Maurepas and Terrebonne Basins.  Many large-scale restoration measures were considered in these 
studies, but dismissed due to costs.  The ARDC Modification Project only addressed one of the four 
identified degraded hydrologic units and the Atchafalaya to Terrebonne/HNC Lock Project only reduces 
the land loss rate by 10 percent over the 50 year period.   Much larger scale restoration in these basins is 
needed.  In these instances, the project did not truly meet the objectives of the project in the entire study 
area.  A phased approach to project implementation should be provided that evaluates all needed 
restoration measures to meet the full objectives of the study without any cost constraints, identifies the 
critical first steps, and identifies phased project implementation based on available funding.    
  
It is imperative that the USACE complete the Feasibility Reports and the Chief’s Report for these LCA 
projects before the end of the year.  Specific comments on each project are enclosed.  We believe these 
comments could be addressed during the engineering, design, construction or adaptive management 
phases of the projects and will not delay the process.     
  
The undersigned groups welcome the opportunity to discuss our recommendations at any time.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
  
Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana   
Steven Peyronnin    Natalie Snider  
Executive Director    Science Director   
       
Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation    
John Lopez, Ph.D.       
Director of Coastal Sustainability       
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Environmental Defense       
Jim Tripp     Angelina Freeman, Ph.D.      
General Counsel    Coastal Scientist  
          
National Audubon Society  
G. Paul Kemp, Ph.D.  
Vice President, Gulf Coast Initiative  
          
National Wildlife Federation     
Karla Raettig       
National Campaign Director   
  
  
cc:    Garret Graves, Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority  
 Steve Mathies, Louisiana Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration  
 Timothy Axtman, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
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Medium Diversion at White Ditch  
LCA Draft Feasibility Report  
  
  
A key component to restoration of Louisiana’s coastal landscape is to reconnect the Mississippi River to 
the wetlands by mimicking natural processes that use the power of the Mississippi River to build land 
and maintain ecological integrity including habitats, communities, and storm buffering capacity.   We 
strongly support the Medium Diversion at White Ditch and its objectives to provide freshwater, 
nutrients and sediments designed to restore degraded habitat and sustain a larger coastal ecosystem to 
support and protect the environment, economy, and culture of southern Louisiana.     
  
Much has been learned recently about the design and operation of diversions in the Lower Mississippi 
River for coastal restoration, including the advantages of using pulsing as an operational strategy to 
maximize sediment capture (Allison and Meselhe, 2010).   With rising sea levels and predictions for 
increased storm frequency/intensity, it is imperative that restoration projects are designed to maximize 
potential for offsetting projected land loss.  Therefore, we commend and support the Tentatively 
Selected Plan (TSP) incorporating pulsing at 35,000 cfs (cubic feet per second) at high river flows to 
maximize sediment capture in the planning and operation of the diversion.  The minimal amount of 
shoaling in the river expected from operation of the diversion in a pulsed fashion (1,000 cfs diversion 
that is pulsed at 35,000 cfs at the beginning of spring flood when suspended sediment concentrations are 
significantly elevated) is an additional advantage to this operational regime.  Designing flexibility into 
this diversion project by providing pulsing capacity allows adaptation to unforeseen circumstances, as 
demonstrated by the Deepwater Horizon oil spill where river diversions were used to keep oil at bay.  
We applaud the Corps for evaluating a pulsed diversion in the analysis, and agree that the pulsed 
operation of the TSP maintains the medium diversion category authorization.         
  
The sediment concentrations in the Mississippi River can vary significantly according to location, and a 
thorough analysis of site specific data and modeling would improve prediction of sediment efficiency 
and land building potential relative to diversion locations.   Extensive sediment data collection and 
modeling is being undertaken in the White Ditch reach of the river in support of the Myrtle Grove Land 
Building Diversion.  Using this type of data and modeling results in the benefits and drawbacks of 
location selection would provide a more robust analysis.   We suggest incorporation of this additional 
data in Planning, Engineering, and Design.  
  
The conveyance channel for the TSP accounts for almost half the total cost for the project.  We agree 
that amending language from House/Senate subcommittees that 
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adjusts the project as authorized in WRDA 2007 for the increase in construction cost is warranted.   
However, we recommend reevaluating the conveyance channel and whether natural channel formation 
can be effectively utilized allowing the engineering to be scaled back (thereby reducing cost) to be 
investigated in Planning, Engineering, and Design.  Natural channel formation could be incorporated 
into the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan and funding for channel modifications could be 
acquired on an as needed basis as a part of Operations and Maintenance.  
  
  
References  
  
Allison, M.A. and Meselhe, E.A., 2010.  The use of large water and sediment diversions in the lower 
Mississippi River (Louisiana) for coastal restoration.  Journal of Hydrology 387, 346-360.    
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Convey Atchafalaya to Northern Terrebonne Marsh/  
Multipurpose Operation of the Houma Navigation Canal (HNC) Lock   
LCA Draft Feasibility Report  
  
  
In contrast to the robustness of the Medium Diversion at White Ditch project, the narrowing of ambition 
in the design of the Convey Atchafalaya to Northern Terrebonne Marsh/Multipurpose Operation of the 
Houma Navigation Canal (HNC) Lock is striking.    
As stated in the Draft Feasibility Report:  
The purpose of the project is to reverse the current trend of marsh degradation in the project area 
resulting from subsidence, erosion, saltwater intrusion, and lack of sediment and nutrient deposition.  
The project proposes to accomplish this by utilizing fresh water, sediments, and nutrients from the 
Atchafalaya River and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW).  
  
The report goes further to define the objectives of the project to include:  
  
?  Prevent, reduce, and/or reverse future wetland loss   
?  Achieve and maintain characteristics of sustainable marsh hydrology   
?  Reduce salinity levels in project area    
?  Increase sediment and nutrient load to surrounding wetlands   
?  Increase residence time of fresh water   
?  Sustain productive fish and wildlife habitat  
 
  
We do not feel that the alternatives developed for this project meet the objectives of the project.  
Alternative 2 was selected as the Tentatively Selected Plan.  However, the TSP will reduce land loss 
rates by a mere 10 percent over the 50-year project period and this benefit will be lost with intermediate 
or high relative sea level rise.  The Draft Feasibility Report states that modeling of Alternative 3 under 
intermediate RSLR would reduce the effectiveness of the project by 87 percent and effectiveness of the 
other alternatives, including the TSP, would be similar.   None of the alternatives would prevent marsh 
collapse at the high RSLR rate.  
  
Although none of the alternatives meet the full objectives of the project, there are benefits to be realized 
from the project.  Based on the description of the eight alternatives available, we feel that Alternative 3 
has additional benefits over Alternative 2 and should be selected as the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP).  
Alternative 3 includes all the measures in Alternative 2 plus two additional measures in the West – 
Bayou Penchant Area.  To increase flows from the Atchafalaya River, water will be moved from Bayou 
Shaffer to the Avoca Island Cutoff/Bayou Chene.  This will be accomplished by creating an opening 
through the Avoca Island levee and installing a large gated diversion structure 
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(WS4) in the opening.  The remaining measure (WO2) would place stone along the shore of Bayou 
Chene and Avoca Island Cutoff to protect from increased flows.  Alternative 3 would prevent 10,308 
acres of emergent marsh soils from being converted to open water over the 50-year period of analysis 
and would generate 3,325 AAHUs.  
  
Alternative 2, the TSP, does not make any change to the Avoca Island Levee, one of the root causes for 
problems in this area that this project is designed to address.  The northern and central Terrebonne Basin 
is in dire need to additional freshwater and sediment inputs.  While even Alternatives 3 would provide 
only modest amounts of water and sediment into this deteriorating basin, they would represent a net 
addition of water and sediment above current levels.  We would therefore urge further consideration of a
gate diversion structure in a new Avoca Island levee opening, a structure that would return the 
hydrology of this part of the coast more to the distribution of flows that existing prior to construction of 
the levee.    
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Estimates for OMRR&R were based on the preliminary design for a feasibility‐level study.  Additional considerations will be 
given in the PED phase for the reduction of OMRR&R associated costs.  Adaptive management measures over the life of the 
project also are expected to contribute to cost‐reducing practices to minimize these costs. 

Concur.  Language below on flexibility was added to section 7.2 of Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan:  “Some 
potential adaptive management actions for this project may include modifying the operation of the diversion structure or 
modifying operations of outfall management features and to allow operational flexibility, such as pulsing, based on monitoring 
results.  The monitoring and assessment teams should continue to evaluate operations to maximize benefits and minimize 
dredging requirements. 

Use of the dredged material will be a function of its suitability for various purposes, such as berm building, or distribution in the 
swamp and it is intended that all dredged material will be considered for beneficial use first, prior to other considerations and 
in accordance with Coastal Zone Consistency Determination; however, in the event the dredged material is not suitable for 
beneficial use in the immediate area of the project study area, it may be sold by the contractor. 

 

  
  

  
  
  
Small Diversion at Convent/Blind River  
LCA Draft Feasibility Report  
  
  
A key component to restoration of Louisiana’s coastal landscape is to reconnect the Mississippi River to 
the wetlands by mimicking natural processing that use the power of the Mississippi River to build land 
and maintain ecological integrity including habitats, communities, and storm buffering capacity.   We 
strongly support the Small Diversion at Convent/Blind River and its objectives to provide freshwater, 
nutrients and sediments designed to restore and sustain degraded forest ecosystem to support and protect
the environment, economy, and culture of southern Louisiana.     
  
We support the selection of Alternative 2, a 3,000-cfs gated culvert diversion structure at Romeville, 
Louisiana, as the TSP for the Small Diversion at Convent/Blind River.  Alternative 2 is also the NER 
Plan.  Although we typically support larger flow rates, we understand the constraints of the receiving 
area and the need to provide both wet and dry periods for natural regeneration of the forest.  We also 
support the robust monitoring plan to be utilized to adaptively manage the structure operations including
optimal pulsing periods and various flow rate impacts.  
  
We are concerned about the requirements for Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation and 
Replacement (OMRR&R).  The Feasibility Report estimates that the total annual cost will be 
$2,754,000.  Over the 50 year lifetime of the project, that equates to $137,700,000 in OMRR&R.  Most 
of this cost is associated with dredging in the Transmission Canal ($2,200,000 per year).  There was no 
discussion of alternatives to dredging, such as modification to the canal to limit sedimentation.  
Although the material will be used beneficially and “discharged into the swamp in a controlled manner 
to supplement land-building”, there is no detailed discussion on how this will be accomplished.      
  
In addition, the deposition of 150,000 cubic yards of material annually appears to be an estimate based 
on multiple assumptions.  With the uncertainty involved, the Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Plan should monitor impacts to the Transmission Canal and recommend dredging on an as needed basis.
The adaptive management plan should also evaluate structure operation and pulsing that maximizes 
impacts and minimizes dredging requirements.      
  
Lastly, Appendix L: Engineering Appendix states that material dredged during the construction of the 
Transmission Canal can be sold as excess spoil by the contractor or used to widen/raise the adjacent 
berm.  There appears to be no discussion of alternatives to use the material beneficially.  
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Amite River Diversion Canal Modifications   
LCA Draft Feasibility Report  
  
  
The study area for the Amite River Diversion Canal Modifications Project is within one of the largest 
remaining tracts of coastal freshwater swamps in Louisiana.  Some of the study area is degrading to 
marsh or open water.  The continued degradation of these areas will lead to loss of ecological function, 
storm surge protection values, and a unique habitat.  We strongly support the Amite River Diversion 
Canal Modifications and its objectives to provide freshwater, nutrients and sediments into these 
degraded forest ecosystems to support and protect the environment, economy, and culture of southern 
Louisiana.     
   
Alternatives  
The Amite River Diversion Canal Modification is the only project included in the Draft Feasibility 
Reports where the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan, Alternative 39, was not selected as the 
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP).  Alterative 33 was ranked as the 4th best performing plan but was 
selected as the TSP due to cost constraints under the current WRDA 2007 authorization.  However, the 
acreage of benefits for Alternative 39 provides double the benefits of the TSP over the 50 year study 
period and impacts all of the critical, degrading hydrologic units identified within the study.   
  
Although the TSP, Alternative 33, meets the objectives of the study, it only meets those objectives in 
the most critical hydrologic unit, NE-2.  The other three degraded hydrologic units (NE-1, SE-1 and SE-
2) are also in critical need for hydrologic restoration and the TSP does not meet the project objectives in 
these units of the study area.  We must keep in mind that these areas will continue to degrade, increasing 
the difficulty and cost of restoring these areas in the future.  The maximum cost allowance in WRDA 
2007 is $10,760,000 and the NER Plan total cost is estimated at $13,600,000.  The difference of 
$2,840,000 is a small cost difference in order to double the acres benefited from this project and restore 
hydrologic function to all four critical hydrologic units.  
  
The Chiefs Report should acknowledge that the environmentally-preferred and cost-effective alternative 
was not selected due to authorization constraints.  Additional authorization should be sought to 
authorize the NER Plan for completion under the same Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement.    
  
We fully support the State of Louisiana’s position on this project:    
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CPRA supports the NER plan (Alternative 39) since this plan includes all of the most critical areas 
within the Maurepas Swamp basin, establishes the greatest amount of hydrologic connectivity of all of 
the alternatives, is cost-effective while providing the most benefits, and is a best-buy plan.  However, 
due to authorized cost limitations in WRDA 2007, CPRA supports Alternative 33 as the TSP.  CPRA 
believes the project warrants additional Congressional authorization to increase funding and allow the 
implementation of the NER plan (Alternative 39) to fully address the Maurepas Swamp’s ecosystem 
needs identified in this report.  
  
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan  
We certainly understand the need to incorporate adaptive management into the LCA projects.  However, 
the Feasibility Report states that there are minimal active adaptive management opportunities for the 
Amite River Diversion Canal project and that the lessons learned would not likely apply to other coastal 
Louisiana restoration projects.  The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan states that the Amite 
River Diversion Canal project will not be adaptively managed.     
  
The Feasibility Study analyzed the need for restoration throughout the study area and identified four 
hydrologic units in a degraded state.  Hydrologic restoration will only occur in the NE-2, however it is 
still imperative to understand the impacts of this decision on the other degrading hydrologic units. 
Although the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, includes the monitoring objectives for the 
entire study area, which includes the four most critical hydrologic units, the monitoring procedures are 
described for within the project area, which only includes one of the critical units, NE-2.  Thus, it is 
unclear if the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan intends to monitor ecological variables in the 
entire study area or just the project area.    
  
It is our recommendation that the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan collect monitoring data 
on the entire study area, or at least the four degraded hydrologic units, to not only understand the 
outcomes of the project construction but to also understand the outcomes of project decision-making.  
  
We are also concerned with the cost estimates associated with Alternative 33, specifically the costs to 
monitor the project outcomes ($2,971,200).  This cost is nearly 40 percent of the total project cost and 
we assume will only cover monitoring within the project construction area.  For the NER Plan, 
Alternative 39, monitoring is only 26.9 percent of the total project cost.    
  
Although monitoring and research is one of the most important aspects of project performance and 
future planning, and those costs should be incorporated into the total project costs, we should be very 
aware of the need to balance monitoring and the overall project costs.  In addition, these monitoring 
costs would be more reasonable if monitoring was being conducted on the entire study area instead of 
just one of the hydrologic units.  
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Acknowledge this letter as NMFS is preparing comments
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No response required other than to acknowledge letter and send them a copy of the report (USACE doing this)
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This information  is available, but  similar  to the Blind River  project the exact diversion  flow  ra tes for  the  Hope Cana l project are  
open to  adaptive managem ent and the flow  will vary  depending on  natural conditions.   The  most  current report has a flow  rate 
that varies from  1500  to  2000 cubic feet  per second.   Language from  the Hope Canal report on  diversion  strategy, if available, 
will be included in  this report. 
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Section 1.3 of Appendix I states the intention of the USACE to engage NOAA/NMFS and other federal resource agencies as 
participants in the adaptive management program for this project.  “As part of the LCA Program communication structure for 
implementation of adaptive management (Figure 3), an LCA Adaptive Management Planning Team will be established. This 
team will be led jointly by a Senior Planner from the USACE and a counterpart from the OCPR. Other team members include 
USACE and State support staff and representatives from USFWS, NOAA, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF). These members will be selected on the basis of their knowledge of 
ecosystem restoration, coastal Louisiana ecosystems and adaptive management. Other resources and expertise will be brought 
in as needed. This team will be responsible for recommending project and program adaptive management actions to the LCA 
Management Team.” 

A map to illustrate location of the TSP plan features will be included in Section 3.0 “TSP Features” of the report.  The 
preliminary plans and specs for the control structures, as presented in the feasibility phase are included in Appendix L, Annex L‐
4 to L‐6.  A detailed operational scheme for these structures will be developed in the PED phase of this project. 

The addition of tree and shrub growth along the maintenance canal is a good consideration and will be further explored in the 
PED phase of the project. 

As additional modeling will be completed during the PED phase of the project, the diversion flow period will be refined.   

The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan does clearly state that stage, velocity, turbidity, diss
olved oxygen, salinity, nutrients, and TSS measurements will be conducted at 5 locations on Blind Ri
ver.  During PED the Adaptive management and monitoring plan will be revised based on the final 
project designs.  At this time the water quality elements will be revisited and revised as necessary in 
coordination with agencies to ensure that the appropriate level and location of monitoring and 
adaptive management actions are in place.  
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Acknowledged.  Text will be added on coordination with other state and Federal resource agencies.

Language was added in Appendix I, section 7.2 regarding flexibility of operations.  The AM Framework Team does not interpret 
project operations as an “uncertainty”.  We believe the relevant uncertainty is amount, duration, and timing of water flow and 
the ecological response to the changed hydrology.   

The Risk Endpoint under Objective 4 has been changed to include Lake Maurepas in addition to Blind River.   

               
               

       

AM plan was revised based on April 7, 2010 USFWS comments.  Responses to the specific the 
USFWS comments are included in this appendix on page 55. The Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management Plan does recommend stage, velocity, turbidity, dissolved oxygen, salinity, nutrients, 
and TSS measurements to be conducted at 5 locations on Blind River.  During PED the Adaptive 
management and monitoring plan will be revised based on the final project designs. At this time 
the water quality elements will be revisited and revised as necessary in coordination with agencies 
to ensure that the appropriate level of monitoring and adaptive management actions are in place 
to identify any water quality issues and remedy them if they should occur. Assessment of water 
quality monitoring data will indicate if any operational changes in the diversion or outfall 
management features are needed to address water quality impairment.   Water quality 
impairment in Blind River is identified in the adaptive management and monitoring plan and will 
be measured as a risk end point and not specifically as a performance measure since improving 
water quality is not a stated objective of the Blind River project.   The developed Risk endpoint is 
incorporated in the Adaptive management plan to measure and identify potential undesirable 
outcomes of the project and will be a trigger for adaptive management. 

Concur. This correction was made in the report. 



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 26 

October 2010 

   

Previous studies have noted that Lake Maurepas is a freshwater lake (<1.5 parts per thousand salinit
y).  Only during extreme drought periods does the Lake become slightly brackish (2 to 4 parts per th
ousand salinity).  Modeling of Lake Maurepas involves input from several sources other  
than Blind River.  As discussed in the report section 5.3.4 
The Blind River project will improve the water quality of the Blind River throughout its course  
which will discharge to Lake Maurepas.  During PED hydrology and water quality will be further 
modeled for the project at the necessary locations to address any remaining uncertainties in Lake 
Maurepas.  The additional project modeling in addition to the future efforts such as the LCA Hope 
Canal project would further provide the necessary information to determine if there would be any 
potential impacts to EFH. 

Studies of Lake Maurepas indicate the lake is a freshwater lake.  Normal salinity levels are less than 
2 parts per thousand, as indicated in several reports on the Lake.  Then the 30% reduction will result 
in salinities less than 1.4.  In either case the Lake remains a freshwater lake.  There are times during 
extreme drought (last was 1999) when the salinity was near 4 parts per thousand which made the 
lake temporarily brackish.  The Blind River and Hope Canal diversions will keep the lake fresher 
during drought periods and in those cases should exceed the 30% reduction and keep the lake fresh 
with salinities less than 2 parts per thousand.  It should always be noted that during tropical storm 
surge events the salinity will exceed the level for freshwater.  The diversions will be able to flush the 
Lake and swamp areas around the lake to preserve the freshwater vegetative and aquatic species by 
shortening the duration of the saline inundation. Any salinity reduction in the Lake Maurepas due to 
the operation of the project will not cause environmental impacts since the lake is already a 
freshwater lake. However, while some uncertainty of change in water quality exists, water quality 
monitoring stations installed within the swamp and along Blind River as part of the feasibility phase 
will result in more substantial water quality and salinity data that will be used to refine water quality 
modeling during the PED phase.  Additionally, as data and further analysis on other projects in the 
Maurepas Swamp area, such as Hope Canal, are available, the cumulative effects of all projects on 
water quality will be examined more fully. 

Any salinity reduction in the Lake Maurepas due to the operation of the project will not cause 
environmental impacts since the lake is already a freshwater lake. However, while some uncertainty 
of change in water quality exists, water quality monitoring stations installed within the swamp and 
along Blind River as part of the feasibility phase will result in more substantial water quality and 
salinity data that will be used to refine water quality modeling during the PED phase.  Additionally, 
as data and further analysis on other projects in the Maurepas Swamp area, such as Hope Canal, are 
available, the cumulative effects of all projects on water quality will be examined more fully. 
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Improving water quality is not a stated objective of the Blind River project; therefore,  there is no performance measure, only a 
risk endpoint, for water quality.  As a risk endpoint, it is proposed to be monitoring at 5 stations in the Blind River.   Additional 
monitoring may occur if LDEQ TMDL threshold is exceeded.  Section 1.3 of Appendix I  states the intention of the USACE to 
engage NOAA/NMFS and other federal resource agencies as participants in the adaptive management program for this project. 
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No response required other than to acknowledge receipt of their letter and agreement with the TSP
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Concur.  All available data and data updates on water quality in the Mississippi River will be evaluated 
during PED.  The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (Appendix I)  also proposes a rigorous plan 
for water quality monitoring. 

Cumulative impacts resulting from incremental impacts of the past, present and future actions such 
as the proposed Hope Canal and LCA ARDC project were included in the analysis. The cumulative 
impacts dialogue for each subsection throughout Section 5.0 of the report states “Cumulative 
impacts would be the synergistic effects of implementing the No Action Alternative combined with 
the beneficial impacts of other Federal, state, local and private restoration efforts as detailed in 
Section 5.1.1‐and refers to Hope Canal, and LCA ARDC. As the project moves into PED there will be 
continued and increased coordination between projects and with agencies and stakeholders.   
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Concur.  Additional modeling will be completed during the PED which will better depict water, nutrient, 
and sediment flow through the system.  The additional modeling results will also influence revisions to 
the feasibility‐level monitoring and the adaptive management plan that are in place to better determine 
habitat impact analysis and accretion rates 

Concur.  Coordination and collaboration with the Pontchartrain Levee District was initiated and will 
continue into the PED phase of the project to ensure project design features will consider the 
selected levee alignment plan.  Both projects will work toward the mutual benefits of each project 
to avoid opposing features. WSLP is not a currently authorized project and is not part of the future 
without project condition however coordination with this effort indicates construction of the 
hurricane and storm risk reduction features would not likely adversely impact the project.  As the 
WLSP project moves forward the team will coordinate with them to incorporate the LCA Blind River 
authorized plan into their efforts. 

Location of the monitoring points for which data is presented is described either in the text and/or in the table headers.  The 
water quality data presented in this section are what was available to date for use in this study and include hardness as a 
parameter.  Limited data sets relevant to the project study area are available. 

Concur. The majority of the study area is a state owned Wildlife Management Area.  Activity on the state 
lands will be regulated.  Activities on the small portion of the study area that is privately owned would 
also require a permit or other form of consent or authorization from the Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, or the Environmental Protection Agency.  
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It i s presumed that since  no VOCs were reported in the data set, that  no detections were present above  the analytical detection 
limits.  While this is an assumption based on the data available,  it is highly unlikely that VOCs listed would be  present in the  
Mississippi River unless a spill of some  kind had occurred.   

Modeling of the diversion and delivery system indicated that most of the sediment load in the Mississippi River water would be 
deposited within the transmission canal before flows reach the swamp interior, only a fraction of the suspended load (very fine 
particulates) will be transported to the swamp perimeter accounting for very little sediment deposition in the swamp.  The 
primary purpose of this project which incorporates berm gapping and control structures is to reverse the problems caused by 
the construction of drainage canals which eliminated water passage through the swamp.  This project reverses that hydrologic 
regime and reintroduces local drainage and diversion water to the swamp which in an area of laminar flow will remove 
sediment, nutrients and other contaminants that will be absorbed into the vegetative mass of the swamp.  The project is 
reversing the environmental issues caused by the construction of the drainage canal system. 

The concern for mercury is noted.  During PED the Adaptive management and monitoring plan will 
be revised based on the final project designs. At this time the water quality elements will be 
revisited and revised as necessary in coordination with agencies to ensure that the appropriate level 
of monitoring and adaptive management actions are in place to identify any water quality issues and 
remedy them if they should occur. 
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Goals and objectives in the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan are not significantly different than stated elsewhere in 
the report (section 2.4).  The Adaptive Management Framework Team added more detail to the objectives to better relate 
them to monitoring components.  The Adaptive Management Framework Team believes that each monitoring design does 
support its objective.  Water Quality has been included as a risk with a monitoring design. 

The section discusses and presents water quality information from LDEQ station 0117 as that data pertains to the project study 
area of the swamp and also Blind River. (?) 

This will be corrected in the final report.

This will be corrected in the final report.

The final report will ensure that the Hope Canal and Amite projects are discussed appropriately in the no action section.

The final report will spell out acronyms upon first usage.  Please note that an acronym list is included in Section 9.0 

The concern for metals is noted.  During PED the Adaptive management and monitoring plan will be 
revised based on the final project designs. At this time the water quality elements will be revisited 
and revised as necessary in coordination with agencies to ensure that the appropriate level of 
monitoring and adaptive management actions are in place to identify any water quality issues and 
remedy them if they should occur. 

               

               
               
               

               
               
               

               

               

         
               

         
               
               

               
               
               

               
               
               
               
   



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 36 

October 2010 

   

           



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 37 

October 2010 

   

               
               
               

             

   



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 38 

October 2010 

   

               



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 39 

October 2010 

   

               

               
           



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 40 

October 2010 

   

               
           



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 41 

October 2010 

   

               

               
       



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 42 

October 2010 

   

               

       



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 43 

October 2010 

   

               
               

         



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 44 

October 2010 

   

               
               

       



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 45 

October 2010 

   

               
               

             



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 46 

October 2010 

   

               

       



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 47 

October 2010 

   

Concur.  Additio na l mode ling w ill be comple ted  during ‐PED  which will  better depict water, nutrient, and 

sediment flow through  the  system.  The  additional modeling r esult s will also  influence revisions  to the  

feasib ility‐leve l monitoring  and the adaptive management  plan  that are in  place to re fine habitat impa ct 

ana lysis and a ccre tion  rates.  

Concur.   Addit ion al  modelin g wil l be  done as part o f PED  to  refine the water su rface elevat ion s along 
w ith  lim ited  swamp  floo r elevat ions  in areas proximal to berm  cuts and design featu res.   During  PED 

hyd raulic analysis of the en tire system  w ill  be perfo rmed . 
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Diversion operations, specifically flow rates, were considered in the hydrologic modeling for each alternative

                               
               
             

There have been several papers written on salinity changes in Lake Pontchartrain due to the diversions 
planned for Blind River and Hope Canal.  (1. Georgiou, I.Y., McCorquodale, J. A., Schindler, J., Retana 

A.G., FitzGerald, D.M., Hughes, Z., Howes, N., 2009, Impact of  Multiple Freshwater Diversions on the 

Salinity Distribution in the Pontchartrain Estuary under Tidal Forcing. 2. Georgiou, I.Y., 2010, High 
Frequency Response and Transport in the Pontchartrain Basin due to wind stress) What is important to 

learn from these studies is that the salinity levels in Lake Maurepas under normal conditions (i.e. no 

tropical events) are in the range considered a fresh water lake (less than 1.5 parts per thousand).   
Within Lake Pontchartrain, the salinity levels are referred to as oligohaline (0.5‐5.0 ppt).  For the project 

area the salinity levels are not an issue at any times except tropical events and long term drought 
periods.  The conditions of tropical events are so different that any modeling of salinity levels has no 

bearing on the project objectives.  The key feature of the project is to be able to flush the salinity from 

the area, which based on the hydraulic detention times modeled in the report, can occur in less than 7 
days which is sufficient to avoid salinity intrusion into the tree root zones thus causing some levels of 

mortality.  A long drought period in 1999 caused the salinity levels of Lake Maurepas to approach 4 parts

per thousand.  This was for a short period and is at the threshold of survival for the bald cypress forest. 

Based on the fact that the current system is a fresh water system the need for any salinity modeling 
within the project area is not warranted.  It may be necessary to review the previous salinity models for 

Lake Pontchartrain and determine the effect of the diversion on that system.  The modeling of the larger 

system with multiple freshwater inputs is beyond the scope and outside the area of the current project. 

Agreed.  Additional modeling will be completed during ‐PED which will better depict water, nutrient, and sediment flow 
through the  syst em.  The additional modeling results  will also influence revisions to the feasibility‐l evel monitoring and the 
adaptive management plan that are in pla ce to refine habitat impact analysis  and  accretion  rate s. 
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Acknowledged.  It is the intent of  the USACE and OCPR to continue coordination with the agencies to complete the feasibility 
phase and on into the PED phase to fully and adequately address impacts to fish and wildlife. 

Concur. Additional modeling will be completed during – PED which will better depict water, nutrient, 
and sediment flow through the system.  The additional modeling results will also influence revisions to 
the feasibility level monitoring and the adaptive management plan that are in place to refine the habitat 
impact analysis and accretion rates. 
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Concur.  The  feas ib ility  le vel m on itor ing  and  a da ptive  mana gement p lan  inc ludes both  pre ‐ and  post ‐

d ive rsion  m on itor ing  of sed iment a cc re tio n,  ele vat ion ,  fore st  com position ,  a nd  fo re st  product iv ity .   As  

m ore  spec ific  desig n  in form at ion be com es ava ilab le in  the PED  phase , th is  m onito ring  a nd  adapt ive  
m anagem ent  pla n  will be  re vised  to  addre ss cha nging  environm ental condit ions  and  the  Pro jec t de livery  

Team  w ill propose  more concre te  and  form a lized  comm unica tion  m echan ism s for  the  excha nge of 
in forma tion  to  in form  ope ra tiona l dec isions  rela ted  to  the  d iversion  st ruc ture a nd  outfall m ana gem ent  

system . 

Concur.  Additional modeling will be done as part of PED to refine the water surface elevations along 
with limited swamp floor elevations in areas proximal to berm cuts and design features.  During PED 
hydraulic analysis of the entire system will be performed. 

There have been several papers written on salinity changes in Lake Pontchartrain due to the diversions 
planned for Blind River and Hope Canal.  (1. Georgiou, I.Y., McCorquodale, J. A., Schindler, J., Retana 
A.G., FitzGerald, D.M., Hughes, Z., Howes, N., 2009, Impact of Multiple Freshwater Diversions on the 
Salinity Distribution in the Pontchartrain Estuary under Tidal Forcing. 2. Georgiou, I.Y., 2010, High 
Frequency Response and Transport in the Pontchartrain Basin due to wind stress) What is important to 
learn from these studies is that the salinity levels in Lake Maurepas under normal conditions (i.e. no 
tropical events) are in the range considered a fresh water lake (less than 1.5 parts per thousand).   
Within Lake Pontchartrain, the salinity levels are referred to as oligohaline (0.5‐5.0 ppt).  For the project 
area the salinity levels are not an issue at any times except tropical events and long term drought 
periods.  The conditions of tropical events are so different that any modeling of salinity levels has no 
bearing on the project objectives.  The key feature of the project is to be able to flush the salinity from 
the area, which based on the hydraulic detention times modeled in the report, can occur in less than 7 
days which is sufficient to avoid salinity intrusion into the tree root zones thus causing some levels of 
mortality.  A long drought period in 1999 caused the salinity levels of Lake Maurepas to approach 4 parts 
per thousand.  This was for a short period and is at the threshold of survival for the bald cypress forest. 

Based on the fact that the current system is a fresh water system the need for any salinity modeling 
within the project area is not warranted.  It may be necessary to review the previous salinity models for 
Lake Pontchartrain and determine the effect of the diversion on that system.  The modeling of the larger 
system with multiple freshwater inputs is beyond the scope and outside the area of the current project. 

Discussion.  The alignment for the transmission canal is located almost wholly within agriculturally active lands and thus was
treated as a single habitat type.  The WVA was conducted in a manner consistent with the habitat type within the project study 
area the majority of which is cypress‐tupelo.   A sensitivity analysis will be performed to the extent possible for the WVA to 
demonstrate which variables are most sensitive, and therefore, crucial to the success of the project, to address the fact that the 
benefits presented depend on a number of highly uncertain factors, and to demonstrate whether the range of benefits 
estimated in the WVA will still be realized. 

Concur. USACE will re‐initiate coordination with USFWS if any delay greater than one year is realized or 
if any of the project features changes significantly; this will be done to ensure no adverse affects to any 
Federally listed threatened or endangered species or their critical habitats. 
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Agreed. USACE will re‐initiate coordination with USFWS if any delay greater than one year is realized or if any of the project 
features changes significantly; this will be done to ensure no adverse affects to any Federally listed threatened or endangered 
species or their critical habitats. 

Acknowledged. 

Acknowledged. 

Acknowledged. 
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Acknowledged.  Activities within the project study area will require a Special Use Permit from the WMA manager at LDWF.  
Coordination also is required with the Scenic Rivers Coordinator. 

Acknowledged.  To the extent practicable, land clearing activities will be conducted during the fall or winter to minimize 
impacts to nesting migratory birds; these activities also will be mindful of hunting seasons in the WMA. 

Acknowledged.  This has been done and responsesto comments received from USFWS, NRCS, NOAA, EPA, LDWF, LDEQ, and 
DNR will be included in the final report, Appendix G. 

Acknowledged. 

Acknowledged. 
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It is the intent of the Adaptive Management Planning Team to continue coordination with the Project Delivery Team and their 
natural resource agency team members. 

We do not see the referenced quotation in that section.  However, the term “ecological success” comes directly from USACE 
guidance on implementation of monitoring and adaptive management plans dated August 2009.  Therefore, this term must be 
utilized.
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Your concern is noted.  We may revisit the organizational structure and format during 
plan revision during PED. 

We concur.  The multi‐parameter instrument used in the synoptic survey can include your recommended parameters.

We agree that five years is somewhat arbitrary for determining successful sediment accretion rates; however a time frame had 
to be established.  We are open to a better suggestion.  We agree that it is uncertain how long the project area may take to 
begin functioning as a healthy and sustainable swamp.  We agree that during the more detailed development of the Monitoring 
and Adaptive Management plan in PED, more defined adaptive management measures and expanded monitoring target years 
may be included should desired outcomes not be achieved.

Although SLU stations may not be within this project area, tree growth rates will be informative for establishing baseline 
conditions.  Adaptive Management Team will coordinate to obtain CDM data.  

The turbidity recorders are included at hydrologic sites because flocculant soils mayprohibit accurate measurements of 
elevation and accretion using SET’s and feldspar markers. 

We have changed language as suggested.  We agree that outfall management features may need to be adaptively managed as 
stated in section 7.2 Potential Adaptive Management Measures.  

The desired outcome was slightlychanged to state “Performance of this measure is most dependent…”  It is understood that 
shade could potentially influence the outcome of this measure which is one reason why densitometer and hemispherical 
photography measurements, which estimate the amount of crown cover, is also being measured.
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Language has been revised to clarify.  It is not the goal to document changes in cover class, but only to determine numbers of 
baldcypress and tupelo sapling and seedlings. 

Comment noted and language revised accordingly.

All vegetation sampling is conducted annually.

Both monitoring locations and reference sites have yet to be established, but will be established during the plan revision in PED. 
When discussing establishment of these sites, adaptive management team will coordinate with LOCPR and CDM. 

We concur on including conductivity and pH at interior and river hydrologic stations.  Pre‐project monitoring is critical and this 
project will conduct pre‐construction monitoring for two years during PED.  Satellite photography was considered during plan 
development but was dropped due to the inability to track distribution of freshwater and sediments due to tree cover. 

The monitoring plan was developed to directly measures factors if possible. 
Monitoring for objectives one, two, and three is the minimal information 
necessary to determine project success and/or adaptive management needs.   The team will 
coordinate with LDWF to incorporate their biological sampling to indirectly measures habitat which 
will further strengthen the data used to determine project success.  

 
Additionally during PED the Adaptive management and monitoring plan will be revised based on the 
final project designs. At this time the water quality elements will be revisited and revised as 
necessary in coordination with agencies to ensure that the appropriate level of monitoring and 
adaptive management actions are in place to identify any water quality issues and remedy them if 
they should occur.  
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The multi‐parameter instrument used to measure salinity also measures water level, which requires hourly measurements to 
calculate depth, duration and frequency of flooding.  Additionally, less frequent discrete measurements would require many 
more field team deployments which would not provide any significant cost savings compared to the additional cost of the 
instrumentation and data processing. 

We like this suggestion and agree that this information is necessary and that the plan should define these time frames.  
However, it is impossible to estimate these dates at this early stage in the project.  We will address this during the plan revision 
in PED. 

Concur.  The final report reflects this change. 

Concur.  The final report reflects this change 

Concur.  The final report reflects this change. 

Concur. The final report reflects this change. 
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a. The velocity through the culvert at design flow is approximately 10 feet per second. (Triple 10 foot by 10 foot culverts 
with a cross section area of 300 feet and a diversion flow of 3000 cubic feet per second.) 

 

b. There is in the current conceptual design a trash rack that will be considerably larger in total area than the culverts and 
will be sloped at a distance approximately 10 feet from the face of the culverts. 
 

c. The conceptual design shows the inlet channel from the Mississippi River a distance of approximately 300 feet, to be 
concrete lined.  This lining is not to protect from inlet velocities caused by the diversion, but from the velocities of the 
Mississippi River which can range from 4 to 6 feet per second. 
 

d. From the reports available the Pallid Sturgeon adults can swim at about 8 feet per second for short periods.  The young 
sturgeons are limited to about 1 to 2 feet per second.  They can actually swim upstream in higher velocity currents due to 
their ability to use the channel bottom and sides for propulsion. (1.) 
 

e. At a distance of 30 feet from culvert face the velocity from the diversion is approximately 2.5 feet per second which is 
less than the 5 feet per second normal velocity in the Mississippi River.  The actual configuration of the diversion 
entrance will be more downstream than shown on the current feasibility drawings for the purpose of keeping floating 
debris from entering the diversion channel.  This may also assist in keeping the Pallid Sturgeon from entering the 
diversion.
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Response to be provided by Glen Constance.

Response to be provided by ERDC.

a. The culvert is currently set at elevation 0 MSL and the top is at elevation 10 MSL so at the operating point of 11 MSL in 
the River the diversion will deliver 3000 cubic feet per second.  The diversion gates are automatically adjusted to 
maintain the 3000 cubic feet per second with changing levels of the Mississippi River and changing downstream tidal 
conditions from Lake Maurepas. 

 
b. The following table shows the calculated flow and culvert cross section area for the River stages below 11 feet MSL: 

Response to be provided by ERDC.
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Blind River Diversion Culverts Flow ‐ Stage Relationship

Stage  Culvert Discharge Velocity Annual

in  Cross Flow at Face of Average 

Mississippi  Section Rate Culverts Percent 

River  Exceedence

(feet)  (sq. feet) (cubic feet / sec.) (Feet / Sec.) (%)

>11  For River stages greater than 11 the gates will be automatically controlled 
to limit flows to 3000 cubic feet per second 

11  300 3000 10 47

10  300 2900 9.7 49

9  270 2600 9.6 51

8  240 2300 9.6 56

7  210 1800 8.6 61

6  180 1300 7.2 68

5  150 1000 6.7 74

4  120 800 6.7 80

<4  For River stages less than 4, flows are negligible and depend on Lake 
Maurepas tidal variations. 
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a. In general the cross section of the diversion culverts (300 square feet) is less than 0.25 percent of the Mississippi River 
cross section. 
 

b. For the range of River stages from 4 to 11 feet, the River cross section at the diversion point (River Mile 162) varies from 
110,000 to 130,000 square feet.  At a stage of 11 the River at it deepest point is 130 feet. 

a. A stage discharge relationship for the Mississippi River at the diversion site could not be located and most likely is not 
available.  Typical discharge rates for the Mississippi River at the time of maximum diversion (3000 cubic feet per second) 
are in the range of 500,000 cubic feet per second. 
 

b. The diversion flow represents approximately 0.6 percent of the flow in the River. 

Response to be provided by ERDC.

               

           

c.
 

The diversion is planned to be operated continuously between March through October each year.  The
actual flow rate of the diversion will depend on numerous factors including tidal variations, swamp water 
Requirements, local rainfall events, Mississippi River 
stage 

and other environmental elements.
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a. The diversion is a gated structure with gates automatically controlled to divert a set volume of flow from 500 to 3000 
cubic feet per second. 
 

b. The current design includes a trapezoidal channel that will connect the culverts at the levee to the Mississippi.  The 
culverts and the inlet channel elevations will be at approximately 0 Mean Sea Level (NAVD88). 
 

c. At the end of the entrance channel there is proposed to be a trash rack approximately 20 feet in height (El 0 to El. 20) 
sloped at approximately 60 degrees to horizontal.  The primary purpose of the rack is to keep debris from entering the St. 
James drainage system and the Blind River. 
 

d. The culverts are proposed to be three 10 foot by 10 foot cast in place concrete culverts with integral cut off wall to 
protect the integrity of the existing levee.  Sluice gates will be used to control the flow and to shut tightly to stop all 
diversion flow. 
 

e. After the flow passes through the culverts at velocities of 10 feet per second they enter a stilling basin that is part of the 
transmission canal extending approximately 3 miles to the St. James drainage system.  The transmission canal is a 
trapezoid earthen channel with elevated guide levees.  Typical channel velocities are 1.5 to 2.0 feet per second. 
 

f. St. James drainage canals are used for distribution to the swamp through calibrated berm gaps through the spoil banks 
from the drainage channel dredging. 
 

g. To control short circuiting of diversion waters to the Blind River the drainage canals will be modified with control 
structures.  The exact design of the control structures may change during the design and value engineering process, but 
are currently in the project as downward opening crest gates at six locations. 
 

h. There will be four sets of culverts installed under Highway 61 to promote hydraulic connectivity through the swamp.
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Response to be provided by ERDC.

a. As mentioned earlier the angle that the diversion meets the River can be turned towards the downstream direction by 
about 15 to 20 degrees so that floating debris will not enter the diversion channel. 
 

b. A short wall could be included in the inlet channel so that the sturgeons that primarily swim near the bottom would not 
enter the diversion channel and would stay in the main body of the River. 

               

         



Appendix G: Response to Public Comments    Volume IV‐LCA Small Diversion 
                  at Convent/Blind River 

 WRDA 2007 Section 7006 (e) (3) 

Page 66 

October 2010 

   

Response to be provided by ERDC. 
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General comment statements within this letter with regard to protection of the pallid sturgeon and continued coordination 
with USFWS are acknowledged. 
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Acknowledged.  It is the intent of  the USACE  and  OCPR to continue coordination with the agenc ies to  complete the feasibility  
phase and on into  the PED phase  to  fully and  adequate ly addres s impacts to fish  and  wildl ife. 

Concur.  Additional modeling will be done as part of PED to refine the water surface elevations along 
with limited swamp floor elevations in areas proximal to berm cuts and design features.  During PED 
hydraulic analysis of the entire system will be performed. 

Concur.  Additional modeling will be done as part of PED to refine the water surface elevations along 
with limited swamp floor elevations in areas proximal to berm cuts and design features.  During PED 
hydraulic analysis of the entire system will be performed. 

Concur.  The feasibility level monitoring and adaptive management plan includes both pre‐ and post‐
diversion monitoring of sediment accretion, elevation, forest composition, and forest productivity.  As 
more specific design information becomes available in the PED phase, this monitoring and adaptive 
management plan will be revised to address changing environmental conditions and the Project delivery 
Team will propose more concrete and formalized communication mechanisms for the exchange of 
information to inform operational decisions related to the diversion structure and outfall management 
system. 
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There have been several papers written on salinity changes in Lake Pontchartrain due to the diversions planned for Blind River 
and Hope Canal.  (1. Georgiou, I.Y., McCorquodale, J. A., Schindler, J., Retana A.G., FitzGerald, D.M., Hughes, Z., Howes, N., 
2009, Impact of Multiple Freshwater Diversions on the Salinity Distribution in the Pontchartrain Estuary under Tidal Forcing. 2. 
Georgiou, I.Y., 2010, High Frequency Response and Transport in the Pontchartrain Basin due to wind stress) What is important 
to learn from these studies is that the salinity levels in Lake Maurepas under normal conditions (i.e. no tropical events) are in 
the range considered a fresh water lake (less than 1.5 parts per thousand).   Within Lake Pontchartrain, the salinity levels are 
referred to as oligohaline (0.5‐5.0 ppt).  For the project area the salinity levels are not an issue at any times except tropical 
events  and long term drought periods.  The conditions of tropical events are so different that any modeling of salinity levels has 
no bearing on the project objectives.   The key feature of the project is to be able to flush the salinity from the area, which based 
on the hydraulic detention times modeled in the report, can occur in less  than 7 days which is sufficient to avoid salinity 
intrusion into the tree root zones  thus causing some levels of mortality.  A long drought period in 1999 caused the salinity levels 
of Lake Maurepas to approach 4 parts per thousand.  This was for a short period and is at the threshold of survival for the bald 
cypress forest. 

Based on the fact that the current system is a fresh water system the need for any salinity modeling within the project area is 
not warranted.  It may be necessary to review the previous salinity models for Lake Pontchartrain and determine the effect of 
the diversion on that system.  The modeling of the larger system with multiple freshwater inputs is beyond the scope and 
outside the area of the current project 

Discussion.  The alignment for the transmission canal is located almost wholly within agriculturally active lands and thus was 
treated as a single habitat type.  The WVA was conducted in a manner consistent with the habitat type within the project study 
area the majority of which is cypress‐tupelo.   A sensitivity analysis will be performed to the extent possible for the WVA to 
demonstrate which variables are most sensitive, and therefore, crucial to the success of the project, to address the fact that the 
benefits presented depend on a number of highly uncertain factors, and to demonstrate whether the range of benefits 
estimated in the WVA will still be realized. 
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Acknowledged.

Acknowledged.

Acknowledged.

Acknowledged.  Activit ies within  the project study area will  require a Special Use Perm it  from the  WMA manager  at  LDWF.  
Coordination  also is required  with  the Scenic Rivers Coordinator. 

Acknowledged.

Acknowledged.  To the extent practicable, land clearing activities will be conducted during the  fall or winter  to minimize 
impacts to nesting migratory birds; these  activities also will be mindful of hunting seasons in the WMA.  

Acknowledged.  This  has been done and responses to comments received from USFWS, NRCS, NOAA, EPA, LDWF, LDEQ, and 
DNR will be  included in the final report, Appendix G. 

Concur. USACE will re‐initiate coordination with USFWS if any delay greater than one year is realized or 
if any of the project features changes significantly; this will be done to ensure no adverse affects to any 
Federally listed threatened or endangered species or their critical habitats. 
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The culverts to be installed under Highway 61 are low profile culverts that will be mostly submerged.  Aquatic life will be able to 
cross through the culverts as well as small animals that can swim through the culverts when water levels are low.  There may be 
times when the culverts become totally submerged. 

Due to the elevation of the road it is not possible to allow for culverts of sufficient height to allow for passage of deer and other 
large animals.  The roadway is an impediment to flow movement through the swamp and the culverts will allow the flow to 
equalize on both sides of the road. 

Goals and objectives in the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan are not significantly different than stated elsewhere in 
the report (section 2.4).  The Adaptive Management Framework Team added more detail to the objectives to better relate 
them to monitoring components 

Coordination between the Project Delivery Team and USFWS and other agencies will be continued throughout PED, including 
updates to the monitoring and adaptive management plan. 

Acknowledged.

Acknowledged.
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