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Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

SUMMARY

This document describes the public comments and responses by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
New Orleans District (CEMVN) regarding the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement (Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS) for the Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study. In
accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR §1503.1) for implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the CEMVN issued a Notice of Availability dated March 20, 2015,
inviting public participation to comment on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement for the Southwest Coastal Louisiana study which was published by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency in the Federal Register Volume 80, No. 54, March 20, 2013, page 15001. The Revised Integrated
Draft Report and EIS was distributed for review and comment to Federal, state, and local agencies; Tribes; libraries;
and other interested parties. The Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
was also posted on the study webpage: http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/About/Projects/SouthwestCoastal.aspx.
Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement were
requested during the 45-day comment period from March 20, 2015 to May 4, 2015.

Three public hearings were held during the comment period. A total of 184 people signed in to the public hearings;
however, more people were in attendance than had signed in for all three hearing sites. The CEMVN received a
total of 2,752 comments, including: 2,540 signatures on petitions; 50 emails; 40 oral comments during the public
hearings; 34 governmental (including Federal, state, parish, and local); 10 letters; 7 postcards; and 4 telephone
comments received during the comment period. Most comments were comprised of several specific comments; a
few of the comments provided attachments.

All comments received on the Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS, whether or not the comment is thought
to merit individual discussion, are included in this report. Comments received most often included:
1. Request to include a list of all Parish Priority Projects and Coastal Restoration and Protection Plans in the
repott.
2. Request that any and all reference to eminent domain and involuntary participation be removed from the
study.
3. Request that a ‘Local Sponsor’ be chosen and have immediate ‘voice’ in the remaining planning process.
4. Request to replace reforestation measures be replaced by shoreline protection measures.

All comments were reviewed and considered by the Project Development Team in further developing the
Integrated Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. Many salient comments, questions, and
concerns were expressed in both the written and oral form.

The substantive comments received on the NED plan warranted significant changes resulting in revising it from a
programmatic level to a feasibility level of detail suitable for recommendation for construction.

The environmental restoration (NER) component of the study remains at the feasibility level of detail and suitable
for recommendation for construction. Two additional appendices are added to the Integrated Final Feasibility
Report and Environmental Impact Statement to include an appendix with copies of Parish Priority Projects and
Coastal Restoration and Protection Plans, and an appendix displaying maps of all affected structures under the
NED Plan. In addition, detailed responses included discussions of eminent domain and involuntary participation,
why chenier reforestation is a necessary component of the NER Plan, and the continued involvement of local
interested parties in the study process. The Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact
Statement will be made available for review and will also be posted on the study webpage:
http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/About/Projects/SouthwestCoastal.aspx.
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Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document describes the public comments received during the 45-day public comment period and the
CEMVN responses to those comments. The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR
§1503.1) for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) established a nationwide policy that
after preparing a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and before preparing a final EIS the agency shall:

e Obtain the comments of any Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect
to any environmental impact involved or which is authorized to develop and enforce environmental
standards.

e Request the comments of:
o Appropriate state and local agencies which are authorized to develop and enforce environmental
standards;
o Indian tribes, when the effects may be on a reservation; and
o Any agency which has requested that it receive statements on actions of the kind proposed.

e  Request comments from the public, affirmatively soliciting comments from those persons or organizations
who may be interested or affected.

An agency may request comments on a final environmental impact statement before the decision is finally made.
In any case, other agencies or persons may make comments before the final decision unless a different time is
provided under 40 CFR §1506.10.

A Notice of Availability (NOA), dated March 20, 2015, inviting public participation to comment on the Revised
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (Revised Integrated Draft Report) for
the Southwest Coastal Louisiana study was published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal
Register Volume 80, No. 54, March 20, 2013, page 15001. The Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS was
distributed for review and comment to Federal, state, and local agencies; Tribes; libraries; and other interested and
affected parties; and was also posted on the study webpage:
http:/ /www.mvn.usace.army.mil/About/Projects/SouthwestCoastal.aspx. Comments on the Revised Integrated
Draft Report and EIS were requested during the 45-day comment period from March 20, 2015 to May 4, 2015.

News releases announcing public hearings were distributed to media outlets throughout the study area, as well as
posted to the USACE New Orleans District website (www.mvn.usace.army.mil) and social media outlets such as
Facebook and Twitter. Paid advertisements for the meetings were placed in the following local newspapers:
Vermilion Today on April 12 and 14, 2015; American Press on April 12 and 15, 2015; and Dequincy News on
April 12 and 16, 2015. Notifications were sent to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) that are actively
involved in coastal restoration via the New Orleans. Public hearings were also coordinated with Calcasieu,
Cameron, and Vermilion Parish Presidents' Office and Coastal Zone Managers. As an additional measure for
providing public access to the document, the Revised Integrated Draft Report available for view and downloading
from the World Wide Web at: http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/About/Projects/SouthwestCoastal.aspx. No
reports of user difficulty were reported to the webmaster for the site.

Three public hearings were conducted by the CEMVN in April 2015. The public hearings provided a forum for
public expression of verbal statements regarding the proposed action and the content of findings of the Revised
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. Each meeting also provided an
opportunity for attendees to ask questions of CEMVN and the non-Federal Sponsor representatives regarding the
Southwest Coastal Louisiana study. The dates, locations number of individuals signing in, and number of
individuals providing comments at the public hearings is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1 Public Hearings Information
Date Location Attendees
April 14, 2015 Vermilion Parish: 61 individuals signed in
Abbeville High School 13 individuals offered
1305 Wildcat Drive comments
Abbeville, Louisiana
April 15,2015 Calcasieu Parish: 21 individuals signed in
Lake Chatles Civic Center | 7 individuals offered
900 Lakeshore Drive comments
Lake Chatles, Louisiana
April 16, 2015 Cameron Parish: 102 individuals signed in
Cameron Police Jury 20 individuals offered
119 Smith Circle comments
Cameron, Louisiana

The public hearing format included an Open House from 6:00 to 6:30 pm where general information about the
proposed Southwest Coastal Louisiana study effort and process was provided. From 6:30 to 8:30 pm, an overview
of the proposed Southwest Coastal Louisiana study was presented, followed by a question and answer session and
acceptance of formal public comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement. A copy of the sign-in sheets for the public hearings/meetings is presented in Attachments 1,
2, and 3.

A certified court reporter provided a written transcript of each hearing/meeting record. A copy of the transcripts
from each hearing/meeting is available upon request. Provisions were made for comments to be written on
comment cards and provided to the CEMVN during or following the hearings. A total of 184 people signed in to
the public hearings; 61 people signed in at the Vermilion Parish hearing, 21 people signed in at the Calcasieu Parish
hearing and 102 people signed in at the Cameron Parish hearing. There were more people in attendance of the
public hearings than had signed in at all three sites. A total of 40 individuals offered oral comments during the
public hearings.

The NEPA provides specific guidance (40 CFR 1503.4) about responding to comments. An agency preparing a
final EIS shall assess and consider comments both individually and collectively, and shall respond by one or more
of the means listed below, stating its response in the final statement. Possible responses to comments include:

* Modify alternatives including the proposed action.

* Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agency.

* Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses.

* Make factual corrections.

* Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, authorities, or
reasons which support the agency's position and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances which would
trigger agency reappraisal or further response.

All comments received on the Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS, whether or not the comment is thought
to merit individual discussion, are included in this report. Comments received most often included:

1. Request to include a list of all Parish Priority Projects and Coastal Restoration and Protection Plans in the
report.

2. Request that any and all reference to eminent domain and involuntary participation be removed from the

study.

Request that a ‘Local Sponsor’ be chosen and have immediate ‘voice’ in the remaining planning process.

4. Request to replace reforestation measures be replaced by shoreline protection measures.

»
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All comments were reviewed and considered by the Project Development Team in further developing the
Integrated Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. Many salient comments, questions, and
concerns were expressed in both the written and oral form.

The substantive comments received on the NED plan warranted significant changes resulting in revising it from a
programmatic level to a feasibility level of detail suitable for recommendation for construction.

The environmental restoration (NER) component of the study remains at the feasibility level of detail and suitable
for recommendation for construction. Two additional appendices are added to the Integrated Final Feasibility
Report and Environmental Impact Statement to include an appendix with copies of Parish Priority Projects and
Coastal Restoration and Protection Plans, and an appendix displaying maps of all affected structures under the
NED Plan. In addition, detailed responses included discussions of eminent domain and involuntary participation,
why chenier reforestation is a necessary component of the NER Plan, and the continued involvement of local
interested parties in the study process. The Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact
Statement will be made available for review and will also be posted on the study webpage:
http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/ About/Projects/SouthwestCoastal.aspx.

2.0 COMMENTS

The CEMVN received a total of 2,752 comments, including: 2,540 signatures on petitions; 50 emails; 40 oral
comments during the public hearings; 34 governmental (including Federal, state, parish, and local); 10 letters; 7
postcards; and 4 telephone comments received during the comment period. Most comments included several
specific comments; a few of the comments provided attachments.

Table 2 lists the Federal, state, and local agencies; individuals and other interested parties that provided oral
testimonies, written and other comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS. A portable document
format (pdf) copy of all comments, including petitions, is available upon request.

Table 2. List of individuals that provided comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS.
Email Comments
Ashely K. Buller Keith Hayden Nedra Davis
Alaine M Devalcourt E. Scott Henry Roderic Vaughn
Arnold Jones Jr. Gloria Conlin Ryan Bourriaque
Ashley K Buller John Dale "Zach" Lee Shannon Neveaux
Carol Fountain Judith Falcon Shannon Neveaux
Carolyn Woosley Karen Wheat CPRA
Mayor Randy Roach Michael Hare Sue Neveaux
Stephen R. Spencer Mike Toerner Suzy Heck
Elvin "Bubba" Wheat Motgan Herden Tom Couste
Nancy Murphy Geer Toerner Tricia Gaspard
Government Comments (Federal, state, parish, local)
Ashley K. Buller Don Haydel LDWF
(ACHP) Brian Lusher Department of the Interior Office | Nedra Davis
D.Y. Doland of the Secretary Stephen R. | Nicole Minvielle
Cameron Parish Gravity Drainage | Spencer (NOAA, NMFS) Virgina M. Fay
District No. 4 (EPA) Craig Weeks (SHPO) Pam Breaux
Calcasieu Parish Police Jury Erath (Town of) Teche-Vermilion Fresh Water
City of Lake Chatles Mayor Randy | Jonathan "JP" Perry, LA State | District
Roach Senator, District 26 (NRCS) Kevin Norton, State
CPRA Kristin Saltzman Conservationist
State Senator Dan "Blade" Motrish | Kitk Quin Vermilion Parish Police Juty
Ray Fremin, Jr.
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Table 2. List of individuals that provided comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS.

Louisiana Delegation, Congtess of
the United States

Lett

er Comments (other than Government)

Alfred Broussard
Ellray Henry

Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation
Martin Miller

Michael Toerner

Petitions (names and copies of petitions available upon request)

1,752 signatures on undated Petition to Change the SWCL Study’s 2015 Draft (Shannon Neveaux)
63 signatures on petition dated April 16, 2015
748 signatures on petition dated April 17, 2015
4 signatures on petition dated April 21, 2015

Postcard Comments

Barbara Primeaux
D.Y. Dolsatd Jr.
Davy L. Doxy

Tris Broussard
Jeff & Shari Richard

Lisa Chiasson
Susan Boudreaux

Public Hearings/Meeting Calcasieu Parish April 15, 2015

Carolyn Woosley
Jennifer Cobian

John Mouton
Laurie Cormier

Mayor Randy Roach
Nedra Davis
Nic Hunter

Public Hea

rings/Meetings Cameron Parish April 16, 2015

Benny Welch Kirk Quinn Ray Clement
Billy Dorian Marshal Young Ryan Bourriaque
Curtis Fountain Mike Scooter Trosclair
Cynthia Sellers Mz. Miller Sherriff Johnson
David Richard Ms. Jones Stacy Verret
Dinah Landry Nedra Davis Terry Beard
J.C. Reina Paul Sellers Unidentified
Public Hearings/Meeting Vermilion Parish April 14, 2015
Earl Landry Mayor John LeBlanc Randy Moertel
Joe Tessier Mike Sagrera Roland Viator
Kevin Segrera Nedra Davis Shannon Neveau

Mark Shirley Peter Vincent
Telephone Comments
Robert Duboit | Jolene Lane | Billy Waters

The formal NEPA comments presented at the public hearings, as well as all other comments (letter, email,
comment cards, and telephone) on the Revised Integrated Draft Report and EIS are presented in Table 3.
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Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
petitions on . .
C.a meron . behalf of Please accept the attached petitions on behalf ACl'(I'lOWICdgC receipt of er'n.ml and attached
1 Ashely K. Buller May 5, 2015 Parish Police email . - . petitions. Response to petition comments are
Cameron Parish of the residents of Cameron Parish. ! .
Juty . included in the General Responses.
residents
I am a concerned citizen from Abbeville
located in Vermilion Parish. I grew up in
Esther which is about 15 minutes south of
Abbeville. My grandparents have lived there for
more than 50 years and will not leave the only
2 flooding place they know as home. Their house is built Comment acknowledged.
between 13-16 feet high, however for
Hurricane ITke the water line marked more than
halfway up the creosote poles. Living in the
south flooding will always be a problem,
especially with a hurricane in the equation.
The Final Integrated Report provides details
regarding potential project induced impacts
Also, our coast provides 1/3 of the nations and benefits to the significant resources of
3 fisheries coastal fisheries. Coastal fisheries off of our fishery and other aquatic resources, including
marsh lands are an incredible boost to our essential fish habitat. Shoreline protection
economy. would protect existing and restored marsh
which function as vatious essential fish
habitats.
. . . . The point is these people that live here and
Al M Deval April 24, 201 bli ail
amne evalcourt pril 24, 2015 public e have lived here, as well as the marsh land that The Recommended Plan would reduce risk of
constantly erodes away, needs to be protected. damages from hurricane storm surge flooding
Without the help of engineers building some for almost 4,000 structures. The
protection type of ‘barrier’, the coastal wetlands will Recommended Plan also includes marsh and
4 people and continue to erode and these people in the south | chenier restoration features and shoreline
marshlands will lose all they own. Eventually, maybe notin | protection features resulting in restoration,
our life time, the land will erode away enough nourishment and/or protection to over
that these southern parishes will be part of the 15,000 net acres and over 4,000 average
Gulf of Mexico and waters will continue to annual habitat units.
erode north.
Without some type of action put in place, there .
, - The Recommended Plan would reduce risk of
won’t be any wetlands, will not be any elders . .
L . R . damages from hurricane storm surge flooding
enjoying their retirement in the only place they
. for almost 4,000 structures. The
know as home, and the state economy will -
X L . . Recommended Plan also includes marsh and
people, economy | surely decline. Louisiana’s coast gives this . . .
5 . ] chenier restoration features and shoreline
& jobs state’s economy a huge boost. There are so . o .
. protection features resulting in creation,
many people that would lose jobs once the - .
. nourishment and/or protection to over
wetlands erode away. I hope me, along with all
L . 15,000 net acres and over 4,000 average
of the others petitioning, can get our voices . .
annual habitat units.
across to someone who cares.
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Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Com;:l ent Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

EMAIL COMMENTS

Arnold Jones Jr.

April 17, 2015

public

email

eminent domain

We attended last night's meeting and wish to
submit a comment and a request: We feel as
though the use and or threat of "eminent
domain" are not required and should be
removed from the draft.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

list of affected
properties

We would like to request a copy of affected
properties in Cameron parish as we are
property owners, we know the list is
preliminary and subject to review but would
like to know if any of my properties are
affected.

Each of the propetties potentially affected by

implementation of the NED Plan is presented
in Appendix N to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures.

Cameron Parish Police

20 Jury Ashley K Buller

April 24, 2015

Cameron
Parish Police

Jury

email

petitions on
behalf of
Cameron Parish
residents

petitions dated 16 April 2015 from Theodor A.
Broussard (Grand Chenier); Pamela Kelley
(Grand Chenier); Richard James Dahlan
(Creole); Mitchel Kelly (Grand Chenier);
Darilyn Canik (Grand Chenier); David Al
Duprie (Grand Chenier); Sheila Miller (Grand
Chenier); Cecil J Clark (Grand Chenier); Craig
Matthew Manuel (Sweetlake); Zachary Taylor
Vincent (Grand Lake); Cheryl A. Broussard
(Grand Chenier); Richard Cauik (Grand
Chenier); Gary Shipman (Cameron); Kim
Richard (Creole); Freddie Theriot (Grand
Chenier); Gary Primeaux (Grand Chenier);
Jeanette Thibodeaux Jacobs (Creole); Willis
Luie (name is not legible, Grand Chenier);
Carol Wainght (name not legible, Grand
Chenier); Ceasar Swire (Grand Chenier);
Christopher Fountein (Grand Chenier); Darren
Richard (Creole); Catlyn Hendrix (Creole); Tye
Fontenot (Creole); Win Kioin Warrant (name
not legible, Grand Chenier); Barron Guidry
(Grand Chenier); Michael Jacobs (Creole);
Lanny Nihire (name not legible, Grand
Chenier); Drucilla Vincent (Grand Chenier);
Sara Roy (Grand Chenier); Susan Fawvar (name
not legible, Grand Chenier); Kenton Bonsall
(Grand Chenier); Watt Richard (Grand
Chenier); Eruc Baccughlopi (Creole); Denton
C. Vincent (Grand Chenier); Leslie D. Griffth
(Grand Chenier); Craig Hendrix (Grand Lake);
Danny Lavergue (Grand Lake); JoDee Roberts
(Grand Lake); Peggy Reyes (Cameron); Martial
A. Young (Grand Lake); Brandon J. Carter Jr.

Acknowledged receipt of petitions. Responses
to petition comments provided in below and
in General Responses.
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Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

#

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

EMAIL COMMENTS

(Grand Chenier); Francis Guilbeau (Cameron);
Iris Broussard (Grand Chenier); Barbara Portie
(Creole); Ran Johnson (name not legible, Grand
Lake); Steven Landry (Creole); Robert Portie
(Creole); Ann Langlinais (Abbeville); Jimmie
Ann McLean (Grand Chenier); Rodney
McLean (Grand Chenier); Beulah Bradley
(Hackberry); Toby Landry (Grand Lake); Dinah
Landry (Grand Lake); Joseph E. Trahan (Grand
Lake); Nadine Richard (Grand Chenier);
Douglas M. Haynie (Creole); Judy & P.J.
Broussard (Abbeville); Jerry Dockins
(Cameron); Jennifer Dockins (Cameron);

Emma Jean Miller (Cameron); Jennifer Picou
(Cameron); Nina Jones (Grand Chenier).

21

Carol Fountain

April 23,2015

public

email

property list

If a home was listed in the preliminary report
and earmarked and has now been lifted what
would be the outcome on this situation? How
can someone find out which SRL properties are
on this list?

Preliminary lists of identified affected
structures should not be considered final.
Affected structures have been identified in a
series of maps and included in a new appendix
to the Final Integrated Report.

22

23

Carolyn Woosley

May 4, 2015

public

forward
comments

Greetings to you two, and thanks for your hard
work, P.J. and Paul. My apologies for not
forwarding this modest comment through
proper channels, but I could not figure out
where the comment link was re: the draft
feasibility study. Please forward these
comments to the correct persons. I commend
the USACE on the proposed marsh restoration
and chenier ridge reforestation projects, as well
as the coastline stabilization projects. Those
cannot be implemented soon enough, as you
well know.

Acknowledged

involuntaty
participation/emi
nent domain

Concerning the “hot topic” of this study, I
believe that the “involuntary” eminent domain
element should be removed until other risk
reduction measures, re: storm surge and other
high waters possibilities, are exhausted,
particularly the former.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Com;:l ent Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

EMAIL COMMENTS

24

25

26

27

Calcasieu Ship
Channel

The USACE has as part of its mission, not
only navigation, but also coastal preservation
and protection. On the subject of protection,
to the extent that you can address the causes of
hurticane-related risk, please do. The Ship
Channel, a true engine of the region’s and the
nation’s economy, is unfortunately also a
conduit of storm surge. Do not ask citizens to
take it on the chin, whilst leaving a cause of
hurricane storm damage, the Ship Channel,
undressed.

The study recommends the Calcasieu Ship
Channel salinity barrier be a separate long-
term study due to the complexity of this
project.

Calcasieu Ship
Channel

I have proposed mobile gates that would swing
out across the Channel only after, in
anticipation of a major stotm, it is closed to
traffic. Such (expensive) gates could be porous
and could possibly break some of the force of
the surge, while allowing water to permeate
those same gates but with its powers lessened.
The waters would admittedly disperse over the
southwest Louisiana landscape but at a lowered
height and force. These gates could, perhaps,
shave off a few feet from the height of this
surge. This needs study, obviously.

The study recommends the Calcasieu Ship
Channel salinity barrier be a separate long-
term study due to the complexity of this
project.

Calcasieu Ship
Channel

Left to its own devices a surge arrives at Prien
Lake and Lake Chatles, its powers unaddressed.
A curving (natural) river combined with 25+
miles of intervening marshes are supposed to
take the bite out of the height and force of a
surge; but, the Calcasieu River has been
straightened; the marshes are waning. Not to
address the Ship Channel (called by some in the
USACE a ‘hurricane highway’) is not to address
the cause of much destruction in the highly
populated Lake Area.

The study recommends the Calcasieu Ship
Channel salinity barrier be a separate long-
term study due to the complexity of this
project.

Calcasieu Ship
Channel

I understand that an engineering firm is in the
process of isolating or making whole the banks
of the Calcasieu Ship Channel to the south of
the GIWW. That is a very good thing, re:
containing the salinization of the waters and
marshes. However, given this scenario, with
the Ship Channel’s borders made whole, during
a major storm, those same walls hold the
Channel within its banks (up to a certain
height), and this creates, I would think, an even

The study recommends the Calcasieu Ship
Channel salinity barrier be a separate long-
term study due to the complexity of this
project.
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

#

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

EMAIL COMMENTS

28

29

more pure and powerful, unabated surge into
the Lake Area. That is my fear.

Calcasieu Ship
Channel

I have lived through Audrey, Rita and Ike,
always on the Ship Channel where it enters
Lake Chatles. I've seenalot. Idon’t want to
see what greater storms will deliver to a fast-
developing area with a "hurricane highway" that
is unaddressed. Please address the Ship
Channel. Not to do so is wrong.

The study recommends the Calcasieu Ship
Channel salinity barrier be a separate long-
term study due to the complexity of this
project.

Calcasieu Ship
Channel

I realize fully that the Port of Lake Chatles
expresses strong sentiments against anything
impeding ship traffic. Does the Port of Lake
Chatles speak for the citizenry? Does the
area’s citizenry control the Port of Lake
Charles?  What I suggest (and perhaps
someone else can come up with a better plan)
does not impede the normal course of ship
traffic. It is a mobile solution/ suggestion put
into place only when ship traffic is already
stopped in advance of a possible major storm.
A solution which is a win-win is the ticket to
success on this topic, but it must be pursued.
Again, thanks. It was a pleasure to work with
you since 2009.

The study recommends the Calcasieu Ship
Channel salinity barrier be a separate long-
term study due to the complexity of this
project.
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Com;n ent Person/Agency Date gzz::::; é\g :)xii;:rft Theme Comment sg‘;i:;;g:gphmsed or Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
The Recommended NED Plan would be
1. We request that in the event the National entirely voluntary participation. *See response
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) remains a to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
National Flood | relative part of the Study, that all eminent domain" comments in General Responses
30 Insurance domain references be removed and that all located at the end of this table. The
Program / owners of property identified as being requirements under the authorized National
eminent domain | candidates for relocation be notified and Flood Insurance Program were considered
allowed opportunity to review the Study and during the study.. The Final Integrated
make public comment. Report will be available for public review
during State and Agency Review.
City of Lake Charles . City of Lake .
szor Randy Roach April 29, 2015 t():Iharles email/letter
2. We further recommend that if "flooding" is
to be used as a part of the criteria to develop
and implement coastal restoration projects in
this or any other coastal region of the country,
Conchss.ionaI such rl}le be based on a new set‘of standards The recommended plan has been developed
authorization of | authorized by Congress and which address: a) ithin C ional authorizations specifi
31 use of flooding | the unique hydrological characteristics of any Wlth 10 Longressiona’ au f)k atons spectiic 1
for coastal coastal region affected by such regulations; b) £0 huLrcane Storm Surge s reduction as we
. 8! Y as ecosystem restoration.
restoration the need to protect the history, culture and
related socioeconomic characteristics of such
coastal regions; and c) be designed to protect
coastal residents from forced relocation of
residences and businesses from those areas.
3. We recommend adding an appendix to the
Cameron and report to include a list of all priority projects
3 Vermilion submitted by Cameron and Vermilion Parishes
Parishes priority | in order to make sure that these projects will be
projects cligible for consideration in any future funding Parish priority projects have been included in
opportunities. Appendix N to the repott.
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Com;n ent Person/Agency Date gzl:‘:::e(:; (1:\3 :)xii;:rft Theme Comment sg::\lirnl;;g::;phrased or Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
Parish priority projects have been included as
a separate new Appendix N in the Final
4. We recommend adding a statement in the Integrated Report. Appendix N contains the
Calcasien Parish draft as fo]lowss "CalFa§ieu Parish gnt%cipates following statement: “Tl'wugh notan
update coastal coa§tal pl'an which will .mcludf? a priority endorsemc':nt of any project under this study
33 plan including projects list. Those projects will be viable effort, Parish Priority Projects that would be
S . projects for consideration of funding for provided by the Parishes to the State for
pnont;lri projects protecting Lake Chatrles to the 500 year level of | consideration as deemed necessary by the
st protection as deemed necessary by the Coastal Coastal Master Plan for Louisiana are
Master Plan for Louisiana 2012." included in this Appendix only as a reference
for future planning under other study
authorities.”
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
Generally, the planning goals of the NED
Plan are to reduce risk of damages associated
with hurricane storm surge. The NED storm
damage risk reduction plans were formulated
to achieve NED principles and objectives.
.. Contributions to NED are inctreases in the net
> We - ecommend that the original goals and value of the national output of goods and
objectives of the SWLA study, namely: . . .
Ecosystem Restoration, Risk Reduction and services, expressed in monetary units, and are
L > . . the direct net benefits that accrue in the
.. Historic and Cultural Preservation, be included, . X
original goals and analvzed and specifically addressed in the planning area and the rest of the Nation. The
objectives / yaee p Y . general planning goals of the NER Plan are to
. conclusions and recommendations of the study o .

34 national flood instead of allowine the provisi £ the NFID significantly and sustainably reduce land loss
insurance toStZlie Ore fe;)e\:’icneganj Pﬁ(;‘;l}s O;lse(; suc; and coastal erosion in the study area, restore
program <€ preferen priority . environmental conditions for the Chenier

considerations in determining the programming Plain ecosvstem in SWC Louisiana. and

and the priority for coastal restoration and luat }; noe of coastal restor: t1, o

protection projects eligible for funding with cvaiuate a range ot coa estoratio

state and federal monics components to address a multitude of

: ecosystem problems. Plans were formulated

to achieve NER principles and objectives.
Contributions to NER ate increases in the net
quantity and/or quality of desired ecosystem
resources, and are measured in the study area
and nationwide.

6. We request that access to the Shape files for iff::f:: ﬁcﬁiﬁzpiziggennﬁed

35 shapefiles the elevation of all structures surveyed as part . . .
of your decision making critetia be made Recommended Plan is included in the Final
¥ Integrated Report.
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Source of

Date
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

EMAIL COMMENTS

36

37

available to Calcasieu, Cameron and Vermillion
Parishes.

windshield
survey vs benefit
cost ratio

7. We specifically reject the methodology used
to determine the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR)
parameters because it was based on "wind
shield view" survey which is not adequate to
assess and make recommendations as to the
listing of project s or the development of
programs necessary to implement the
recommendations of the study.

The windshield data collection is consistent
with requirements for feasibility report level
of analysis. Additional detailed analysis will be
conducted during subsequent project phases.

original projects
modeled

8. We recommend that the projects originally
submitted by Cameron and Vermilion Parishes
be modeled as they were originally submitted
instead of using modified versions of the
original projects and that the evaluation of
these projects be re-submitted for review and
comment before the plan is finalized. Thank
you in advance for your consideration and
support of the comments submitted above.
Should you have any questions, please call (337)
491-1381

Projects submitted by Cameron and
Vermilion Parishes were screened, along with
other proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternative array.

Department of the
Interior Office of the
Secretary Stephen R.

Spencer

38

May 4, 2015 Federal agency

email /letter

no comments

The U.S. Department of the Interior has
reviewed the Southwest Coastal Louisiana
Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement. In this
regard, we have no comment.

Comment acknowledged.

39

Elvin "Bubba" Wheat

40

April 19.2015 public

involuntary
participation/emi
nent domain

1. As a citizen residing within the 3 parish area
affected by this study, I do not want the
involuntary participation portion left in the final
document containing the “eminent domain”
language. It was added after the December
2013 draft, which is considered in the eleventh
hour. I am fully aware of the benefits and also
the weather dangers that are a part of residing
in this coastal area. I do not wish for the
government to decide where I choose to live.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

Chenier Plain
Coastal
Restoration and
Protection
Authority

2. Iview the windshield data collection within
the document as problematic based on
investigations made by the Chenier Plain
Coastal Restoration and Protection Authority
7575 Jefferson Highway #322 Baton Rouge,
LA 70806

The windshield data collection is consistent
with requirements for feasibility report level
of analysis. Additional detailed analysis will be
conducted during subsequent project phases.
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Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
Historic and cultural resources have been
considered throughout the entire plan
S 3. I strongly feel that the historical / cultural formula'.tlon process are specifically addressed
4 historical & ision of our Louisiana heritace is lost in the subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. The
Cultural Zocument’: scope an. da roce?s% Recommended NED and NER Plans were
P p ’ developed to address coastal land loss and
reduce risk of hurricane storm surge damages
to these resources.
4. Based on reading previous versions I feel The plan formulation process is an iterative
. . . oo process that develops and refines the
there is now a project distortion in the same - . .
. L . proposed action based on consideration of
sections of originally proposed areas. This R . .
government . existing, new and re-analyzed information.
42 needs to be addressed and returned to previous
overreach . - . The study has moved from a general
versions that local citizens approved. I consider . . . .
. . programmatic analysis documented in earlier
this new draft an offensive government over . .
draft reports and is now at a level of detail
reach. . . .
suitable for recommendation for construction.
5. The “shapefile” sharing issue is problematic; Each of the properties potentially 'iiffected by
. o o implementation of the NED Plan is presented
43 shapefiles parishes have requested the “shapefiles” (all) . : .
. in Appendix N to the Final Integrated Report
since 2013. . .
displaying maps of all affected structures.
6. Local parish Priority Projects are not being
included in this document. In previous years I
. L have found that when this occurs, local projects | Parish priotity projects have been included as
Parish Priority . . .
44 Prosect are abandoned or funding is pulled. Our local a separate and new appendix to the Final
jects citizens know best what our parishes need and Integrated Reportt.
are able to prioritize them better than non-
residents.
The study is consistent with the study
authorization Resolution of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
of Representatives, Docket 2747, on
December 7, 2005. The study conducted a
survey of the coast of Louisiana in Cameron,
Calcasieu, and Vermilion Parishes, with
Representative 7. 'This study does not represent what was particular reference to the advisability of
45 Boustany's intent | originally intended by Rep. Boustany’s bill providing hurricane protection and storm
of bill drafted after Hurricane Ike. damage reduction and related purposes,
including the feasibility of constructing an
armored 12-foot levee along the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway. The 12-foot levee
feature was evaluated and considered not
viable because it would not provide the
necessaty hurticane storm surge risk reduction
in a cost effective manner.
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Corn;:l ent Person/Agency Date SZI;::‘;T; é\:')[ :x:i;:rft Theme Comment g;zi:;;g::gphmsed or Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
Acknowledge Thank you for reading and including my
receipt of concerns to tl.le study within the Pub]ic Acknowledge receipt of comments. The Final
46 comments and comment petiod. I would appreciate some type | [ R ort will be made available to all
8t P
request final of acknowledgement of receipt of my interested parties
draft and future | comments and also a copy of the final draft and P '
meeting dates any future meeting dates.
Thank you for submitting the Revised Draft
Environmental BIS for EPA review. If you have any questions Acknowledged receipt of comment letter/see
47 Protection Agenc April 30, 2015 Federal agenc email/letter comment letter or concerns with our comment lette-r, please separate responses to comment letter in
. geney P > gency call or email at your earliest convenience. A " p P " .
(Keith Fayden) hard copy of this letter will arrive by mail in the Government” subsection
next few days.
1 would like to request a copy of the EIS,
concerning the Southwest Coastal Louisiana
project, proposed by the USACE, Mississippi
Valley Division, New Orleans District A copy of the revised Draft Integrated Report
(CEMVN). If not included, please furnish the was provided. The project funding status is
NER plan for the Southwest Coastal projects ending upon receipt of Congtessional
48 request copy EIS for risi reduction measures. The Natli)on]al Epprovil cf)f the proljaect. The i%nplementation
Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan for the timeline is presented in the Final Integrated
Southwest Coastal projects would be of great Report.
use; if it is possible to list the project funding
status and impact to specific areas along with a
realistic timeline.
I have not heard if these projects are classified The Recommended NED Plan would be
as imminent domain or voluntary. This entirely voluntary participation. *See response
49 E. Scott Henry May 4, 2015 public email eminent domain | knowledge would bring up, among other to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
questions; funding, environmental cost and domain" comments in General Responses
choice of citizens to participate or not. located at the end of this table.
The planting of chenier friendly trees and
vegetation seems to be a great way to get the
public involved, especially in Cameron and
Vermillion Parishes. The Cheniers support a
variety of trees, animals, human habitat and of The restoration of the chenier forests is
50 cheniers course the mighty live oak. The protection and | considered an important component of
reforestation preservation of these magnificent trees has ecosystem restoration across the southwest
always been, a responsibility and tradition of coastal Louisiana area.
landowners, big and small, for generations.
They are almost sacred. Their protection has
been passed down from one generation to the
next, by example and dedication. The
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#
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Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

EMAIL COMMENTS

51

52

government has never had to protect them, the
citizens have usually done the best job.

Highway 82

We have fought the ROW clearing of Hwy 82
when the State DOTD ordered the live oak to
be indiscriminately cut out of the State Row
along Hwy 82 from Cameron to Abbeville.
This authorized disaster was averted by the
action of the citizens and the help of Mrs.
Foster, who stepped up that day.

Comment acknowledged.

cheniers
reforestation

The clearing of helicopter landing spots during
Rita would have cost dozens of 100 year old
trees to be removed for landing pads, had not
General Honore intervened, upon learning of
the significance of the tree to the survivors of
Hurricane Audry. We did lose an especially
large tree in Cameron at the Court House
Square, because it was in the way of a
construction path. The PW called for the
removal of one of these great oaks due to the
fact that this great tree was close to 7' in girth
and impeded the construction of a FEMA
project work space. The explanation was to 'just
plant another one!" Please allow the general
public to participate in this part of the plan, we
live here, we will be here for the next storm and
we hope the great live oak will be left in the
hands of the stewards and not just the policy
makers and wage earners, who do what they are
told and or lose their job. We were blessed
with a group of Nat. Guard, La. State
employees, local business and brave citizens;
who spoke up and confronted the removal of
even a limb, much to the criticisms of good
people who grew up protecting these trees, but
was caught up in the Fed vs State vs citizens
dilemma and what to do and what not to do.
Years ago, I ask my Grandfather why he
planted acorns every year. He said he would
never sit in the shade of any live oak he
planted. I thought he was senile! But, he said
because someone planted an acorn before him,
he owed the next generation the ability to sit in
the shade of a live oak. If he did not, then no
one would be able to swing on a limb or sit in
the shade of a tree he planted. He said he was

Comment acknowledged.

Integrated Final

Feasibility Report & EIS

April 2016
Page J-19




Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

#

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response
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53

doing it for his grandchildren. Now I do the
same, 1 appreciate your help and your offer, but
please do not take the choice or freedom to
protect these grand survivors.

keep up good

work

Please do not take anything I have said as being
ungrateful to the community, Nat Guard, Femi,
State and Federal government or any
employee's for all the help and money they
poured into our little corner of the world. You
are why we are still here, It will take more of us
to establish and guarantee that there will always
be someone here to protect and work as a
steward of the land. Please keep up the good
work. Let us help.

Comment acknowledged

54

Gloria Conlin

April 22, 2015

public

email /petition

April 17,2015
petition

As a voting resident of Louisiana I ask that you
reconsider the attached and accept my petsonal
comments in relation to the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study’s 2015 Revised Integrated
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement. Please protect Our Coast,
Our Culture and Our Ability to Provide for
Our Families! Thank you.

Acknowledge receipt of email and attached
petitions. Response to petition comments are
included in the General Responses.

55

John Dale "Zach" Lee

April 22, 215

public

email/petition

April 17,2015
petition

As a voting resident of Louisiana I ask that you
reconsider the attached and accept my personal
comments in relation to the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study’s 2015 Revised Integrated
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement. Please protect Our Coast,
Our Culture and Our Ability to Provide for
Our Families! Thank you.

Acknowledge receipt of email and attached
petitions. Response to petition comments are
included in the General Responses.

56

Judith Falcon

April 30, 2015

public

email

proposed plan
will cause erosion
and storm surge

I am extremely disappointed in the Corps of
Engineer's Plan. Instead of submitting a plan
to save our precious coast, they are submitting
a plan to ensure further erosion and storm
surge. An agency which was originally
established to protect and serve has become an
agency to ruin and rob.At one time, not many
years in the past, the Corps was held in such
high esteem. So disappointing.

The Recommended Plan would reduce the
risk of hurricane storm surge flood damages
for almost 4,000 structures. The
Recommended Plan also includes matsh and
chenier restoration features and shoreline
protection features tesulting in creation,
nourishment and/or protection to over
15,000 net acres and over 4,000 average
annual habitat units.
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Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
1. As a citizen residing within the 3 parish area
affected by this study, I do not want the
involuntaty participation portion left in the final " Sy
L o . . *See response to "involuntary participation
. document containing the “eminent domain w L o .
involuntary 1 and "eminent domain" comments in General
S . | language. It was added after the December .
57 participation/emi L . - Responses located at the end of this table. See
. 2013 draft, which is considered in the eleventh T "
nent domain responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat (see page
hour. I am fully aware of the benefits and also 116 of this Appendix)
the weather dangers that are a part of residing J ppendix).
in this coastal area. I do not wish for the
government to decide where I choose to live.
. . 2. I view the windshield data collection within
Chenier Plain ,
Coastal the document as problematic based on
X investigations made by the Chenier Plain See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
58 Restoration and . . . - .
. Coastal Restoration and Protection Authority page J-16 of this Appendix.
Protection .
Authority 7575 Jefferson Highway #322 Baton Rouge,
LA 70806
historical & 3: .I strongly feel.tl.'lat the blstoqcal / c.ultural See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
59 vision of our Louisiana heritage is lost in the . .
Cultural s page J-16 of this Appendix.
document’s scope and process.
4. Based on reading previous versions I feel
there is now a project distortion in the same
Karen Wheat April 19, 2015 bli mail i ioi i
e “ P bublie ¢ government sections of originally proposed areas. This . See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
60 h needs to be addressed and returned to previous 16 of this A i
overreac versions that local citizens approved. I consider page J-16 of this Appendix.
this new draft an offensive government over
reach.
> The shapefile” sharing 1siue 15 prob)l)e matic; See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
61 shapefiles parishes have requested the “shapefiles” (all) age J-16 of this Appendix
since 2013, pag ppendix.
6. Local parish Priority Projects are not being
included in this document. In previous years I
Parish Priority have found that when t.hls oceurs, local projects See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
62 Proiect are abandoned or funding is pulled. Our local 16 of this Appendix
ojects citizens know best what our parishes need and page J-16 of this Appendix.
are able to prioritize them better than non-
residents.
Represeflt?nve 7. ) '.Fhis sFudy does not represent Wh,at was See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
63 Boustany's intent | originally intended by Rep. Boustany’s bill 16 of this A di
of bill drafted after Hurricane Ike. page J-16 of this Appendix.
Acknowledge Thank you for reading and including my
receipt of concerns to the study within the public See responses to Elvin "Bubba" Wheat on
64 . : . .
comments and comment period. I would appreciate some type | page J-16 of this Appendix.
request final of acknowledgement of receipt of my
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Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
draft and future | comments and also a copy of the final draft and
meeting dates any future meeting dates.
Ms. Stiles,
Mchael Hare (Deputy submission of On behalf of the entire Louisiana Delegation, Acknowledge receipt of comment letter.
Director, Congressman . comments please accept these comments and concerns. .. .
65 May 4, 2015 Federal email . Please see response to Louisiana Delegation
Charles W. Boustany Louisiana Please note, I have also attached 2 documents Comments in "Government" sub-table
Jr., LA 3) Delegation related to Cameron and Vermilion Parishes as '
referenced in our letter. Thank you,
I have attached a Word document that outlines
email with my objections to the NED portion of the
66 attached CorPs 'March, 2015 Revised Integratec% Dr'al fr Acknowledge receipt of comment email
Feasibility Report. Thank you for considering
comments .
my comments as you develop the final version
of the NED plan.
I am writing because my wife and I own The study is consistent with the study
property in Calcasieu and Cameron parishes authorization Resolution of the Committee on
and because I oppose the “National Economic | Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
Development (NED)” portion of the Corps’ of Representatives, Docket 2747, on
report. The reasons for my opposition are as December 7, 2005. The study conducted a
follows.1. The Corps did not have the statutory | survey of the coast of Louisiana in Cameron,
authority to make the recommendations that it Calcasieu, and Vermilion Parishes, with
did.On 12/7/2005, the Committee on particular reference to the advisability of
Transportation and Infrastructure of the U.S. providing hurricane protection and storm
67 elevation of House of Representatives authorized the Corps | damage reduction and related purposes,
structures to survey the coast of Louisiana, use the survey | including the feasibility of constructing an
Mike Toerner April 28, 2015 public email information to recommend ways to provide armored 12-foot levee along the Gulf
hurticane and storm protection, and study the Intracoastal Waterway. The 12-foot levee
feasibility of constructing a levee along the feature was evaluated and considered not
Intracoastal Waterway. The House Committee viable because it would not provide the
did not give the Corps the authority to develop | necessary hurricane storm surge risk reduction
a plan to elevate residential structures and to in a cost effective manner. **See response to
use eminent domain to seize the property of "involuntary participation" and "eminent
the residents who did not want to participate in | domain" comments in General Responses
the elevation program. located at the end of this table.
2. The cost/benefit analysis that underlies the
NED plan is based on questionable
assumptions. The Corps defined “benefits” as The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
the reduction in damages that would result . . . .
. . S . consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
68 cost benefit ratio | from implementing its recommendations (page . . L .
« S ; and Social Consideration in Environmental
D-18). “Damages,” however, can be defined in ;
: . Regulation 1105-2-100.
a variety of ways, many of which could produce
lower dollar amounts (and, thus, “benefits”)
than the ones that the Corps obtained.
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Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
3. Propetty owners affected by the NED plan
were denied due process. To date, the Corps
has ref usec! to pubhcl'y identify the thousands Each of the propetties potentially affected by
of residential properties whose owners would . : .
d b ired to el their h £ implementation of the NED Plan is presented
ue process, e required to elevate their homes or face . : )
. S . S . in Appendix N to the Final Integrated Report
69 failure to identify | eminent-domain seizure of their property. . .
. . displaying maps of all affected structures.
affected public There is no doubt that, had they known what . - -
. . : Recommended Plan is included in the Final
the Corps was proposing with regard to their Intearated Renost
property, these individuals would have attended cgrated Report.
the Corps’ public hearings and/or made written
comments to the Corps.
4. The NED plan is biased against residential
property owners. As mentioned above, the
NED plan provides that reslfientlal property The Recommended NED Plan would be
owners who do not voluntarily participate in - S
s . - entirely voluntary participation*See response
. . the Corps’ structure-elevation program will face " s "o
70 eminent domain . S - to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
eminent-domain seizure of their property. The S .
. . domain" comments in General Responses
NED plan contains no such provision for non- )
. . . located at the end of this table.
residential property owners who refuse to either
dry floodproof their structures or construct
berms around their property.
5. The NED plan discriminates against
property owners in coastal Louisiana.
People who live in other parts of the U.S. are The Recommended NED Plan would be
not being told by the Corps or other Federal entirely voluntary participation. *See response
71 eminent domain | agencies to disaster-proof their homes or face to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
eminent-domain seizure of their property. By domain" comments in General Responses
not treating all disaster-area residents the same, located at the end of this table.
the Corps is discriminating against the residents
of coastal Louisiana.
6. The eminent-domain feature of the NED
plan represents governmental overreach.I
believe that people, in choosing where to live,
weigh the costs and risks against the perceived The Recommended NED Plan would be
benefits. I do not believe that the government entirely voluntary participation. *See response
72 eminent domain | has the right to threaten to use its eminent- to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain authority to try to make people move domain" comments in General Responses
to an area that the government deems more located at the end of this table.
desirable. Thank you for considering my
comments as you develop the final version of
the NED plan.
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EMAIL COMMENTS
My wife bought a piece of land in 2009 or
2010, 621 Shamrock Lane, Sulphur La 70663.
In late 2013 we cleared it and built a pad for a
double wide 2400 sq ft trailer. We went
through the parish and met all the requirements
for the flood stage which is 16' now. They
raised this level after Hurricane Rita which The Recommended NED Plan would be
basically 3-4' above the paved road. I have the entirely voluntary participation. *See response
e I Beam of the trailer sitting at 17' and our main | to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
. . . . 1dent1'fy it floor around 19'. I went a little higher for domain" comments in General Responses
& Morgan Herden April 17,2015 public cmail mcludepdl inNED safety reasons. Pretty much if we flood, the located at the end of this table. Appendix N
an city of Sulphur, Westlake, and Lake Charles will | with maps of all identified structures included
be under water for the most part. This Study is | in the NED Recommended Plan is included
saying that you can take our land from us and in the Final Integrated Report.
there are 400 structures that are in the
Involuntary Participation. I have spent almost
$40,000 on improving our land. How can 1
find out where we stand within this study? I do
not want to wait a year and waste more money
if you are going to come to me and say get out.
As a citizen residing within the 3 parish area
affected by this study, I do not want the The Recommended NED Plan would be
involuntary participation portion left in the final | entirely voluntary participation. *See response
document containing the “eminent domain” to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
74 Involuntary language. It was added after the December domain" comments in General Responses
participation 2013 draft, which is considered in the eleventh located at the end of this table. A new
hour. I am fully aware of the benefits and also appendix with maps of all identified structures
the weather dangers that are a part of residing included in the NED Recommended Plan is
in this coastal atea. I do not wish for the included in the Final Integrated Report.
government to decide where I choose to live.
Nancy Murphy Geer April 20, 2015 Public Email I view the windshield dZ}ta collection within the ‘ - o -
Toerner Comment document as problematic based on The windshield data collection is consistent
75 windshield data investigations mzjtde by the: Chepier Plain - with rquiremeq@ for feasi!)ility report leyel
Coastal Restoration and Protection Authority, of analysis. Additional detailed analysis will be
7575 Jefferson Highway #322, Baton Rouge, conducted during subsequent project phases.
LA 70806
Historic and cultural resources have been
S T strongly feel that the historical / cultural c0n51der?d throughout the entlre.plan
76 historic & vision of our Louisiana heritage is lost in the formulation process and are specifically
cultural heritage d 5 g addressed in Chapter 1 and 3 the Final
ocument’s scope and process. I .
ntegrated Report devoted entirely to these
resources.
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EMAIL COMMENTS
The plan formulation process is an iterative
Based on reading previous versions I feel there | process that develops and refines the
is now a project distortion in the same sections | proposed action based on consideration of
77 previous versions | of originally proposed areas. This needs to be existing, new and re-analyzed information.
of projects addressed and returned to previous versions The study has moved from a general
that local citizens approved. I consider this new | programmatic analysis documented in eatlier
draft an offensive government over reach. draft reports and is now at a level of detail
suitable for recommendation for construction.
Each of the properties potentially affected by
The “shapefile” shating issue is problematic; implementation of the NED Plan is presented
78 shapefiles parishes have requested the “shapefiles” (all) in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
since 2013. Report displaying maps of all affected
structures.
Local parish Priority Projects are not being
. included in this document. In previous years I
include local . .
arish priori have found that when t.hls oceurs, local projects Parish priority projects have been included as
79 parish priotity are abandoned or funding is pulled. Our local priority proj .
projects into . . a separate and new appendix to the report.
study citizens knov{ b(?_svt what our patishes need and
are able to prioritize them better than non-
residents.
The study is consistent with the study
authorization Resolution of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
of Representatives, Docket 2747, on
December 7, 2005. The study conducted a
survey of the coast of Louisiana in Cameron,
Calcasieu, and Vermilion Parishes, with
Representative This study does not represent what was particular reference to the advisability of
80 Boustany's intent | originally intended by Rep. Boustany’s bill providing hurricane protection and storm
of bill drafted after Hurricane Ike. damage reduction and related purposes,
including the feasibility of constructing an
armored 12-foot levee along the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway. The 12-foot levee
feature was evaluated and considered not
viable because it would not provide the
necessary hurricane storm surge risk reduction
in a cost effective manner.
Acknowledge Thank you for reading a.ndA including my
receipt of concerns to 'd.le study within the Pubhc ) !
comment period. I would appreciate some type | Acknowledge receipt of comments. The Final
comments and h . .
81 request final of acknowledgement of receipt of my Integrated Report will be made available to all
draft and f comments and also a copy of the final draft and | interested parties.
raft and future .
meeting dates any future meeting dates. Best regards, Nancy
Mutphy Geer Toerner
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Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)
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EMAIL COMMENTS

82

83

84

Nedra Davis

April 27, 2015

Local

Government

email/letter

submission of

comments of

Chenier Plain
Authority

In January of 2009 the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the State of Louisiana
announced an agreement to jointly fund an
cight (8) million dollar feasibility study to
provide hurricane damage risk reduction and
coastal restoration to Southwest Coastal
Louisiana. The Southwest Coastal Feasibility
Study was initially authorized in December of
2005. In March 2015, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers released the Southwest Coastal
Feasibility Draft Study (Draft Study) and the
agency is currently accepting public comment
until May 4, 2015. The Chenier Plain Coastal
Restoration & Protection Authority (Chenier
Plain Authority), by intent of this
correspondence, hereby respectfully requests
that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers accept
the following Letter and Resolution
(attachments) as comments provided by the
Chenier Plain Authority's review of the Draft
Study. The Chenier Plain Authority would like
to thank the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for
allowing us to comment on this draft feasibility
report for the Southwest Coastal Study. Please
contact us if you have any questions or
concerns regarding our comments.

Acknowledge receipt of comment.

involuntary
participation/emi
nent domain

Section 1. The Chenier Plain Authority
recommends the removal of all eminent
domain or involuntary participation references
from the study.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

Parish Priority
Projects

Section 2. The Chenier Plain Authority
recommends the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers add an appendix to include a list of
all priority projects from Cameron and
Vermilion Parishes identifying these projects as
good and viable for consideration in any future
funding opportunities.

Parish priority projects have been included as
a separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report.
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projects for consideration of funding
forprotecting Lake Chatles to the 500 year level
of protection as deemed necessary by the
Coastal Master Plan for Louisiana 2012.”

Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
Parish priority projects have been included as
Section 3. The Chenier Plain Authority a separate and new Appendix N to the Final
recommends that the U. S. Army Cotps of Integrated Report. Appendix N contains the
Engineers add astatement in the draft that following statement: “Though not an
states, “Calcasieu Parish anticipates updating endorsement of any project under this study
85 Parish Priority their coastal plan which willinclude a priority effort, Parish Priority Projects that would be
Projects projects list. Those projects will be viable provided by the Parishes to the State for

consideration as deemed necessary by the
Coastal Master Plan for Louisiana are
included in this Appendix only as a reference
for future planning under other study
authorities.”

funding in place

Section 4. The Chenier Plain Authority
recommends that 100% federal and state
funding be in place

for all mitigation non-structural components.

Mitigation for project-induced impacts is not
anticipated.

historic and
cultural
preservation

Section 5. The Chenier Plain Authority
recommends that the original goals and
objectives of the Ecosystem Restoration, Risk
Reduction and Historic and Cultural
Preservation, be included and implemented as
part of the final draft of the study.

Generally, the planning goals of the NED
Plan are to reduce tisk of damages associated
with hurricane storm surge flooding. The
NED storm damage risk reduction plans were
formulated to achieve NED principles and
objectives. Contributions to NED are
increases in the net value of the national
output of goods and services, expressed in
monetary units, and are the direct net benefits
that accrue in the planning area and the rest of
the Nation. The general planning goals of the
NER Plan are to significantly and sustainably
reduce land loss and coastal erosion in the
study area, restore environmental conditions
for the Chenier Plain ecosystem in SWC
Louisiana, and evaluate a range of coastal
restoration components to address a
multitude of ecosystem problems. Plans were
formulated to achieve NER principles and
objectives. Contributions to NER are
increases in the net quantity and/or quality of
desired ecosystem resources, and are
measured in the study area and nationwide.

* NED Objective 1. Reduce the risk of
damages and losses from hurricane storm
surge flooding.

* NER Objective 2. Manage tidal flows to
improve drainage, and prevent salinity from
exceeding 2 patts per thousand (ppt) for fresh
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Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
EMAIL COMMENTS
marsh and 6 ppt for intermediate marsh.
* NER Objective 3. Increase wetland
productivity in fresh and intermediate marshes
to maintain function by reducing the time
water levels exceed matsh surfaces.
* NER Objective 4. Reduce shoreline erosion
and stabilize canal banks to protect adjacent
wetlands.
* NER Objective 5. Restore landscapes,
including marsh, shoreline, and cheniers to
maintain their function as wildlife habitat and
improve their ability to serve as protective
barriers.
Section 6. The Chenier Plain Authority
recommends that the U.S. Army Cotps of . Lo . .
Engincers provideCalcasieu Ca}t;lersg and Parish priority projects have been included as
shapefiles Vermilion parishes the Shap:e files for the a separate and new appendix to the Final
elevation of all structures surveyed as part of its Integrated Report.
decision making criteria.
The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
Section 7. The Chenier Plain Authority consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
recommends a review of the Benefit Cost Ratio and Soc.ml Consideration in Er'lvlror'lmental
. . . . Regulation 1105-2-100. The windshield data
benefit cost ratio | (BCR) parameters instead of the “wind shield Lo . . .
view” BCR and requests transparency of how collc:c'n'on is consistent with requirements for
the final Benefit Cost Ratio will be determined feasibility report level of analysis. Additional
* | detailed analysis will be conducted during
subsequent project phases.
Section 8. The Chenier Plain Authority . . . ..
- o . Projects submitted by various entities (e.g.,
recommends that projects originally submitted Cameron and Vermilion Patishes) were
modeling original | be modeled as they were submitted and not . W
86 ¢ . . screened, along with other proposed
projects have projects watered down to include only a measures. to the same level of analvsis
small-scale section of what was originally . . SIS
intended. sufficient to determine viable alternative array.
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87

certified copy of
resolution
provided

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED that a certified
copy of this resolution be forwarded to the U.
S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans
District, the Honorable Charles Boustany and
all congressional representatives of the parishes
of Calcasieu, Cameron and Vermilion parishes,
the Police Juries of Calcasieu, Cameron and
Vermilion parishes, the Louisiana State Levee
Consortium, the Association of Louisiana
Board of Levees, and the Police Jury
Association of Louisiana, respectfully
requesting consideration and support of the
comments submitted by the Chenier Plain
Coastal Restoration & Protection Authority by
virtue of this resolution.

THUS DONE AND APOTED by a
unanimous vote of the Chenier Plain Coastal
Restoration & Protection Authority, in regular
session convened on this 21 day of April 2015.

Acknowledge receipt of comment resolution.

88 Roderic Vaughn

April 30, 2015

public

email /petition

email with April
17, 2015 petition

I am sending you a signed copy of petition
opposing Eminent Domain writing in
Vermilion Parish coastal protection
recommendations. I was born in Vermilion
Parish and oppose this part of the flood
protection draft. I would like it removed.

Receipt of email and petition acknowledged,
please see response to petition under April 17
2015 petition subheading. *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

Ryan Bourriaque
(Parish Administratot,
Cameron Parish Police

Jury)

89

April 27,2015

Parish
Government

email/letter

email with
comment letter
attachment

Please accept the attached letter of comment on
behalf of the Cameron Parish Police Jury. The
hard copy original will be forwarded to your
office. Please reply and verify receipt of this
email. Thank you for this courtesy,

Receipt of email and comment letter
acknowledged, please see response to
comment letter under "government"

subheading.

90 Shannon Neveaux

May 1, 2015

public

email/petition

email with
comment
petitions

1 respectfully request that the US Army Corps
of Engineers accept the enclosed 2,040
comments pertaining to the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study's 2015 Revised Integrated
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement along with any others that
may have arrived separately befote or after
receipt of this package.Although these
comments are presented in a 'petition’ format,
this document was not created to replace
personal comments. This comment/petition
was designed to give the people of our
communities the opportunity to clearly and
uniformly express the MAJOR concerns that
we have with the current draft, as we found

Receipt of petition format comments is
acknowledged. Responses to petition
comments are included in General Comment
Response. *See response to "involuntary
participation” and "eminent domain"
comments in General Responses located at
the end of this table.
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Comment Comment summarized) P

EMAIL COMMENTS

many struggled to consider comments on such
a large detailed document in the time allowed.
These simple signatures should be considered a
representation of only a small portion, of the
strength of our opposition the language in the
draft that references 'Involuntary Participation'
and 'Eminent Domain'. These signatures
should not be considered to be a complete list
of concerns.An electronic copy of the
signatures and comments enclosed is available
upon your request.

1 respectfully request that the US Army Corps
of Engineers accept the enclosed 445
comments, pertaining to the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study’s 2015 Revised Integrated
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement in addition to the 2040
signatures sent on May 1, 2015 and along with
any others that may have arrived separately
before or after receipt of this electronic file.
Please let me know where these comments will
be recorded and how they will be included with
other comments received during this draft’s
comment period. The originals have been sent
to you via the US Postal Service and should
arrive later this week. These additions bring the
total number of comments/petitions to 2485. Acknowledge receipt of petition comments.
This total does not include copies that have *See response to "involuntary participation”
been sent separately by individuals or parishes. and "eminent domain" comments in General
To many people the total number may not Responses located at the end of this table.
seem very impressive, but it is very close to the
2616 owner-occupied units that were flooded in
Vermilion Parish alone for Hurricane Rita. The
majority of signatutes were collected from
residents of Vermilion, Cameron and Calcasieu
parishes. We also received support for our
message from people living outside of these
parishes. Many of them own property here,
worked here or enjoy the marshes and coastal
areas in Vermilion, Cameron and Calcasieu that
we are asking you to protect. Although these
comments are presented in a ‘petition” format,
this document was not created to replace
personal comments. This comment/petition
was designed to give the people of our

email with
91 Shannon Neveaux May 5, 2015 public email /petition comment
petitions
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communities the opportunity to clearly and
uniformly express the MAJOR concerns that
we have with the cutrent draft, as we found
many struggled to consider comments on such
a large, detailed document in the time allowed.
These simple signatures should be considered a
representation of only a small portion, of the
strength of our opposition the language in the
draft that references ‘Involuntary Participation’
and ‘Eminent Domain’. These signatures
should not be considered to be a complete list
of concerns. An electronic copy of the
signatures and comments enclosed is available
upon your request. Thank you,

92

93

State of Louisiana,
Coastal Protection and
Restoration Authority

(CPRA)

April 28, 2015

Louisiana State
agency

email/letter

include locally
proposed
projects in report

Secondly, the CPRA recognizes the National
Ecosystem Restoration Plan, while
comprehensive and large in scale, addresses
only the critical needs of the three-parish study
area and that other restoration measures not
included in this study, such as those contained
in parish plans, would be beneficial and should
be considered viable projects. We would
therefore request that language be added to
addtess the importance of locally proposed
projects that may be pursued by federal, state
and/or local governments. These projects
should be evaluated independently on their
merits and should be judged on how these
projects will act in concert with existing
program s and plans to address local issues of
concern.

Parish priority projects have been included as
a separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Reportt.

contact
information

Thank you again for this opportunity to offer
comments on the SWCES. We look forward to
continuing to work with the USACE to
advance this important study. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me
of Jennifer Mouton of my staff at (225) 342-
1452.

Acknowledged.
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94

Sue Neveaux

April 28, 2015

public citizen

email

involuntary
participation/emi
nent domain

As a North Vermilion Parish resident I would
like to comment on the recent studies and
finding of the Corps of Engineers for the
coastline of Vermilion Parish. We personally
have been effected by laws set to "supposedly”
protect our coast, wetlands and people. Because
of the recent laws we cannot do what we want
to do on our own land. Our children can't build
homes where they want to on family land. I will
never agree with studies you do with the words
"imminent domain" or “involuntary
participation” in them. Please remove these
phrases from the studies.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation*See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

95

Suzy Heck

April 16, 2015

public citizen

email

elevation of
structures and list

of affected

properties

Concerning an Article in the April 16, 2015
American Press Titled "Concerns expressed
over SW La. coastal study".

My home in Flooded in 2005 Hurricane Rita
(2' floodwater in house for 24+ hours), and
again in 2008 Hurricane Tke (3' floodwater in
house for 3 days). I received a letter from
Calcasieu Parish Police Jury - Division of
Planning and Development on February 26,
2014 stating that "Congratulations! You have
been approved for grant funding to assist with
the costs........ Voluntary Homeowners
Agreement for Elevation".I hear nothing back
from them and called in April 2014. After
talking with several employees there - I was told
that they had decided that I was not worth it.
If my property flooded again, that they "might"
reconsider. How do I find out if my property is
one that is considered in this study?

I want to keep my house and land. I have
lived here for 20+ years and never flooded
before Hurricane Rita. Please, I cannot go
through another flood. Please - the toll on my
house, property, and health cannot take another
flood. I live south of Lake Charles close to the
Calcasieu River. Thank you in advance for any
information you can give,

*See response to "involuntary participation”
and "eminent domain" comments in General
Responses located at the end of this table. A
new appendix with maps of all identified
structures included in the NED
Recommended Plan is included in the Final
Integrated Report.
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The following is my public comment regarding
the Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study Revised
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement: It is
understood the USACE Federal Standard is
defined as the least costly dredged material . . oo
disposal or placement altyematige (or Tbe USACE is presently be.neﬁcmlly utilizing
alternatives) identified by USACE. In an effort ziﬁzn;nci;didg:d ?at;l:ai t;)irtlhe
to provide storm surge damage risk reduction m:inte?mn:e gre dp.ac ocaerati(?n gThe
and ecosystem restoration while maintaining 808 op S 2
navigable waters. T encourace the USACE Southwest Coastal Louisiana study includes
Stateg of L;Vuisian’a and Por’ig Authorities to’ the following beneficial use: Two marsh
S . beneficial use of | utilize dredged materials for beneficial use on restoration f#atures of the recor.nmended plan
96 Tom Couste May 4, 2015 public citizen email ) . . (321 & 3c1) involve the beneficial use of
dredged material | all south Louisiana dredge maintenance . : .

. S . dredge material from the Calcasieu Ship
projects. This includes developing long term Channel. Feature 3cl is partially located on
strategies/planning for each Louisiana river USFWS refuge lands, USFWS should seck
requiting maintenance dredging, > refug .
identify/develop specific beneficial use authorization and appropriation to construct

. P sp this feature as described in the Final Report
projects, and provide complementary Federal (including the beneficial use of dredged
and State funding for the additional cost if it e Al 8 v 8
needed. As a resident of southwest Louisiana, I aterial).
feel beneficial use of dredged material is a
critical part of stabilizing Louisiana’s coastal
areas. Dredged material should be treated as a
resource instead of a waste material. Thank you
for the opportunity to comment.

. Funding for the proposed Southwest Coastal

97 levee/oil funds Zilf m;)rtls};hxzfse g:;ti122noi$:ur area should Louisiana project would be authorized from

V8 P ’ Congress.
- . S . The Recommended NED Plan would be
T G d April 28, 2015 bli 1

ricia Laspar pri 28 public citizen emat involuntaty This is our land that we paid for. Our home. entirely voluntary participation*See response

98 participation/emi | This decision is not yours to makellll Don't play | to "involuntary patticipation" and "eminent

nent domain GOD. domain" comments in General Responses
P
located at the end of this table.
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)

Ashley K. Buller As a voting resident of Louisiana I ask that you | Acknowledge receipt of email and attached
Cameron Parish Police reconsider the listed items and accept my petitions. Response to petition comments are
Jury personal comments in relation to the included in the General Responses.
April 16, 2015 dated Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study's 2015
Petitions signed by Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report
following: and Environmental Impact Statement.
Cameron Parish Police
Jury Ashley K Buller *Please include Parish Priotity Projects! The Parish priority projects have been included as a
sent 64 petitions dated Corp has prepared a study that will separate and new Appendix N to the Final
16 April 2015 from recommend a non-structural plan of action. Integrated Report. Appendix N contains the
following individuals: Due to the inability to meet your current following statement: “Though not an
Ann Langlinais 'cost/benefit ratio' standards, only a very small | endorsement of any project under this study
(Abbeville); list of measures have been 'tentatively selected'. | effort, Parish Priority Projects that would be
Barbara Portie (Creole); While the selected list may indeed be cost provided by the Parishes to the State for
Barron Guidry (Grand effective, I feel that our parish consideration as deemed necessary by the
Chenier); deserves 'protection’. In order to cleatly Coastal Master Plan for Louisiana ate included
Beulah Bradley support any future consideration of funding in this Appendix only as a reference for future
(Hackberry); for a structural protection measure, I ask that planning under other study authorities.”
Brandon J. Carter Jr. you insert a LIST of ALL of the measures and
(Grand Chenier); projects proposed in the parishes' existing and
Car(;l V(tf)al.inght (n;rne petitions on p{opos’;ﬁ Coa;ta.l Restouratlilon & Pr(;ltection
not legible, Gran Cameron Plans. The inclusion will eliminate al

1 Chenier); April 24, 2015 Parish Police email/petitions C behalf of . unintentional exclusion of projects that were

. ameron Parish . . o

Catlyn Hendrix Jury residents not tentatively selected and will clearly indicate
(Creole); worthiness for future consideration for
Ceasar Swire (Grand funding. Inclusion of these projects will also
Chenier); allow the study to reflect the original purpose
Cecil J Clark (Grand and intent of Rep. Boustany's bill, which was
Chenier); always to provide hurricane protection to
Cheryl A. Broussard Southwest Coastal Louisiana. The resiliency
(Grand Chenier); and efficiency shown by the parish's residents
Christopher Fountein and business owners in protecting their homes
(Grand Chenier); and buildings should not have lessened the
Craig Hendrix (Grand urgency and consideration given to protecting
Lake); the land on which those structures have been
Craig Matthew Manuel built
(Sweetlake);
Danny Lavergue *1 ask that any and all reference or language to | The Recommended NED Plan would be
(Grand Lake); 'eminent domain ' and 'involuntary entirely voluntary participation*See response
Darilyn Canik (Grand patticipation’ be completely removed from this | to "involuntaty participation" and "eminent
Chenier); study. The property ownet's choice temain at domain" comments in General Responses
Darren Richard their 'own risk' or possibly without future located at the end of this table.
(Creole); assistance are the only appropriate alternatives
David Al Duprie to 'voluntary participation'. I do not agree that
(Grand Chenier); protecting the Federal government's interests
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Denton C. Vincent
(Grand Chenier);
Dinah Landry (Grand
Lake);

Douglas M. Haynie
(Creole);

Drucilla Vincent
(Grand Chenier);
Emma Jean Miller
(Cameron);

Eruc Baccughlopi
(Creole);

Francis Guilbeau
(Cameron);

Freddie Theriot (Grand
Chenier);

Gary Primeaux (Grand
Chenier);

Gary Shipman
(Cameron);

Iris Broussard (Grand
Chenier);

Jeanette Thibodeaux
Jacobs (Creole);
Jennifer Dockins
(Cameron);

Jennifer Picou
(Cameron);

Jerry Dockins
(Cameron);

Jimmie Ann McLean
(Grand Chenier);
JoDee Roberts (Grand
Lake);

Joseph E. Trahan
(Grand Lake);

Judy & P.J. Broussard
(Abbeville);

Kenton Bonsall (Grand
Chenier);

Kim Richard (Creole);
Leslie D. Griffth
(Grand Chenier);
Martial A. Young
(Grand Lake);

should supersede the choices that landowners
make. It was my understanding that the goal of
this plan was to restore and protect the coast
and marshes, assist in preserving the unique
culture, not to remove people from their
homes and family lands. The precedence set by
such language has the potential to completely
destroy the culture and unique way of life in
coastal Louisiana. PLEASE TAKE IT OUT!

*1 request that a 'Local sponsot’ be chosen and
have an immediate 'voice' in the remaining
planning process of the study. It is clear that
'local sponsor’ will be burdened with
implementing and enforcing many portions of
the study if ever funded. Modeling and Data
should never realistically replace the practical
knowledge gained by living in an area for a
lifetime. Local sponsors can assist in making
valid and important corrections and local
concerns could be addressed immediately.

*1 ask that reforestation measures be replaced
with shoreline protection measures.
Reforestation is the most cost effective
measure proposed in the study. By deleting all
protective levees and structures out of the
"Temporary Selected Plan', the Corp's was able
to meet one of its highest priorities, cost
effectiveness. More shoreline protection is
critical. Previous projects have shown that
reforestation will be successful only after
protection is implemented. Shoreline
protection would be a better investment for
our coasts future.

Coordination with Parishes and local
stakeholders has occurred since the study was
initiated. Efforts to keep stakeholders up to
date were redoubled after the public review
period to ensure awareness of study
developments. This included study
presentations, public meetings, conference
calls, and other communication updates.

Chenier and shoreline protection measures
were all evaluated under a comprehensive
integrated restoration strategy. Each measure
accomplishes a different goal that is important
for the ecosystem. Cheniers cover over 1,400
acres and shoreline extends for over 250,000
ft. Both measutes are important in working
towards overall ecosystem restoration.
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Michael Jacobs
(Creole); Lanny Nihire
(name not legible,
Grand Chenier);
Mitchel Kelly (Grand
Chenier);

Nadine Richard (Grand
Chenier);

Nina Jones (Grand
Chenier).

Pamela Kelley (Grand
Chenier);

Peggy Reyes
(Cameron);

Ran Johnson (name not
legible, Grand Lake);
Richard Cauik (Grand
Chenier);

Richard James Dahlan
(Creole);

Robert Portie (Creole);
Rodney McLean
(Grand Chenier);

Sara Roy (Grand
Chenier);

Sheila Miller (Grand
Chenier);

Steven Landry (Creole);
Susan Fawvar (name
not legible, Grand
Chenier);

Theodor A. Broussard
(Grand Chenier);

Toby Landry (Grand
Lake);

Tye Fontenot (Creole);
Watt Richard (Grand
Chenier);

Willis Luie (name is not
legible, Grand Chenier);
Win Kioin Warrant
(name not legible,
Grand Chenier);
Zachary Taylor Vincent
(Grand Lake)
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
Acknowledgment
Thank you for the opportunity to comment
the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report
and Environmental Impact Statement, March,
2015. I am also in receipt of the SHPO’s
cultural and comments on this draft. 'The SHPO has
2 historic resources | raised some very good questions and provided
great information; I look forward to the Corps’
response to those comments:
USACE shall complete cultural resources
investigations pursuant to the stipulations of
Federal P1-21, Second paragraph: Though no ’;‘h}f SleCﬂim f106 progtgralrjnm an(ci agtrecelme(rilttsl.]
3 Brian Lusher (Advisory (Advisory b previously recorded sites have been identified ¢ eve ('Zh sgr\lrey ° ﬂ]e 1:0121 ucle a; €
Council on Historic May 4, 2015 Council on email OLLOW areas at the borrow locations, does Corps propose survey methodology will be developed in
Preservation) Historic surveying those areas for histotic properties? Comultmon ‘.Mth the SHPO a-nd consulting
: Tribes and will be completed in a manner that
Preservation) P S o
meets the standards of the Louisiana Division
of Archacology.
1-33, first paragraph: this paragraph seems The likelihood of encountering cultural
very vague and, in reference to SHPO’s resources in the cheniers and the status of
comments, should it be clarified to indicate the | identification efforts have been clarified in
presence O.f likely presence of archaeology in the Cheniers? | Chapter 3.
4 archeology in o haps C 1d allud he fact th
cheniers Or perhaps Corps could allude to the fact that
it may not yet know of the presence of historic
properties and that identification efforts will be
identified in a PA?
Page 2-2, 2.2: historic and cultural resources: This has been clarified in the report. It is
at the high altitude level this document has, it estimated that less than 15% of the NER APE
may be very worthwhile to also characterize has been surveyed for cultural and historic
how much land has NOT been surveyed for resources. Identification and evaluation of
5 survey and historic properties. In other words, how much | historic properties will take place pursuant to
identification ID of HP’s is likely necessaty in the future? the stipulations of the Section 106
The characterization that is presented might programmatic agreements.
mislead the casual reader to think that all HP’s
have been identified. Does only one historic
district fall into the APE?
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
Page 2-14, 2.5.5., second bullet: Are you The NED RP is 100% voluntary. Any
saying that any building that would require structure that requires raising more than 13 ft.
6 13-foot elevation | elevation over 13 feet would be acquired? For | above ground level would be ineligible to
what? Automatic demolition? This is unclear participate due to engineering and risk related
and should be clarified. factors.
Page 3-16, 3.3.9.: This may be too much detail, | Identification and evaluation of historic
but if the Corps may wish to implement a PA properties will take place pursuant to the
by the fall of 2015, then time is of the essence. | stipulations of the Section 106 programmatic
7 PA Is it the Corps strategy to identify HP’s, via a agreements.
implementation PA protocol, after project authorization?
Again, this begs the question as some HP’s
have been identified, but it is unclear how
much survey work may be necessary.
Page 4-1, 4.1.1.: What happens if, say, an The NED RP is 100% voluntary. Please refer
owner otherwise meets the criteria for a to the NED RP draft implementation plan for
voluntary non-structural project, but then, say, | additional details.
refuses to accept a covenant (or is otherwise
unwilling or unable to accept the conditions)?
Would this then become an involuntary action?
Who carries the cost of removing asbestos?
A What ate the eligibility criteria used to
8 ponstructur determine if a property is eligible for a non-
concerns ) o
structural action? Dry flood proofing: isita
known fact that any historic building subjected
to this treatment would suffer an adverse
effect? In other words, is this treatment
reversible or has the Corps considered whether
that is possible? Who makes the determination
that flood proofing has been installed as
proposed? Corps?
4-3,4.1.2.: Regarding lifting a structure — to Effects to historic properties will be
determine effects, it seems the Corps would determined through consultation pursuant to
. need to be able to distinguish between ‘entire the stipulations of the Section 106
entire structure vs . . .
9 habitabl structure’ and ‘habitable area’. For instance, programmatic agreements.
abitable area o S
how would this distinction affect historic
properties? Does this refer to, say, a main
house and other support structures?
4.1.2.1.: regarding the ‘elevated’ or ‘acquired’ The NED RP includes elevating residential
choice, can you provide more detail on how structures, dry flood proofing non-residential
that choice would be made and how the Corps | structures, and constructing localized storm
10 elevated vs would consider effects? If acquired, is it solely | surge risk reduction measures around
acquired for the purpose of demolition? I wonder warehouses. Effects will be determined
whether there are circumstances in which through consultation pursuant to the
Corps should consider ways to avoid or stipulations of the Section 106 programmatic
minimize the potential effect. What about agreements.
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
mitigation for cases in which demolition is
unavoidable?
USACE shall complete cultural tesources
investigations pursuant to the stipulations of
Page 4-12, paragraph 3: SHPO raises an the Section 106 programmatic agreements.
finding cultural interesting question about the possibility of The level of survey to be conducted and the
11 resources finding cultural resources in this area and it will | survey methodology will be developed in
be productive to hear the Corps’ thoughts on consultation with the SHPO and consulting
this Tribes and will be completed in a manner that
meets the standards of the Louisiana Division
of Archaeology.
Appendix L: -3, fourth paragraph, first Historic properties are not excluded from
sentence. Why does this specifically exclude all | participation.
exclude properties | properties eligible for listing in the NRHP?
12 eligible for listing | At 17 years, this is to be a long-lived
in NRHP undertaking. Think about how the eventual
106 agreement will address periodic means for
the CP’s to assess the document’s efficacy.
Appendix L: 7-7, C: Residential Structure The NED RP includes elevation and
Elevation Program — is it correct that a floodproofing. There is no involuntary
historic property building may be only elevated or acquired for participation.
13 avoid minimize deglo]itiot}? Would there be circumstances in
reduce which a historic property may meet one of the
criteria for involuntaty participation? In this
case, how would Corps think about avoiding,
minimizing, or mitigating adverse effects?
1. Please do not limit the number of coastal Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
restoration projects listed in the study. Include | SCParate and new appendix (Ap}.)endnf P? o
the Cameron Master Plan projects even in an the Fmal Integrated Report. Parish Priority
appendix to be available for other discretionaty P1jo1ects were evaluated and screened, along
do not limit funfiing sources ‘in the' futugi. Currently, the ;Ziill g;}l:;z};r;}:zzefgcr?eisze;étt:rrtxl;liizarinaile
14 restoration Parish has 9 projects listed in the study. We i, Y v
Cameron Parish projects feel that t'here are significantly more projects ’
Gravitv Drainace Cameron t}}at are viable and are not even up fqr
District}{\lo 5 DgY Parish letter dlsgusslo.n due to t.he benefit cost ratio and the
Doland Piies'i dCl"]t‘ national interest with these projects. THUS
4 DONE AND ADOPTED on the 23rct day of
April, 2015.
Involuntary Removing the discussion about involuntary *See response to "involuntary participation”
patticipation patticipation in the non-structural aspect of the | and "eminent domain" comments in General
15 funding sourc’es program. This was never the intent of the Responses located at the end of this table. The
local sponsors study to have relocations. Other questions CPRA is the non-Federal Sponsor or “Local
arise from this section such as funding sources, | Sponsor”. As in most civil works projects,
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
sponsoring agencies, local sponsors, funding and other administrative processes
administrative processes, etc. that all should be | follow presctibed laws, rules and regulation.
addressed prior to finalizing the study with this | The approval of funds for the project is by
included. Congtessional action.
3. Provide GIS Shapefiles of the eligible A new appendix with maps of all identified
structures to be elevated as part of the NED structures included in the NED
project for Cameron Parish for the Parish to Recommended Plan is included in the Final
determine the current status of these Integrated Report.
16 structures. Cameron Parish has several State
and Federal programs that have assisted with
elevation and flood-proofing of structures
post-Rita & Ike. Building codes and elevation
requirements should assist with mitigating the
risk of these structures.
Regarding the Southwest Study, revisions to Comments on the Revised Draft Integrated
the draft version of this document would Report have been incorporated into the Final
certainly result in a more effective and efficient | Integrated Report.
17 contact telephone | study. Thank you for allowing us to comment
number on this draft feasibility report for the
Southwest Coastal Study. Feel free to call me if
you have any questions or concerns at 337-
652-9771.
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
1. Please do not limit the number of coastal separate and new appe‘ndlx to t-he Fm?l
restoration projects listed in the study. Include Integrated Repott, Parish Priority Pr()]ects
the Cameron Master Plan projects even in an were evaluated and screened, along with other
do not limit appendix to be available for other discretionary E;le (s)issegu?;caithets(; ?etiﬁ?iiﬁfﬁ of
18 restoration funding sources in the future. Currently, the zlter};mti
. Parish has 9 projects listed in the study. We ves.
projects feel that there ate significantly more projects
that are viable and are not even up for
c Parish discussion due to the benefit cost ratio and the
ameron Patis ; ; ; ;
Gravity Drainage April 15, 2015 C;m?ffl’“ letter nationalinterest with these projects.
District No. 4 ans
. . . . . The Recommended NED Plan would be
involuntaty 2. Removing the discussion about involuntary : S
S Lo entirely voluntaty participation *See response
19 pa_rtlc1p:.mon/ othe participation in the non—struc'tura.l aspect of the t0 "involuntary participation” and "eminent
r questions to be | program. This was never the intent of the domain” Y particip
answered study to have relocations. omain’ comments in Qeneral Responses
located at the end of this table.
Other questions arise from this section such The Final Integrated Report identifies the non-
address other as funding sources, sponsoring agencies, local Federal sponsor as the State of Louisianat
20 . sponsors, administrative processes, etc. thatall | Coastal Protection & Restoration Authority
questions should be addressed prior to finalizing the Board of Louisiana, the cost share, and other
study with this included.
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
administrative processes for implementing the
project.

3. Provide GIS Shapefiles of the eligible Each of the properties potentially affected by
structures to be elevated as part of the NED implementation of the NED Plan is presented

21 shapefiles project for Cameron Parish for the Parish to in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
determine the current status of these Report displaying maps of all affected
structures. structures.
Cameron Parish has several State and Federal Acknowledge Cameron Parish previous actions
programs that have assisted with elevation and | regarding building codes and elevation

20 elevation and flood-proofing of structures post-Rita & Ike. requirements.

flood-proofing Building codes and elevation requirements

should assist with mitigating the risk of these
structures.
Regarding the Southwest Study, revisions to The Final Integrated Report has been revised
the draft version of this document would based on comments to the Revised Integrated
certainly result in a more effective and efficient | Draft Report and EIS.
study.

23 revise draft report
Thank you for allowing us to comment on this
draft feasibility report for the Southwest
Coastal Study.
Enclosed is a certified copy of a resolution Copy of certified resolution adopted by the
which was adopted by the Calcasieu Parish Calcasieu Parish Police Jury on April 23, 2015
Police Jury on April 23, 2015, wherein the is acknowledged
Police Jury respectfully requests the U.S. Anny

memotandum Corps of Engineers to accept comments and
24 Calcasieu Parish Police April 24, 2015 Calcasieu of resolution resolution recommendations based upon its review of the
Jury ’ Parish on April 23, Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study, Draft
2015 Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement (DPEIS Study) that was released in
March 2015.
Your support of the Police Jury in this
matter would be greatly appreciated.
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25

26

whereas

WHEREAS, in January of 2009, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the State of Louisiana
announced an agreement to jointly fund an $8
million feasibility study to provide hurricane
damage risk reduction and coastal restoration
to Southwest Coastal Louisiana; and
WHEREAS, authority for the reconnaissance
study exists under resolutions of the
Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the United States House of
Representatives in response to a request for
support submitted by Congressman Charles
Boustany; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers released the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study, Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS
Study) in March 2015, and the agency is
currently accepting public comment until May
5, 2015; and WHEREAS, Southwest Coastal
Louisiana is highly susceptible to an increased
risk of coastal flooding, shoreline erosion,
saltwater intrusion and loss of wetlands and
habitats due to land subsidence, sea-level rise,
the area's low elevation, flat terrain, and close
proximity to the Gulf of Mexico; and
WHEREAS, land loss and ecosystem
degradation threaten the continued
productivity of Southwest Coastal Louisiana's
ecosystem, the economic viability of its
industries, and the safety of its residents.

Acknowledged receipt of comment.

eminent domain

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED
BY THE POLICE JURY OF CALCASIEU,
PARISH, LOUISIANA, in Regular Session
convened on the 23rd day of April, 2015, that
it does hereby respectfully request the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers to accept the
following comments and recommendations as
part of the Police Jury's review of the
outhwest Coastal Louisiana Study, Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DPEIS Study). Section 1. Remove
all eminent domain references from the study.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

Integrated Final
Feasibility Report & EIS

April 2016
Page J-42




Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Response
Comment Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be ‘paraphrased or
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
) ) ) ) were evaluated and screened, along with other
Section 2. Add an appendix to include a list of | proposed measures, to the same level of
add appendix all priority projects from Cameron and analysis sufficient to determine viable
27 priority list Vermilion Parishes identifying these projects as | alternatives.
projects good and viable for consideration in any future
funding opportunities.
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
Section 3. Add a statement in the draft that were evaluated and screened, along with other
" . . .. . proposed measures, to the same level of
states "Calcasieu Parish anticipates updating . . Lo
. . e . analysis sufficient to determine viable
their coastal plan which will include a priority . . .
add statement . ; . . . alternatives. Appendix N contains the
. . projects list. Those projects will be viable - <
28 Calcasieu Parish : . . . following statement: “Though not an
projects for consideration of funding for . .
coastal plans . endorsement of any project under this study
protecting Lake Chatles to the 500-year level - S .
. effort, Parish Priority Projects that would be
of protection as deemed necessary by the . :
. " provided by the Parishes to the State for
Coastal Master Plan for Louisiana 2012. . .
consideration as deemed necessary by the
Coastal Master Plan for Louisiana are included
in this Appendix only as a reference for future
planning under other study authorities.”
Section 4. Require that 100% federal and state Mitigation for project-induced impacts of the
29 funding in place | funding to be in place for all mitigation non- NED Plan is not anticipated.
structural components.
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
Generally, the planning goals of the NED Plan
are to reduce risk of damages associated with
hurricane storm surge flooding. The NED
storm damage risk reduction plans were
formulated to achieve NED principles and
objectives. Contributions to NED are
increases in the net value of the national
output of goods and services, expressed in
monetary units, and ate the direct net benefits
that accrue in the planning area and the rest of
Section 5. Include and implement the original the Nation. The general planning goals of the
ioinal coals and goals and objectives, Ecosystem Restoration, NER Plan are to significantly and sustainably
30 original goals an Risk Reduction and Historic and Cultural reduce land loss and coastal erosion in the
objectives P . . -
reservation, as part of the final draft of the study area, restore environmental conditions
study. for the Chenier Plain ecosystem in SWC
Louisiana, and evaluate a range of coastal
restoration components to address a multitude
of ecosystem problems. Plans were formulated
to achieve NER principles and objectives.
Contributions to NER are increases in the net
quantity and/or quality of desired ecosystem
resources, and are measured in the study area
and nationwide. Historic and cultural resources
are considered in subsections of Chapters 1
and 3.
Section 6. Provide Calcasieu, Cameron and EQCh of the Properties potentlally gffected by
Vermilion parishes the Shane files for the %mplementatlon .Of the NED Plan is presented
31 shapefiles tmon p P in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
elevation of all structures surveyed as part of Report displavine maps of all affected
its decision making criteria. P playing map
structures.
The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
benefit to cost Section 7. Review Fhe Benefit Cost Batio ) and Soc.ia.l Consideration in Er}viror}mental
3 catio and (BCR) parameters m§tead of the "wind shield Regulgtloq 1105-2-100. T-he Wxndshleld data
indshicld surve view" BCR and provide transparency of how collection is consistent with requirements for
W Y| the final Benefit Cost Ratio will be determined. feasibility report level of analysis. Additional
detailed analysis will be conducted during
subsequent project phases.
Projects submitted by various entities (e.g.,
Section 8. Projects originally submitted be Cameron and Vermilion Parishes) were
33 model projects modeled as they were submitted and not have screened, along with other proposed measures,
projects watered down to include only a small to the same level of analysis sufficient to
scale section of what was originally intended. determine viable alternative array.
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34

35

funding

Section 9. Require that 100% federal and state
funding to be in place for all restoration
components.

Federal funding and availability for the project
will be determined by Congress.

certified copies
provided to Corps

BE IT FURTHER AND FINALLY
RESOLVED that cettified copies of this
resolution be forwarded to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District, the
Honorable Chatles Boustany and all
congressional representatives of the parishes of
Calcasieu, Cameron and Vermilion parishes,
the Police Juries of Cameron and Vermilion
patishes, and the Police Jury Association of
Louisiana, respectfully requesting
consideration and support of the comments
and recommendations submitted by the
Calcasieu Parish Police Jury by virtue of this
resolution.

Acknowledge receipt of certified copy the
resolution.

36

City of Lake Charles
Mayor Randy Roach
(Matt Young email
transmittal)

37

April 29, 2015

City of Lake
Charles

letter/ email

National Flood
Insurance
Program /

eminent domain

1. We request that in the event the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) remains a
relative part of the Study, that all eminent
domain references be removed and that all
owners of property identified as being
candidates for relocation be notified and
allowed opportunity to review the Study and
make public comment.

The requirements under the authorized
National Flood Insurance Program were
considered during the study. *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
located at the end of this table.

Congtressional
authorization of
use of flooding

for coastal
restoration

2. We further recommend that if "flooding" is
to be used as a part of the criteria to develop
and implement coastal restoration projects in
this or any other coastal region of the country,
such rule be based on a new set of standards
authorized by Congress and which address: a)
the unique hydrological characteristics of any
coastal region affected by such regulations; b)
the need to protect the history, culture and
related socioeconomic characteristics of such
coastal regions; and c) be designed to protect
coastal residents from forced relocation of
residences and businesses from those areas.

The study has been developed within the
described Congressional authotizations specific
to hurricane storm surge risk reduction as well
as ecosystem restoration.
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
3. We recommend adding an appendix x to the | Wer€ evaluated and screened, along with other
Cameron and report to include a list of all priority projects propqsed measures, to the same %evel of
38 Vermilion submitted by Cameron and Vermilion Parishes analysls-sufﬁaent to determine viable
Parishes priority | in order to make sure that these projects will altenatives.
projects be eligible for consideration in any future
funding opportunities .
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
4. We recommend adding a statement in the Integrated Regort.dPansh P;lonty Pro]ects
Calcasicu Parish draft as follows: "Calcasicu Parish anticipates were evaluated and screened, along Wlt}; other
undate coastal coastal plan which will include a priority propos ed measures, t(;) the same lhevel °
39 11211‘1 includin projects list. Those projects will be viable ana.lysxs. sufficient to determine viable
Iz iori ro'ec%s projects for consideration of funding for alternatives.
P t}];s}i ) protecting Lake Charles to the 500 year level of
protection as deemed necessaty by the Coastal
Master Plan for Louisiana 2012."
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
Generally, the planning goals of the NED Plan
are to reduce risk of damages associated with
hurricane storm surge flooding. The NED
storm damage risk reduction plans were
formulated to achieve NED principles and
objectives. Contributions to NED are
increases in the net value of the national
output of goods and services, expressed in
monetary units, and ate the direct net benefits
that accrue in the planning area and the rest of
the Nation. The general planning goals of the
NER Plan are to significantly and sustainably
reduce land loss and coastal erosion in the
study area, restore environmental conditions
for the Chenier Plain ecosystem in SWC
5. We recommend that the original goals and Louisiana, and evaluate a range of coastal
obiectives of the SWLA study. namelv: restoration components to address a multitude
Ec]osystem Restoration , Risky ,Reducti};n and of ecosystem probl.e ms. Plans were fqnnulated
N Historic and Cultural Preservation. be to achieve NER principles and objectives.
original goals and included, analyzed and specific ally’a ddressed in Contributions to NER are increases in the net
ob)ecnves / the conciusions and recommendations of the quantity and/ or quality of desired ecosystem
40 national flood . - - resources, and are measured in the study area
. study instead of allowing the provisions of the . . L
insurance NFIP to take preference and priofity over such and nationwide. Historic and cultural resources
program consi derationspin determiningpt he kl are considered in subsections of Chapters 1
programming and the priority for coastal and 3.
restoration and protection projects eligible for
funding with state and federal monies.
4 shapefiles 6. We request that access to the Shape files for Each of the Properties potentially ?ffected by
the elevation of all structures surveyed as part implementation of the NED Plan is presented
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
of your decision making criteria be made in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
available to Calcasieu, Cameron and Vermillion | Report displaying maps of all affected
Parishes. structures.
The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
7. We specifically reject the methodology used | and Social Consideration in Environmental
to determine the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) Regulation 1105-2-100. The windshield data
. . parameters because it was based on "wind collection is consistent with requirements for
windshield . . L s ! .
0 survey vs benefit shield view" survey which is not adequate to feas{blhty teport le.vel of analysis. Add{nonal
y
cost ratio assess and m?ke recommendations as to the detailed analy51§ will be conducted‘ durn‘lg
listing of projects or the development of subsequent project phases. The windshield
programs necessary to implement the data collection is consistent with requirements
recommendations of the study. for feasibility report level of analysis.
Additional detailed analysis will be conducted
during subsequent project phases.
8. We recommend that the projects originally Projects submitted by Cameron and Vermilion
submitted by Cameron and Vermillion Parishes were evaluated and screened, along
Parishes be modeled as they were originally with other proposed measures, to the same
submitted instead of using modified versions level of analysis sufficient to determine viable
oinal pros of the original projects and that the evaluation | alternative array.
43 orgin dPlr o&ects of these projects be re-submitted for review
modele and comment before the plan is finalized.
Thank you in advance for your consideration
and support of the comments submitted
above. Should you have any questions, please
call (337) 491-1381
While the State understands that the The Recommended NED Plan would be
nonstructural measures will consist of entirely voluntaty participation *See response
floodproofing , elevating structures, and in to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
some cases, buying-out properties in the area, domain" comments in General Responses.
we have serious concerns with the use of
eminent domain to compel a family or
business owner to comply with the
Coastal Protection & fequiremcnts of thc plan. Reducing flood risk
Restoration Authority ) ' ) ' is important, but it must bev flone in an
44 Board of Louisi April 29, 2015 State letter/email eminent domain | acceptable manner to the citizens and
oard of Louisiana .
communities. Our own 2012 Coastal Master
(CPRA) Plan includ al d
an includes a nonstructural component an
we believe it is an essential part of an overall
strategy to reduce tisks associated with
hurricanes and storm surge damages to our
citizens. However, it does not contain any
provisions that would involuntarily force
families in low-lying communities to leave
behind their homes and property. Rather, it
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45

46

47

focuses on public education and
communication of flood risk to encourage
property owners to voluntarily reduce their risk
of flooding. We believe this is the best
approach for managing flood protection in
coastal Louisiana. Therefore, we are requesting
that the use of eminent domain be eliminated
entirely from the National Economic
Development Plan and that public
participation remain voluntary.

exclude self-
insured property

owners from
involuntary plan

In addition, we are requesting that self-insured
property owners, who choose to assume all
risk due to flooding and consequently pose no
financial liability to either the state or federal
government, be clearly and completely
excluded from the involuntary portion of the
plan.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses

include locally
proposed projects
in report

Secondly, the CPRA recognizes the National
Ecosystem Restoration Plan, while
comprehensive and large in scale, addresses
only the critical needs of the three-parish study
area and that other restoration measures not
included in this study, such as those contained
in parish plans, would be beneficial and should
be considered viable projects. We would
therefore request that language be added to
address the importance of locally proposed
projects that may be pursued by federal, state
and/or local governments. These projects
should be evaluated independently on their
merits and should be judged on how these
projects will act in concert with existing
program s and plans to address local issues of
concern.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

contact
information

Thank you again for this opportunity to offer
comments on the SWCFS. We look forward to
continuing to work with the USACE to
advance this important study. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me
or Jennifer Mouton of my staff at (225) 342-
1452.

Acknowledge comments received.
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48

49

Coastal Protection &
Restoration Authority
Board of Louisiana
(CPRA)

April 29, 2015

State letter/email

eminent domain

While the State understands that the
nonstructural measures will consist of
floodproofing, elevating structures, and in
some cases, buying-out properties in the area,
we have serious concerns with the use of
eminent domain to compel a family or
business owner to comply with the
requirements of the plan. Reducing flood risk
is important, but it must be done in an
acceptable manner to the citizens and
communities. Our own 2012 Coastal Master
Plan includes a nonstructural component and
we believe it is an essential part of an overall
strategy to reduce tisks associated with
hurricanes and storm surge damages to our
citizens. However, it does not contain any
provisions that would involuntarily force
families in low-lying communities to leave
behind their homes and property. Rather, it
focuses on public education and
communication of flood risk to encourage
property owners to voluntarily reduce their risk
of flooding. We believe this is the best
approach for managing flood protection in
coastal Louisiana. Therefore, we are requesting
that the use of eminent domain be eliminated
entirely from the National Economic
Development Plan and that public
participation remain voluntary.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

exclude self-
insured property

owners from
involuntary plan

In addition, we are requesting that self-insured
property owners, who choose to assume all
risk due to flooding and consequently pose no
financial liability to either the state or federal
government, be clearly and completely
excluded from the involuntary portion of the
plan.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
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50

51

include locally
proposed projects
in report

Secondly, the CPRA recognizes the National
Ecosystem Restoration Plan, while
comprehensive and large in scale, addresses
only the critical needs of the three-parish study
area and that other restoration measures not
included in this study, such as those contained
in parish plans, would be beneficial and should
be considered viable projects. We would
therefore request that language be added to
address the importance of locally proposed
projects that may be pursued by federal, state
and/or local governments. These projects
should be evaluated independently on their
merits and should be judged on how these
projects will act in concert with existing
programs and plans to address local issues of
concern.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measutes, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

contact
information

Thank you again for this opportunity to offer
comments on the SWCFS. We look forward to
continuing to work with the USACE to
advance this important study. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me
or Jennifer Mouton of my staff at (225) 342-
1452,

Acknowledge contact information.

Dan "Blade" Morrish,
52 Louisiana State Senator,
Distinct 25

May 1, 2015

State

letter

official comments
of LA State
Senator

In January of 2009 the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the State of Louisiana
announced an agreement to jointly fund an
eight (8) million dollar feasibility study to
provide hurricane damage risk reduction and
coastal restoration to Southwest Coastal
Louisiana. The Southwest Coastal Feasibility
Study was initially authorized in December of
2005.

In March 2015, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers released the Southwest Coastal
Feasibility Draft Study (Draft Study) and the
agency is currently accepting public comment
until May 4, 2015 .Please accept this
correspondence as my official comments to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Acknowledge receipt of comments
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involuntary
participation and
eminent domain

First, there is no circumstance that I foresee
that provides enough justification to include
any verbiage regarding "Involuntary
Participation" or "Eminent Domain". You
must recognize that, to Calcasieu, Cameron, &
Vermilion Parishes, land ownership is a right
that is not taken for granted. The intent of this
study is being lost with the latest draft, in
which the "Involuntary Participation” change
was made recently and unbeknownst to these
parishes. I feel the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers should see to that this clause is
stricken from the report in its entirety.
Perhaps, a separate study should be conducted
at a later date by FEMA or the NFIP to
address this housing issue and have the
Southwest Study remain focused on the
potential for coastal restoration and protection
projects for the three parishes.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

Parish priority
projects

Second, much time and effort has been
afforded to the development of viable projects
for Calcasieu, Cameron, and Vermilion
Parishes. It is vital to have a reference of all of
the Parish's existing projects listed in the study.
Reference to these plans will not preclude the
construction of other projects currently not
listed in the study with discretionary funds,
which may be a problem as the study is written
today. In closing, I would like to request
periodic updates on any changes associated
with this study being that the CPRA is
mentioned as the non-Federal sponsor for this
initiative, and I sit on the CPRA Board. As I'm
sure you have seen, much interest is being
generated in my District and I do not take
these concerns lightly. Please call me if you
have questions or concerns at 337-824-3979.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

53

Department of Natural
Resources, Office of
Coastal Management,

Don Haydel

June 2, 1025

Louisiana State
agency

Letter

Programmatic
Level is consistent
with LCRP

As noted in our letter of June 30, 2014, at the
programmatic level, this project is consistent
with the Louisiana Coastal Resources Program
(LCRP). As information is developed and
planning proceeds, consistency reviews will be
necessaty for each of the individual elements
which make up the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Project.

Acknowledge consistency with LCRP. As
additional information is developed the
USACE and its non-Federal Sponsor will
continue to coordinate with the Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources regarding
the LCRP.
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54

55

56

eminent domain

The state acknowledges the importance of
reducing flood risk, and realizes the essential
role that nonstructural components play in
reducing risk; however, the state has great
concerns about the use of eminent domain to
compel a family or business to comply with
requirements of the plan. Rather, the state
encourages the COE-NOD to develop a
program of enhanced public education and
communication of flood risk with citizens and
communities to encourage voluntary
participation with the plan.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

Mitigation
coordination

The report states that compensatory mitigation
is not seen as a requirement at this stage of
project planning. Please be aware that, should
mitigation be necessaty, LCRP requirements
differ in some details from Corps of Engineers'
practices. Early coordination with OCM will
help to minimize the effects of these
differences on project development.

Compensatory mitigation is not anticipated for
this project. Should mitigation be necessary,
the USACE and its non-Federal Sponsor will
initiate early coordination with OCM.

support
NED/NER
objectives

With the above-mentioned caveats, OCM fully
supports both the National Economic
Development and National Ecosystem
Restoration objectives of this project, and
looks forward to continued cooperation as the
project goes forward. If you have any
questions concerning these comments, please
contact Jeff Harris of the Consistency Section
at (225) 342-7949.

Acknowledged OCM support of the NED and
NER objectives.

Department of the
Interior Office of the
Secretary Stephen R.

Spencer

57

May 4, 2015

Federal agency

email /letter

no comments

The U.S. Department of the Interior has
reviewed the Southwest Coastal Louisiana
Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report
and Environmental Impact Statement. In this
regard, we have no comment.

Acknowledge US Department of Interior has
no comment.

Environmental
58 Protection Agency
Craig Weeks

April 30, 2015

Federal

letter

EPA rating of
EIS: EC-1

EPA rates the Revised Draft EIS as "EC-1"
i.e., EPA has "environmental concerns and
requests additional information" in the Final
EIS (FEIS). The EPA's Rating System Criteria
can be found at http:/ www.epa.gov
/compliance /neap/comments /ratings .html.
The "EC" rating is based on the potential for
adverse impacts to protected species and
coastal resources. The "1" indicates the
Revised Draft EIS needs additional clarifying
language or information regarding protected

Acknowledge EPA rating of EC-1. The Final
Integrated Report and EIS includes additional
information regarding potential adverse
impacts to protected species and coastal
resources in Section 3.3.8. Comments and
responses regarding the Revised Draft
Integrated Report and EIS have been included
in a Comment Response Appendix J in the
Final Integrated Report and EIS.
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species and coastal resources. Responses to
comments should be placed in a dedicated
section of the FEIS and should include the
specific location where the revision, if any, was
made.
The table of contents section numbers, titles, The Table of Contents has been revised to
and page numbers do not correspond to their more accurately reflect the contents of the
actual location in the PEIS. In some instances, | Final Integrated Report.
sections listed in the table of contents cannot
format changes be found ig the PEIS. This makes. review of
59 the PEIS difficult. Make sure section names
Table of Contents - .
and numbers listed in the table of contents
match what is found throughout the
document. In addition, make sure the page
numbers listed in the table of contents ate
more specific than "page I of the chapter".
3.7 Mitigation Acknowledge that Lake Chatles Metropolitan
It should be noted that the Lake Chatles Statistical Area is vulnerable to being
Metropolitan Statistical Atea is vulnerable to designated as non-attainment for ozone and
being designated as non-attainment for ozone particulate matter. The USACE will continue
and particulate matter (PM) in the next few to coordinate with EPA regarding designation
years. The Imperial Calcasieu Regional of this area as non-attainment. We do not
Planning & Development Commission anticipate any air quality impacts due to
(IMCAL), representing Calcasieu Parish, construction of the NED and NER features.
Cameron Parish, the Cities of Lake Chatles, However, USACE will add EPA-suggested
Westlake, Sulphur, Vinton, DeQuincy, the measures (i.e. a range of possible measures for
Town of Iowa, the Lake Charles Harbor and reducing impacts associated with emissions of
Terminal District, the Chennault International NOx, CO, PM, S02, and other pollutants from
0 air quality Airport, the Lake Area Industrial Alliance, the construction-related activities has been
mitigation Southwest Louisiana Economic Development | included in the Final Integrated Report) to
Alliance, and the Chamber SWLA has applied address potential air quality mitigation related
for and been accepted by EPA into the EPA to construction activities.
Ozone Advance and PM Advance programs.
The Advance programs are collaborative
efforts between EPA, states and local
governments to enact expeditious emission
reductions to help near non-attainment areas
remain in attainment of the NAAQS. This
reflects the sensitivity of ozone and PM levels
in the atrea, and the need for federally-funded
projects in the study area to consider air
emissions.
. . This section suggests as a mitigation measure Concur to add EPA-suggested measures to
61 ar .qua.l.lty for air quality impacts the use of "hea address fugitive dust related to construction
mitigation F quality Impa Y ress Tugt
machinery fitted with approved muffling activities.
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62

63

devices that reduce noise, vibration, and
emissions". EPA agrees with this suggestion as
a potential mitigation measure, but also
recommends consideration of measutes to
address fugitive dust related to construction
activities.

mitigation fugitive
dust soutce
controls

Recommendations: In addition to all applicable
local, state, or federal requirements, the
following controls are provided to illustrate a
range of possible measures for reducing
impacts associated with emissions of NOx,
CO, PM, §02, and other pollutants from
construction-related activities:

Fugitive Dust Source Controls:

* Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed
areas by covering and/or applying water or
chemical/organic dust palliative where
appropriate at active and inactive sites during
workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy
conditions;

* Install wind fencing and phase grading
operations where appropriate, and operate
water trucks for stabilization of surfaces under
windy conditions; and

* Prevent spillage when hauling material and
operating non-earthmoving equipment and
limit speeds to 15 miles per hour. Limit speed
of earth-moving equipment to I 0 mph.

Concur to add EPA-suggested measures for
reducing impacts associated with emissions of
NOx, CO, PM, S02, and other pollutants from
construction-related activities has been
included in the Final Integrated Report.

Air Quality
mitigation Mobile
and stationary
source controls

Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:

* Plan construction scheduling to minimize
vehicle trips;

* Limit idling of heavy equipment to less than
5 minutes and verify through unscheduled
inspections;

* Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer's
specifications to perform at EPA certification
levels, prevent tampering, and conduct
unscheduled inspections to ensure these
measures are followed;

* If practicable, utilize new, clean equipment
meeting the most stringent of applicable
Federal or State Standards. In general, commit
to the best available emissions control
technology. Tier 4 engines should be used for

Concur to add EPA-suggested Mobile and
Stationary controls for air quality mitigation.
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project construction equipment to the
maximum extent feasible;
* Lacking availability of non-road construction
equipment that meets Tier 4 engine standards,
the responsible agency should commit to using
EPA-verified particulate traps, oxidation
catalysts and other appropriate controls where
suitable to reduce emissions of diesel
particulate matter and other pollutants at the
construction site; and
* Consider alternative fuels and energy sources
such as natural gas and electricity (plug-in or
battery).
The ecosystem restoration component of the The potential for unintended adverse
Southwest Coastal Louisiana plan includes consequences, such as alteration of
shoreline erosion reduction measures. The use | sedimentation patterns, associated with
of rocks and other hard materials for shoreline | shoreline protection measures has been
erosion reduction can provide targeted assessed and determined not significant.
environmental benefits for important Shoreline protection measures will include
landscape features. Such measures can also construction of "fish dips" to allow for ingress
unintended have unintended adverse effects due to and egress of aquatic organisms. Assessment
consequences soft | alteration of sedimentation patterns (which, for | of potential creation of tombolo and longshore
64 shoreline erosion | example, can increase erosion in unprotected transport is presented in section 3.3.1 and in
reduction and fish | areas) and reduced fish access. Subsequent shoreline protection measures described in
dips project-specific NEPA documentation for Appendix K
shoreline erosion projects should assess such
potential unintended adverse impacts and
include mitigation measures as appropriate.
This could possibly include the use of
alternative "soft" approaches to shoreline
erosion reduction and "fish dips" to allow for
greater ingress and egress of aquatic organisms.
Supplemental Response based on Final State &
Agency Review Comment Dated June 20, 2016
Fish dips will be provided for the foreshore
unintended rock dike shoreline protection measures to
consequences soft allow for ingress and egress of aquatic
64 shoreline erosion | See Above organisms. Sediment starvation is not expected
reduction and fish to occur with the proposed Gulf shoreline
dips breakwater measures along the shoreline of
Rockefeller Refuge because this area is
composed of a shell veneer covering marsh
sediments with little long-shore movement of
sediments in this system. The proposed
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breakwater measure to be connected to the
existing breakwaters at Holly Beach would
provide continuous shoreline protection to the
western Calcasieu Ship Channel jetty.

The Calcasieu Ship Channel, and the jetties
lining it, currently influence the longshore
transport of coarse-grained material from east
of the channel. By tying into the western jetty
and fully extending project to the existing
breakwater field to the west, the longshore
transport would be normalized to a more
uniform rate, which will decrease erosion.

Additionally, the area immediately west of the
Calcasieu Ship Channel jetty has been used as a
single point discharge for maintenance
dredging sediment from the jetty channel. Its
probable continued use as such in the future
should also help to further offset down current
sediment starvation caused by the jetty.

In addition to consideration of studies and
monitoring reports, an analysis of survey data
and tracer data reported in a Louisiana State
University thesis study was considered which
indicated the beach/breakwater system at
Holly Beach is in a state of dynamic
equilibrium at high tide, and static equilibrium
at low tide. The existing “East Sabine Lake
Hydrologic Restoration” project has
introduced sands and increased the sediment
budget for this atea, so downstream sediment
starvation is not expected to be a problem.
Although the proposed breakwaters have been
designed to initially capture sediment moving
through the system, there will also be periods
wherein sediments will flow freely through the
system.

In order to refine designs and implement the
most effective possible projects we typically
undertake additional assessment during Pre-
construction Engineering and Design (PED).
In collaboration with your agency, the final
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design of the shoreline protection measures
will be more fully developed and evaluated
during the PED phase of the project through
wave and sediment transport modeling.
Included in this evaluation would be the
indirect effects of proposed shoreline
protection measures on down drift beaches.
Coordination with several county, state, and The Final Integrated Report and EIS includes
national agencies concerning environmental documentation of all local, state and national
laws and executive orders is ongoing, and is consultation regarding both the NED and
not expected to be completed until after the NER Recommended Plans in chapter 5.
FPEIS is released. EPA understands this is a
PEIS, and that subsequent NEPA Additional details have been developed for the
finalize all documentation and consultation will take place | NER features that brings them to feasibility
environmental once individual elern-ents of the TSP are level of detai.l. As such the ﬁna} report is not
compliance and implemented, but this does programmatic and all outstanding NEPA
65 coordination with | 2°t absolve USACE from compliance with requirements have been addressed. No
local. state and consultation requirements. Without specifics, additional NEPA documents will be
nmm; al agencies and the available opinions of the agencies developed. The Final Report will be released
USACE is tasked with consulting, it is difficult | for State and Agency Review in May 2016.
to assess the potential environmental effects of
the PEIS. EPA asks that USACE not release
the Final PEIS until coordination with all local,
state, and national agencies is finalized. This
will allow the public and other interested
parties a chance to fully evaluate the PEIS.
Even though the EJ analysis suggests that no All interested parties, including EJ
disproportionate high and adverse impacts will | communities, have been provided
occur to minority and low-income populations | opportunities to participate, ask questions and
during the construction and normal operation, voice opinion regarding the direct, indirect and
care should be taken to provide opportunities cumulative impacts of the proposed action.
for public involvement and participation to The USACE and its non-Federal Sponsor will
ensure that E] communities understand the continue to provide opportunities of public
6 environmental plans, direct impacts, indirect impacts and involvement and participation.
justice cumulative impacts to their health and the
environment. Information about this project,
its location and the potential impacts upon its
completion should be provided to the
communities. The community should have
opportunities to participate, ask questions, and
voice opinions to those who plan the
construction.
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The Town of Erath recommends the removal The Recommended NED Plan would be
of all eminent domain references from the entirely voluntary participation *See response
67 eminent domain | study. This was never the intent of the study as | to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
originally agreed in 2009 and suppotrted by domain" comments in General Responses.
Congressman Charles Boustany.
The Town of Erath was devastated with The planning team was aware of the ongoing
flooding during Hurricanes Rita and Tke and State of Louisiana effort in a flood control
had hoped that the Southwest Study would structure in that location in Iberia Parish and
provide the basis for funding for a flood considered levee alignments to tie into the
protection system in southeastern Vermilion proposed State levee alignment. The planning
- Parish. The levee alignments analyzed by the team investigated various levee alignments,
Erath (Town of) April 30,2015 | Town of Erath Letter Study Team were n(;gt feasible as a result of the | including angalignrnent similar to t%mt
redo levee benefit long north south segments of the levee on suggested that would encompass the area
68 v K each end. The Town of Erath would like to south of the towns of Abbeville, Erath and
cost analysis hereby request that the levee benefit cost Delcambre and terminate along the eastern
analysis be re-done with a levee that terminates | shorelines of Delcambre Canal in Iberia Parish.
at the Iberia Vermilion parish line near Bayou No levee alignments considered had a positive
Tigre. The State of Louisiana is cutrently in benefit to cost ratio. The costs of constructing
the design phase of a flood control structure in | the necessary long lengths of levee required to
that location and Iberia Parish is in the provide risk reduction were consistently much
planning stages for a levee which will connect greater than the benefits provided.
to the Vermilion Parish levee at the parish line.
This letter echoes the concerns of both myself | Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
and my constituents on the Revised Integrated | separate and new appendix to the Final
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Integrated Report. Parish Priotity Projects
Impact Statement (March 2015) for the were evaluated and screened, along with other
. L Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study. proposed measures, to the same level of
69 Parish priority Specifically, there are three (3) points of analysis sufficient to determine viable
projects concern to which I must direct your attention: | alternatives.
The failure to incorporate a local plan of action
Jonathan "JP" Perry, . Louisiana State for Vermilion Parish
LA State Senator, April 28, 2015 S letter
o enator
District 26
involuntary A ) . . Th§ Recommended NED Plan would be
70 participation and The 1.nclu51on of an "Involuntary Participation en?fely voluntary pgr.tlmp.an(')'n *SCHC tesponse
eminent domain (Section 4.1.2.1) mandate to myoluntary participation and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
involuntary A ‘ Th§ Recommended NED Plan would be
7 participation and The forced compliance by residents though entirely voluntary participation *See response
. . use of federal eminent domain to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
eminent domain domain" comments in General Responses.
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72

73

74

protective plans
for Vermilion
Parish

As your study states, approximately 50% of the
land within Vermilion Parish is considered
coastal marsh. Vermilion Parish also houses
Intracoastal City which provides access to both
the Gulf of Mexico and Vermilion Bay, and is
home to numerous fishing and energy sector-
related businesses. While Vermilion Parish falls
within my senate district (District 26), more
importantly, it is an invaluable resource to the
families and businesses that call this parish
home. Therefore I must express my strong
concern that protective plans suggested by
local authorities be included within the
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) that addresses
the Vermilion Parish coastline.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

involuntary
participation and
eminent domain

Secondly, and perhaps most importantly, the
language included in Section 3.1 of
APPENDIX A of the TSP, which calls for the
use of "eminent domain" in "absence of willing
participation" should be stricken from the
study. The forced compliance of my
constituents by way of "involuntary
participation" will not be tolerated. While it is
the goal of the Army Corps of Engineers to
protect the Louisiana coastline and marshes,
this goal should not dictate how private
landowners use their own property.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary patticipation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in Genetal Responses.

involuntary
patticipation and
eminent domain

In Annex B-1 8 of the Revised Integrated
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental
Impact Statement (March 2015), Guideline 1.4
states:

Guideline 1.4 These guidelines are not
intended to nor shall they be interpreted so as
to result in an involuntaty acquisition or taking
of property. /Emphasis added/

Response: No involuntary acquisition would
be required for the proposed action.

The above language, nort shall, is mandatoty
and should mean that in no way will the
proposed Coastal Use Guidelines allow for the
facilitation of eminent domain to force
compliance of my constituents. Furthermore,
the Department of the Army's response plainly
states that "[n]o involuntaty acquisition would
be required for the proposed action". In order

*See response to "involuntary participation”
and "eminent domain" comments in General
Responses.
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75

to support any future federal measures to
protect our coastline, I respectfully request that
all reference or language to "eminent domain"
and "involuntaty participation” be completely
removed from this study.

involuntaty
participation and
eminent domain

As the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility
Report and Environmental Impact Statement
(March 2015) states, Cameron, Calcasieu and
Vermilion Parishes host many unique and
diverse cultures. These areas also provide
Louisiana with valuable job opportunities in
the tourism, energy and fishing sectors. While
the efforts by the Army Corps of Engineers to
protect and strengthen the Louisiana coastline
are sorely needed, such measures should not
be forced via an involuntary patticipation
component. Doing so would undermine the
unique culture we are working so hard to
protect

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

Kiristin Saltzman
Project Specialist
Cameron Parish Police
Jury

76

April 15, 2015

Cameron
Parish Police

Jury

email

attached
comment letter

Please see the attached comments Cameron
Parish Gravity Drainage District No. 5.

Acknowledged receipt of comments
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77

78

79

80

Kristin Saltzman -
Parish of Cameron
Gravity Drainage

District No. 5. D.Y.

Doland, President

April 15, 2015

Cameron
Parish

letter

do not limit
restoration
projects

1. Please do not limit the number of coastal
restoration projects listed in the study. Include
the Cameron Master Plan projects even in an
appendix to be available for other discretionaty
funding sources in the future. Currently, the
Parish has 9 projects listed in the study. We
feel that there ate significantly more projects
that are viable and are not even up for
discussion due to the benefit cost ratio and the
national interest with these projects. THUS
DONE AND ADOPTED on the 23rct day of
April, 2015.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

Involuntary
participation,
funding sources
local sponsors

Removing the discussion about involuntary
participation in the non-structural aspect of the
program. This was never the intent of the
study to have relocations. Other questions
arise from this section such as funding sources,
sponsoring agencies, local sponsors,
administrative processes, etc. that all should be
addressed prior to finalizing the study with this
included.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary patticipation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses. The
non-Federal sponsor is the State of Louisiana.

shapefiles

3. Provide GIS Shapefiles of the eligible
structures to be elevated as part of the NED
project for Cameron Parish for the Parish to
determine the current status of these
structures. Cameron Parish has several State
and Federal programs that have assisted with
elevation and flood-proofing of structures
post-Rita & Ike. Building codes and elevation
requirements should assist with mitigating the
risk of these structures.

Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented
in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
Report displaying maps of all affected
structures.

contact telephone
number

Regarding the Southwest Study, revisions to
the draft version of this document would
certainly result in a more effective and efficient
study. Thank you for allowing us to comment
on this draft feasibility report for the
Southwest Coastal Study. Feel free to call me if
you have questions or concerns at 337-652-
9771.

The Final Integrated Report has been revised
based on comments to the Revised Integrated
Draft Report and EIS.
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81

82

Kirk Quin (President
Cameron Parish Police
Juty)

April 24, 2015

Cameron
Parish

letter

briefings on SWC
study

The intent of this correspondence is to state
Cameron Parish's concerns with

the Southwest Coastal Louisiana Revised
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement (Southwest
Study). Due to the fact that this is a regional
study addressing issues in .three Parishes
(Calcasieu, Cameron & Vermilion), and in an
effort to provide clear and concise guidance on
the Southwest Study, briefings have been held
among Parish elected officials, Administrative
staffs, and members of the Chenier Plain
Coastal Restoration & Protection Authority
Board and staff to discuss this version of the
Southwest Study. This transmittal, which may
mimic concerns other agencies will provide, is
submitted to you on behalf of the Cameron
Parish Police Jury, Cameron Parish Coastal
Restoration Committee, landowners, and
residents. Collectively, our requests are as
follows:

Acknowledge receipt of comments.

eminent domain
and involuntaty
participation
removed from
study

1. Remove any verbiage regarding involuntary
patticipation or authorization of eminent
domain. (New request not previously
submitted.) The Parish is utterly appalled at the
inclusion of the "Involuntary Participation”
clause in this revised version of the study.
Including this verbiage has resulted in
heightened awareness and concern from our
residents who have had their fair share of
issues in the past ten years. The inclusion of
this clause is alarming in itself, however, the
fact that evaluation criteria for eligibility in this
proposed program is, as a Cotps Project
Manager stated at the Cameron Parish Public
Meeting, "...written in pencil” is even greater
cause for concern. This open-ended verbiage
leads to_ more stringent criteria being
developed in the future and much farther
reaching impacts than originally intended. The
number of items to be addressed in the
eventual "Implementation Plan" which would
guide this process is too large to even mention
here.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
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83

84

85

increase NER
Measures in

TSP/reference

Parish Priority
Projects for

Coastal

Restoration
Master Plans

2. Increase the number of NER measutes
included in the TSP. (Repetitive request
submitted initially in January 2014.)

The TSP omitted several viable projects for a
variety of reasons. The Parish acknowledges
that there are budgetary limitations and federal
regulatory limitations present in vetting
projects for this study. The Parish is not
requesting an analysis or authorization in the
study for all restoration or protection projects
relevant to Cameron Parish. At a minimum,
however, the Parish is simply requesting that a
reference to Coastal Restoration Master Plans
present in the three Parishes be included in the
study even in an appendix. If other projects are
not included in some shape, form, or fashion,
potential projects funded with Parish or
discretionary funds and subsequent planning
efforts for coastal restoration initiatives in the
Parish could be discarded from consideration.
The Parish does acknowledge that there are
viable coastal restoration projects included in
the study that would benefit our residents,
however, these limitations and restrictions
inherent to this study marginalize the potential
construction of other projects.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

shapefiles

3. Provide GIS Shapefiles of the eligible
structures to be elevated as part of the NED
project for Cameron Parish for the Parish to
determine the current status of these
structures. (Repetitive request submitted
initially in January 2014.) All three Parishes
have several complete and ongoing State and
Federal programs that have assisted with
elevation and flood-proofing of structures
post-Rita & Ike. Building codes and elevation
requirements should assist with mitigating the
risk of these structures as well.

Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented
in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
Report displaying maps of all affected
structures.

coordination with
Parishes

4. Discuss major changes to this document
with the relevant Parishes as they are
incorporated and prior to the next comment
petiod commencing. (New request not
previously submitted.)

Coordination with all affected parishes
regarding changes to the project will continue.
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86

consider
comments

Again, on behalf of our residents and
landowners of Cameron Parish, I request that
you provide every consideration to the
comments presented herein. Our Parish has a
long standing history of successes that span
generations. Our culture and livelihood are tied
to our land and its intrinsic value. Please do
not threaten the harmony that exists there.

In closing, the Police Jury feels that revisions
to the draft version of this document would
certainly result in a more effective and efficient
study. Thank you for allowing us to comment
on this Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility
Report and Environmental Impact Statement
document. Feel free to call me if you have
questions or concerns at 337-775-5718.

Comments and responses on the Revised
Integrated Draft Report and EIS have been
included in a new appendix to be included with
the Final Integrated Report.

87

Iberia Parish Levee,
Hurricane, and
Conservation District,
Ray Fremin, Jr.
Director and Vermilion
Parish Police Jury letter
dated April 20, 2015
88

April 28, 2015

Iberia Parish

letter

resolution

Enclosed please find Resolution No. 1015-18
as adopted by the Iberia Parish Levee,
Hurricane, and Conservation District in
Regular Session held on Thursday, April 28,
2015. This Resolution support Vermilion
Parish Police Jury in opposition to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers teport on the
Southwest Louisiana Coastal Study

Acknowledge receipt of resolution.

support
Vermilion Policy
Jury comment
letter

Resolution No. 2015-18 A RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING VERMILION PARISH
POLICE JURY IN OPPOSITION TO THE
U.S. ARMY COPRS OF ENGINEERS
REPORT ON THE SOUTHWEST
COASTAL STUDY. WHERAS, In January
2009 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the State of Louisiana announced an
agreement to jointly fund an $8 million
feasibility study to provide hurricane damage
risk reduction and coastal restoration to
Southwest coastal La; and WHEREAS,
Vermilion Parish Police Jury expressed
opposition to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers report onto the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study, as attached in Exhibit "A".
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,
that the Ibetia Parish Levee, Hurricane, and
Conservation Disttict does hereby support the
position of the Vermilion Parish Policy Jury, as

Acknowledge Iberia Parish Levee, Hurricane,
and Conservation District support of
Vermilion Parish Police Jury response as
attached.
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89

attached in Exhibit "A". BE I'T FINALY
RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall
become effective immediately upon adoption
by the Iberia Parish Levee, Hurticane, and
Conservation District. Resolution adopted on
April 28, 2015. SEE ALSO VERMILION
PARISH POLICE JURY LETTER DATED
APRIL 20, 2015

resolution

copy of Vermilion Parish Police Jury letter
dated April 20, 2015

Acknowledge receipt of copy of Vermilion
Parish Police Jury letter dated April 20, 2015

90

Louisiana Delegation,
Congtess of the United
States

91

May 4, 2015

Louisiana
Delegation

letter

involuntary
patticipation and
eminent domain

We, as the Louisiana Delegation, are writing to
express our view on the Revised Integrated Draft
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact
Statement (March 2015) for the Southwest
Coastal Louisiana Study. Despite the efforts to
create a comprehensive storm surge protection
and coastal restoration plan for Southwest
Louisiana, the last minute inclusion of highly
objectionable language by the Army Corps of
Engineers and continued appropriate
consideration of the project priority list from
Cameron, Calcasieu and Vermilion Parishes
threatens the long-term adoption and success
of the study. The modifications requested in
this letter will not diminish the effectiveness
and benefits of the overall study, will likely
increase the support and participation of local
governments and residents, and will provide a
meaningful investment in the protection of life
and property while preserving a rich and
diverse culture.

*See response to "involuntary participation”
and "eminent domain" comments in General
Responses.

involuntaty
participation and
eminent domain

Because of the potential risk to life, property,
and the continued burden on the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) the 366
"Severe Repetitive Loss" properties (358
residential, 7 commercial, and 1 warchouse), as
defined by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), should qualify
for the Voluntary Program with the added
benefits of the relocation assistance or
property buyout if they so choose. These
benefits should also be extended to properties
that lie within a floodway as delineated by
FEMA.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntaty participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
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92

93

94

involuntary
participation and
eminent domain

While we strongly believe many property
owners will take advantage of this program, to
force it upon them at the end of a lengthy
process undermines the cooperative nature in
which everyone has been working on this
study and it is insulting to the generations of
citizens who have lived along the Louisiana
coast. With much of the nation's oil and gas
development, agriculture, and seafood
production occurring along the Louisiana
coastline, the overwhelming emphasis should
be on restoring and preserving natural barriers
and structural efforts to reduce the effects of
storm surges and flooding events.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

Parish priority

projects

To this end, we appreciate the inclusion of
approximately $1.2 billion in National
Ecosystem Restoration projects. These
projects will provide meaningful commitment
to the restoration and protection requitements
throughout the three affected parishes.
Nevertheless, there are many important
projects of interest to the local parishes that
should be included in an additional Appendix.
This written request was also made in January
2014 during the last public comment period.
The concern arises from a practice whereby
priority projects may not be allowed to
proceed under other authorities if they are not
included in the State of Louisiana Master Plan
or an accompanying federal study.

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.

Parish priority
projects

The effect of a project being excluded from
either the Master Plan or a federal study, serves
as a de facto "veto" when being considered for
advancement under a different program like
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and
Restoration Act (CWPPRA). Local authorities
have the history, experience and responsibility
to propose projects that best serve the needs
of the citizens. Please include a list of qualified
project priotities from Cameroon and
Vermilion Parishes NOTE: Calcasieu Parish
support Cameron Patish's priotity list).
*attachment of Cameron Patish Master Plan
and Vermilion Patish Coastal Priority Project
list and map).

Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
were evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of
analysis sufficient to determine viable
alternatives.
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96

widening
navigation
channels (GIWW,
Freshwater
Bayou)

Lastly, we ask the Corps to address the
damages done by widening the federal
channels, including but not limited to the Gulf
Intercoastal Waterway (GIWW) and
Freshwater Bayou. Congress addressed this
issue in Section 2009 of the Water Resources,
Reform, and Development Act of 2014 (P.L.
113-121). This authority and all ongoing
studies of the affected area must focus on this
growing problem. While these waterways are
important to promoting national commerce,
the widening of these channels continues to
significantly impact the marsh in surrounding
areas. As a natural barrier to storm surge
events, more focus should be given to
containing these channels in order for the
marsh to recover.

Addressing the impacts associated with
widening of authorized navigation channels
would be addressed under the authority for
each navigation channel.

involuntary
patticipation and
eminent domain

and Parish
priority projects

The Louisiana Gulf Coast is a resilient part of
our nation because of the hard-work
dedication and culture of its people. We must
never lose sight of this fact. We ask that you
recognize the invaluable contribution the
people of South Louisiana make to this nation.
Please work to remove all references to the
involuntary participation and eminent domain
language and include project priority list. We
appreciate your consideration of these requests
and look forwarding to working with all of the
agencies involved to improve this draft report.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

97

Louisiana Department
of Wildlife and
Fisheries

May 5, 2015

State

Letter

Request each
NER project be
submitted for
comment

Overall, LDWF supports the conceptual plan
referenced in the Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement.
Furthermore, LDWF requests that each
project proposed under the National
Ecosystem Restoration Plan (NER) be
forwarded to this office for review and
comment.

Acknowledge LDWEF supports the proposed
project. The LDWF and all interested parties
will be provided an opportunity to review and
comment upon the final NER and NED Plans
in the Final Integrated Report.
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99

100

The piping plover (Charadrins melodns) may
occur within the project area. This species is
federally listed as threatened with its critical
habitat designated along the Louisiana coast.
Piping plovers winter in Louisiana feeding at
intertidal beaches, mudflats, and sand flats with
sparse emergent vegetation. Primary threats to

Impacts to the piping plover and its critical
habitat would be avoided and minimized by
utilizing recommendations and buffer zones
developed in coordination with LDWF and
USFWS. Surveys would be conducted prior to
construction to determine the presence of
these species.

Piping plover this species are destruction and degradation of
winter habitat, habitat alteration through
shoreline erosion, woody species
encroachment of lake shorelines and
riverbanks, and human disturbance of foraging
birds. For more information on piping plover
critical habitat, visit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
website: http://endangered.fvvs.gov.
Our database indicates an occurrence of Impacts to the Wilson’s plover and snowy
Wilson's Plover (Charadrius wilsonia) and Snowy | plover would be avoided and minimized per
Plover (Charadrins alexandrinus) in your project the MBTA and by utilizing recommendations
Wilson's Plover area. These species are considered critically and buffer zones developed in coordination

and Snowy Plover | imperiled to imperiled in the state. We with LDWF and USFWS. Surveys would be
recommend that you take the necessary conducted prior to construction to determine
precautions to protect the breeding/winteting the presence of these species.
habitat of these species.
Our records indicate that the Mermentau Impacts to the bald eagle and its nests would
Vermilion Teche Basin portion of the be avoided and minimized per the MBTA and
proposed project may potentially impact Bald by utilizing the Bald Eagle Management
Eagle (Haliacetus lencocephalus) nesting sites. This | Guidelines and recommendations from
species is protected under the Bald and Golden | USFWS. Surveys would be conducted prior to
Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668c) and | construction to determine the presence of
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703- active nests in the area. See Appendix A Annex

Protect Bald 712) and is protected by the state of Louisiana. | K.
Eagle Nests This proposed project is less than 1,000 ft.

away from the bald eagle nest of concern. All
bald eagle nests (active, inactive or seemingly
abandoned) should be protected, and no large
trees should be removed. Please refer to the
Bald Eagle Management Guidelines for

more information on avoiding impacts to bald
eagles:

Protected bird
nesting colonies

Our database indicates the presence of bird
nesting colonies within one mile of the
proposed project. Please be aware that entry
into or disturbance of active breeding colonies
is prohibited by the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWEF). In addition,

Impacts to colonial nesting wading birds and
shorebirds would be avoided and minimized
per the MBTA and by utilizing
recommendations and buffer zones developed
in coordination with LDWF and USFWS.
Surveys would be conducted prior to
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LDWTF prohibits work within a certain radius
of an active nesting colony. Nesting colonies
can move from year to year and no current
information is available on the status of these
colonies. If work for the proposed project will
commence during the nesting season, conduct
a field visit to the worksite to look for evidence
of nesting colonies. This field visit should take
place no more than two weeks before the
project begins. If no nesting colonies are found
within 400 meters (700 meters for brown
pelicans) of the proposed project, no further
consultation with LDWF will be necessary. If
active nesting colonies are found within the
previously stated distances of the proposed
project, further consultation with LDWF will
be required. In addition, colonies should be
surveyed by a qualified biologist to document
species present and the extent of colonies.
Provide LDWF with a survey report which is
to include the following information:
1. qualifications of survey personnel;
2. survey methodology including dates, site
characteristics, and size of survey area;
3. species of birds present, activity, estimates
of number of nests present, and general

vegetation type including digital
photographs representing the site; and
4. topographic maps and Arc View shapefiles
projected in UTM NADS83 Zone 15 to
illustrate the

location and extent of the colony.
-For colonies containing nesting wading birds
(i.e., herons, egrets, night-herons, ibis, roseate
spoonbills, anhinga, and/or cormorants), all
project activity occurring within 300 meters of
an active nesting colony should be restricted to
the non-nesting period (i.e., September 1
through February 15).
- For colonies containing nesting gulls, terns,
and/or black skimmers, all project activity
occurring within 400 meters (700 meters for
brown pelicans) of an active nesting colony

construction to determine the presence of
active colonies in the area.

Integrated Final

Feasibility Report & EIS

April 2016
Page J-70




Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Com;lent Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be ‘paraphrased or Response
Comment Comment summarized)
GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)
should be restricted to the non-nesting period
(i.e., September 16 through April 1).
The Diamondback terrapin (Malaclemys USACE will continue to coordinate with the
terrapin) may also occur in the Mermentau LDWF during design and construction of this
Vermilion Teche Basin portion of the project project. Language has been added to the report
area and is considered imperiled in Louisiana. discussing the species and any potential
It inhabits brackish water habitats, especially impacts that may occur. To the extent feasible,
coastal marshes. The diamondback terrapin best management practices would be
nests from April to May with nest cavities dug | implemented. However, conducting surveys
Diamondback at the sandy edges of marshes and dunes. This | for diamondback terrapin nests may not be
terrapin species is affected by pollution, disturbed feasible due to the extensive amount of marsh
habitat, and nest destruction near populated restoration proposed within broken marsh
coastal and beach sites. If the project will be areas.
conducted during the breeding season, we
recommend searching for nests prior to project
activities. If nests are found, the applicant must
contact Beau Gregory at 337-491-2576 to
coordinate activities.
The proposed project within the Calcasicu Language will be included in the plans and
Sabine Basin may impact the Crested Caracara | specifications to ensure the contractor is aware
(Caracara cheriway) and its preferred habitat. The | of the potential for the presence of this
Crested Caracara is considered critically species. Impacts to the crested caracara would
imperiled in the state of Louisiana, and is be avoided and minimized per the MBTA and
limited to the southwest corner of the state. It by utilizing recommendations and buffer zones
is a vulture sized bird spending much of its developed in coordination with LDWF and
time on the ground hunting snakes, rodents, USFWS.
c and other available prey. The main cause of its
rested Caracara P .
101 4 habitat decline is the loss of habitat due to
and habita development and agriculture. The mixed
coastal prairie and marsh that constitutes the
Crested Caracara's preferred habitat have been
recognized as ecologically significant and in
need of conservation. Best management
practices should be used to minimize impacts
to this species and its preferred habitat. If you
have any questions, please contact Michael
Seymour at 225-763-3554.
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102

103

Sandhill crane

The sandhill crane may occur within the
project area. This species winters in Louisiana-
its wintering habitat including shallow, open
water marshes, coastal prairie, freshwater
marshes, and working wetlands. Sandhill
cranes are intolerant of human disturbance and
are critically imperiled in Louisiana with a state
rank of S2N. The species occurs in only a
handful of reliable localities. This project
occurs adjacent to the most well-known and
documented sandhill crane wintering site in the
state; the site has been known and followed
closely by local bird enthusiasts for decades.
We recommend that you take the necessary
precautions to protect the wintering habitat of
this species. In addition, because of the
particular sensitivity of this site, we
recommend a survey of the area for this
species if work is done during the winter. If
sandhill cranes are found, please contact
LNHP at 225-765-2823 to coordinate
activities.

Impacts to the sandhill crane would be avoided
and minimized per the MBTA and by utilizing
recommendations and buffer zones developed
in coordination with LDWF and USFWS.
Surveys would be conducted prior to
construction to determine the presence of this
species. The Corps will continue to coordinate
with LDWEF.

Paddlefish

presence

The Paddlefish (Polyodon spatimla) occurs in
water bodies within the Mermentau Vermilion
Teche Basin portion of the project area and is
considered rare in Louisiana. The paddlefish is
threatened by siltation of spawning habitat,
pollution, back-to-back impoundments, and in
some areas, exploitation by the caviar industry.
Habitat destruction and river modification are
the most obvious changes affecting abundance
and distribution. We advise you to take the
necessary measures in order to avoid any
degradation of water quality of streams/canals.
If you have any questions, please contact Beau
Gregory at 337-491-2576.

Impacts to the paddlefish would be avoided
and minimized by implementation of best
management practices.
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104

105

Coastal Live Oak-
Hackberry Forest
Habitat
(Cheniere)

The database indicates Coastal Live Oak-
Hackberry Forest natural community records
are located within the project area. This
community is considered imperiled in the state
of Louisiana with an S1 rank. This community
type formed on ancient abandoned beach
ridges in Southwest Louisiana. These ridges are
composed primatily of sand and shell, and are
approximately 4 to 5 feet above sea level. This
community, also known as a cheniere, is an
important storm batrier, limiting salt water
intrusion, and acts as a migratory
staging/stopover site for Neo-tropical
migratory birds. We advise you to take the
necessary measures to avoid any impacts to
this ecological community. If you have any
questions or need additional

information, please contact Chris Reid at 225-
765-2820.

The project would restore approximately 1,413
acres of chenier habitat and would have no
permanent adverse impacts to this ecological
community.

Coastal Praitie
habitat impacts

The LNHP database indicates remnants of
Coastal prairies within the proposed project
area. Coastal prairies are considered imperiled
globally and critically imperiled in the state of
Louisiana, with a G2Q/S1 rank. This prairie
region of southwestern Louisiana was once
very extensive (~2.5111illion acres) but today
is limited to small, remnant parcels. On the
southern edge of its range, the community may
occur on "islands" or “ridges” surrounded by
marsh. If Coastal prairies are found within the
proposed project area, applicant must contact
Chris Reid at 225-765-2820 to coordinate
activities.

Language will be included in the plans and
specifications to ensure the contractor is aware
of the potential for the presence of this habitat.
Chris Reid will be contacted if any coastal
prairies are found within the project area.
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National Marine
Fisheries Service

April 20, 2015

federal

letter

description of
TSP

The NOAA's National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMES) has reviewed the Southwest
Coastal Louisiana Revised Integrated Draft
Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The draft EIS
evaluates alternatives which provide storm
damage reduction and ecosystem restoration
measures within the 4,700 square mile study
area in Louisiana's Chenier plain,
encompassing Cameron, Calcasieu, and
Vermilion Parishes.

As described in the draft EIS and Feasibility
Report, the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) is a
combination of non-structural storm surge
protection measures and an array of different
types of ecosystem restoration features. The
TSP for the non-structural storm surge
protection features include: (1) elevation of
residential structures, (2) dry-flood proofing
non-residential structures, (3) construction of
battiers or berms around non-residential
structures, (4) floodplain management plans,
(5) more stringent local floodplain regulations,
and (6) more restrictive parish and municipal
building codes, land use and zoning
regulations, and other developmental controls.
The TSP for the

ecosystem restoration features includes one
hydrology/salinity control measure, nine marsh
creation measures, five shoreline protection
measures, and eight chenier restoration
measures.

Acknowledged description of TSP.
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ROW impacts

The NMFS has the following general and
specific comments to make regarding
information provided in the draft EIS:
General Comments Marsh Restoration
Features. While the majority of the pipeline
routes from borrow to marsh creation areas
are in open watet, some are proposed to pass
through marsh. The NMFS is concerned
marsh in pipeline rights-of-way (ROWs) and
staging areas could be adversely impacted by
construction related activities. While NMFS
understands such adverse impacts would be
offset by the creation of marsh, we believe
efforts are warranted to ensure the ROWs and
staging areas impacted by construction are
restored to pre-existing elevations. In general,
such efforts include requiring contractors to
pump dredged material into the ROW and
staging areas as pipelines are removed, and
armoring of ROWs with rip-rap where they
intersect with open water areas. The NMFS
recommends the Feasibility Report and final
EIS include these potential construction-
related adverse impacts, as well as description
of measures to be taken to insure wetlands
impacted by construction of marsh creation
features are restored to the maximum extent
practicable.

Added to the final report in Chapter 3 Section
3.3.4 Vegetation Resources is a discussion of
the potential construction-related adverse
impacts, as well as description of measures to
be taken to insure wetlands impacted by
construction of marsh creation features are
restored to pre-construction conditions to the
maximum extent practicable, ptior to
completion of construction activities.

EFH

Section 1.4.8 Essential Fish Habitat

Page 1-19 and Appendix A. The Essential Fish
Habitat section of the draft EIS incorrectly
lists some federally managed species potentially
found in the project area. The species and life
stages should be updated to reflect the
attached list.

The list of federally managed species
potentially found in the project area was
updated in Section 1.4.8.
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EFH

The NMFS has a "findings" with the New
Orleans District NOD) on the fulfillment of
cootdination requirements under provisions of
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act.In those findings, the
NOD and NMFS agreed to complete EFH
coordination requirements for federal civil
works projects through our review and
comment on National Environmental Policy
Act documents prepated for those projects.
Thetefore, NMFS recommends the following
to ensure the conservation of EFH and
associated fishery resources: EFH
Conservation Recommendation The final EIS
and Record of Decision for this project should
include measures to ensure pipeline ROW and
staging areas are restored to pre-existing
conditions, to the maximum extent practicable,
prior to completion of construction activities.

The Feasibility Report and final EIS section
3.3.6 has been updated to include measures to
ensure pipeline ROW and staging areas are
restored to pre-existing conditions, to the
maximum extent practicable, ptior to
completion of construction activities.

respond to
comments

Consistent with Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act and NMFS' implementing
regulation at 50 CPR 600.920(k), your office is
required to provide a written response to our
EFH conservation recommendation within 30
days of receipt.

Your response must include a description of
measures to be required to avoid, mitigate, or
offset the adverse impacts of the proposed
activity. If your response is inconsistent with
our EFH conservation recommendation, you
must provide a substantive discussion
justifying the reasons for not implementing the
recommendation, If it is not possible to
provide a substantive response within 30 days,
the USACE should provide an interim
response to NMFS, to be followed by the
detailed response. The detailed response
should be provided in a manner to ensure it is
received by NMES at least 10 days prior to the
signing of a Record of Decision for this action.
The NMFS is committed to working
cooperatively with the USACE, the State and
other natural resource agencies to facilitate
planning on this effort. We appreciate the

The USACE, New Ortleans District has
provided written response to NMFES regarding
comment letter.
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opportunity to provide these comments for
consideration in finalizing the Feasibility
Report and EIS.

106

107

Nedra Davis (Chenier
Plain Coastal
Protection Restoration

Authotity)

April 24, 2015

Chenier Plain

letter

resolution

The Chenier Plain Coastal Restoration &
Protection Authotity (Chenier Plain
Authority), by intent of this correspondence,
hereby respectfully requests that the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers accept the following
Resolution (attachment) as comments
provided by the Chenier Plain Authority's
review of the Draft Study.

The Chenier Plain Authority would like to
thank the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for
allowing us to comment on this draft feasibility
report for the Southwest Coastal Study. Please
contact us if you have any questions or
concerns regarding our comments.

Receipt of resolution acknowledged.

resolution

CHENIER PLAIN COASTAL
RESTORATION & PROTECTION
AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, the Chenier Plain Coastal
Restoration & Protection Authority was
created pursuant to the provisions of the
Louisiana Constitution of 1974, Article VI,
Sections 38, 38.1 and 44, and La. R.S. 38:329.5;
and

WHEREAS, the Chenier Plain CRPA is a
political subdivision of the State of Louisiana,
and through its board of commissioners, is
organized with the primary duty to establish,
construct, operate, or maintain flood control
works as they relate to hurricane protection,
tidewater flooding, saltwater intrusion, and
consetvation, and a secondary duty to establish
flood control, adequate drainage relating to
tidal or riverine flooding, and water resources
development including but not limited to
construction of reservoirs, diversion canals,
gravity and pump drainage systems, erosion
control measures, and marsh management; and
WHEREAS, the Chenier Plain Authority is
inclusive of the Parishes of Calcasieu,
Cameron, & Vermilion; and

WHEREAS, in January of 2009 the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the State of Louisiana

Resolution acknowledged.
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108

announced an agreement to jointly fund an $8
million feasibility study to provide hurricane
damage risk reduction and coastal restoration
to Southwest Coastal Louisiana; and
WHEREAS, authority for the reconnaissance
study exists under resolutions of the
Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the United States House of
Representatives in response to a request for
support submitted by Congressman Charles
Boustany; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Anny Corps of
Engineers released the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Feasibility Study in March 2015 and
the agency is currently accepting public
comment until May 4, 2015; and
WHEREAS, Southwest Coastal Louisiana is
highly susceptible to an increased risk of
coastal flooding, shoreline erosion, saltwater
intrusion and loss of wetlands and habitats due
to land subsidence, sea-level rise, the area's low
elevation, flat terrain, and close proximity to
the Gulf of Mexico; and

WHEREAS, land loss and ecosystem
degradation threaten the continued
productivity of Southwest Coastal Louisiana's
ecosystem, the economic viability of its
industties, and the safety of its residents; and
WHEREAS, land loss and ecosystem
degradation threaten the unique culture of
Southwest Coastal Louisiana; and
WHEREAS, the preservation of culture was
one of the original goals of coastal legislation;
and

WHEREAS, involuntary participation in
relocation would tear apart families and vital
components of the community and culture;
and

eminent
domain/involunta
ry participation

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT
RESOLVED BY THE CHENIER
PLAIN COASTAL

RESTORATION & PROTECTION
AUTHORITY, LOUISIANA, in regular
session convened on the day of April, 2015,
that it does hereby respectfully request the U.S.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntaty participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
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Anny Corp of Engineers to
accept the following comments as part of the
Chenier Plain Authority's review of the Study.
Section 1. The Chenier Plain Authority
recommends the removal of all eminent
domain or involuntary participation teferences
from the study.
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Section 2. The Chenier Plain Authority Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
Cameron and reco‘rnmends the U.S. A@y C(?rps of ) were evaluated and screened, along with other
Vermilion Engineers add an appendix to include a list of | proposed measures, to the same level of
109 Patishes priotity all priority projects from Cameron and analysis sufficient to determine viable
. Vermilion Parishes identifying these projects as | alternatives.
projects good and viable for consideration in any future
funding opportunities.
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
Section 3. The Chenier Plain Authority separate and new appendix to the Final
recommends that the U. S. Army Corps of Integrated Report. Parish Priority Pro]ects
Calcasicu Parish Engineers add a statement in the draft that were evaluated and screened, along with other
; fif;:toazfasl states, "Calcasieu Parish anticipates updating pr;po@d rg_egsures, t; the same l_ezfl of
110 in includin their coastal plan which will include a priority analysis sutticient to determine viable
pan 108 projects list. Those projects will be viable alternatives.
priotity projects ! . . :
list projects for consideration of funding for
protecting Lake Chatles to the 500 year level of
protection as deemed necessary by the Coastal
Master Plan for Louisiana 2012."
Section 4. The Chenier Plain Authority Mitigation for project-induced impacts of the
recommends that 100% federal and state NED Plan is not anticipated.
funding be in place for all mitigation non-
111 funding structural components. The Chenier Plain
Authority recommends that 100% federal and
state funding be in place for all coastal
restoration components.
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Generally, the planning goals of the NED Plan
are to reduce risk of damages associated with
hutticane and coastal storm surge flooding.
The NED storm damage risk reduction plans
were formulated to achieve NED principles
and objectives. Contributions to NED are
increases in the net value of the national
output of goods and services, expressed in
monetary units, and ate the direct net benefits
that accrue in the planning area and the rest of
Section 5. The Chenier Plain Authority the Nation. The general planning goals of the
recommends that the original goals and NER Plan are to significantly and sustainably
112 original goals and | objectives, Ecosystem Restoration, Risk reduce land loss and coastal erosion in the
objectives Reduction and Historic and Cultural study area, restore environmental conditions
Presetvation, be included and implemented as for the Chenier Plain ecosystem in SWC
part of the final draft of the study. Louisiana, and evaluate a range of coastal
restoration components to address a multitude
of ecosystem problems. Plans were formulated
to achieve NER principles and objectives.
Contributions to NER are increases in the net
quantity and/or quality of desired ecosystem
resources, and are measured in the study area
and nationwide. Both the NED and NER
Plans include consideration of historic and
cultural resources as described in the specific
subsections in Chapters 1 and 3.
Section 6. The Chenier Plain Authority Each of the properties potentially affected by
recommends that the U.S. Army Corps of implementation of the NED Plan is presented
113 shapefiles Engineers provide Calcasieu, Cameron and in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
Vermilion parishes the Shape files for the Report displaying maps of all affected
elevation of all structures surveyed as part of structures.
its decision making criteria.
The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
Section 7. The Chenier Plain Authority consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
. . recommends a review of the Benefit Cost and Social Consideration in Environmental
windshield survey Ratio (BCR) parametets instead of the "wind Regulation 1105-2-100. The windshield data
114 vs benefit cost . .o L . . .
catio shield view" BCR and requests transparency of COH?C.tl.On is consistent with requirements for
how the final Benefit Cost Ratio will be feasibility report level of analysis. Additional
determined. detailed analysis will be conducted during
subsequent project phases.
Section 8. The Chenier Plain Authority ProAjects submitted by Cameron and Vermilion
iginal projects recommends that projects otiginally submitted Pz.lnshes were evaluated and screened, along
115 orginal proj Pro] sinaty with other proposed measures, to the same
modeled be modeled as they were submitted and not level of analvsis sufficient to determine viabl
have projects watered down to include only a cvel of analysis suthicient to determine viable
alternative array.
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small-scale section of what was originally
intended.

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED that a certified | Acknowledge receipt of resolution.
copy of this resolution be forwarded to the U.
S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans
District, the Honorable Chatles Boustany and
all congressional representatives of the parishes
of Calcasieu, Cameron and Vermilion parishes,
the Police Juries of Calcasieu, Cameron and
Vermilion parishes, the Louisiana State Levee
Consortium, the Association of Louisiana
Board of Levees, and the Police Jury
Association of Louisiana, respectfully
requesting consideration and support of the
comments submitted by the Chenier Plain
Coastal Restoration & Protection Authority by
virtue of this resolution.

certified copy of
resolution

116

THUS DONE AND APOTED by a
unanimous vote of the Chenier Plain Coastal
Restoration &

Protection Authority, in regular session
convened on this 21 day of April 2015.

Nicole Minvielle - Enclosed please find Resolution No. 1015-18 Acknowledge receipt of resolution.
Iberia Parish Levee, as adopted by the Iberia Parish Levee,
Hurricane, and Hurricane, and Conservation District in
Conservation District, Regular Session held on Thursday, April 28,
Ray Fremin, Jr. 2015. This Resolution support Vermilion
Director and Vermilion Parish Police Jury in opposition to the U.S.
Parish Police Jury letter Army Corps of Engineers teport on the
dated April 20, 2015 Southwest Louisiana Coastal Study

117 April 28, 2015 Iberia Parish letter/email resolution
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118

119

support
Vermilion Policy
Jury comment
letter

Resolution No. 2015-18 A RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING VERMILION PARISH
POLICE JURY IN OPPOSITION TO THE
U.S. ARMY COPRS OF ENGINEERS
REPORT ON THE SOUTHWEST
COASTAL STUDY. WHERAS, In January
2009 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the State of Louisiana announced an
agreement to jointly fund an $8 million
feasibility study to provide hutricane damage
risk reduction and coastal restoration to
Southwest coastal La; and WHEREAS,
Vermilion Parish Police Juty expressed
opposition to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers report on the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study, as attached in Exhibit "A".
NOW THEREFORE BE I'T RESOLVED,
that the Iberia Parish Levee, Hurricane, and
Conservation District does hereby support the
position of the Vermilion Parish Policy Jury, as
attached in Exhibit "A". BE IT FINALY
RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall
become effective immediately upon adoption
by the Iberia Parish Levee, Hurricane, and
Conservation District. Resolution adopted on
April 28, 2015. SEE ALSO VERMILION
PARISH POLICE JURY LETTER DATED
APRIL 20, 2015

Acknowledge receipt of resolution and the
Iberia Parish Levee, Hurricane, and
Conservation Disttict suppott of the position
of the Vermilion Parish Policy Jury, as attached
in Exhibit "A".

resolution

copy of Vermilion Parish Police Jury letter
dated April 20, 2015

Acknowledge receipt of copy of Vermilion
Parish Police Jury letter dated April 20, 2015.
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120

121

122

NOAA National
Marine Fisheries
Service Virginia M. Fay

April 29, 2015

Federal

letter

pipeline rights of

way and staging

areas impacts to
existing marsh

Marsh Restoration Features. While the
majority of the pipeline routes from borrow to
marsh creation areas are in open water, some
are proposed to pass through marsh. The
NMES is concerned marsh in pipeline rights-
of-way (ROWs) and staging areas could be
adversely impacted by construction related
activities. While NMFS understands such
adverse impacts would be offset by the
creation of marsh, we believe efforts are
warranted to ensure the ROWs and staging
areas impacted by construction are restored to
pre-existing elevations. In general, such efforts
include requiring contractors to pump dredged
material into the ROW and staging areas as
pipelines are removed, and armoring of ROWs
with rip -rap where they intersect with open
water areas. The NMFES recommends the
Feasibility Report and final EIS include those
potential construction-related adverse impacts,
as well as a description of measutes to be taken
to ensure wetlands impacted by construction
of marsh creation features are restored to the
maximum extent practicable.

Concur. The Corps will utilize best
management practices to avoid and minimize
potential impacts to existing marsh when
routing dredge pipelines for marsh creation.
The Corps will ensure wetlands unavoidably
impacted by construction of marsh creation
features are restored to the maximum extent
practicable.

EFH species &
life stages

Section 1.4.8 Essential Fish Habitat

Page 1-19 and Appendix A. The Essential Fish
Habitat section of the draft EIS incorrectly
lists some federally managed species potentially
found in the project area. The species and life
stages should up updated to reflect the
attached list.

Concur. The species and life stages have been
updated in section 1.4.8 main report and
section 1.4.9 Appendix A to reflect NMFES list.

pipeline rights of
way and staging
areas restoration

The NMFS has a "findings" with the New
Orleans District NOD) on the fulfillment of
coordination requirements under provisions of
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act.

In those findings, the NOD and NMFS agreed
to complete EFH coordination requirements
for federal civil works projects through our
review and comment on National
Environmental Policy Act documents prepared
for those projects. Therefore, NMFS
recommends the following to ensure the
consetrvation of EFH and associated fishery
resources: EFH Conservation

The Final Integrated Report section 3.3.6
include measures to ensure pipeline ROW and
staging areas are restoted to pre-existing
conditions to the maximum extent practicable
prior to completion of construction activities.
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123

124

125

Recommendation

The final EIS and Record of Decision for this
project should include measures to ensure
pipeline ROW and staging areas are restored to
pre-existing conditions, to the maximum
extent practicable, ptior to completion of
construction activities.

response to

NMFES

Consistent with Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act and NMFS' implementing
regulation at 50 CFR 600.920(k), your office is
required to provide a written response to our
EFH conservation recommendation within 30
days of receipt.

Your response must include a description of
measures to be required to avoid, mitigate, or
offset the adverse impacts of the proposed
activity. If your response is inconsistent with
our EFH consetvation recommendation, you
must provide a substantive discussion
justifying the reasons for not implementing the
recommendation. If it is not possible to
provide a substantive response within 30 days,
the USACE should provide an interim
response to NMFS,; to be followed by the
detailed response. The detailed response
should be provided in a manner to ensure it is
received by NMES at least 10 days prior to the
signing of a Record of Decision for this action.

Concur. An interim response has been
provided to the NMFS. The final response is
included in the Final Integrated Report and
EIS.

NMFS

commitment

The NMFS is committed to working
cooperatively with the USACE, the State and
other natural resource agencies to facilitate
planning on this effort. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide these comments for
consideration in finalizing the Feasibility
Report and EIS.

Acknowledged

EFH table

NMES table of EFH requirements for species
managed by the Gulf of Mexico Fishety
Management Council: Ecoregion 4, Mississippi
River Delta (South Pass) to Freeport, TX

Concur. Table 1-14 section 2.4.8 was updated
and incorporated into the Final Integrated
Report and EIS

State Historic
126 Preservation Officer
(SHPO) Pam Breaux

May 1, 2015

Louisiana State
agency

letter

archeology

1. Section 4.1.1- Of the six measures outlined
in this section, four do not have any potential
archaeological historic property issues. The
two that do include the elevation of eligible

Acknowledged
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127

128

residential structures, and the construction of
non-structural measures.

archeology

2. Section 4.2.1 - The NER TSP measures have
largely been addressed in a draft research
design drafted by the New Otleans COE
office.

All but one of the proposed measures are
straight-forward construction with specific
footprints. The proposed research design in
the draft report effectively addresses how
historic properties will be identified and
evaluated for these projects.

Acknowledge

archeology -
Chenier
reforestation

The one project of concern is the chenier
reforestation. In this region, the cheniers
represent the only elevated ground through the
2,500 year history of this area. Thus, they
represent the location of all Native American
and eatly Historic occupations. And due to
the formational processes of the cheniers, all
of the archacological sites are situated at the
modern surface in the top 12 inches of
sediment. Sites will not be buried in the
cheniers. These factors make the chenier
reforestation measure of particular concern for
its impacts on archaeological sites.

The proposed planting interval and size of
planting hole will have as yet undetermined
effects on sites. Of equal or greater concern
are the long term effects of establishing trees
on sites. While the ultimate effect will be
beneficial when the trees reach maturity and
protect the cheniers from storm surge and
wave erosion, there are challenges before then.
Young trees may be more prone to toppling
during storms as they lack the root system to
anchor them.

Toppling will cause the trees to uproot and
create significant ground disturbances that will
impact sites. We recommend further
discussion concerning the benefits and
potential impacts of planting trees on sites.

Concur. USACE shall complete cultural
resources investigations pursuant to the
stipulations of the Section 106 programmatic
agreements. The level of survey to be
conducted and the survey methodology will be
developed in consultation with the SHPO and
consulting Tribes and will be completed in a
manner that meets the standards of the
Louisiana Division of Archaeology. Effects
will be determined through consultation
pursuant to the stipulations of the Section 106
programmatic agreements.
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GOVERNMENT COMMENTS (FEDERAL, STATE, PARISH, AND LOCAL)

The draft NER TSP indicates that the Corps USACE shall make the non-federal sponsor
intends to purchase the land to be aware that cultural resources investigations
incorporated into the reforestation project. should be completed during the evaluation by
We recommend that the Corps systematically the non-federal sponsor of the real estate
survey this new land as it is brought into rights.

federal ownership, following Section 110 of
the National Historic Preservation Act. This
will enable the Corps to develop an
appropriate process for assessing the potential
impacts of the reforestation project upon
archaeological historic properties.

3. Section 4.2.7 - We note that the chenier Real estate rights will be acquired by the non-
reforestation project will benefit cultural federal sponsor.

resources by bringing them into federal
ownership and protection. As the reforestation
archeology - project includes a significant acreage, this may
130 Chenier ultimately result in a number of sites, some
reforestation likely significant, that will be protected from
development. The reforestation acreage can act
as a preservation area where sites, along with
important natural and environmental features,
are preserved.

4. Appendix L - The 4th paragraph of the There is no longer a restriction.
Introduction states that any elevation project
with potential ground disturbing effects to
historic properties will not be considered
eligible for the project. This restriction has the
potential to eliminate a significant number of
sites. As noted in an eatlier comment, due to
the geology and history of the cheniers, where
people live today is where people have always
lived on the cheniers. Archaeological sites are
restricted to the cheniers and their presence
will, by this language, potentially leave a
significant number of buildings vulnerable to
future storms. Furthermore, we question how
"potential impacts" (4th paragraph, 2nd
sentence) will be identified in the absence of
systematic archaeological identification and
evaluation.

5. Appendix L - The last paragraph in the The Recommended NED Plan would be
Introduction states that eminent domain may entirely voluntary participation.

be used in some situations to acquire property.
How will that process mesh with the
previously stated goal that any property

Integrated Final April 2016
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133

134

135

136

potentially impacting historic properties will be
excluded?

built environment
NFS

6. The acronym "NFS" is used throughout the
document, but it is not defined. Because the
document has a great many acronyms, please
consider adding a list of them at the beginning
of the document for easy reference.

Noted. NFS refers to the non-federal sponsor.

historic standing
structures

7. It is our opinion that this EIS does not
adequately address historic standing structures.
Furthermore, Appendix L proposes to exclude
the elevation process for historic buildings.
While we are familiar with NFIP exemptions
for historic properties, certain considerations
must be addressed here, namely the lack of
levees which place these important resources,
when left at ground level in further harm's way
of storm damage. If other buildings around
extant historic buildings are elevated through
this process, then historic properties/ districts
have the potential to be adversely impacted
through visual character changes to a district
or environment. Further discussions between
SHPO and USACE regarding the language in
Appendix L are requested, ptior to the
finalization of the EIS.

Noted. Section 106 consultation is ongoing,
and two programmatic agreements have been
executed.

historic properties
in Abbeville and
Lake Chatles

8. Based on the maps provided, we note that
historic properties in Abbeville and Lake
Charles have the potential to be greatly
impacted by this project. Currently, Abbeville
has three historic districts that may be
impacted and Lake Charles has two that we
know of. If historic buildings in these areas are
to be excluded from elevation and no other
measures ate made available to the owners as
part of this process how will long term and
cumulative effects be addressed or accounted
for in this plan. Again, we request further
discussions with USACE on this matter.

Noted. Section 106 consultation is ongoing.
There are no longer any restrictions.

contacts at SHPO

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on
this important document. If you have
questions regarding the Archaeology
comments, please contact Dr. Chip
McGimsey, State Archaeologist at

Acknowledged
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cmcgimsey(@crt.la.gov. And, if you have
questions regarding the built environment,
please contact Nicole Hobson-Morris at
nmotris@crt.la.gov.
1. The eminent domain issue should be The Recommended NED Plan would be
removed from consideration as a means of entirely voluntary patticipation. *See response
solving the problem. This was never the intent | to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
137 eminent domain of the suppotters of this study. The intent of domain" comments in Genetal Responses.
the study is ecosystem restoration, risk
reduction, as well as historic and cultural
preservation. These goals should be part of
the final draft of the study.
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
2. Citizens, Cities and The Governing Body of Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects
Vermilion Parish have invested countless were evaluated and screened, along with other
hours into identifying and establishing a list of | proposed measures, to the same level of
priority coastal projects that will benefit the analysis sufficient to determine viable
138 objectives of the Feasibility Study and they alternatives.
should be recognized and added as being good
and viable projects. This is necessary in order
for these essential projects to have a possibility
. Teche- of being funded.
Teche-Vermilion Fresh | -y 1y 30 2015 | Vermilion Letter
Water District o
District
3. Cost benefit ratios should be reviewed and The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
benefits being left all possible benefits should be included. Parish consiste'nt with t'he APper'ldix D,' Economics
139 out engineers should be consulted to ensure that and Social Consideration in Environmental
there are no benefits being left out of the Regulation 1105-2-100.
equation
4. It would be beneficial for the US Corps of Each of the properties potentially affected by
Engineers to provide to the parish all GIS implementation of the NED Plan is presented
Shapefiles of the eligible structures to be in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
140 Shapefiles elevated as patt of the NED project for Report displaying maps of all affected
Vermilion parish. Vermilion Parish has several | structures.
State and Federal programs that have assisted
with elevation and flood-proofing of structures
post-Rita.
We thank you for the opportunity to comment | Acknowledge comment.
o . on this study and look forward to assisting you
141 pportunity to in any way that will improve the chances of
comment Vermilion Parish receiving the federal
assistance that it needs and deserves
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NRCS requests that the USACE reconsider its | The Calcasieu Ship Channel Salinity Barrier
position that the Calcasieu Ship Channel be feature is considered an important feature of
Reconsider excluded from further consideration due to the Recommended Plan. However, because
osition on potential impacts on navigation. The negative additional analysis regarding impacts to the
147 Czlcasieu Shi impacts of the CSC are well documented in the | authorized navigation channel is necessary, this
Channel: P Calcasieu-Sabine Cooperative River Basin feature is recommended for long term study
? Study Report (USDA 1989) and addressing
those are critically important to the area
wetlands and estuaries.
The NRCS is also concerned that of the Due to the complexity of the problems in
approximately $1billion dollar estimated southwest coastal Louisiana, the
construction budget for the proposed projects, | Recommended Plan targets critical landscape
United States more than half is in marsh creation (i.e. Marsh features in need of immediate restoration. The
Department of Restoration). While these types of projects Recommended Plan also include additional
A rif:g ltureeNIgCS' Mav 5. 2015 Federal agenc letter NER Plan Marsh effectively provide immediate benefits in terms | long-term study of hydrologic and salinity
148 ngin N rt, 0 St t)e Y gency reation of land reconstruction, the total area that these | features as well as features recommended for
eConsefvaSio,nis? creatio projects encompass ate only a small fraction of | construction by the USFWS. In addition, the
the total study area. According to the plan, the | NER RP measures provide interactions, often
total wetland area of the project is over 1.3 synergistically, with other existing coastal
million acres and the total benefits of the restoration and mitigation projects
Marsh Restoration projects is only 8,714 acres
(less than 1 percent of the study area).
We also understand that a comprehensive Due to the complexity of the problems in
hydrodynamic modeling effort was included in | southwest coastal Louisiana, the
Lack of laroe scal this study and would have expected more Recommended Plan targets critical landscape
149 cho dr lg isc ¢ emphasis on large scale hydrologic projects features in need of immediate restoration. The
yr (.)eoég ¢ that are designed to address much broader Recommended Plan also include additional
projects areas that would provide comprehensive long-term study of hydrologic and salinity
restoration to broad landscapes within the features as well as features recommended for
study area construction by the USFWS.
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150

151

WVA may
overestimate
habitat value

marsh restoration

Another NRCS concern is that evaluations by
the Southwest Coastal Study Team may
overestimate the realized habitat value of
marsh creation projects. Specifically, after
containment gapping, the Wetland Value
Assessment (WVA) of marsh creation projects
assigned optimum values to the aquatic
organism access variable (V6) to marshes that
flood less than 10% of the time. According to
key scientific studies, projects that are
constructed to elevations of minimal flooding
duration and therefore limit aquatic organism
access throughout much of the project life do
not provide optimal access (please see Minella
et al. 2012). Therefore, NRCS has concern
that the technical and scientific information
relied upon to support recommendations in
decision documents or form the basis of
designs, specifications, and/or O&M
requirements of the proposed matsh
restoration projects are not substantiated by
the best available science, and consequently,
the project selection process may be
compromised based on an inaccurate
evaluation with respect to habit value.

The guidance documentation for V6 in the
"Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and
Restoration Act - Wetland Value Assessment
Methodology - Coastal Marsh Community
Models" from March 19, 2010, restricts fish
access scores based on control structures, not
marsh elevation relative to tidal range. There is
no established mechanism for assigning a
reduced suitability for fish access for partially
flooded marshes (and even a marsh that is
never flooded can provide high quality marsh
edge habitat if there is sufficient interspersion).
Reductions in fish access ate noted whete
impoundment or water control structures are
present or proposed. The target elevation of
the marsh is initially near the upper end of the
tidal range so longevity can be maximized.
This is how all marshes have historically been
constructed with no modification to the V6
suitability. The subsidence rate applied for the
SW Coastal Louisiana Feasibility Study is 5.6
mm/yr. The tidal range in this area is about 12
inches. Under the Intermediate RSLR
scenatio, by TY25 the marsh surface would
have experienced enough RLSR that the
inundation period would be 50%. We feel that
this duration of flooding and planned
interspersion will be adequate to provide fish
and invertebrate access to the marsh, both
through marsh edge and marsh surface habitat.
We appreciate that scientific knowledge on the
subject is evolving, but don't feel that a
numeric adjustment to the suitability is
warranted at this time based on the degree of
flooding anticipated for the marsh restoration
features of this project.

coastal restoration
and scientific
analyses

NRCS continues to be a major partner and
supporter of coastal restoration in Louisiana
and remains dedicated to ensuring that the
work done to protect and restore coastal
wetlands is done in a manner that provides the
most benefit for the costs involved. We
encourage the most rigorous and accurate
scientific analyses of each project featute so
that the public can be assured that the benefits

Acknowledge comment.
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are accurately reflected in the costs of this very
important work.
The Vermilion Parish Police Juty, by intent of | Acknowledge receipt of comments.
this correspondence, hereby respectfully

152 accept comments | requests that the U.S. Army Cortps of
Engineers accept the following comments as
part of the Police Jury's review of the Study.
1. The VPP] recommends the removal of all The Recommended NED Plan would be
eminent domain references from the study. entirely voluntary participation. *See response

153 eminent domain | This was never the intent of the study as to "involuntary participation" and "eminent
originally agreed in 2009 and supported by domain" comments in General Responses.
Congressman Chatles Boustany.

Vermilion Parish Police ) Vermilion Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
Jury April 20, 2015 Parish letter separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects

2. The VPPJ recommends the adding of an were evaluated and screened, along with other
appendix to include a list of all priority projects propqsed measures, to the same %evel of

154 Vermilion Parish | from Vermilion Parish Coastal Plans 21na1y51s. sufficient to determine viable

priority projects | identifying these projects as good and viable ternatves.

for consideration in any future funding
opportunities.
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155

156

157

goals and

objectives

3. The VPP] recommends that the original
goals and objectives, Ecosystem Restoration,
Risk Reduction and Historic and Cultural
Presetvation, be included and implemented as
part of the final draft of the study.

Generally, the planning goals of the NED Plan
are to reduce risk of damages associated with
hurricane storm surge flooding. The NED
storm damage risk reduction plans were
formulated to achieve NED principles and
objectives. Contributions to NED are
increases in the net value of the national
output of goods and services, expressed in
monetary units, and ate the direct net benefits
that accrue in the planning area and the rest of
the Nation. The general planning goals of the
NER Plan are to significantly and sustainably
reduce land loss and coastal erosion in the
study area, restore environmental conditions
for the Chenier Plain ecosystem in SWC
Louisiana, and evaluate a range of coastal
restoration components to address a multitude
of ecosystem problems. Plans were formulated
to achieve NER principles and objectives.
Contributions to NER are increases in the net
quantity and/or quality of desired ecosystem
resources, and are measured in the study area
and nationwide.

benefit to cost
ratio

4. The VPP] recommends a review of the
Benefit Cost Ratio parameters regarding the
proposed levee alignments within Vermilion
Parish and request transparency of how the
final Benefit Cost Ratio will be determined.

The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
and Social Consideration in Environmental
Regulation 1105-2-100.

benefit to cost
ration for levee
alignments

5. The VPP] made comments on the initial
release of the Draft Report in January of 2014
regarding the Study levee alignment along the
eastern Parish line. Refer to comment 3 on
page J-105. The response from USACE is that
the measures planned in Iberia Parish could
not be considered since they were still in the
planning stage and were considered
"conceptual”. The VPPJ would again request
that the Benefit Cost Ratio be recomputed for
a levee alignment without the north south
segment along the Patish line even though it
will be considered conceptual. While the Parish
understands this measure (a levee) may not end
up being included in the recommended plan,
the more accurate Benefit Cost Ratio may
provide for future inclusion in the plan if the

The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
and Social Consideration in Environmental
Regulation 1105-2-100. Measutes planned in
Iberia Parish are considered conceptual and
still in the planning stage and therefore not
further considered for detailed analysis.
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158

159

conceptual plans (Iberia Parish levee) obtain
funding as the study/project moves forward.

shapefiles

6. The VPPJ recommends that the U.S. Corps
of Engineers provide all GIS Shapefiles of the
eligible structures to be elevated as part of the
NED project for Vermilion Parish. Vermilion
Parish has several State and Federal programs
that have assisted with elevation and flood-
proofing of structures post-Rita.

Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented
in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
Report displaying maps of all affected
structures.

Thanks/contact
offices

The Vermilion Parish Police Jury would like to
thank the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for
allowing us to comment on this draft feasibility
report for the Southwest Coastal Study. Feel
free to contact our offices should you have
questions or concerns regarding our
comments.

Acknowledge comment.
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1 Alfred Broussard

not dated

public

letter

copy of report

I am requesting copies of the EIS, SW Coastal
for Vermilion Parish

Acknowledged and copy of Revised Integrated
Draft Report and EIS provided

Ellray Henry, Manager
C.F. Henry Properties
LLC

April 15, 2015

public

letter

Parish priority
projects

The intent of this correspondence is to state
our concerns with the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility
Report and Environmental Impact Statement
(Southwest Study). This transmittal is
submitted to you on behalf of the C.F. Henty
Properties, LLC and James Henry Co.

In reviewing the Southwest Study, a few items
caught our attention. Being a large landowner
in lower Cameron Parish, it causes us a great
deal of concern with the limited number of
coastal restoration projects listed in the study.
Our family has worked diligently with
Cameron Parish to draft their Cameron Master
Plan. It is the will of our board members to
include other Cameron Parish projects even in
an appendix to be available for other
discretionary funding sources in the future.
Currently, the Parish has nine projects listed in
the study. We feel that there are significantly
more projects that are viable and are not even
up for discussion due to the benefit cost ratio
and the national interest with these projects.

Parish Priority Projects have been included in
Appendix P to the Final Integrated Report.
Parish Priority Projects were evaluated and
screened, along with other proposed measures,
to the same level of analysis sufficient to
determine viable alternatives.

involuntary
participation and
eminent domain

Secondly, the reference of "Involuntary
Participation" in the NED portion of the study
is alarming. Please understand that our Parish
is a rural one with land remaining within
families for generations. Our family hopes that
this was never the objective of this study.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

economic
development

Much time and effort should be given in
considering the implementation side of the
study prior to signing the final report. Much
economic development is being conducted in
Cameron Parish. Over $30 billion in
investments have been made in our Parish with
another $15-$20 billion in announced projects
working through permits. Such regulations as
this will no doubt impact the operation and
staffing of these industrial accomplishments.

We appreciate your time and courtesy to allow
us to comment. Please reconsider the aspects

The proposed action is not to implement a
new regulation. Rather, the Recommended
Plan is to provide an opportunity for storm
surge risk reduction throughout southwest
coastal Louisiana project area. Implementing
the Recommended Plan's storm surge damage
risk reduction measutes would not impact the
operation of ongoing or future economic
development.
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of the draft that we have set forth. We look
forward to reviewing the revised report.

Louisiana Farm Bureau
Federation, Inc.

May 5, 2015

public

letter

involuntary
participation and
eminent domain

The Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation is an
independent, nongovernmental voluntary
organization of Louisiana farm and ranch
families. Our purpose is to promote the well-
being of our farm and ranch families and the
agriculture industry in our state. After
reviewing the Corps recommendations for
public comment pertaining to the Southwest
Coastal Louisiana Study’s 2015 Revised
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement, we are very
concerned that the Cotps in recommending a
“non-structural” hurricane protection plan for
Vermilion, Cameron and Calcasieu patishes.
This means no levees or other structural
measures would be utilized to help provide
protection to people living and working in
these areas. Instead, the Corps is proposing the
use of “Involuntary Participation” and
“Eminent Domain” as a means for relocations
and buy-outs resulting in removing people
from their homes and family lands. This would
establish a precedence that not only could
destroy the culture and unique way of life in
coastal Louisiana but put at risk the rights of
any landowner living in a flood zone or not.
We recommend that the Corps remove
language in its draft of recommendations that
has any reference to Involuntary Participation
and or Eminent Domain.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.

local sponsors

We further recommend that the Corps select
and utilize local sponsors in implementing
provisions of the study if approved and
funded. Practical knowledge gained by living in
an area cannot be replaced by computer
modeling in making decisions for that area.

Implementation of the Recommended Plan
will be closely coordinated with local
communities, towns, cities and Parishes as well
as the State of Louisiana. The practical and
local knowledge of those living in the area will
be used in implementing the Recommended
Plan.
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The NED Recommended Plan will provide
reduced risk of hurricane storm surge flood
The people, the land, the history and culture of | damage for a total of 3,961 impacted structures
Southwest Coastal Louisiana is important and consisting of 3,462 eligible residential
should be protected, not with “remain at your structures; 342 eligible commercial structures
shoreline own risk” or forced buy-outs, but with projects | and public buildings; and 157 eligible
cotection that provide shoreline protection. The goal of warchouses. The NER Recommended Plan
bPu outs an,d this study was to restore and protect the coast (Alternative CM-4) includes marsh restoration
tei,ocations and marshes of Southwest Coastal Louisiana features (which involve hydraulic dredging and
and preserve the areas unique culture. What we | placing of sediments), shoreline
see the Corp protection/stabilization features, and chenier
proposing through the use of buy-outs and reforestation that will work synergistically with
relocation does not address this goal. other ecosystem restoration projects in the area
and facilitate hydrologic and geomorphic
stability and resilience.
Wondering how Congressman Charles
Boustamy's sponsoring a feasibility study in
2005 to provide "hurricane and storm damage
risk reduction to reduce the risk of flood . . .
damage caused by hurricane and storm surges” EC 1105-2-204 provides that project delivery
8¢ ol . 5 teams (PDT's) should consider and take
L was combined with the National Ecosystem . .
Combination of Restoration (NER) Study, to "significantl advantage of every opportunity to engage in
5 NED and NER estoration ¥, to signiticanty the formulation of combined plans unless
Plan restore environmental conditions for the prohibited by study authority, the lack of
Ecosystem", I contacted Andy Maclnnes, Lead financial ca Zbﬂi yor authorie of the
Planner of the Southwest Coastal Louisiana SPONSOrS pabtity El
Feasible Study at (504) 862-1062. He informed P ’
me that the NER was included since a report
had previously been done and it was decided to
i th in this feasibili .
Martin Miller April 30, 2015 public letter ;‘ﬁiﬂ‘:é‘; a;sﬁf:fe‘;etminff;‘;:yrs;t“dy
creation on private land and the threat of
eminent domain if the landowner resisted, and
he advised that he thought eminent domain
eminent domain | was only applicable to structures,
marsh notwithstanding Appendix E to your feasibility | The Recommended NED Plan would be
6 creation/condem | study, pages 18-23, provides that the fee titleis | entirely voluntary participation *See response
nation for to be taken away from the landowner, to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
ecosystem excluding minerals, etc. He thought, "Fee domain" comments in General Responses.
restoration Estate" meant an "offer to acquire” but
deferred to the real estate specialist, Judy
Dutierrez, at (504) 862-2575 who advised, after
1 spoke with het, that, yes, they recommend
that the Coastal Protection and Restoration
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Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

ETTER COMMENTS

Authority have condemnation authority for
marsh creation and ridge restoration.

eminent domain

The undersigned is one of the landowners
currently working with State and Federal
authorities on CWPPRA (Coastal Wetlands
Planning, Protection and Restoration Act)
projects on a voluntary basis where we
maintain fee ownership of our land, said
projects being identified as ME-20 and ME-32.
Your Measures/Features 47al , 47a2 and 47Cl
as shown in Appendix K of
http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/ About/Proje
cts/ SouthwestCoastal.aspx are in the proximity
of the ME-20 and ME-32 projects and affect
close to 2,000 acres of the undersigned's co-
owned property. As your feasibility study
includes the right of eminent domain for
marsh creation I strongly object to same.
Marsh creation is being accomplished through
the CWPPRA programs and why we would
want to support your study that would provide
for the taking of our property for the same
marsh creation? In addition to the above
marsh creation features of your feasibility
study, the Chenier Restoration
Measure/Feature #416 shown in Appendix K
affects the Grand Chenier ridge of which
approximately 1/3 of the affected ridge land is
the undersigned's co owned property, which
also calls for eminent domain. In addition, the
Bills Ridge Measute/Feature in Vermilion
Parish, #509C shown in Appendix K, appears
to be entirely on the undersigned’s co-owned
property. Accordingly, since eminent domain is
also applicable to Chenier Restoration, I again
oppose the inclusion of eminent domain in
your feasibility study. Inasmuch as you are only
in the feasibility study phase, should the

Restoring large areas of marsh is a prominent
feature of the NER recommended plan.
USACE and CPRA are currently working out
how to implement marsh restoration while
ensuring the benefits of the marsh restoration
are preserved over the 50-year period of
analysis. More details about how marsh
restoration areas would be acquired will be
developed during the design phase of the
project.
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ETTER COMMENTS

inclusion of eminent domain remain therein,
we will endeavor to make certain that your
study is neither authorized nor funded .I
understand the state will share in 35% of the
cost of any of your suggested projects and
accordingly, we will contact our State and
Federal representatives to voice our strong
objection to the inclusion of eminent domain,
which objection has already been voiced by the
Chairman of the Coastal Protection
Restoration Authotity Board of Louisiana, the
Chenier Plain Coastal Restoration and
Protection Authority, and the Police Jury of
the Parish of Cameron.

Michael Toerner

April 28, 2015

public

letter

Study Authority

1 am writing because my wife and I own
property in Calcasieu and Cameron parishes
and because I oppose the “National Economic
Development (NED)” portion of the Corps’
report. The reasons for my opposition are as
follows.

1. The Corps did not have the statutory
authority to make the recommendations that it
did. On 12/7/2005, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the U.S.
House of Representatives authorized the
Corps to survey the coast of Louisiana, use the
survey information to recommend ways to
provide hurricane and storm protection, and
study the feasibility of constructing a levee
along the Intracoastal Waterway. The House
Committee did not give the Corps the
authority to develop a plan to elevate
residential structures and to use eminent
domain to seize the property of the residents
who did not want to participate in the
clevation program.

Study Authority: A survey of the coast of
Louisiana in Cameron, Calcasieu, and
Vermilion Parishes, with particular reference to
the advisability of providing hurricane
protection and storm damage reduction and
related purposes, including the feasibility of
constructing an armored 12-foot levee along
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway was authorized
by a Resolution of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
of Representatives, Docket 2747, on
December 7, 2005.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation. *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses
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LETTER COMMENTS
2. The cost/benefit analysis that underlies the
NED plgn is based on questlonak‘)‘le . The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
assumptions. The Corps defined “benefits” as istent with ER 1105-2-100 Planni
the reduction in damages that would result (émiils en 1‘\? cebook d_ _'th A n;g D
cost/benefit from implementing its recommendations (page Ldance Notebook and with Appe ’
9 R > S ; Amendment #1 Economic and Social
analysis D-18). “Damages,” however, can be defined in . . . .
a vaicty of ways, many of which could Considerations. The analysis was subjected to
> Agency Technical Review, and Independent
produce lower dollar amounts (and, thus, External Peer Revi
“benefits”) than the ones that the Corps xernal Feer Review:
obtained.
3. Property owners affected by the NED plan
were denied due process.
To date, the Corps has refused to publicly
1d§nt1fy the mousa.rigsbof rCSIflerén:'l plr opimes Each of the properties potentially affected by
. . WhOSE owners would be required to elevate implementation of the NED Plan is presented
identify NED their homes or face eminent-domain seizure of | . . .
10 ) . . in a new appendix to the Final Integrated
properties their property. There is no doubt that, had they R . .
. . eport displaying maps of all affected
known what the Corps was proposing with structures
regard to their property, these individuals ¢ ’
would have attended the Corps’ public
hearings and/or made written comments to
the Corps.
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11

eminent domain

4. The NED plan is biased against residential
property owners. As mentioned above, the
NED plan provides that residential property
owners who do not voluntarily participate in
the Corps’ structure-elevation program will
face eminent-domain seizure of their property.
The NED plan contains no such provision for
non-residential property owners who refuse to
cither dry floodproof their structures or
construct berms around their property.5. The
NED plan discriminates against property
ownets in coastal Louisiana. People who live in
other parts of the U.S. are not being told by
the Corps or other Federal agencies to disaster-
proof their homes or face eminent-domain
seizure of their property. By not treating all
disaster-area residents the same, the Corps is
discriminating against the residents of coastal
Louisiana.6. The eminent-domain feature of
the NED plan represents governmental
overreach. I believe that people, in choosing
where to live, weigh the costs and risks against
the perceived benefits. I do not believe that the
government has the right to threaten to use its
eminent-domain authority to try to make
people move to an area that the government
deems more desirable.

Thank you for considering my comments as
you develop the final version of the NED
plan.

The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response
to "involuntary participation” and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
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signatures (available upon

request)

petition/email

petition

my personal comments in relation to the
Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study's 2015 Revised
[ntegrated Draft Feasibility Report and
[Environmental Impact Statement

Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Comment Theme Comment (may be .paraphrased or Draft Response
Comment summarized)
PETITION COMMENTS
) Include the list .of parishes' existing & proposed Parish Priority Projects will be included as an
Parish Plans  [coastal restoration Plans. We deserve better . )
. appendix in the Final Report.
Protection?
. The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
eminent - . - T
S Remove 'eminent domain' and 'involuntary voluntary participation *See response to
domain/involuntary] " " . - SR S o
L participation’ from the study. Take it out! involuntaty participation” and "eminent domain’
participation :
comments in General Responses.
Petition to Change the In addition to the CPRA, who is the non-Federal
SWCL Study's 2015 Draft sponsor, other congtessional, state, parish and
1 total of 1,752 signatures not dated public signed petition Immediately choose and directly include the 'local [local representatives, along with non-
. g local sponsor V. .. ; .. .
(available upon request) sponsor’ in ALL remaining stages of the study.  |covernmental agencies, have participated and will
continue to be encouraged to participate in the
planning process.
Five shoreline protection measures were
renlace chenier developed that would protect the area of greatest
P - -, [Replace 'reforestation’ with 'Shoreline protection [shoreline erosion. Reforestation of the Cheniers
reforestation with , . S ] o
. . |measures'. Shoreline Protection is Critical! was developed and targeted for those existing
shoreline protection| . .
cheniers that are in greatest need due to
deforestation.
[Dear US Army Corps of Engineers, Louisiana
Congtressional Delegation, Governor of Louisiana,|
Petition dated April 16, Louisiana Delegation, Mumc{pahnes and I"gnsh
2015 total 63 April 16, 2015 April 16, 2015 Government. As a voting resident of Louisiana I
2 May 5, 2015 public ¥ g ask that you reconsider the listed items and accept [Receipt of comments acknowledged
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Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Draft Response

PETITION COMMENTS

include Parish
Priority Projects

*Please include Parish Priority Projects! The Corp
has prepared a study that will recommend a non-
structural plan of action. Due to the inability to
meet your current 'cost/benefit ration' standards,
only a very small list of measures have been
tentatively selected’. While the selected list may
indeed be cost effective, I feel that our parish
deserves 'protection’. In order to cleatly support
any future consideration of funding for a
structural protection measure, I ask that you insert|
2 LIST of ALL of the measures and projects
proposed in the parishes' existing and proposed
Coastal Restoration and Protection Plans. The
inclusion will eliminate all unintentional exclusion
of projects that were not tentatively selected and
will clearly indicate the worthiness for future
consideration for funding. Inclusion of these
projects will also allow the study to reflect the
original purpose and intent of Rep. Boustany's
bill, which was always to provide hurricane
protection to Southwest Coastal Louisiana. The
resiliency and efficiency shown by the parish's
residents and business owners in protecting their
homes and buildings should not have lessened the
urgency and consideration given to protecting the
land on which those structures have been built.

[Parish Priority Projects have been included as
Appendix P in the Final Report. Note that over
200 project features were initially considered and
screened by the interagency, interdisciplinary
planning team, including: Patish Priority Projects,
as well as previous CWPPRA, State and other
[Federal projects USDOI CIAP projects, LACPR,
LCA Program, and the 2012 State Master Plan
projects within the study area.

eminent domain
and involuntary
participation
removed from studyj

I ask that any and all reference or language to
eminent domain' and 'involuntary participation'
be completely removed from this study. The
[property ownet's choice to remain at their 'own
risk' or possibly without future assistance are the
only appropriate alternatives to 'voluntary
participation'. T do not agree that protecting the
Federal governments’ interests should supersede
the choices the landowners make. It was my
understanding that the goal of this plan was to
restore and protect the coast and marshes, assist
in preserving the unique culture, not remove
people from their homes and family lands. The
precedence set by such language has the potential
to completely destroy the culture and unique way
of life in coastal Louisiana. PLEASE TAKE IT

OUT!

[The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
voluntary participation *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent domain"
comments in General Responses.
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(available upon request)

tentatively selected'. While the selected list may
indeed be cost effective, I feel that our parish
deserves 'protection . In order to cleatly support
any future consideration of funding for a
structural protection measure, I ask that you insert]
2 LIST of ALL of the measures and projects
proposed in the parishes ' existing and proposed
Coastal Restoration & Protection Plans. The
inclusion will eliminate all unintentional exclusion

of projects that were not tentatively selected and

Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Comment Theme Comment (may be .paraphrased or Draft Response
Comment summarized)
PETITION COMMENTS
I request that a 'Local sponsor’ be chosen and
have an immediate 'voice' in the remaining
B : "
plannm% process of the study. I.t is clear thg tlocal n addition to the State (CPRA) who is the non-
ponsor will be burdened with 1mpk:rpentmg and [Federal sponsor, other congressional, state, parish
enforcing many portions of the study if ever nd local re reséntatives alone with ;wn— ?
5 Local Sponsor  [funded. Modeling and Data should never P Y 8 Wit .
- . . covernmental agencies, have participated and will
realistically replace the practical knowledge gained . L .
R e continue to be encouraged to participate in the
by living in an area for a lifetime. Local sponsors lanning process:
can assist in making valid and important P s P ?
cotrections and local concerns could be addressed
immediately.
[ ask that reforestation measures be replaced with
shoreline protection measures. Reforestation is
the most cost effective measure proposed in the | . .
. . Five shoreline protection measures were
prudy. By deleting all protective levees and developed that would protect the atea of greatest
. . Istructures out of the "Temporary Selected Plan’, : . . .
shoreline protection| , o shoreline erosion. Reforestation of the Cheniers
the Corp's was able to meet one of its highest .
6 to replace S . > was not developed solely because it would be cost
: priorities, cost effectiveness. More shoreline . . .
reforestation RN . . cffective. Rather, chenier reforestation was
protection is critical. Previous projects have . .
. . developed and targeted for those existing cheniers
shown that reforestation will be successful only . .
- . that in greatest need due to deforestation.
after protection is implemented. Shoreline
protection would be a better investment for our
coast's future.
As a voting resident of Louisiana I ask that you
reconsider the listed items and accept my personal
comments in relation to the Southwest Coastal
Louisiana Study's 2015 Revised Integrated Draft
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact
Statement:
* Please include Parish Priority Projects! The Corp|Parish Priotity Projects will be included as an
has prepared a study that will recommend a non- [appendix in the Final Report. Note that over 200
Petition Dated April 17, structural plan of a'cnon. Due to th‘e ‘mablhty to  |project features were 1n1t1a11y-cons1<-161‘—ed‘ and
. . . L meet your current 'cost/benefit ratio' standards,  [screened by the interagency, interdisciplinary
2015 April 17,2015 . April 17,2015 Parish priority . . . : . o .
7 - - public L : only a very small list of measures have been planning team, including: Parish Priority Projects,
total 748 signatures petition petition projects

as well as previous CWPPRA, State and other
[Federal projects USDOI CIAP projects, LACPR,
LCA Program, and the 2012 State Master Plan
projects within the study atea
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Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Draft Response

PETITION COMMENTS

will clearly indicate worthiness for future
consideration for funding. Inclusion of these
projects will also allow the study to reflect the
original purpose and intent of Rep. Boustany's
bill, which was always to provide hutricane
protection to Southwest Coastal Louisiana. The
resiliency and efficiency shown by the parish's
residents and business owners in protecting their
homes and buildings should not have lessened the
urgency and consideration given to protecting the
land on which those structures have been built.

eminent domain

* I ask that any and all reference or language to
eminent domain ' and 'involuntary participation '
be completely removed from this study. The
[property ownert's choice to remain at their 'own
risk ' or possibly without future assistance are the
only appropriate alternatives to 'voluntary
participation'. I do not agree that protecting the
Federal government’s interests should supersede
the choices that landowners make. It was my
understanding that the goal of this plan was to
restore and protect the coast and marshes, assist
in preserving the unique culture, not to remove
people from their homes and family lands. The
precedence set by such language has the potential
to completely destroy the culture and unique way
of life in coastal Louisiana. PLEASE TAKE IT
OUT!

[The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
voluntary participation *See response to
"involuntary participation” and "eminent domain'
comments in General Responses.

Local Sponsor

I request that a 'Local sponsor' be chosen and
have an immediate 'voice' in the remaining
planning process of the study. It is clear that 'local
sponsor’ will be burdened with implementing and
enforcing many portions of the study if ever
funded. Modeling and Data should never
realistically replace the practical knowledge gained
by living in an area for a lifetime. Local sponsors
can assist in making valid and important
corrections and local concerns could be addressed

immediately.

[The CPRA is the non-Federal Sponsor or “Local
Sponsor”. As in most civil works projects,
funding and other administrative processes follow
prescribed laws, rules and regulation. The
approval of funds for the project is by
Congtessional action.
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Draft Response

PETITION COMMENTS

10

shoreline protection|
to replace
reforestation

I ask that reforestation measures be replaced with
shoreline protection measures. Reforestation is
the most cost effective measure proposed in the
study. By deleting all protective levees and
structures out of the "Tentatively Selected Plan',
the Carp's was able to meet one of its highest
priorities, cost effectiveness. More shoreline
protection is critical. Previous projects have
shown that reforestation will be successful only
after protection is implemented. Shoreline
protection would be a better investment for our
coast's future

Five shoreline protection measures were
developed that would protect the area of greatest
shoreline erosion. Reforestation of the Cheniers
was not developed solely because it would be cost
cffective. Rather, chenier reforestation was
developed and targeted for those existing cheniers
that in greatest need due to deforestation.

11

Petition dated April 21,
2015 total
4 signatures (available
upon request)

April 21, 2015

public

April 21, 2015
petition

April 21, 2015
petition

[Dear US Army Corps of Engineers, Louisiana
Congressional Delegation, Governor of Louisiana,|
Louisiana Delegation, Municipalities and Parish
Government. As a voting resident of Louisiana I
ask that you reconsider the listed items and accept
my personal comments in relation to the
Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study's 2015 Revised
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and
[Environmental Impact Statement

Acknowledge receipt of petitions

include Parish
Priority Projects

*Please include Parish Priority Projects! The Corp
has prepared a study that will recommend a non-
structural plan of action. Due to the inability to
meet your current 'cost/benefit ration' standards,
only a very small list of measures have been
tentatively selected’. While the selected list may
indeed be cost effective, I feel that our parish
deserves 'protection’. In order to cleatly support
any future consideration of funding for a
structural protection measure, I ask that you insert]
a2 LIST of ALL of the measures and projects
proposed in the parishes' existing and proposed
Coastal Restoration and Protection Plans. The
inclusion will eliminate all unintentional exclusion
of projects that were not tentatively selected and
will cleatly indicate the worthiness for future
consideration for funding. Inclusion of these
projects will also allow the study to reflect the
original purpose and intent of Rep. Boustany's
bill, which was always to provide hurricane
protection to Southwest Coastal Louisiana. The
resiliency and efficiency shown by the parish's

[Parish Priority Projects will be included as an
appendix in the Final Report. Note that over 200
project features were initially considered and
screened by the interagency, interdisciplinary
planning team, including: Parish Priority Projects,
as well as previous CWPPRA, State and other
[Federal projects USDOI CIAP projects, LACPR,
ILCA Program, and the 2012 State Master Plan
projects within the study area.

residents and business owners in protecting their
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PETITION COMMENTS

homes and buildings should not have lessened the
urgency and consideration given to protecting the
land on which those structutes have been built.

eminent domain
and involuntaty
participation
removed from study)

I ask that any and all reference or language to
eminent domain' and 'involuntary participation'
be completely removed from this study. The
[property ownert's choice to remain at their 'own
risk' or possibly without future assistance are the
only approptiate alternatives to 'voluntary
participation'. I do not agree that protecting the
Federal governments’ interests should supersede
the choices the landowners make. It was my
understanding that the goal of this plan was to
restore and protect the coast and marshes, assist
in preserving the unique culture, not remove
people from their homes and family lands. The
precedence set by such language has the potential
to completely destroy the culture and unique way
of life in coastal Louisiana. PLEASE TAKE IT
OUT!

The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
voluntary participation *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent domain"
comments in General Responses.

Local Sponsor

I request that a "Local sponsot' be chosen and
have an immediate 'voice' in the remaining
planning process of the study. It is clear that 'local
sponsor’ will be burdened with implementing and
enforcing many portions of the study if ever
funded. Modeling and Data should never
realistically replace the practical knowledge gained
by living in an area for a lifetime. Local sponsors
can assist in making valid and important
corrections and local concerns could be addressed
immediately.

[n addition to the State (CPRA) who is the non-
[Federal sponsor, other congressional, state, parish
and local representatives, along with non-
covernmental agencies, have participated and will
continue to be encouraged to participate in the
planning process;

shoreline protection|
to replace
reforestation

[ ask that reforestation measures be replaced with
shoreline protection measures. Reforestation is
the most cost effective measure proposed in the
study. By deleting all protective levees and
structures out of the "Temporary Selected Plan',
the Corp's was able to meet one of its highest
priorities, cost effectiveness. More shoreline
protection is critical. Previous projects have
shown that reforestation will be successful only
after protection is implemented. Shoreline
protection would be a better investment for our
coast's future.

Five shoreline protection measures were
developed that would protect the atea of greatest
shoreline erosion. Reforestation of the Cheniers
was not developed solely because it would be cost
effective. Rather, chenier reforestation was
developed and targeted for those existing cheniers
that in greatest need due to deforestation.
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# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Draft Response
POSTCARD COMMENT
1 attended the meeting in Cameron on 4-16-
15 & was very disturbed when I left, My home
is in Creole, LA. I was raised in my home,
moved away & returned when I married. My
Dad gave me the house. Raised all my .
1 Barbara Primeaux May 5, 2015 public post card elevation children there. After Rita got insurance (flood) T(l)lle riecomtxnideiglED Plan would be entirely
& repaired my homes. Parish officials told me voluntary participation.
1 was grandfathered in & no one told us that
we had to elevate. Same thing after Ike. I
thought we had done the right thing & got
flood insurance - we were wrong!
shore@ ¢ Shoreline protection and restoration needs to
2 protection & be #1 Priori Acknowledge comment.
restoration -
Elevation of houses cither voluntary or The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
3 D.Y. Dolsard Jr. May 5, 2015 public post card elevation involuntary should not be considered at this w2 luntary participation Sfe res}')'ons.e to
timel involuntary participation” and "eminent
) domain" comments in General Responses.
Shore.h e Save Cameron - Shoreline Protection &
4 protection & Restoration Acknowledge comment.
restoration
If you would take all the money spend on
spend money on | survey, studies, mileage, hotel room, meals &
5 Davy L. Doxy May 5, 2015 public post card coastal office expense and spend it on coastal rest. Acknowledge comment.
restoration We would not need to attend this type of
meeting.
I also have worked for Dr Martin O. Miller
Estate for the last 35 years. In Pecan Island &
Grand Chenier. The Miller property at Grand
. Chen}er joins the Refuge. Along the B§ach 5| The proposed action would provide 6,135 acres
6 beach protection | washing away so fast that some days with a of shoreline protection and stabilization
Iris Broussard May 5, 2015 public post card south wind you can stand on the Beach and p )
see it washing away. So I think first things first
start at the Beach to stop it from washing
away.
7 nonstructural I just don't thing making people leave their The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
plan homes is the right thing to do. voluntary participation
8 psiotfjg;; I support shoreline protection Acknowledge comment.
ff & Shari Rich M 2301 it
Jetf & Shari Richard ay 5, 23015 public post card . . The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely
9 elevation OBJECT to mandatory elevation of homes .
voluntary participation
eminent domain | Please remove eminent domain and .
10 Lisa Chiasson May 5, 23015 public post card and involuntary | involuntary participation from the study. No The Recommcin'ded. NE;(D Plan would be entitely
S - voluntary participation *See response to
participation one wants their life taken from them.
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POSTCARD COMMENT
"involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
The following structural measures were
considered during planning process: earthen
levees, floodgates, floodwalls, pumps, and
. highway armoring. Fifteen levee variations were
1 levee We wanta levee that will protect all. co%lside};ed. The fgocused array included 6 levee
alternative plans. However, all of the structural
alternatives had benefit-to-cost ratios less than
1.0.
One of the study objectives is to reduce the risk
You are spending a lot of money on a study of damages and losses from hurricane storm
12 study funds that only pertains to less than 1% of the surge flooding in southwest Louisiana. The
structures in our 3 parish area. project would provide risk reduction for 3,961
total structures.
In Creole as an example there are 7 structures
. that are businesses 5 being used that are not
13 SErUCtures SUrvive |- jevated propetly but they all have made it Acknowledge comment.
storms thru the storms on our dime not yours. Some
of these 3 storms.
100 year old There are 6 homes in Creole tha't are old
14 structure enough to go thru all 3 and one is over 100 Acknowledge comment.
Susan Boudreaux May 5, 23015 public post card yeas old. :
The NED purpose was authotized on December
7, 2005 — Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, U.S. House of Representatives,
Resolution Docket 2747.
“Resolved by the Committee on Transportation and
Everything in life they are risk we take. So a Infrastructure of the United States Honse of
15 risk 1% risk is not worth the money spent on your | Representatives, that, in accordance with Section 110 of
study. the River and Harbor Act of 1962, the Secretary of the
Army is requested to survey the coast of Louisiana in
Cameron, Calcasien, and Vermilion Parishes with
particular reference to the advisability of providing
burricane protection and storm damage reduction and
related purposes..."
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Southwest Coastal Study. So I wanted to read
these into the record. First of all, my first one is
that the parishes do not want the involuntary
participation paragraph. We feel that it was
added in after the 2013 draft at the eleventh

Comment Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
# Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Draft Response
POSTCARD COMMENT
The NER purpose was recommended in the
2005 Chief’s Report for the Louisiana Coastal
Area (LCA) Ecosystem Restoration Program.
But a study protecting our coast is beneficial The Chenier Plain Freshwater and Sediment
. not just for storms and salt water intrusion. Management and Allocation Reassessment Study
study protecting . . )
16 oast But for the water that drains on us from the was one of six large-scale restoration concepts to
coa North- the Mermentau River locks & “significantly restore environmental conditions
Calcasieu Lock, GIWW systems need study. that existed prior to large-scale alteration of the
natural ecosystem.” The LCA Program was
authorized in Title VII of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2007.
Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
Source of Mode of Comment (may be paraphrased or
Comment # Person/Agency Date Comment Comment Theme summarized) Response
PUBLIC MEETINGS
IMy name is Nedra Davis. I'm the Executive
IDirector of the Chenier Plain Authority. We're a
Inew levee district in southwest. We represent
Calcasieu, Cameron and Vermilion Parishes. So 1
[wanted to start with that. My comments are a
compilation of comments that have been [The Recommended NED Plan would be
1 Nedra Davis 14-Apr-15 public meeting oral comment mv(')lgntf?xy co]leqed over th('e last couple of Weeks from ﬁ.nnrely Volunta_ry Pa_m'clpﬁtlon "See. response to
patticipation meetings that we've had concerning the involuntary participation” and "eminent

[domain" comments in General Responses.

hour and it's completely inappropriate.
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Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
Comment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
IMy second comment is that the Windshield data [he icotst/tbeilelﬁtthanglysm \Z?: CDO n];iuctedmi d
collection as it's being permitted - presented as ;congisaf éroln\sxi] deratif)n ipgrrllviron;nei:lo s an
2 windshield survey [|being problematic in that data was collected in Reoulation 1105-2-100. The windshield dat
2010 and we feel that that data should be looked | o 2O meo T A he windshield dar
Lt in 2015 collection is consistent with requirements for
' feasibility report level of analysis.
Histotic and cultural resources are required to be]
considered under various laws, regulations, and
policy. Separate sections in Chapters 1 and 3
[The number three: The historical and cultural provide the historic, existing, future without
3 historic & cultural L ision has been loét in this process project and future with project analyses. Effects
p ’ to historic properties and cultural resources will
be evaluated through consultation pursuant to
the stipulations of the Section 106 programmatic
agreements.
Without specific references, we cannot address
[Number four: There is project distortion in plleged project distortion. Generally, tbe revise‘d
4 project distortion  [some of the same sections of the originally draft 'In.tegr ated Report. has been consistent with
roposed areas examining and developing alternatives for both
Prop ’ storm surge risk reduction and ecosystem
restoration throughout the study area.
[Number five: We've asked for shape files and . .
shape file sharing since 2013 and tlfle parishes Each of the properties p otentially gffected by .
5 shapefiles have requested this directly and have not unplementanqn of the NED Plan is presented in
received any shape files from the state or the . new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
Corps displaying maps of all affected structures.
Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
6 Parish profity projects [Number six: We feel that the parish priority Integrated Report. Patish Priority Projects were
priority proj projects are not being included. evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of analysis
sufficient to determine viable alternatives.
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Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
Comment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[Number seven: This study does not represent  [The study has been developed within the
7 Representative  |what was originally intended by Representative  [described Congressional authorizations specific
Boustany [Boustany still. And we feel that it - it needs to be[to hurricane storm surge risk reduction as well
completely revised. s ecosystem restoration.
[The Recommended NED Plan would be
3 involuntary and  |Our main points with the involuntary or eminentlentirely voluntary participation *See response to
eminent domain  |domain clauses need to be taken out. "involuntary participation" and "eminent
[domain" comments in General Responses.
[That an appendix including the parish priorities
and the parish plans for all three parishes be
included. Cameron and Vermilion have a plan
pnd we'd ].lk.e fo see language mc.l ud'ed and we'l Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
request this in writing for Calcasieu's future . .
. \ . separate and new appendix to the Final
Iplanning. And then, what we've seen in the past . o .
. . . . . .~ |Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects were
9 Patish priority projects|with the master plan and in the proof rough is :
. . e . evaluated and screened, along with other
that if projects aren't included in the master plan,) .
. ) proposed measures, to the same level of analysis
even though there was language included in the . A .
. . sufficient to determine viable alternatives.
Imaster plan that said that this was not the end
all, be all, that's it's very difficult to get projects
funded through means like CWPPRA. So that
concludes my comments. Thank you very much.
[My name is Shannon Neveaux and I' m a
resident of Vermilion Parish. Neveaux. N-e-v-e-
2-u-x. I have many comments about the study
and I will be turning them in in writing but to be
brief tonight, for the purpose of this meeting, I'
™ going to touch upon just four of them. I can't [Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
speak to the measures included in the study but I ) .
. separate and new appendix to the Final
[vas present at many, many meetings after the Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects were
10 Shannon Neaveaux 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment |Patish priority projects|first hurricane when our parish's coastal 8t port ty o)
. . . evaluated and screened, along with other
committee discussed things that could be done .
\ . . proposed measures, to the same level of analysis
to protect our areas. I'm very disappointed to see ufficient to determine viable alternatives
that they're not physically included in this study. :
A statement saying that it's not the end all, be all
is just not enough. I would not — I would
lencourage everyone to not accept or support a
study turned in that does not literally include
them.
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Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[ think there is nothing acceptable or
appropriate about eminent domain and
linvoluntary participation. The better option
[would be when you reach out to someone in [The Recommended NED Plan would be
1 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment in\ioluntary 2.r{d that positior'l, that they be given another choice ﬁpﬁrely voluntar}{ parti'cip?'.tion ’:See' response to
eminent domain  |and the choice would be that they agree to never ['involuntary participation" and "eminent
accept assistance from you again, in exchange  [domain" comments in General Responses.
for the fact that you allow them to live on their
[property the way they want, where they want, foq
as long as they want.
[ think that the fact that Vermilion Parish was so
resilient and efficient in getting back on their
fect, it's obviously been a detriment to us in this
study. It allowed the Corps to be unable to
prove that we truly needed help. And so, the
Imessage is clear that resiliency did not encourage
the government to work with us. It just gave
them an excuse to opt out of assisting us. And
Imy final comment is to Mr. Boustany's staff. The]Hurricane storm surge risk reduction and
. . . - Imessage that I hear is very, very clear. It was ccosystem restoration alternatives were based on|
12 4/14/2015 public meeting | - oral comment Parish resiliency clear ti me in the rneetinrgy in Jzynuary of 2014. demZnstrated needs and that met the
[When I left that -- I left there being so offended Jauthorizations, and study goals and objectives.
and disappointed by the message and it boils
[down to the fact that Vermilion Parish is
deemed unworthy and not valued enough
because of the cost beneficial ratio, that you
know, if we don't - - we're not worth protecting
because of the process that you use. I would be
ashamed to have my name on the legacy of this
study. And that's my final comment. Thank you.
[ 'm Roland Viator. And my question is: This is
all about FEMA insurance. Am I right? This [The Recommended Plan components were
[whole program here is the insurance that we had [developed with regard to hurricane storm surge
to buy for our homes. The reason I'm saying risk reduction and not with regard to FEMA
that: Like that lady out there, we're not looking  finsurance. Rather, the NED Recommended Plan|
. for handouts. We live on our land and we — if it [was developed specifically to address hurricane
. . . property tights [breaks, we fix it. I don't know who in the world -Jstorm surge risk reduction and the NER
13 Roland Viator 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment involuntary and . Lo .
eminent domain | ¢ have our propetty rights. Who is giving y all Recommended Plan was developed specifically
the authority that you can come around and just [for ecosystem restoration. The Recommended
Imove people as you wish, tell us what to eat and [NED Plan would be entirely voluntary
fwhere to live? Only God can do that. We don't - [patticipation. *See response to "involuntaty
- those of us who don't have insurance, don't  [participation” and "eminent domain" comments
[want insurance, we should not be forced to do  |in General Responses
anything that you're saying here tonight. We
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Comment #

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

PUBLIC MEETINGS

[want our propetty rights not to be taken away.
[And when you do have this contract ready, we
[would like to read it. We would like to see it
before -- and I would advise everybody never
sign it until you have someone read it for you, if
you don't understand it yourself. This last
contract was really wrong. Thanks.

14

15

Sherrill Sagrera

4/14/2015

public meeting

oral comment

list of properties
involuntary and
eminent domain

IMike Sagrera. Okay. You're listing --your list that
says condemned property or condemnable
[property. When will the Police Jury get a copy of]
that list of the property? You have dots on the
map and you have a lot of numbers. When will
they get a list of the property?

[When can we get a list of the property? When
will it be delivered to them? So your numbers
are not good right now. Well, if it's considered
even a draft list, you could assure a lot of people
if you could produce this list. Then they are not
included in it, so they don’t have to mess with it.
1t would relieve a lot of people's anguish and
anxiety that their property may be condemned.

[Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented in|
2 new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures.

[The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent
[domain" comments in General Responses

4/14/2015

public meeting

oral comment

reforestation of
Cheniers

I've got a couple of comments, if you don't
Imind. My first comment is on the reforest issue.
I'm Sherrill Sagrera, a landowner. Sherrill. Not
Shirley. It's Sherrill. On the reforestation, on the
area on Cheniere Au Tigre, for instance, that y'all
fwant to reforest. Between us and Mcllhenny, we
planted almost a thousand (1,000) trees there
two or three years ago. How are y'all going to
maintain that? I mean, y'all are going to plant
these over four hundred (400) to five hundred
(500) trees - - four or five hundred trees per acre
on a ridge that if you get a little bit of dry
[weather, there's no moisture there. You're going
to go and water them. Or you got a crew that’s
looing to stay out thete and water them. Are y'all

Operations and maintenance (O&M) of all
[Recommended Plan features, include the cheniet|
reforestation, has been considered and specific
actions and associated costs included in the
budget. O&M of project features would be the
responsibility of the non-Federal Sponsor.

oing to take care of them and haul -- how are
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Comment #
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Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

PUBLIC MEETINGS

16

y'all going to maintain that? But you should have
thought about that when you did it. You know,
[what I mean? You've got to look at what -- the
possibility of, you know, maintenance at that
time.

4/14/2015

public meeting

oral comment

floodway

My next comment is, basically, you're talking
about a flood - - a flood -- I don't know what
term you used. Where water flows out. Oh,
floodway. Okay. For Rita and Ike, the flood way
was from Iberia Parish to Texas. So how did y'all
determine what's in that floodway? Because
fwhen the surge comes in, it's all a floodway.
IHow do you determine that floodway? And
these houses that's in that floodway, they're all in
[where it flooded. Well, I believe, with the
drainage board we have in Vermilion Parish, we
don't have that much problem with rain. We
have problems when it comes from the south.
[And then, if you're wottied about a floodway, it's

all a flood way after a storm.

[Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan, as well as
identification of the designated FEMA
regulatory floodway is presented in a new
appendix to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures.
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One of the issues - - if Vermilion Parish cannot
support this at all with -- if we have anything to
do with eminent domain. It's just -- I mean, the
bottom line, Vermilion Parish cannot support
this.

Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[Elevation to the 100-year base flood elevation
based on year 2075 hydrology of eligible
residential structures. If the required elevation is
oreater than 13 feet above ground level, the
structure would be ineligible to participate due
[My name is John LeBlanc and I'm Mayor of to engineering and risk related factors. Tenants
[Erath. My question is: Who is going to manage  [of structures that will be elevated are eligible for
the elevation program part of this study? We certain benefits in accordance with Uniform
[been through that before, as I said earlier. It has [Relocation Assistance and Real Property
to be a true bid process, if you're going to Acquisition Policies for Federal and Federally
clevate homes. Not a square footage type thing [Assisted Programs of 1970, Public Law 91-646,
that we've been through before. So many more  [84 Stat. 1894 (42 U.S.C. 4601), as amended by
17 elevation people could have been assisted if the past the Surface Transportation and Uniform
Iprogram, the HMGP program, had not had a  |Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, Title IV of
square footage that a contractor could use. All  [Public Law 100-17, 101 Stat. 246-256; 49 Code
the contractors knew what they'd use on a two  [of Federal Regulations 24; and HUD Handbook
John LeBlanc 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment thousand (2000) square foot home. It's not the [1378. The method of implementation utilizes a
right way. It's got to be a true bid. I worked the [Federal procurement to obtain design and
oilfield for thirty-cight (38) years and no one construction contractors for the various flood
ever gave us that opportunity. proofing measures. The contractor will also be
responsible for all work associated with the
clevation from approval of the elevation plans
for each structure to final inspection. See
Chapter 4 and Appendix L concerning the NED
implementation plan.
[The other thing is: If you come to Erath and you
[want to start telling people they have to move
out, you've got a problem on your hands. And I [The Recommended NED Plan would be
18 . . need to know and my council wants -- would  [entirely voluntary participation *See response to
eminent domain - L "o
fwant to know, how many homes you are actually|"involuntary participation" and "eminent
talking about in Erath? We are in Vermilion domain" comments in General Responses.
[Parish but we are the governing body in Erath.
IAnd I think we are due that respect.
[Kevin Segrera, Vermilion Parish Police Jury. I'd
also like to thank the Colonel and the Corps for
coming out to give us this opportunity to
express our concerns and CPRA, Ms. Mouton  [The Recommended NED Plan would be
19 Kevin Segrera 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment eminent domain and Pat over there. Thank y'all for coming out. |entirely voluntary participation *See response to

"involuntary participation" and "eminent
[domain" comments in General Responses.
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Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
Comment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
IAnd the -- Mr. Sherrill touched on about the
reforestation issues. We see where we have
Iprojects and the reforestation is great. It's going
to be a barrier. It's going to stop - it's going to  [The reforestation of Cheniers is not intended to
stop a surge but what killed it in the first place? [stop storm sutge. Rather, this feature is to
reforestation of [And I know that that's not where y'all are at restore a critical habitat type used by numerous
20 Cherfi:rseanil (s)hofr)cline Inow, but we should know what kills it before we |wildlife, especially as stopover habitat for
rotection have it in a plan to put it in. I know thatit'sa  migratory birds. Five shoreline protection
protectio cheaper alternative than having a hard structure [measures would protect approximately 5,509
somewhere but in our parish's view, one of the [acres with approximately 1,738 AAHUs in
Imost important things that was in the study benefits.
from when they first started, which was
shoreline protection from Fresh water Bayou to
Southwest Pass that was taken out.
I know that it's a cheaper alternative than having
a hard structure somewhere but in our parish's
[view, one of the most important things that was [The Recommended NER Plan includes 5
21 shoreline protection in the study from when they first started, which [shoreline protection measures would protect
p was shoreline protection from Fresh water approximately 5,509 acres with approximately
[Bayou to Southwest Pass that was taken out. If 1,738 AAHUs in benefits.
you lose that, that reforestation that you just did,
just starting there, is all for naught.
So if there's - there's a lot of issues that we have
with it. Also, we have -- we have -- they had a
statement of CWPPRA and having projects that
W ‘
prentin the state fmaster pla.rt. So lf. we have --as [Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
[ Parish have a project and it's not in the state . .
" . . separate and new appendix to the Final
Imaster plan, it's not going to go off quicker. We . . .
state master plan and . Integrated Report. Parish Priority Projects were
22 . S . Jare very concerned that the projects we have :
patish priority projects . - \ evaluated and screened, along with other
here that were taken out of this plan, if they're .
. - . . [proposed measures, to the same level of analysis
not included in the appendices, then that project . A .
X K - sufficient to determine viable alternatives.
will never have life, even though it's a good plan.
[We as a parish would want to be certain that that
is included in the appendices. The plans that the
arish has as their master plan.
IAnd another thing I know of concern, is the . .
. . We cannot respond to this comment without
. executive order that the president has out there. . . . .
23 executive order V- . knowing the specific Executive Order being
[That's just something we want on the record as
) referenced.
being a concern, too.
he FrCSI.lWatC.t Bayou, you know, we do have [The Recommended NER Plan includes 5
some projects in there. The Freshwater Bayou . .
Freshwater Bayou . . ., [shoreline protection measures would protect
24 . .~ |and for the shoteline protection thete. But it's . - .
shoreline protection st - it's since 2005 and unil now. 2015. ten approximately 5,509 acres with approximately
e A 1,738 AAHUS in benefits.
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Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
Both the NED and NER Recommended Plans
include features in Vermilion Parish. All
substantive comments received on the draft and
[There's really not a whole lot in that Vermilion responses thereto are included in th-e Final
[Parish can look at and see it's really going to be Xlt;gr atedkRep ortin the form of t.hlsl tzblie. 1
of help. That's a lot of protection area and 1 ctions taken on comments may include: M
. [would just hope that comments are taken -- you Modify 'alternatlves (2 ) Deve}op and. cvaluate
25 fack Of.PrOJQCtS. for take the comments of the people seriously and alterr.latlve.s not previously gi ven serious
Vermilion Parish peop Y consideration (3) Supplement, improve, or
try to go and work on some of these portions of modify the analyses. (4) Make factual
this project that are leaving a bad taste in . 5 }]7_3 '1 i why th ts d
everyone's mouth. And we thank you for your corrections. (5) Explain why the comments ¢o
e, not warrant furF}?et agency response, citing the
sources, authorities, or reasons which support
the agency’s position and, if appropriate, indicate]
those circumstances which would trigger
agency reappraisal or further response.
Y eah, my name is Earl Landty. I sit on the
Chenier Plain Authority we started up two years
ago. I'm past president. I just stepped down last
Imonth. But I live in Erath and I have family in
[Delcambre and John was talking about
(inaudible). I'm under the impression that we got|
alot of it coming from the Bayou Corne, the
[Delcambre Bayou. It came from -- the east side |All areas within the authorized study area were
. . . of Delcambre got it first, I think, pretty much.  Jincluded in considerations of both the NER and
26 Barl Landzry 4/14/2015 public meeting | -oral comment  fconsider Bayou Corne [And then, 1 megan, 1 got fifty (50) Ecr(titsy inthe  [NED Plans. Bayou Corne is outside the
[Town of Erath. I'm in the City -- I'm in the City Jauthorized study area.
limits -- the corporate limits. So I saw afterwards
the way that it hit us. But I'm thinking -- my
comment is I think we need to bring in -- and I
know Bayou Corne is in Iberia Parish because
[Delcambre splits the parish line. 1 think, y'all
should consider taking Bayou Corne in the
southwest study. Thank you.
[Peter Vincent. I'm with National Audubon
Society. In this plan, you list the Teche-
Vermilion Basin as a part of the study area and
every project that I've seen excludes the Teche- " . .
27 P . . . - . Verrri,ﬁﬁorl Basin, including shoreline protection .The Vermilion Parish was con§1deted and
eter Vincent 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment [Teche-Vermilion Basin| i the parish from Freshwater Bayou to includes features for both hurricane storm surge
Southwest Pass. The most damage we had after pisk reduction and ecosystem restoration.
the storm in Erath and Delcambre, the eastern
side, that's in the Teche-Vermilion. There is not
one project considered in that area. And I just

Integrated Final
Feasibility Report & EIS

April 2016
Page J-117



Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

[provide monies up to Eight Hundred Million
[Dollars ($800,000, 000.00), roughly, is that right,
IAndrew? For elevating houses that isn't available
right now for those people that want to, like
[where I live. I would, you know, if I had the
same opportunity. I'm trying to be objective
here. I'm thinking okay, I have an opportunity -
somebody is going to pay a hundred (100)
percent. I still want to stay here. I'm going to

elevate my house because the federal

Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
Comment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
don't think it's fair for the people on the eastern
side of Vermilion that are in the Teche-
Vermilion Basin that have no consideration
[whatsoever. Thank you.
Just a question basically. After the storm, we
were approached that, you know, what do y'all
Ineed in Vermilion Parish? They said you need to
have a plan. So we sat down and we put together
2 hurricane protection plan for the parish. A few . L .
£s Jater. we came back and said we're eoine to Previous, existing and proposed hurticane storm
. . . hurricane protection et ? . going surge risk reduction and ecosystem restoration
28 Sherrill Sagrera 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment put together a resiliency plan to make our own . .
plan pcople more resilient for any kind of storm. Did efforts and plans were considered during the
y'all take into consideration of these two plans, plan formulation process.
[whenever y'all were doing all of this work?
[Because in this plan, it showed alot of hurricane
protection and storm protection and everything
that should have been in this plan, if it wasn't.
My name is Randy Moertel ar.ld I represent E.' A. he Recommended NED Plan would be
IMcIlhenny Company. And I just want to - - I'm - AV
stepping on very dangerous territory here. I ﬁ'ntlrely Volunta_ry Pa_m'clpﬁtlon "See. fesponse to
don't live here. I live in L.aFourche Parish. We (;:riiiﬂtzzymﬁ:;?sp ;m()}lln::j Ree Tn;i:;s
oot our own problems over there. But it seems . P -
to me that from what I am hearing here that this Elevation to the 100-year base ﬂooq N levation
particular study provides a vehicle. Now, let's bas.ed on year 2075 hydrology Of. cligible -
throw out the involuntary moving of houses. residential structures. If the required elevation is
[But it does provide a vehicle for voluntary gtr:jtzrthan 1l3df§fth.ab.g;7 etgr ou:tid ilevfl,c;he .
. elevation of houses that isn't there now. In other [ o WOLICINCUGILIE Lo participate duc to
structure elevation; ords. this study. i it were to be authorized. if [cPEnNEErng and risk related factors. Tenants of
29 Randy Moertel 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment involuntary }X,]m n’ derstan diz’ crectly. then n > structures that will be elevated are eligible for
participation understanding correctly, then you ca certain benefits in accordance with Uniform

Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies for Federal and Federally
Assisted Programs of 1970, Public Law 91-646,
84 Stat. 1894 (42 U.S.C. 4601), as amended by
the Surface Transportation and Uniform
[Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, Title IV of
[Public .aw 100-17, 101 Stat. 246-256; 49 Code
of Federal Regulations 24; and HUD Handbook
1378.
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Comment #

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

PUBLIC MEETINGS

covernment is going to pay for that a hundred
(100) percent. So the involuntary part, I would
throw out. The voluntary part seems like a good
thing to me. And I just want to make that
comment because I know the involuntary thing
is really cloudy. The other good patt, from what
I can understand, is going to happen on the
voluntary side. So if that could be thrown out, it
seems to me that the other part of elevating
voluntarily is everybody's option. Nobody is
Imoved. Nobody has to move. Everybody can
live where they are. They can elevate or not
clevate. It's strictly voluntary. But I was over
here right after Hurricane Rita. I saw houses that
were flooded in Erath and Delcambre, going all
the way to Avery Island, people were under
fwater. And guess what? They're all elevated now.
IAnd you know, and these people didn't move
but they wanted to get elevated and get up out
of the way so they could stay where they are. So
[I'm just saying that objectively, that's something
that people might want to think about if say the
involuntary movement part can be handled.
\When FEMA and insurance gets so high on my
house, I'm just not going to get any flood
insurance. But I'm not going to move. I own my
lhouse. You know, because I'm not -- that's
[where I want to live, if that makes sense. But
anyway, I just wanted to make those comments.

[Thank you.

30

Joe Tessier

4/14/2015

public meeting

oral comment

sediment into
Vermilion Parish

Joe Tessier, a parish resident for forty nine (49)
years. I was flooded by Hutricane Rita. I moved
up. Not moving out. My question is: And I
know you can't answer it right now, but would
there be any plans to have some sediment
Ipumped into lower Vermilion Parish like in the
[LaFourche areas? I hear that area is doing real
loood with — I said, LaFourche -- Terrebonne
arcas. That area is doing real good with the new
sediment that's being pumped in there to rebuild
their marshes, which will help keep the storm

surge out. Thank you.

IMarsh creation projects would include pumping
dredged sediments from designated borrow sites
into marsh creation and nourishment sites
throughout the study area.
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have a problem with not protecting -- just
protecting the home and not protecting the land
around it.

Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
et me give you one more. You know, me and
IMr. Darrell and a couple of others from the
Corps had a long discussion last year about cost
benefit ratio. "Well," I said, "well, why there's
some kind of protection from, say from Iberia
[Parish to the Vermilion River, that didn't meet
the cost benefit ratio." He said, "Well, we've had
some on there. All the houses were raised." I
paid, iou Elhon thnieano plrlc;tectlon. ;{ou' Iberia Parish is not within the authorized study
Protection for Ibetia | o o e(ri at, gk’ aére ? No, YOI; (.)na]tl i [prea- The Recommended NED Plan would be
31 Parish; buy out and Wa?t to admitit. :ﬁ" th uLnow, so,h asically, 1 entirely voluntary participation *See response to
property taxes Ve re going to raise € nouses, what ate you "involuntary participation" and "eminent
ooing to do with the land that is from there to Homain” .
the Gulf of Mexico. A lot of this scuff talks omain" comments in General Responses.
about buying out. When you buy it out, what
happens to that land? It's government land,
basically. Does the government pay property
taxes. No, they don't pay property taxes. So that
- all of that land that is taken out of private
ownership takes away from your tax benefit s in
Sherrill Sagrera 4/14/2015 public meeting | oral comment that parish. Now, whenever -- that's one
problem you're going to have.
Structural levee alternatives would not provide a
positive cost/benefit ration. Hence, a primary
ooal of the Nonstructural NED RP is to reduce
hurricane storm surge risk for residential and
non-residential structures that have first floor
[The next problem is: If you're not protecting it Elevanons at or bel'ow the .0'—25—year ﬂoodplmn,
o . . - [pased on hydrologic conditions predicted to
now, when it’s yours, are you going to protect it? occur in 2025 (the beginning of the 50 year
So if it goes away, when we own it or it goes . .
32 protection away Wﬁen you own it, it's gone. I rnean,gI just period of analysis). The Nonstructural NED RP

will provide reduced risk of hurricane storm
surge damage for a total of 3,961 impacted
structures consisting of 3,462 eligible residential
structures; 342 eligible commercial structures
and public buildings; and 157 eligible
warehouses. In addition, the NER
Recommended Plan would provide marsh
creation and nourishment, shoreline protection
and chenier restoration.
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33

Mark Shirley

4/14/2015

public meeting

oral comment

Parish priority projects

[My name is Mark Shitley, a resident of
Vermilion Parish. A couple of comments related
to the ecosystem restoration. And it was
Imentioned before a couple of times but I want
ted to make sure that everybody gets the
Imessage. The list of projects that were deleted
from one of the previous drafts over two
hundred (200) or so projects that you had local
input addressing all these different projects that
needed to be done from a coastal restoration
standpoint. And those two hundred (200) and
something projects were whittled down to
twenty (20) or so. Okay? It is very important,
like Kevin and a few others said, to make sure
that these are listed somewhere in the appendix
so that they are not deleted from the master plan
or from some other plan in the future. We can
say that here tonight and it may be true next year|
but ten years from now, when a whole new
commission is in Baton Rouge or New Otleans,
they won't know that. So all the projects that
were listed that are ctitical for a coastal
restoration in Vermilion Parish need to be listed

and those for the other parishes too. Okay.

[Parish Priority Projects have been included as a
separate and new appendix to the Final
Integrated Report. Patish Priority Projects were
evaluated and screened, along with other
proposed measures, to the same level of analysis
sufficient to determine viable alternatives.
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34

Freshwater Bayou

In the plan, when it calls for stabilization of the
shorelines of freshwater Bayou Channel, and
that is very important, that channel has altered
the hydrology of that region on both the east
side and the west side of the channel. The east
side, which includes Audubon State Wildlife and
some private marshland, that channel has short-
circuited some of the water flow. And even
though you do have the locks at Freshwater
[Bayou, down at the bottom end of it, it's still
causing alteration in the flow of water through
that whole marsh region and that's causing
Imarsh loss, intetior marsh loss. So that needs to
be addressed further. And also, just the problem
of that channel, Freshwater Bayou Channel.
[Already, CWPRA has spent many millions of
dollars putting rocks along some miles of the
channel and some of your projects offered had
Imore miles of rocks. We're still not investigating
the actual cause of the problem, which is boat
fwakes, and however many ships -- not ships but
crew boats, a hundred (100) and something foot
crew boats throwing a wake that's six or eight
fect high. That's what has eroded that bank and
continues to erode the bank and I'd like to see
the Corps of Engineers address that. That's, T
Junderstand, is a federal navigation channel. If
the Corps could addtess that, I'm sure you don't
let 2 hundred and twenty (120) foot crew boat
2ip through Motgan City, you know, on step. So
if that could be addressed as actually the cause of]
the problem, as well as stabilizing the shoreline
and pumping sediment back into the marsh on

[The Freshwater Bayou is an authorized
navigation channel. Restoration of the
authorized navigation channel would be
accomplished under that navigation maintenance]
authority.

both sides and restoring the marsh.
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35

harbor refuge

IAlso, one last thing about the resiliency of the
community. It's been listed in the Vermilion
Parish Hazard Mitigation plan to address harbor
refuge for our shrimp fleet in Intracoastal City.
[We have over seventy-five (75) large shrimp
vessels and a good number of smaller shrimp
vessels. But these larger shrimp vessels that are
sixty-five (6 5) feet or bigger, they need a place
to go in a storm and we do have a plan that
we're trying to get support for. It's called a
[Harbor Refuge. And that would be to locate
some moorings up river in the Vermilion River
to where these seventy-five (75) or more vessels
to go during the period of the storm, tie up and
be safe from that surge and -- until the storm
passes and then, they can come back down the
river and get back out in the Gulf and get back
to shrimping. So then, that may also be
addressed in this plan. Thank you.

[Harbor refuge is an important concern.
[However, the purpose of the NER Recommend
Plan (RP) is to restore environmental conditions
for the Chenier Plain ecosystem as more fully
described in the 2004 Louisiana Coastal Area,
[Ecosystem Restoration Study. Ecosystem
restoration features are focused on areas of
critical need where restoration would replace
lost habitats and/or help prevent predicted
habitat losses.

36

Nick Hunter

4/15/2015

public meeting

oral comment

list of propetties

[Nic Hunter of the Calcasieu Parish Police Jury.
[First of all, thank you for being here just as in
Vermilion, Plaquemines, Orleans, Gretna, just
for us we're not just dots on the map as you
know. This is our home. This is where we were
[born, where we're raised, where we want to live
forever. This is a very emotional topic for us. I
am going to make a few comments. The first
one is all of those dots that were on that map a
moment ago --I don't know if you have the
ability to bring it up again -- but I promise you if
those people who's houses represented those
dots knew that, they would have been here this
evening. And so I would make a formal to you
and I think we will probably do it through the
[Police Jury, but that list needs to come out as
soon as possible. People deserve to know that

their houses are being looked at.

[Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented in|
2 new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures.
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37

38

eminent domain

Secondly, eminent domain is very emotional and
scary language. I don't speak for the entire
Police Jury, but I know that personally I would
like to see that entire phrase removed from the
[proposal. And I'll offer a couple of scenarios.
Let's say somebody is at a repetitive loss and it's
Inot because of anything -- Well, I'll be a little
sclf-deprecating here. Let's say local government
has done a poor job of drainage in their
ncighborhood and let's say they flooded a couple;
of times that haven't flooded in 50 years because
of rain, but let's say local government didn't do a
loood job of drainage in the neighborhood. Now
they may be a part of this involuntatily program
and that is very scary, and I would hate to have
people face that. Lastly, again I would just
reiterate that eminent domain and that language
locally we would like to see that completely
removed. Let's say that someone has gone
through the process and actually built their
house to the specs that were required at that
time and raised it to the levels necessary. We
know that criteria changes over the years.

[What's going to happen to that person in five
years when the criteria changes and all of a
sudden they ate asked to possibly surrender their|
home after they have built it to the criteria that
was asked of them five years before. That is
very concerning to us as well.

[The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent
[domain" comments in General Responses

list of properties

Il will end by saying, those squares on the map
locally, I would make a formal request that we
have that list as soon as possible because people
deserve to know as soon as possible if their
homes might fall into this criteria. Thank you.

[Each of the propetties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented in|
2 new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures.
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Randy Roach, Mayor City

» of Lake Chatles

4/15/2015

public meeting

oral comment

House Current
Resolution 180 by
Representative Perry
and cultural heritage
ecosystem restoration

[Thank you very much. Randy Roach, City of
Lake Charles. I will go ahead and say we're
ooing to submit a formal response and formal
comment. But I do want to say a couple of
things this evening. And I have with me a house
resolution that was passed in 2008, House
Current Resolution 180 by Representative Perty,
and it touches in part on what we're talking
about tonight, and that's the importance of the
preservation, the cultural heritage of the coastal
region of the entire area of Louisiana. And it
asked for a study to evaluate the impact of the
[National Flood Insurance Program as it relates
to those socioeconomics of the area and the
impact that those floodplain regulations were
having at the time on recovery as it related to
[Hurricanes Rita and Katrina. The study was
never done. It was a study that the state looked
at but never had actual funding to do that study,
but as I look at the information that you're
sharing with us tonight, it is apparent that what's
happening is the National Flood Insurance
[Program is having a profound influence on
decisions that are being made relative to coastal
restoration. And when we started with the
coastal study, we didn't necessatily think of it in
those terms. I'm not saying that we shouldn't
have but we didn't. And I think as a result this
situation is catching a lot of people by surprise
and I think that has already been communicated
to you. So we will be responding with something]
in writing. I'm going to ask you I just brought
this with me so we can submit to it you as part
of the written record, but I think it's important
that you look at this resolution because this
resolution touches on many of the issues that I
think relate directly to what we're talking about

tonight.

Historic and cultural resources are required to be]
considered for both the NED Plan and NER
[Plan under various laws, regulations, and policy.
Separate sections in Chapters 1 and 3 provide
the historic, existing, future without project and
future with project analyses.
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40

House Current
Resolution 180 by
Representative Perry
and hydrology and

geology

[t [House Current Resolution 180) talks about
[what happens all across the Gulf Coast. It also
touches on what some people have commented
on and that's why it doesn't happen in New
Jersey. Why doesn't this happen in Florida?
[Why is it happening here? Why doesn’t it
happen in some other areas? And I know it
does happen to a degree but perhaps not to the
degree it's happening here. One of the reasons 1
[would suggest to you is that the hydrology,
ocology of coastal Louisiana is entirely different
than what you find in Destin, Florida. You have
condos that are built on the beach in Florida that]
arc just as susceptible to a storm surge, but the
INational Flood Insurance Program is based
Imore on flood elevation produced by rain water
not so much as the storm surge. So they can
build close because the elevation the way it is --
the way that God made it goes right up to the
outer continental shelf and it drops off. That's
[why you go Bill fishing five miles off the coast
of Destin. We don't do that here because we
have marshes that extend out.

[Comment acknowledged.
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Authority

(Cameron, Calcasieu and Vermilion. And T want

Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[The proposed action is not to implement a new
regulation. Rather, the Recommended Plan is to
provide an opportunity for storm surge risk
reduction and ecosystem restoration in the
southwest coastal Louisiana project area.
[Ecosystem restoration features are focused on
arcas of critical need whete restoration would
replace lost habitats and/or help prevent
predicted habitat losses. The NER RP would
[Those marshes support a way of life. They provide important, essential and critical habitats
support an enetgy industry. They support a used for shelter, nesting, feeding, roosting,
fishing industry. They support a trapping cover, nursery, and other life requirements of
industry. They support a recreational industry.  Jmigratory birds, wildlife, finfish, shellfish and
IAnd that industry depends on people who live injother aquatic organisms; increase productivity
that area to help support that industry. I don't  fand essential fish habitat (EFH); increase
know historically that Cameron Parish has ever [transitional coastal wetland habitats between
had much more than 10,000 people. So if you |estuatine and marine environments; and restore
quantify the risks, and we did some quick imperiled chenier forest habitats used as
Marsh supports  [numbers right after Hurricane Rita, it scems like [stopover habitat by migrating neotropic birds.
4 cultural, historic  |the government was spending more money Restoration and protection of coastal wetlands
socioeconomic way of [storing trailers in Arkansas than they were and chenier habitats could help buffer and
life spending on some of the repetitive loss that we [protect human habitations.. Restoration of
talk about in Cameron Parish simply because of |coastal wetlands would also help improve water
the numbers. So I think it's -- I think it's a quality by filtering pollutants and sediments. The
[subject that really needs to be carefully CEMVN proposes ecosystem restoration
considered, and we would ask that the record be Jmeasures in the Calcasieu/Sabine and
left open that we can look at the cultural and [Mermentau/Tech-Vermilion basins and include
historical impact that these regulations will have |marsh restoration, shoreline protection and
long term and particularly from the chenier reforestation and invasive species
socioeconomic standpoint as far as the control. Historic and cultural resources ate
community is concerned. required to be considered for both the NED
Plan and NER Plan under various laws,
regulations, and policy. Separate sections in
Chapters 1 and 3 provide the historic, existing,
future without project and future with project
analyses including potential socioeconomic
impacts. Effects to historic properties and
cultural resources will be evaluated through
consultation pursuant to the stipulations of the
Section 106 programmatic agreements.
. . [Nedra Davis with the Chenier Plain Coastal [The Recommended NED Plan would be
Nedra Davis, Chenier involunt [Restoration Authority. We had several meetings |entirely volunt: articipation *See response t
42 Plain Coastal Restoration 4/15/2015 public meeting | oral comment orntary o W veral MECings jENUrely VOUNIALy pArticipation * 9ee response to
patticipation over the last few weeks with all three parishes:  ['involuntaty participation” and "eminent

[domain" comments in General Responses
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43

45

to read some of the comments that were
collected over the last few weeks into the record.
[We were at the meeting last night in Vermilion
and we shared some of these comments with
them and I'm sure the Corps and CPRA are very
[well aware of our comments, but I want to go
ahead and read them into the record. The first
comment is the patishes do not want the
involuntary participation paragraph. We feel it
was patterned after the 2013 draft in the last
hour and it is completely inappropriate.

windshield sutvey

[Number 2, the windshield data that was
collected in 2010 is problematic. We don't have af
list of the properties. We don't - it's been five
years since it was collected. A lot of those
[properties have already been raised and we find
it's problematic.

[The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics
and Social Consideration in Environmental
Regulation 1105-2-100. The windshield data
collection is consistent with requirements for
feasibility report level of analysis. Additional
detailed analysis will be conducted during
subsequent project phases. The windshield data
collection is consistent with requirements for
feasibility report level of analysis. Additional
detailed analysis will be conducted during
subsequent project phases.

historic/ cultural

[Number 3, the historical and cultural vision has
been lost in this process.

Historic and cultural resources have been
considered throughout the entire plan
formulation process are specifically addressed
subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. Effects to
historic properties and cultural resources will be
evaluated through consultation pursuant to the
stipulations of the Section 106 programmatic
agreements.. The Recommended NED and NER|
Plans were developed to address coastal land
loss and reduce risk of hurticane storm surge
[damage to these resources.

project distortion

[Number 4, there's project distortions in some of
the same sections of the originally proposed
areas.

The plan formulation process is an iterative
process that develops and refines the proposed
action based on consideration of existing, new
and re-analyzed information. The study has
moved from a general programmatic analysis
[documented in earlier draft reports and is now af
2 level of detail suitable for recommendation for

construction.
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INumber 5, shape file sharing has been an issue. [|Each of the properties potentially affected by
46 shape files [The parishes have requested the shale files since [implementation of the NED Plan is presented in|
ap 2013 and has not received files from ecither the  [a new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
Corps or CPRA. displaying maps of all affected structures.
. Lo . [Number 6, the parish priority projections are notf Parish priority projects hajve been 1qcluded asa
47 Parish priority projects|, . " separate and new appendix to the Final
being included.
Integrated Report.
[The study is consistent with the study
authorization Resolution of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
of Representatives, Docket 2747, on December
7, 2005. The study conducted a survey of the
coast of Louisiana in Cameron, Calcasieu, and
. [Number 7, the study does not represent what Vermﬂlf)n I.’z.mshes, Wlt,h 'pamculgr reference to
Representative . - . the advisability of providing hurricane
48 b1 was originally intended by Representative . .
Botany’s bill ot protection and storm damage reduction and
[Botany’s bill. . . .
related purposes, including the feasibility of
constructing an armored 12-foot levee along the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. The 12-foot levee
feature was evaluated and considered not viable
because it would not provide the necessary
hurricane storm surge risk reduction in a cost
effective manner.
Summing up our comments over the last few
[weeks, we would like to see language included
that does not preclude parish priorities. We [Parish priority projects have been included as a
49 Parish priority projectsfwould like all of the parish plans to be included [separate and new appendix to the Final
in an appendices, and for Calcasieu Parish who's [Integrated Report.
plan is forthcoming, we'd like to have language
opened to include that plan in the future.
. . . . [The Recommended NED Plan would be
involuntary [The involuntary eminent domain clause we want| ~~ AV
L . . entirely voluntary participation *See response to
50 participation and  fout. Everyone does not see this as beneficial for |. L "o
- . . involuntary participation” and "eminent
eminent domain  |the parishes. o .
[domain" comments in General Responses.
IAnd also for the whole entire plan, you know,
one of the reasons we want all of our parish
priorities included in the appendices, because
fwe've seen the master plan. 1If your projectis  |Parish priority projects have been included as a
51 Patish priority projectsnot included in the master plan then you're not [separate and new appendix to the Final
eligible for a program like CPRA and that is our [Integrated Report.
Imain funding source right now. And so we
[would like to -- we would like to see all of our
lans included in an appendices.
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any longer enter the ship channel. Design a
mobile system, just gates swing out. Something
obviously it's expensive and then long term, but
lis mobile and coordinate it to be the stoppage in
the first place of ship traffic. Without protecting|
surge, our lives are in jeopardy. That's the end
of my comments. Please address both issues.

[Thank you very much.

Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[The Chenier Plain Authority will be making a
written statement. 1'd like to recognize Mike
[Dever, our president in the audience, and the
board will be voting on Tuesday this next week
Chenier Plain here in Lake Chatles to have a written resolution
52 Authority and the parishes have notified that they will also [Acknowledge comment.
oive written statements and resolutions duting
the comment period. So we want to make sure
that everyone, you know in addition to
comments that you make tonight. Please write a
letter. Thanks so much.
Carolyn Woosley of Lake Charles. Concerning The USACE forrn'filly adopted national .
. your call to restoration and protection which are ccosystem restorarion (NER) as 4 planning and
53 restoration and newly highlighted goals of the Corps of evaluation objective in 2000 version of the
protection Fnoi . . Planning Guidance Notebook. In 2003 the USACE
ngineers, it was also a solitary goal of . . . L
navigation, but those were added. lssqed field guldance'tltled Planning Qw/ W'/or',é:
’ Projects Under the Environmental Operating Principles..
Concerning addressing causes of the loss of land
in this region, please address them not just
symptoms. And in particular I'm looking at the . . .
ship channel isolation. You're doing a long-term Due t(t) tgf cgrrlxplgxltysir}d Ef;ﬂous lps();]z;ngal
54 ship channel and land [salinity study which I condone that strongly, but II;HP%C § the Lajeasien Ship Lhanne ity
loss I do know there is a plan to isolate the shi aroer feature and the Cameron-Creole Spillway
. pan P Salinity Control Structure feature are both
channel, in other words like a rocket and make it ded for lono-t cud
so that so much saltwater doesn't spill over into fecommended for fong-term study-
our fragile and disappearing marshes. I think
Carolyn Woosley 4/15/2015 public meeting | oral comment that's an excellent, good plan.
However, it must be paired with the issue of
surge protection. If surge protection is not
addressed, the surge will land in Prien Lake and
[Lake Charles in a highly populated and highly
industrial area. This can be done I believe,
having worked on this for some years, not Due to the complexity and potential impacts to
compromising the economy of the ship channel. fauthorized navigation channels, the Calcasieu
55 surge protection [When a storm is approaching, the ships do not  [Ship Channel Salinity Barrier feature and the

Cameron-Creole Spillway Salinity Control
Structure feature are both recommended for
long-term study.
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[Laurie Cormier, Calcasieu Parish Police Jury.
I'm going to reiterate a couple of things that [The Recommended NED Plan would be
56 eminent domain [Nedra said because I think they're really entirely voluntary participation *See response to
important. Calcasicu Parish requests that the "involuntary participation" and "eminent
eminent domain references be taken out of the |domain" comments in General Responses.
study.
Calcasicu Parish also requests a reference or [Parish priority projects have been included as a
57 Patish priority projectsjappendix with all of Cameron Parish and separate and new appendix to the Final
[Vermilion Parish projects identified. [ntegrated Report.
future Calcasicu Parish [We would also like the open-ended statements ~ [Parish priority projects have been included as a
58 " Proi t: about future projects specifically concerning separate and new appendix to the Final
ojec Calcasieu Parish to be included. Integrated Report.
Laurie (.Iorrme'r, Calcasieu 4/15/2015 public meeting | oral comment Hist.oric and cultural resources have been
Parish Police Jury considered throughout the entire plan
[We would like to see the historical vision placed formulation process are specifically addressed
59 historic and cultural [back into the study. Fspecially referri tp subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. The
storic and cuftur ack 1o the study. bispecially referring to Recommended NED and NER Plans were
historic and cultural preservation.
developed to address coastal land loss and
reduce risk of hurricane storm surge damages to
these resources.
[We request as we did in January of 2014 the [Each of the properties potentially affected by
50 shape files shape files which identify all structutes that are  [implementation of the NED Plan is presented in
P in question in terms of the involuntarily and 2 new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
voluntary procedures. displaying maps of all affected structures.
Ca.lcas}eu Parish requests a greatet consideration The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
regarding the BCA parameters instead of the . . . .
windshield view. We'd like to know what thar ~ [(0nSiStent with the Appendix D, Economics and
. . [would be and what it would look like for the Social (;onslderatlon n Envqunmer}tal
windshield survey and , - - Regulation 1105-2-100. The windshield data
61 . [future. And we'd ask that projections originally . - . .
cost benefit analysis <ubmitted be molded as is and not have collection is consistent with requirements for
A . feasibility report level of analysis. Additional
projections watered down to only include a smalll . . .
; . . detailed analysis will be conducted during
section of what was originally intended and I b ¢ mroect ph
believe that would end my comments. subsequent project phases.
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[ just wanted to touch on the -- Jennifer Cobian.
[We have a dire need for mitigation funding in
Calcasieu Parish. Mitigation funding that is 100
percent funded with no homeowner cost share.
Calcasieu Parish currently has more willing [No features of the Recommended NED or
participants than funds available on our 100 INER Plans are anticipated to require
62 funding percent federally funded grants. After rains just Jcompensatory mitigation for project-induced
like the one we had last Friday, that list keeps  [impacts. The study authorization does not
Jennifer Cobian 4/15.2015 public meeting | oral comment lorowing and growing as, you know, a waiting  Jinclude providing mitigation funding or grants.
list. It's extremely important that we get more
funding to Southwest Louisiana. I hear the
people's stoties, their struggles on a daily basis.
It's become personal. It's very, very necessary.
IAnd I just want to add that I think for possible [The Recommended NED Plan would be
3 casements acquisitions that we should look into the entirely voluntary participation *See response to
casements mixed with the covenants for future ['involuntary participation" and "eminent
acquisitions. [domain" comments in General Responses.
The plan formulation process is an iterative
process that develops and refines the proposed
action based on consideration of existing, new
[My name is John Mouton. I wasn't planning to pnd re-analyzed information. The sFudy has‘
say anything tonight, but I will. What concerns moved from a gener al programmatic anz'llysls
Ime is I've been coming to these meetings every documented n ether draft reports and s now af
unfulfilled promised [time you had one. I've got maps at my house. |- level of detail suitable for recommendation for
64 John Mouton 4/15/2015 public meeting | oral comment P ey N §o° map o " |construction. The NED RP will reduce risk of
projects ['ve got all kind of stuff. Y'all are going to do s a f idential and
something to Calcasieu River, y'all are going to urricane storm surge damage for residential an
o everything in the world, and then all of a non—r@Sldentlal structures that have first ﬂoo}—
sudden that is out of the \x;in d clevations at or below the 0-25-year floodplain,
’ based on hydrologic conditions predicted to
occur in 2025. The NER RP will provide marsh
restoration, shoreline protection and chenier
reforestation to 15,636 net actes.
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[What I'm concerned about is storm surge
protection. And according to what you had on
the slide right there was elevation, water coming
up, land going down. Well, this is 25 years. I'm
concerned about way in the future. You said
levees and all of that. Levees does work. Iwas
at a church in Lake Arthur and right there by the
Catholic church they've got a levee right there
[where the town got a pumping station. If it
[wouldn't be for that when the Mermentau River
fwent up, it'd have flooded. East Lake Charles
has got a levee system. They got one right there
on Interstate 10. They got a pumping station
right there. That land is low. They got one right
there by Pine Shadows Golf Course. You got
one downtown. Downtown flooded. What they
did is they raised the road right there. It didn't
take them long to do that either. They got a Structural (e.g., levee) alternatives were
[pumping station. The only place we don't have |considered but were not cost effective. The

65 oral comment [storm surge protection|protection is on Contraband Bayou. And the  [Recommended Plan would reduce the risk of
Corps of Engincers came down here, if I can hurricane storm surge flooding for almost 4,000
remember cortectly, and said that it wasn't structures.

enough damage, 200 and something houses got
water in it during Hurricane Rita, to put a storm
surge protection on Contraband Bayou. Storm
levees do work. Look at Hurricane Tke. When
Rita came through here, well Port Arthur was on
the north end of the wind blowing. So the water
didn't get there. When Ike came in there, look at
[Port Arthur, Texas, look at Bridge City, look at
(Orange, Texas. Bridge City and Orange, Texas
oot water damage like crazy. Look at Port
Arthur, they've got a levee all the way around.
[They didn't have any storm surge. It's right
there on the Gulf. My concern is whatever y'all
are doing, appreciate whatever y'all are doing, I
don't know much about what y'all are talking
about, but I'm worried about storm surge
rotection. Thank you.

Curtis Fountain, District 1. You talked about  [Requirements for drainage are unique to each
building levees around dikes or berms around  [structure. Hence, more detailed design will be
homes and/or businesses, but you didn't talk  [conducted during the preconstruction,

about how once these things were built how are [engineering and design (PED) phase of the
ou going to enter and how are you going to roject.

enter, exit and dewater

66 Curtis Fountain 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment bermed structures
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exit? You didn't talk about how when these
things fill up with water, how are you going to
et rid of that water.
. . . .1 1. [The Recommended NED Plan would be
options for structure |Also you painted a pretty picture but you didn't - AT
. . . entirely voluntary participation *See response to
67 owners that disagree [talk about the circumstances if these people - L "o
. . o involuntary participation" and "eminent
with proposed actions |didn't agree to your plan. Homain" .
omain" comments in General Responses.
You did not talk about the ones that -- the
involuntary program and eminent domain which [The Recommended NED Plan would be
68 involuntary program [that subject came up more than once, but it entirely voluntary participation *See response to
and eminent domain [never was talked to here tonight. So my "involuntary participation" and "eminent
question is when are you going to give us the  [domain" comments in General Responses.
[whole story. Thank you.
IMy name is Nedra Davis. I'm the Executive
IDirector of the Chenier Plain coastal Protection
Restoration Authority. We are a three parish
levee board. We represent Cameron, Calcasieu
and Vermilion Patishes. I would like to
Chenier Plain Coastal [F€c0801%€ our president Mlke Dever, our vice-
. " Ipresident, Scooter Trosclait. Scooter is from .
69 Protection Restoration o . [Acknowledge receipt of comments
Authority (Cameron, Mike is from Calcasieu, and I would
like to recognize another Commissioner. Ryan
[Boyett. And we have been to several meetings
over the past few weeks concerning all of these
. . . issues and we compiled a list of comments, and
Nedra Davis 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment ['m going to run through these comments pretty
quick because I've got three minutes.
.SO the ﬁrsF commentis the parishes do DOTWAN e Recommended NED Plan would be
involuntary fnvoluntarily participation paragraphs left in this entirely voluntary participation *See response to
70 S plan. It was added after the 2013 Draft. We feel |. Y L "o
participation it has been added in at the eleventh hour and is involuntary participation” and "eminent
. . domain" comments in General Responses.
completely inappropriate.
The second comment is the WmdShl.eld dat‘a that [The windshield data collection is consistent with
was collected in 2010 is old. The drive by is not . .
. \ . requirements for feasibility report level of
71 window survey  |adequate. We don't have a list of what the ) i . o
. analysis. Additional detailed analysis will be
properties are. And we want another look at onducted durine subsequent project phases
that data. It's problematic. g 4 projectp )
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72

73

74

75

historic & cultural

[The third comment, the historical and cultural
vision has been lost in this process.

Historic and cultural resources have been
considered throughout the entire plan
formulation process are specifically addressed
subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. Effects to
historic properties and cultural resources will be
evaluated through consultation pursuant to the
stipulations of the Section 106 programmatic
agreements.. The Recommended NED and NER|
Plans were developed to address coastal land
loss and hurricane storm surge risk reduction to
these resources.

project distortion

[The fourth comment, there's project distortion
lin the same sections of some of the originally
[proposed areas from the parishes.

The plan formulation process is an iterative
process that develops and refines the proposed
action based on consideration of existing, new
and re-analyzed information. The study has
moved from a general programmatic analysis
[documented in earlier draft reports and is now af]
a level of detail suitable for recommendation for
construction.

shape files

[The fifth comment is shape file sharing has been
[problematic. The parish has requested the shape
files since the 2013 Draft and as recently as
January 2014 and the parishes have not received
anything from the Corps or CPRA.

[Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented in|
[Appendix N to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures

Parish priority projects

Six comment, the parish priority projects are not
being included.

[Parish priority projects have been included as a
separate Appendix P to the Final Integrated
Report.
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[The study is consistent with the study
authorization Resolution of the Committee on
[Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
of Representatives, Docket 2747, on December
7, 2005. The study conducted a survey of the
coast of Louisiana in Cameron, Calcasieu, and
. [The seventh comment is this study does not Vermlhf)n I.’z.mshes, Wlt,h 'pa_mcul?r reference to
Representative - . . the advisability of providing hurricane
76 represent what was originally intended in . .
Boustany . Vo protection and storm damage reduction and
Representative Boustany's bill. . . e
related purposes, including the feasibility of
constructing an armored 12-foot levee along the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. The 12-foot levee
feature was evaluated and considered not viable
because it would not provide the necessary
hurricane storm surge risk reduction in a cost
effective manner.
[To sum up my comments, we want language in
th? sFudy that does not preclude th? parish [Parish priority projects have been included as a
. . . |priority list. We want all of the parish plans . .
77 Parish priority projects| . . separate and new appendix to the Final
included in the appendices and we want [nteorated Repost
language to also eventually include Calcasieu &t port.
[Parish Plan because it's not ready yet.
. . . . [The Recommended NED Plan would be
involuntary [The involuntary and eminent domain, we want - AV
L . . .. lentirely voluntary participation *See response to
78 participation and  [that out. The parishes do not want involuntarily |,. L "o
. . S involuntary participation” and "eminent
eminent domain  |participation. - .
[domain" comments in General Responses.
IAnd we also want to talk about if projects are
Inot included in this plan, we feel that based on
[what we have with the master plan that if [Parish priority projects have been included as a
79 Patish priority projects|projects aren't included then they're like separate and new appendix to the Final

Integrated Report.
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[My name is Marshal Young and I really wish I
had had a chance to say something while you
vere answering Because it seems to me that yoUlpy 430 5 1 gated 30 June 2014 provides
. adhere to Al Gore's global warming. You said in | .
80 sea level rise L . |guidance for projected future sea level change
2075, 1 believe it is, you expect the seas to raise o0 USACE projects
four foot. That's arbitrary. I can say, I don't projects.
think it's going to raise at all. Matter of fact it's
oing to go down. That's an arbitrary figure.
[Due to the uncertainty and variability of future
sca level change, social, economic, and
ecological changes, and their associated
[Another thing is I really wish you would sell me [interactions, the USACE employs a
Marshal Young 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment on why I should go along with the Corps of ~ |robust framework for project performance that
[Eingineers when the poor track record that is flexible and adaptable to multiple future
they've got when I look at Katrina and what scenarios. Emphasis is placed on both how the
. happened to New Orleans and the levees that  [project operates within a larger system
Corps of Engineers ; ; . ..
81 [were built there, the property my family has got Jand how project decisions made today can
poor track record . . . A
up in Calcasieu Parish that was deemed wetland [influence future system responses to
that has never flooded so sell me on why I perturbations through adjustments, feedbacks,
should believe the Corps of Engineers and what [or cascading impacts. Robustness is considered
they're putting forth as what's going to happen  [to be the ability of a project or system of
lin 20752 projects, or their adaptation strategies, to
continue to petform satisfactorily under
changing conditions and over a wide range of
conditions
[Hi, my name is Cynthia Sellers. I'm a Cameron
[Parish resident. Ias one of the very few
(Cameron Parish residents who attended the
January 2014 meeting and only about two or
three of us actually made comments. I made
several and one of- them was we were concerned Hhe Recommended NED Plan would be
about the destruction of homes in the flood [ ntirelv volunt Articipation *Sce esponse to
82 Cynthia Sellers 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment  |voluntary/involuntary [zone, but we don't have many homes left. The [or > VO Uy participa e respons
’ . . . involuntary participation" and "eminent
official response which we just received was o .
. ; domain" comments in General Responses.
actually given verbally but not during the
comment period, but the official response was
all participation will be voluntary. That's in black
and white. And I really want to know when the
change was made, when this was added and why.
[That's my comment for now.
. I'm Billy Dorian, Grand Chenier. Ijustwant  [The Recommended Plan would reduce the risk
Cameron Parish you to know it's been a long hard road to hold  Jof hurricane storm surge flooding for almost
83 Billy Dorian 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment pr;)tetctiotril annd since Hurticane Rita. People have been through (4,000 The Recommended Plan also includes
estoratio a lot here. If you go back and look at that look  |marsh and chenier restoration features and
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book, Cameron by Nolan Mae Ross. It shows a [shoreline protection features resulting in
picture of Hurricane Audry. The day after the  |creation, nourishment and/or protection to over
storm, there wasn't nothing left in Cameron. It [16,000 net acres and over 5,000 average annual
shows a picture a year later after Hurricane habitat units.
[Audry and the streets were full of people. In
(Cameron Parish today and everything today, we
don't have anybody. This land of protection and
restoration is great. We definitely need
something done on our coast, but what I've seen
tonight, what's going on here, is death and
destruction of Cameron Parish and putting the
last nail in our coffin.
[The study is consistent with the study
authorization Resolution of the Committee on
[Transportation and Infrastructure, U.S. House
David Richard, y'all have already heard some of of Representatw;s, Do;ket 2d747, on December
ts but for the official record. I'm 7, 2005. The study conducted a survey of the
m)ifncortmrslen number of thines. Numb r 11 [|coast of Louisiana in Cameron, Calcasieu, and
50 ;gt o saya ithe E . 5 .a.i du ]je t}’1 . Vermilion Parishes, with particular reference to
Congressman At to concur wiflh what was said catier that - fy, . advisability of providing hurricane
84 this was not what Congressman Boustany had in . .
Boustany . . °. protection and storm damage reduction and
Imind when it was envisioned 10 years ago. . . e
\ . related purposes, including the feasibility of
[We're seven years overdue in regard to when .
out time limit was. and as an official comment, [cOnStructing an armored 12-foot levee along the
i o answer h, > |Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. The 12-foot levee
you can answerwhy. feature was evaluated and considered not viable
because it would not provide the necessary
hurricane storm surge risk reduction in a cost
effective manner.
o David Richard 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment cud . I'd like to also know in a comment how much  [The total cost for the Southwest Coastal Study is
study cos this study cost. 510,560,000
I've been involved intermittently with these calls
for 10 years now getting to this and we see
Inonstructural means and involuntary [The Recommended NED Plan would be
36 nonstructural and  [participation added in the last 30 days that we've [entirely voluntary participation *See response to
eminent domain  [seen it. For 10 years, we have never seen or "involuntary participation" and "eminent
heard about involuntary participation. The use |domain" comments in General Responses.
of eminent domain is inexcusable and that is my
comment in regard to that.
[The second thing is that we can see that some of| | .
. L Project features were developed from a many
the projects were precluded in this study because] .
ou used the 2012 Master Plan. The 2012 different sources as well as those developed by
87 Parish priority projects " . . . the study team. Parish priority projects have
IMaster Plan did not include the projects that . .
. . . been included as a separate and new appendix to
were listed for Cameron Parish. And I think .
X , . the Final Integrated Report.
that's why we're so adamant about having an
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appendices of the projects that had been
proposed for Cameron and for Vermilion
[Parish.
[The parishes have used lots of people, lots of
Imanpower, lots of time to put projects together
that shguld be fund§d and they should be Restoration of the Chenier forests is considered
funded in an ecological way. We have had a . .
L important not only for stopover habitat for
. lnumber of programs to reforest Chenier ridges. [ 2" L . .
reforestation of migrating neotropic birds, but to also provide
88 . [There has been money for that for years. . . L
Cheniers habitat to other wildlife as well as providing
[Because of encroachment that the government [ - "
. . historic and cultural and other benefits for the
agencies wanted to do as far as reforestation, .
\ . human populations.
you've seen almost none done in Cameron
[Parish and you won't see any done in Cameron
[Parish unless they're forced to.
I think that some of the issues that you're doing |Historic and cultural resources have been
here will destroy the cultural heritage. One of  |considered throughout the entire plan
. the initial components of this project was to formulation process and are specifically
89 cultural heritage maintain the cultural heritage of Cameron. I am Jaddressed in Chapter 1 and 3 the Final
looing to have my own written comments. But |Integrated Report devoted entirely to these
for this evening, thank you for your time. resources.
[This is Mike (inaudible) with Jeff Davis co-op. 1
am commenting on the infrastructure
requirements that may be needed when all of
these things are done. The switching of
connection points for electrical service, water
service, any type of service, and would like a
comment if those costs will be included or [The nonstructural work would include
covered so the people of Cameron Parish don't [reconnecting existing services once construction
90 Mike 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment infrastructure have to cover those costs. Plus any of these siteslis completed. Appendix L of the Final Report
that you have identified if they're anything to do [provides additional information concerning
with infrastructure if those costs will be taken  Jeligible and ineligible Project costs.
care of also. So ultimately the co-op people of
(Cameron Parish pay the rates for the electricity
or any kind of services they get, if those
happened to be altered will the cost be covered
where the costs don't have to be passed through
the people of Cameron Parish. Thank you.
. [ll stand for this one. My pame 13 Ray Clem§ " IThe Recommended NED Plan would be
involuntaty I go back a long way in this parish. My family | ntirely voluntary particination *See response to
91 Ray Clement 4/16/2015 public meeting oral comment participation and  |has been here for -- I guess my grandfather has | Y Ty part p,, "o P
. . . involuntary participation” and "eminent
eminent domain  |been here since before the end of the 18th Homain" comments in General R
century. And I look at the people here. The omain comments in trene esponses.

Integrated Final
Feasibility Report & EIS

April 2016
Page J-139




Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

PUBLIC MEETINGS

92

93

[people that we have lost because of the
regulatory concerns that were placed upon them.
[t's hard to see families displaced. The
youngsters are leaving this parish to find a better
life for themselves, yes. But Cameron Parish is
losing its population which means it's going to
lose its tax base. Anything that you do
involuntarily to people are going to force them
out of the area.

tax base

One thing Cameron Parish has going for it is it's
one of the richest parishes in the state because
of the oil and gas revenue. We understand that,
part of it. But if you don't have people to use
the infrastructure that has been placed hetre and
is trying to survive, if we don't have a tax base to
help with that, it's going to be a difficult
[problem.

A primary goal of the Nonstructural NED
Recommended Plan is to reduce the risk of
hurricane storm surge damages for residential
land non-residential structures that have first
floor elevations at or below the 0-25-year
floodplain, based on hydrologic conditions
predicted to occur in 2025 (the beginning of the
50 year period of analysis). This would
contribute to helping maintain the parishes’ tax
base.

sedimentation

Shifting gears, the comment was made a while
ago about the loss of sedimentation because of
the channelization projects of the Corps. 1 feel
you need to look at that part of it. Mother
[Nature knows best. We didn't have these
Iproblems in the twenties. Yes, we had flooding.
[We understand that part of it. But Mother
[Nature was replacing what was being lost on an
annual basis with the channelization projects the
Corps undertook to try and protect people from
the flood waters, the impact to the coastal
regions and other regions as well is self-evident.
ALl we have to do is look at the pictures that we
have of what it was back then and what it is
today. With the subsidence of the coastline, with
the plate that continues to subside that we live
on, and with all of the soil being channeled out
off of the continental shelf, where it's not being
able to be replaced on the grounds that we're
trying to walk on, I think that you need to
include in this study some way to get the
sediment that's being channeled out back onto
the grounds that we're trying to live on. You
know, if you don't have a place for the people to

live, they're going to have to move. There's no

The complexity of the southwest coastal system
include loss of sediments. This and other
reasons is why we are recommending the
Calcasieu Ship Channel Salinity Barrier feature
and the Cameron-Creole Spillway Salinity
Control Features are recommended for long
term study.

Integrated Final
Feasibility Report & EIS

April 2016
Page J-140




Southwest Coastal Louisiana Study

Table 3. Comments on the Revised Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #

Person/Agency

Date

Source of
Comment

Mode of
Comment

Theme

Comment (may be paraphrased or
summarized)

Response

PUBLIC MEETINGS

94

95

doubt about it. It's incumbent upon you as
individuals who are trying to do something to
help the people, and that's the caveat.

inform public of
meetings

Help the people. If you don't have that in the
back of your minds when you're trying to
develop a study, and I know looking at what 1
see here, the one big problem I have with this, I
found out about this at 2:00 this afternoon. I
didn't even know this study was ongoing.

Restoration and protection of coastal wetlands
and chenier habitats could help buffer and
[protect human habitations. Restoration of
coastal wetlands would also help improve water
quality by filtering pollutants and sediments. The
INED Recommended Plan will provide reduced
risk of hurticane storm surge damage for a total
of 3,961 impacted structures including reduce
risk for residential and non-residential structures
that have first floor elevations at or below the 0-
25-year floodplain, based on hydrologic
conditions predicted to occur in 2025 (the
beginning of the 50 year period of analysis).

help the people

IAs a property owner, you would expect -- now,
I'm not in this area. I live in Lafayette, but this is
fwhere I grew up. I'd like to be able to bring my
lorandkids and my great grandkids back down
here so they can enjoy the things that I enjoyed,
but we're losing that every day. So I'm asking
you guys -- I know Jennifer. We work together.
I'm asking you-all to help us, the people. That is
your job. Your incumbent to help the people,

not hurt them. Any project that you undertake

Restoration and protection of coastal wetlands
and chenier habitats could help buffer and
[protect human habitations. Restoration of
coastal wetlands would also help improve water
quality by filtering pollutants and sediments. The
INED Recommended Plan will provide reduced
risk of hurricane storm surge damage for a total
of 3,961 impacted structutes including reduce
risk for residential and non-residential structures

that have first floor elevations at or below the 0-
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should be to make things better for Cameron,
Calcasieu, all the way down the coastline. I'm
Inot just looking at Louisiana. I'm looking at
[Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida. You know
we're all impacted the same way. I worked on a
lot of problems in my tenure with the state and
every project that we undertook was to try and
Imake things better for the people. In fact, that's
the first thing in our code is our main concern is
to help the people of this state, and I'm asking
you guys to reflect on that when you take a look
at this revised plan. And when you put it out as
a final, try to give us as much time to review it.
I'd like a copy of the CD if I can get it so I can
review the plan at east. So I'll have some further
comments to make before the May deadline.
[Thank y'all for what y'all are trying to do for the
State. I'm not going to throw rocks at you guys.
[We need the help. So I'm asking you to try and
find a way to help the people because we've got
to keep the people here. If we don't have people
here, what do we have, just open land. And
we're losing that as you can see. Thank y'all.

25-year floodplain, based on hydrologic
conditions predicted to occur in 2025 (the
beginning of the 50 year period of analysis).

96

Benny Welch

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

industry-caused land
loss

IMy name is Benny Welch. I'm from Oak Grove.
[ would like to make three comments. Number
1, I have been here a long time and I was raised
on Hackberry Beach almost. And at that time
[when I was 16, 17 years old, Hackberry Beach
[was a Chenier and about half a mile out in the
Gulf was another Chenier forming and then we
had the jetties that were built, you know, for
industry, and we all know that if you come south
of Fresh Water City, Rockefeller is gone. 1f you
come west of Grand Chenier, Rutherford Beach
is gone. If you go west of Sabine, you can't even
oo to Galveston on that road anymore. So how
are you going to interact industry which is

Land loss in southwest coastal Louisiana is from
many different and interacting human and
natural sources. The NER RP includes marsh
restoration features, shoreline
protection/stabilization features, and chenier
reforestation that will work synergistically with
other ecosystem restoration projects in the area
and facilitate hydrologic and geomorphic
stability and resilience.

causing this and nature like that?
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97

98

100 year forecast and |.

global warming

[Number 2, the 25-year plan and a 100-year plan.
How do you know what's going to be out in a
hundred years from now? People get married
and they're in love and they just we're going to
be together forever and ten years later, they can't
even stand each other, you know. I'm not saying]
it to be funny. It's just a hundred years from
now, what's going to be happening down here a
hundred years from now? If you will remember
during the Jimmy Carter administration we were
preparing for an ice age. Everything pointed to
an ice age coming. Now, its 30 years later, we're
reparing for global warming.

[The Principles and Guidelines (P&G) is the
latest version of the Corps planning process that
is structured and rational approach for solving
problems that has been evolving for over 200
years and is consistent with good planning
theory ETL 1100-2-1 dated 30 June 2014
provides guidance for projected future sea level
change on USACE projects.

wind damage to
elevated structutes

[And number 3, I've been through three
hurricanes, and two of them were in the
northeast quadrant and my house is elevated. It
doesn't make any difference how high your
house is or what's going on with water or
anything when the winds are coming in at 175
miles an hour and there's no let up, your house
is gone. Luckily my house made it the last time.
One of the very, very, very few. It made it but it
didn't make it. We had to go back and work on
it. That's just things you're going to have to look|
at.

[The NED Recommended Plan is to reduce risk
of hurricane storm surge damage for residential
land non-residential structures that have first
floor elevations at or below the 0-25-year
floodplain, based on hydrologic conditions
predicted to occur in 2025 (the beginning of the
50 year period of analysis). Elevation of
structures would be limited to 13 feet due to
potential for greater wind damages. If the
required elevation is greater than 13 feet above
oround level, the structure would be ineligible to
participate due to engineering and risk related
factors.

99

Paul Sellers

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

height of elevated
structures

My name is Paul Sellers, and I normally don't
like getting up in front of people. But looking at
your plan and just what I read, you already have
one glaring wrong. You're saying 13 feet. Go to
[Holly Beach, you're looking at what, Ray, 14?
IMR. RAY: 17, minimum of 17.

IMR. SELLERS: 17 feet. Most of the people
down here have to go a minimum 15 feet. So
you're saying 13. The government is saying 15
to 17. Who's going to pay the insurance

[Elevation of structures to greater than 13 feet is
not acceptable due to the risk of exposure to
oreater wind damages. If the required elevation
is greater than 13 feet above ground level, the
structure would be ineligible to participate due
to engineering and risk related factors.

difference in between?
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elevate. If we have a 70 year old couple, not
picking on the 70 year olds. If we have a 70 year
old couple that has made it through three major
hurricanes, there's a reason because it's
constructed well, they took cate of their home,
they raised their family here. If they don't want
to leave, but they don't want to elevate, I don't
think we should make them. I just don't. How
Imany of your grandparents, parents discussed
(Cameron Parish being a wildlife resetve, a bird
sanctuaty, on and on and on. This isn't the first
time we've heard it. I think the problem with
hearing it is when we heard it.

Comment # Person/Agency Date (S:ource of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
omment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[The combined effects of the Biggert-Waters
Insurance Reform Act, the modified conditions
I have property -- my family is from Abbeville. [imposed by the Homeowner Flood Insurance
[They got hit with a $250 raise on their flood Affordability Act, and the likelihood of property
insurance for certain properties that never transfers provide an incentive for property
flooded through Audrey, where I was in owners to have their structures flood-proofed.
IAbbeville for Audrey. Rita it never flooded. Ike|ln addition, the clear and present risk of future
food i it never flooded. Like I said, the rental storm surge events, and subsequent disaster
ood insurance and . . . . - ; B .
100 ; properties up there, business properties got hit  |declarations and relief funding, indicate potential
structure elevation [ A ;i o
with an extra $250 and may go up next year. So [situations for advantageously incentivizing and
you're saying 13 feet, the government is saying  Jaccelerating implementation. Elevation of
17, 14, 17, 22. 1 think it's 22 by the beach over [structures to greater than 13 feet is not
there. So I mean, there's some glaring some acceptable due to the risk of exposure to greater
obvious things just from my reading it now that [wind damages. If the required elevation is
y'all are going to need to check on. oreater than 13 feet above ground level, the
structure would be ineligible to participate due
to engineering and risk related factors.
Ryan Bourtiaque, Grand Chenier. I tell you
jwhat we have some pretty intuitive residents if
y'all haven't noticed. Show of hands how many
of the residents here have heard relocation and
buyout discussed before? How many of your
orandparents, parents discussed Cameron Parish
being a wildlife reserve, a bird sanctuary, on and
on and on. This isn't the first time we've heard
it. 1 think the problem with hearing it is when
fwe heard it. Ms. Cindy was exactly right with her
comments. Her specific comment was we have
ind}lstry ct:ming ba.d.{ to.this parish, We have ? IMhe Recommended NED Plan would be
parish that's revitalizing tself. The last thing we ntirely voluntary participation *See response to
101 Ryan Bourriaque 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment [buy out and relocation[want to do is if someone is not able or willing to o ¥ P P P

"involuntary participation" and "eminent
domain" comments in General Responses.
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102

103

104

cultural heritage

[How many people here grew up in this parish
and their parents grew up in this parish? How
about grandparents? How about great-
orandparents? How about five generations
back? How about seven generations back?
[That's why you have so many people here
tonight. It's not -- they're not here to complain.
[They're scared they're losing the culture and
heritage that they and their ancestors worked so
hard to build for my generation and my two
daughters. My two daughters in Grand Chenier
is the seventh generation in my family to grow
up on the same piece of property. That means
something to us. There's value in that. At the
end of the day, I think we'll be able to wotk
through all of these issues, okay.

Historic and cultural resources have been
considered throughout the entire plan
formulation process are specifically addressed
subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. The
[Recommended NED and NER Plans were
developed to address coastal land loss and
reduce risk of hurricane storm surge damages to
these resources.

residents fearful

[But here's the problem. We're nervous. We're
scared. We've heard that it was going to be okay
before and it wasn't. We've heard we were going]
to be taken care of before and it wasn't. And
[we're a hard working group of people that
Inormally take care of themselves anyway, you
know. So going back to what we're talking about
here.

Following approval by the Chief of Enginecers,
the Recommended Plan is then subject to
[Administration Review by the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Civil Works and the
Office of Management and Budget before being
submitted for Congressional authorization and
appropriation of construction funds.

Benefit to cost ratio
versus value of oil and
gas industry and
fishing

Specifically in the study, we're going to talk
about the benefit cost ratio and how some of
these nonstructural and structural measures
made it through. I think what we're neglecting
to discuss is the value that we have in this parish
across the board. LNG is expanding. A top two
scafood fishing port, not that long ago. It's
suffering right now. We understand that. We're
putting some infrastructure in place to try to
help that. We're open to the fishing industry.
Hell, that's what made us. Before oil and gas
[was here, there were fishermen here.

[The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics and|
Social Consideration in Environmental
Regulation 1105-2-100.
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105

cultural heritage

IAnd way back in the 1800's when that British
topographer claimed this was an uninhabitable
wasteland. Some of our family members were
living there. Some of our family members had
already been buried here whenever that British
topographer floated in his little boat along the
Gulf of Mexico. So the thing about it is, we're a
top beef producing county. We're the healthiest,
don't ask me how. We're the healthiest parish in
the state of Louisiana. We did not fund this
study. The University of Wisconsin, a bunch of
[Yankees took care of it for us. They must not
have come and done surveys through the Fur
[Festival because they might not have done so
[well. We don't know how. Don't know how
we're the healthier patish. We have the second
highest average median household income in the
State of Louisiana. Now think about that. Our
houscholds bring in over $64,000 a household.
[That's special. That's special. So we have
[people here who are succeeding. We have
people here who have had a rough spot. No
doubt about it. We weren't the first ones to go
through a rough spot, people. There were those
before us that went through the same rough
spots, if not worse. They pulled through. You
[want to know why? They had faith in each othe]
and faith in this parish. That's what we're going
to find again. And we're going to work with
IMike. We're going to work with Congressman
[Boustany and CPRA and the Corps, but we're
not going to sell ourselves down the river. We

Historic and cultural resources have been
considered throughout the entire plan
formulation process are specifically addressed
subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. The
[Recommended NED and NER Plans were
developed to address coastal land loss and
reduce risk of hurricane storm surge damages to
these resources.

can't.
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PUBLIC MEETINGS
[USACE and FEMA have coordinated to
IMR. MILLER: I am getting back to my original |develop the nonstructural plan. The
comment. I asked you if you were working with [Nonstructural NED RP is to reduce hurricane
[FEMA and I've heard you talk, and Paul asked  [storm surge risk for residential and non-
106 Mr. Miller 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment FEMA [you the elevations and everything. All of that  |residential structures that have first floor
’ Inceds to be known to the public before you clevations at or below the 0-25-year floodplain,
Imake your final survey, I mean your final based on hydrologic conditions predicted to
[whatever it is. You're not giving us enough occur in 2025. All information on the details of
information. the nonstructural plan can be found in Chp. 4 of]
the main report and Appendix L.
[UNIDENTIFIED: Just one more official
comment for your record. One of the areas you
pointed to is western Cameron that has such
land loss. The Sabine Neches Channel has now [The study team coordinated with Galveston
[been authorized to 50 feet. Iasked you-all this [District regarding the oyster reef feature and a
. . . . Sabine Neches at 2 meeting 2 month ago but it wasn't official, [salinity control feature. The Galveston District
107 Unidentified 4/16/2005 public meeting | - oral comment Channel so I'm goingg to ask yougnow. Is that the model, modetylers indicated that proposed salinity control
the expansion of the Sabine Neches Channel in  [feature could potentially cause a navigation
regard to the saltwater intrusion and the wetland |hazard due to strong currents in the area.
degradation, tide land pontoons and salinity
increases that will happen with that increase.
[Thank you.
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elevation

with that. We had a program a while back about
[we were going to elevate commercial buildings,
and I filled out this much paperwork, and I got
three bids, and it was way more than the market
value of my office to elevate that building
because it doesn't look like it from the outside
but it's pretty large.

Comment # Person/Agency Date Source of Mode of Theme Comment (may be.paraphrased or Response
Comment Comment summarized)
PUBLIC MEETINGS
[The Nonstructural NED RP is to reduce risk of
One of the objectives I note up here is reduce hurricane storm surge damage for residential and|
food i . d £ h d non-residential structures that have first floor
tl?iggsutlﬁZ::lecig;izgu;fé:\lveoetlfv;)te d Z groo clevations at or below the 0-25-year floodplain,
homes after Rita is that the flood insurance went pased on hydrologic conditions predicted to
down. My office right now is $15,000 a year. oeeur in 2025' Pljlrsuant o 42USC. §5154,
[Now it's worth it to me to stay here. That's what] failure t(;ﬁrgam }:am ﬂOOdfl fsurance on a pr((j)pizty
. may prohibit the owner from receiving Feder:
108 Ms Jones 4/16/2015 public meeting | oral comment flood insurance and I want to do. ButT could sure use some help disaster assistance with respect to the property

in the event of a flood disaster. The property
owner is also required to maintain this property
in accordance with the flood plain management
criteria of Title 44 of the Code of Federal
Regulations Part 60.3 and the floodplain
Imanagement regulations adopted by the
community within which this property is
located.
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109

cost benefit analysis

So I'm concerned that we're going to have that
type of cost benefit analysis as I think is what
they called it to the elevation program because it
is very expensive to elevate a building especially
2 building on a slab.

The cost/benefit analysis was conducted
consistent with the Appendix D, Economics and|
Social Consideration in Environmental
Regulation 1105-2-100. A full description of
how the economic analysis was conducted is
available in Appendix E - Economics.
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110

flood proofing

And you know, we may run into that being
something that causes -- because this flood
[proofing thing here, that's not going to work in
Cameron. You can put a little three foot thing
there and that's not going to help you when we
have storm surge. Thank you.

[These measures are intended to reduce the risk
of damage from hurricane storm surge not
climinate floodplain management and flood
insurance requirements. Localized storm surge
risk reduction measures less than 6 feet in height
will be installed around warchouses if the owner
chooses to participate in the Project and the
[warchouse meets the eligibility criteriat.

111

J.C. Reina

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

cultural heritage/real
help

[My name is J.C. Reina. I'm from Cameron
[Parish, Oak Grove, and I've been here a pretty
long while and I've spent a lot of my time
[working -- all of my time really working in this
parish. 89 years old. I've been working with this
parish ever since 1950. Of course, my wife was
here before me. But anyway we've lost an awful
lot. I want to reiterate what the others have said
before me about how important these cultural
things are to us. It's not just the loss. What
you're going to raise up and how much it coast.
IMy house was lost for Audrey. It was in the
Gulf. T went through Rita and Ike. I'm still
here. And that's the most important thing is to
loet back on my feet, built my house as soon as 1
can without all of the commotion. In 2007 is
[when I finally got my house built. It should have
been done in 2006. The thing I'm trying to say
with these comments is we've had enough. It's
time for us to have a little bit of help. Real help.

Historic and cultural resources have been
considered throughout the entire plan
formulation process are specifically addressed
subsections of Chapters 1 and 3. The
Recommended NED and NER Plans wete
developed to address coastal land loss and
reduce risk of hurricane storm surge damages to
these resources. NED Recommended Plan (RP)
is to provide hurricane storm surge risk
reduction to reduce the risk of flood damages
caused by hurricane storm surge. Eligible
properties must have a first floor elevation at or
below the 2025 25-year Base Flood Elevation
(BFE). Eligible structures would be raised to the
2075 100-year BFE.

112

Stacy Verret

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

involuntary
participation

Hi, I'm Stacy Verret and I live in Grand Lake.
[Like all of y'all or most of y'all have been here
y'all's whole life. That's not the case for us. We
decided because of the sense of community to
relocate here. We grew up in Calcasieu Parish.
IMe and my husband bought 15 acres and have
built 2 home here. When we built, we knew if a
hurricane came in that we were going to have
some damage that probably, you know, the
fwinds was going to get us and our home never
flooded, but it surely had plenty of water
because of the wind. And I just want to go on
the record as saying anything done in this parish
involuntarily is not going to work. It's not right.
\We kind of know what's going to happen. And

trying to foresee what's going to happen in a

[The Recommended NED Plan would be
entirely voluntary participation *See response to
"involuntary participation" and "eminent
[domain" comments in General Responses.
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hundred years to me is ridiculous. We don't
know what's going to happen in a hundred years
and there's been plenty of studies done that are
[wrong. So I just want to go on record saying
that anything done involuntary is objectionable.

113

Dinah Landry

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

State cost share

I'm Dinah Landry. I'm the director of the
(Cameron Council on Aging and I'm in Baton
Rouge quite a bit because we deal with budgets
and we deal with the legislature. My concern is
that when Ryan pointed out thete's a 35 percent
state match is what y'all said, I have no idea
fwhere the State of Louisiana is going to get that
kind of money in this legislation session or the
next legislation session or the next. So I have a
big question mark when it comes down to is the
legislature going to provide that kind of money.

Before construction may proceed, a Project
Partnership Agreement (PPA) must be signed.
The PPA is a legally binding agreement between
the Government and a non-Federal sponsor
(state, municipal government, flood control
district, port authority, etc.) for construction of a|
water resources project. It describes the project
and the responsibilities of the Government and
the non-Federal sponsor in the cost sharing and
execution of work.

114

Scotter Trosclair

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

Rockefeller Refuge

Scooter Trosclair with Rockefeller Wildlife
Refuge, Program Manager, Chenier Plain also
serve with the Gravity Drainage District
[Number 5. Also lived and grew up in Grand
Chenier. My family was a big component with
the fishing industry here in Cameron Parish with
establishing the fur industty, also trapping and
just living off the land. You know, you're
looking at the group of people that, when you
talk about survival of the fittest, here they are.
[There's no doubt about it. Just to go a little bit
Imore about Rockefeller. You mentioned the
shoreline stabilization project. That property
[was donated to the state maybe part of the state.
[There's no tax infrastructure. There's no license
sale. This is funded -- self-funded from oil and
oas and it's a success story from oil and gas. The
same thing with this parish. We're rebuilding 74
miles of levee right now. We're rebuilding what
fwe call the sub basin protection levee which is a
21 mile stretch of levee that we had to fight to
oet rebuilt. Before Hurricane Rita hit, we had it
at an 11 foot elevation and they wanted to
charge us $8 million to mitigate for building an
existing levee. I took the Corps out there. We
probed it. Thank God they were willing to work
and set this thing up which is happening right
Inow. Some of that is FEMA reimbursement.

Shoreline protection features 6b1, 6b2, and 6b3
incorporate the design and construction of a
portion of a CWPPRA demonstration project
(ME-18) along the Rockefeller Refuge shoreline.
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[Thank God they're willing to help. But when I
read the study, if 1 recall right, it was just like
Rockefeller Wildlife Refuge, like a two or three
sentence deal. It's more than that. We invest to
help the community, okay? Drainage I just got a
text there from a guy up in Gueydan on the east
lend locks open, we're getting seven inches of
rain. It happens all the time. We're cutting
levees. The levees are important because of the
coastline retreating. We have to build the levees.
[But we also have the east end locks. You had
five locks listed in the plan. East end lock
should be in that plan. We're losing -- I think T
Imentioned 15,000 acres is what's estimated to be
lost since the property has been donated. We're
at a rate of 35 feet per year. We're up close to 70
feet per year. There's an area that the CWPPRA
program is investing that's going to end up being
$50 million. Why are we investing $50 million
[when the coast is actually a mile away going in to
jcopardize these projects without first fixing the
first line of defense, our coastline? I think a lot
of that would solve a lot of these problems if we
can stabilize that coast first. We haven't lost our
[property yet. The eastern part of the state is a
different story. Let's not get to that point.
[Thank you.

115

Mr Johnson, Parish Sheriff]|

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

eminent domain and
people will not move
out

As sheriff of the parish, I want to make one final
Inote for the federal government since this is the
comment period. I can't say anything any better
than our citizens have said it. Also noted that
we've had the best turn out of the three meetings|
that you've had and probably the most partially
[populated atea, but the best turn out. Now, I
think the messages have come across very clear.
[We're not going anywhere. We're going to be
here. And people was wondering what was
happening in a hundred years from now or the
ycar 2075, that's the year our great grandkids are
still going to be here. So to the federal
lcovernment from the Sheriff of Cameron Parish,

Comment acknowledged.

[we're going to be here. We're staying here.
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116

Terry Beard

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

request information

and transparency

I am Terry Beard. I'm Police Jury District 4. 1
spent 23 years living here in Cameron and I've
Imoved back to Sweet Lake, the northern end of
the parish. I've spent half of my life there. If
you've listened to all the people here tonight,
you'll know we know you're here now. We want
information. Let us know what's going on. Be
transparent as you can with us. They all had
cood statements here tonight. But we will be
[watching. We want to know what's going on,
but we will be watching.

[The comments and responses are provided in
the Final Integrated Report which will be
provided for public review. The study team will
continue to engage various elements of the
public to inform about the progress of the study.

117

Kirk Quinn

4/16/2015

public meeting

oral comment

provide comments

[Kirk Quinn, Cameron Parish Police Jury,
[District 3 and current president. A lot of people
in this room, a lot of comments, a lot of people
staring and don't know what they're looking at
richt now. They know what they're looking at
but they're not heating what they want to hear. 1
hope cach and everyone of y'all submit a written
comment, flood them, make them have to read
every one that comes through. It's the only way
we're going to get a word in, and I'm going to be
here on behalf of all the jurors. I'm going to be
here to let y'all know we're going to fight tooth
and nail to get this right for each and every one
of y'all for the whole parish. It's not just one
district, it's going to be the whole parish, east
and west, north and south. We're here. If y'all
oot any questions, call us, call me, call any of
your jurors. Call Ryan Bourriaque. I'll give y'all
his direct line. No, I want to let y'all know thank
y'all for showing up for the support and asking
all of the questions and giving all the comments.
[t's a very good thing and there's a lot of people
in here that's been here a long time. And the
alligators are hungry around here, so.

Acknowledged.

TELEPHONE COMMENTS

Billy Waters

April 16, 2007

public

telephone

buying land

Mr. Waters saw a newspaper article about the
Southwest Coastal Louisiana Revised Integrated
[Draft Report and EIS and thought the
lcovernment was looking to buy land, as he had a

arcel of land for sale.

Clarified the purpose of the project for him was
hurticane storm surge tisk reduction. Mr. Waters
again offered his land for sale.

Jolene Lane

April 27, 2015

public

telephone

eminent domain

Request to remove the eminent domain language

[The Recommended NED Plan would be entirely]

from the Southwest Coastal Louisiana Feasibility

[voluntary participation *See response to
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k Response
Comment Comment summarized) P

PUBLIC MEETINGS

Report. We live in a flood zone and we do not F'involl.mta‘:y patrticipation” and "eminent
[want our property taken away from us. [domain" comments in General Responses.
Informed Mr Duboit that the map was
purposely kept at a very broad scale so that
individual structures could not be identified
IMr. Duboit requested access to more detailed  [because the planning was still ongoing and the
Imap showing individual structures to be elevated|plan could significantly change. In addition,
or acquired. [Each of the properties potentially affected by
implementation of the NED Plan is presented in
2 new appendix to the Final Integrated Report
displaying maps of all affected structures.

map of affected

3 Robert Duboit April 16, 2015 public telephone
structures

*GENERAL COMMENT RESPONSES

Response regarding “eminent domain” and “involuntary participation”

[nitially, the draft study recommendation was that severe repetitive loss structures, structures with any life and safety risk, and structures located within the regulatory floodway were to be acquired, either voluntarily or, in
the alternative, through the use of eminent domain, and removed from the floodplain. However, due to valuable input from members of the public and from local officials, the USACE and the CPRAB have modified the
INED Recommended Plan to make it entirely voluntary. No acquisition and removal of structures from the floodplain would occur under the NED plan. Any structure that requires raising greater than 13 ft above ground
level would be ineligible to participate due to engineering and risk related factors..

[Response regarding Parish Priority Projects: A copy of the most recent available Parish Priority Projects has been included in Appendix P.

Response regarding ‘Local sponsor’ be chosen: The State of Louisiana through the CPRA is the non-Federal Sponsor for the study. Other Parish and local community officials have been and will continue to be invited
to participate in the study process.

[Response that reforestation measures be replaced by shoreline protection measures: five shoreline protection measures would provide a net benefit of 6,135 acres of protection with 1,738 AAHUs over the 50-year
period of analysis. Whereas, the 35 chenier measures would reforest live oak and hackberry tree species for a net total of 1,413 acres with 538 AAHUs over the 50-year period of analysis. According to the Louisiana Natural
Heritage Program (source: http://www.wlf.louisiana.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/fact sheet community/32367-Coastal%20Live%200ak-Hackberry%20Forest/coastal live oak hackberry forest.pdf; accessed January 25,
2016) Louisiana’s coastal chenier forests occur in the Chenier Plain from Iberia Parish westward across Vermilion and Cameron parishes. Of the original 100,000 to 500,000 acres in Louisiana, only 2,000 to 10,000 acres
remain, 2-10 % of presettlement extent.
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1= ATTENDANCE RECORD
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ATTACHMENT 2
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APRIL 15, 2015 CALCASIEU PARISH PUBLIC HEARINGS/MEETINGS
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ATTACHMENT 3
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