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[ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ Ŏƻŀǎǘ ƛǎ ƘƻƳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ 
from four continents (North America, Europe, Africa, and 
Asia) where resilience is part of their inherited pride. 
(Photo courtesy of the Morgan City Archives, no date.) 
 

1.0 Introduction 
 Achieving a sustainable coast is important not 

only for preservation of diverse local natural 

resources but also for the complex human 

environment that developed within the coast 

and learned to use and appreciate these 

resources (Evans, 1963).  The 2012 Coastal 

Master Plan recognizes and understands the 

ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÕÎÉÑÕÅ 

cultural heritage through its adoption of 

Objective 4: 

Sustain, to the extent practicable, the 

unique cultural heritage of coastal 

Louisiana by protecting historic 

properties and traditional  living 

cultures and their ties and relationships 

to the natural  environment. 

3ÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÈÅÒÉÔÁÇÅȟ 

identity, and priceless accumulated 

environmental knowledge has been an 

objective of multiple previous studies of 

coastal Louisiana, including the Coast 2050 Plan, the 2007 Master Plan, and the U.S. Army Corps 

ÏÆ %ÎÇÉÎÅÅÒÓȭ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁ #ÏÁÓÔÁÌ 0ÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ 2ÅÓÔÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ,!#02Ɋ 3ÔÕÄÙȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ άΪΫά #ÏÁÓÔÁÌ 

Master Plan team has made a conscious effort to incorporate cultural elements into the coastal 

planning process.  To aid in this effort, a Technical Advisory Committee (see Table 1 below) was 

established early in the master plan process. These cultural heritage professionals provided 

ÆÅÅÄÂÁÃË ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÌÁÎȭÓ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐing the decision criteria that mirrored the 

tangible (i.e., material) cultural and intangible (i.e., non-material) cultural aspects of coastal 

,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓȢ 4×Ï ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÈÅÒÉÔÁÇÅ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÃÒÉÔÅÒÉÁ ×ÅÒÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÕÓÅÄ 

to evaluate various options and help decide which groups of restoration and risk reduction 

initiatives move the state closest toward our primary goal of a sustainable coast.  This appendix 

describes the overall approach to incorporating cultural heritage into the master plan process. 

Additionally, the appendix describes, documents, and presents some of the projected outcomes of 

ÔÈÅ άΪΫά #ÏÁÓÔÁÌ -ÁÓÔÅÒ 0ÌÁÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÁÓÓÅÍÂÌÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȢ  

1.1 A Unique Cultural Landscape  
Humans have made coastal Louisiana their home for more than 10,000 years (Weinstein and 

'ÁÇÌÉÁÎÏȟ ΫγβίɊȢ   4ÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÉÓ ΫΪȟΪΪΪ ÙÅÁÒ ÔÉÍÅÌÉÎÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ÐÌÁÉÎȭÓ ÅÔÈÎÉÃ ÍÁËÅÕÐ ÈÁÓ 

evolved and changed, with new inhabitants migrating and immigrating throughout the 
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prehistoric and historic  eras.  While many newcomers were ultimately assimilated into other, 

more established groups, each wave of new arrivals has left an enduring mark on the broader 

coastal culture (Nau, 1958; Vujnovich, 1974; Conrad, 1978; Hallowell, 1979; Vermilion Historical 

Society, 1983; Uzee, 1985; 

LaReine, 1992; Merrill, 2005).. 

The First Inhabitants.  The first 

inhabitants of coastal Louisiana 

were Native Americans, who 

lived off the bountiful resources 

of the coast for more than 2,500 

years before major European 

contact in Louisiana.  The 

indigenous population taught the 

first Europeans to settle the 

coastal plain how to survive in 

ÔÈÅ ÄÙÎÁÍÉÃ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÒÖÅÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÅÁȭÓ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ  4ÈÅ .ÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ 

has left an indelible imprint on the landscape in the form of mound sites, placenames, foodways, 

and resource utilization and harvesting techniques (Davis, 2010).   Yet, throughout the historic 

ÐÅÒÉÏÄȟ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ .ÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÏÕÓÌÙ ÍÁÒÇÉÎÁÌÉÚÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÂÙ 

the ever-increasing numbers of European settlers and their descendants.  Even so, members of the 

Chitimacha, Choctaw, Houma, Koasati (Coushatta), and Atakapa-Ishak tribes remain in the 

coastal region (Kniffen, 1945; McIntire, 1958; Fisher, 1956; Kniffen et al., 1987).  These communities 

have adapted to the dynamic landscape of coastal Louisiana for millennia, with a resilience that is 

becoming insufficient as they face an ever-increasing struggle to maintain their way of life as 

coastal land loss increasingly threatens their remaining homelands and sacred places.   

A New Life in the New World.  During the colonial era, portions of Louisiana came under the 

rule of three different countries, with control of some regions (including much of the 

southeastern coast) shifting, often multiple tim es, among different colonial powers.  This 

interplay played a huge role in the cultural blending that we see today in Louisiana. 

 

 
Because of its strategic location, New Orleans became the principal gateway to the North American interior, and, after 
1718, virtually all major groups entering the coastal wetlands entered the state by way of the Crescent City. 
 

Table 1. Cultural Heritage Technical Advisory Committee 
Members 

Name Affiliation Areas of Expertise 

Don Davis  
Professor Emeritus, 
Louisiana State 
University, Sea Grant  

Geography; oral 
history; humankind in 
landscape evolution 
and change  

Carl Brasseaux  
Professor Emeritus, 
University of 
Louisiana, Lafayette  

Acadian/Cajun and 
Creole history and 
culture  

Maida Owens  
Louisiana Office of 
Cultural Development  

Anthropology; 
Louisiana Folklife and 
traditional cultures  
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For more than a century, Spanish moss was a lagniappe 
crop for coastal plain residents.  Factory workers 
initially used Louisiana moss in the production of 
upscale furniture, and, in the early 20

th
 century, as 

stuffing material for Ford Model-T seats.  (Photo the 
Louisiana Conservation Review, v. 6 [1937].) 

!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÂÅÇÁÎ ÅØÐÌÏÒÉÎÇ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÃÏÁÓÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÌÙ Ϋΰth century, the first 

permanent colonial European settlements were not established until the early 18th century, with 

the establishment of New Orleans in 1718 and the settlement of the German Coast in 1721.  

Throughout the early and mid-18th century, Louisiana experienced multiple waves of immigrants 

from French territories, most famously was the influx of large numbers of Acadian refugees in the 

1760s and 1770s (Brasseaux, 1987, 1996).  The vast marshes of the coastal zone remained 

uninhabited by Europeans settlers until after 1765, when French and German settlers along with 

Creoles (native-born Louisianans of European or African descent) gradually began to move into 

these areas (Davis, 2010).  With interior roadways virtually non-ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÔȟ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȰÍÁÒÓÈÄ×ÅÌÌÅÒÓȱ 

settled along the numerous waterways that provided the only avenues of transportation through 

the vast wetlands.  This pattern of settlement can still be distinguished today by the linear towns 

that stretch along the high ground bordering the Mississippi River, Bayou Lafourche, and the 

numerous north-south trending bayous of the Terrebonne, Atchafalaya, and chenier regions 

(Comeaux, 1972; Ditto, 1980; Weinstein and Kelley, 1992). 

In the 1770s, thousands of Spanish immigrants from the Canary Islands (Isleños) and Malaga 

(Malagueños) arrived in coastal Louisiana.  These new settlers adopted the house styles, 

settlement patterns, and livelihoods of their French and German neighbors, but made important 

contributions to the language and foodways that were then developing on the coast (Davis, 2010).  

Though many of these Spanish immigrants were ultimately assimilated into the broader coastal 

Creole culture, some communities retained their identities, most notably in the Terre aux Boeufs 

region of St. Bernard Parish, where Spanish remained the common language into the 20th century.  

African Contributions.     In 1719, with the arrival 

of the Duc du Maine and the Aurore in New 

Orleans, the first African slaves were brought to 

Louisiana (Hall, 1995).   From 1719 through much 

of the 1800s, thousands of slaves were brought to 

the state, where many were sent to work the 

ÐÌÁÎÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÉÎÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÅÁȭÓ ÒÉÖÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ 

bayous.  Many of the early slaves were from the 

Senegambian coast and Mali in West Africa and 

shared a common language and culture.  This 

allowed them to maintain a cohesive identity and 

culture despite being forcibly taken from their 

homeland and transplanted into an alien society.  

African slaves made critical contributions to the 

material culture of coastal Louisiana with their 

knowledge of livestock raising and agricultural 

practices that were ideally suited to the hot, 

humid climate of the coast.  African music, 
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The Creole ponyτa descendant of the wild Southwestern mustangτwas 
ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΦ  bƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ 
ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƘƻǊǎŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄƘƛōƛǘŜŘ 
ŀƳŀȊƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƳƛƴŀ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŦƭƻŀǘƛƴƎ prairies, whose muck overwhelmed 
larger breeds.  (Photo courtesy of Joseph C. Wyble, c. 1940s.) 

folklore, and foodways also left a remarkable imprint on Louisiana.  Additionally, coastal 

Louisiana became home to large populations of free Creoles of Color, many of whom arrived in 

1791 as refugees from Sainte Domingue (present-day Haiti), bringing with them a unique blend of 

African, European, and Caribbean cultures.   These Creoles were particularly influential in New 

Orleans culture and society, especially prior to the Louisiana Purchase.  The cultural exchange 

between African slaves (and later their free descendants), Creoles of Color, and European settlers 

played a major role in creating the unique cultural landscape of coastal Louisiana, and led to the 

creation of many cultural treasures that are now thought of as uniquely Louisianan (including 

gumbo and zydeco music) (Taylor, 1960; Ingersoll, 1996; Thomas, 1997; Leglaunec, 2005).  

Les Américains Arrivent .  

Settlers from English-speaking 

territories were present in 

coastal Louisiana since the 

beginning of the colonial era.  

Smaller in number than their 

French, Spanish, and German 

counterparts, these early Anglo 

settlers were generally quickly 

ÁÂÓÏÒÂÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÁÓÔȭÓ ÂÒÏÁÄÅÒ 

Creole culture.  With the 

Louisiana Purchase in 1803, 

however, a large influx of Anglo-

Celtic settlers from the United 

States began to arrive in coastal 

Louisiana.  This influx involved 

two different groups of settlers: 

affluent planters that settled on 

the fertile ridges and natural levees of Southeast Louisiana, and livestockmen that settled on the 

chênières and prairies of Southwest Louisiana.  Indeed, the blending of Anglo-American and 

3ÐÁÎÉÓÈ ÃÁÔÔÌÅ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅÓȟ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÃÒÅÄÉÔÅÄ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÁÌ ÆÏÒÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȭÓ 

ȰÃÏ×ÂÏÙ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅȱȟ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÂÅÇÁÎ ÉÎ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁ ÄÅÃÁÄÅÓ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÉÔ ÏÃÃÕÒÒÅÄ ÉÎ 4Åxas (Davis, 2010).  

Because they were fewer in number, many of the Anglo planters were absorbed into the broader 

Creole culture of Southeast Louisiana, but the large number of Anglo livestockmen in Southwest 

Louisiana ultimately resulted in the prevalence of Anglo-Southern culture as the dominant 

culture of the chênières and lower prairies (Vermilion Historical Society, 1983; Gomez, 1998). 

The Human Landscape Expands.   Coastal Louisiana has been a melting pot ever since the first 

Native tribes moved into the area and intermingled over a millennium ago.  During the early 

historic era, Native American, French, German, Spanish, African, and Anglo-Celtic cultures 

blended together into a rich and complex culture.  Other groups have continued to migrate to 

coastal Louisiana in the years since, each bringing unique material or nonmaterial culture 
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elements to add to the mélange of cultures living and working in the wetlands.  In the mid-19th 

century, large numbers of Irish and Italians began to settle in the New Orleans area and along 

Bayou Lafourche, and Croatian oystermen settled along the lower Mississippi (Niehaus, 1965; 

Vujnovich, 1974; Brasseaux, 1996; Spizali, 2004).  Other immigrants arrived throughout the 19th 

and 20th centuries from places as diverse as China, Cuba, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Lebanon, 

the Netherlands, Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, and 

Vietnam (Davis, 2010).  In addition to immigrants from other countries, Americans from other 

states, with the largest number from Texas and Oklahoma, came to coastal Louisiana to work in 

its oilfields, lumber mills, and shipyards in the 20th ÃÅÎÔÕÒÙȢ  4ÈÅ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ 

human tapestry is literally written on the map, with place names such as Houma, Kraemer, 

Lafitte, New Iberia, Cameron, Irish Bend, Galliano, Zibilich, Manila Village, and Little Texas each 

ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÉÎÇÒÅÄÉÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÃÈ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÇÕÍÂÏ ÏÆ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÃÏÁÓÔ.   

 

The Cultural Landscape Today.   ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÃÕÒrent cultural landscape is a complicated 

patchwork that reflects the diverse groups of people who have settled in various locations 

ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȢ  ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÕÒÂÁÎ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÅÎÔÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ 

multicultural blends of many differe nt ethnic groups and are too complex to be discussed at 

length in this appendix.  However, urban areas aside, coastal Louisiana can be described by the 

following major subregions (Figure 1):   

 
The isolated Filipino community of Manila Village, once the hub of the dried shrimp industry in 
Barataria Bay, could not survive the hurricanes of the early 20

th
 century that repeatedly decimated its 

population. (Photo courtesy of the State Library of Louisiana, no date.)   
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 In the post World War II era, family recreation dwellings 
have become an important part of the ŎƻŀǎǘΩs cultural 
landscape. (Photo courtesy of Donald W. Davis, 2008.) 

 Contemporary French: two separate regions, 

centered around Lafayette Parish in the west 

and Terrebonne and Lafourche parishes in 

the east, dominated by Acadian influences; 

 Spanish: localized areas of influence in St. 

Bernard and Ascension parishes; 

 Levee-Plantation Bottomlands: characterized 

by a mixture of French Creole, German, and 

Anglo-American influences, and the 

predominant location of rural African -

American populations; 

 Anglo-Celtic: two separate regions, centered 

around Cameron Parish in the west and St. 

Mary Parish in the east; and characterized by 

Anglo and Scots-Irish influences; 

 Anglo-German: centered around areas that 

experienced settlement from the Midwest, 

particularly in Calcasieu and Jefferson Davis 

parishes, and characterized by Anglo and 

German influences. 

In addition to these major subregions, 

communities with distinct ethnic identities are also spread across the coast, including Native 

American (St. Tammany, Terrebonne, and St. Mary parishes), Croatian (lower Plaquemines), 

Filipino (lower Jefferson), Hungarian (Tangipahoa), Italian (East Baton Rouge, St. Bernard, and 

Lafayette), and Vietnamese (East Baton Rouge, Orleans, and St. Martin).  Figure 1 illustrates the 

ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÏÖÅÒÌÁÙ ÏÆ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÃÏÁÓÔȢ
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Figure 1.  Map of Coastal Louisiana Folk Regions with Ethnic Group Locales
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Trapping was one element in the marsh-
ŘǿŜƭƭŜǊǎΩ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǳǎŜ ŎȅŎƭŜ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ 
activities. (The Louisiana Conservation 
Review, v. 8 [1939], Autumn, p.37.) 

 
The 18- to 45-Ŧƻƻǘ ƭǳƎƎŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎŀƛƭōƻŀǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ŦƭŜŜǘ ƻŦ 
tonging vessels.  These boats were often piloted by Dalmatian fishermen, known as 
ostrigari.  (Photo from Louisiana Conservation Review, v. 3 [1933], n. 4, p. 16.) 

 

1.2 Living off the Land   
 Coastal Louisiana has been a destination for people 

throughout history because its waterways, ridges, wetlands, 

and coastal waters support a diverse array of ecosystem 

services.  New arrivals quickly learned ways to harvest the 

ÃÏÁÓÔȭÓ ÁÂÕÎÄÁÎÔ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ  !Ó the population of 

the coast expanded, new industries arose to exploit those 

natural resources that were common and in some cases 

exclusive to this region (e.g., salt and sulphur mining, moss 

picking, muskrat trapping, commercial duck hunting, and a 

host of other hunting and gathering occupations).  As 

coastal communities prospered, demand for equipment to 

support these industries increased. Consequently support 

industries such as ship building, netmaking, shrimp drying, 

and oyster canning flourished in the late 19th century 

ɉ$ÁÖÉÓȟ άΪΫΪɊȢ  4ÈÅ ÌÁÔÅ ΫγÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÅÁÒÌÙ άΪÔÈ ÃÅÎÔÕÒÙȭÓ 

ÅØÐÌÏÒÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÁÓÔȭÓ 

hydrocarbon and forest products industries provided 

coastal residents with new ways of living off coastal 

resources. This was particularly true in the case of the oil and natural gas business, as all of the 

elements required to support this extractive industry continues to provide jobs to third- and 

fourth -generation coastal dwellers (Mancil, 1960; Davis and Place, 1983).  

Since the first Native 

tribes arrived in coastal 

Louisiana, the human 

culture of the coast has 

been characterized by 

adaptation and resilience.  

Few coastal residents at 

any point in history have 

made their living from a 

single resource.  Like the 

humans that first settled 

the coast, many coastal 

industries are transient in 

nature, with seasonal ebbs 

and flows.  Early 

Europeans trapped, 
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 Crawfish boils are a popular example of resource harvest with strong 
social ties. (Photo courtesy of Gavin Robinson, 2007.) 
 

hunted, logged, fished, and farmed according to the seasons (Davis, 2010).  This season-

dependent cycle of harvesting activity has continued to the present day in many areas.  As a 

result, coastal residents may harvest/catch shrimp in the fall, oysters in the winter, and work in 

the oil industry in the intervals between their fishing activities.   

Although few communities define th emselves by a single livelihood, well-defined natural 

resources are widely associated with individual cultural groups historically linked to a specific 

coastal region.  Oystering is closely associated with lower Plaquemines Parish, while shrimping is 

more closely associated with lower Lafourche Parish.  Agriculture is associated with the fertile 

soils along the natural levees and bottomlands of Southeast Louisiana and the coastal prairies of 

3ÏÕÔÈ×ÅÓÔ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÁÓÔȭÓ ÒÁÎÃÈÉÎÇ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÐÒÅÖÁÌÅÎÔ Én the freshwater marshes, 

drained and/or reclaimed land, and throughout the chenier plain (Hart, 1913; Waldo, 1957; Lytle et 

al., 1960; Wicker, 1979).  Section 2.1 presents additional detail about prominent natural resources 

by coastal region. 

1.3 Family and Community Ties 
Because coastal harvesting activity has always been seasonal, the resource does not define the 

population.  Rather, coastal residents often define themselves by their ethnic and kinship identity, 

instead of their livelihood.  The tenuous existence of the early marshdwellers and the magnitude 

of the problems they faced necessitated a communal approach to problem-solving (Davis, 2010).  

This outlook, over time, fostered a 

strong sense of community and 

ethnic pride among coastal 

residents.  Strong family ties and the 

ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÆÏÒ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 

ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÒÅÎÅ×ÁÂÌÅ 

resources meant that families often 

remained within or near a 

community for generations.  The 

residents of the coast are therefore 

not newcomers, but are individuals 

connected to the land through 

family ties, community affiliation, 

ethnic identity, and lifeways that are 

a part of their heritage and have 

been for centuries.  

1.4 The Cultural Consequences of No Action 
Louisiana is now facing an environmental crisis along its coast.  The disconnection of the 

Mississippi River from the surrounding landscape, combined with the effects of saltwater 

intrusi on prompted by sea level rise, regional subsidence, and the dredging of a vast network of 
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²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ άƧǳƳōƻέ ǎƘǊƛƳǇΣ ǘƘŜ 
regional economy changed, as shrimp had 
become a popular food item and the market 
became nationwide. (Photo courtesy of the 
Morgan City Archives, no date.) 

canals through the marsh, have resulted in accelerated 

land loss and impaired productivity of the coastal 

ecosystem.  Consequently, coastal communities are 

under ever-increasing flood risk from hurricane storm 

ÓÕÒÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÏÐÉÃÁÌ ÅÖÅÎÔÓȢ  ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÌÁÎÄ ÌÏÓÓ ÈÁÓ 

advanced to such a degree that many communities that 

once supported significant populations and industries 

(e.g., Balize, Manila Village, St. Malo) are now literally 

under the waves, while others (e.g., Leeville, Dulac, 

Lafitte) are threatened by small storms that would have 

been inconsequential less than 50 years ago (Gagliano et 

al., 1980; Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana, 1989, 

2000; Turner, 1997; Streever, 2001).   This threat to home 

and community is compounded by threats to traditional 

livelihoods.  Natural resources that have provided an 

income-base economy for generations of coastal 

residents have begun to decline in many areas, calling 

into question the viability of these resources in the future. 

If no action is taken to combat these imminent threats, these problems will only get worse.  

Figure 2 illustrates the consequences of no further investment in the coast in the form of future 

predicted storm event inundation.  As Figure 2 makes clear, inaction will ultimately prove 

catastrophic not only to individual communities, but to the region ɂand ultimately the state and 

the nation. In addition to facing increased storm surge flooding events, coastal communities in 

the future could completely lose many of the living resources that are the backbone and economic 

ÄÒÉÖÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÒÏÂÕÓÔ ÒÅÎÅ×ÁÂÌÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ-based economy.  Continued land loss, reduced 

freshwater input, and the resulting changes in coastal salinity regimes could result in areas that 

currently support robust fisheries experiencing declines in habitat suitability for economically 

significant species.   Additional discussion about Future Without Action conditions for storm 

surge risk and ecosystem services are presented in Appendix D ɀ Decision Support Tools ɀ 

Predictive Models. 

The 2012 Coastal Master Plan recognizes that achieving a sustainable coast involves restoring the 

function of the coastal landscape, reducing land loss, and reducing hurricane-related flood risk to 

coastal communities.  However, implementing the master plan will not bring back the coast of 

the 1920s, or even maintain the current coast.   Achieving a sustainable coast means investing in 

restoration and risk reduction strategies that will have effects on the current distribution of 

coastal resources.  Consequently, achieving a sustainable coast will require adapting to some 

changes.  However, as the Future Without Action analysis makes clear, coastal resources will 

change no matter what we do, and if we do nothing the changes will be much more detrimental 

to all.  The 2012 Coastal Master Plan seeks to achieve a sustainable coast in a manner that not only 

sustains natural resources and safeguards coastal industries, but that also assures that the people         
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Figure 2.  Coastal Louisiana Future Storm Event Inundation



Appendix J ɀ Cultural Heritage  

 

 LouiǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ /ƻŀǎǘ 

DRAFT 2012.01.12 
Page J-13   

 
The South Pass Lighthouse, along with nearly 25 others 
of these unpretentious structures, met the local 
maritime needs and often became a de-facto settlement 
node. (Photo courtesy of the National Archives and 
Records Administration, Still Picture Records Section, 
Special Media Archives Service Division, negative no. 26-
LG-39-14, ca. 1890). 

of the coast can continue to live, work, and play in the dynamic landscape that has not only fed 

and sheltered their families but also shaped their heritage and history. 

2.0 Factoring Cultural Heritage into the Decision Framework 

2.1 Methods of Preserving Cultural Heritage 
 4ÈÅ άΪΫά #ÏÁÓÔÁÌ -ÁÓÔÅÒ 0ÌÁÎȭÓ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÁÓÓÅÍÂÌÉÎÇ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅÓ ɉÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÏÆ 

risk reduction and restoration projects) and evaluating their comparative effects on a variety of 

factors, including land buildin g, risk reduction, effects on coastal industries, and ecosystem 

services (see Appendix F ɀ Alternative Development for additional discussion).  To incorporate 

the sustenance of culture into the master planȭÓ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ, two cultural heritage decision criteri a 

×ÅÒÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÄȢ  %ÁÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÓ ÔÁÎÇÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÁÎÇÉÂÌÅ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ 

dynamic coastal culture and linked heritage.  This approach recognizes that cultural heritage is 

tied not only to physical structures and sites that provide a ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÌÉÎË ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ 

tangible heritage, but also to foodways, folkways, and other aspects of the coastȭÓ ÎÏÎ-material 

cultural identity.  Tangible or material culture elements (e.g., physical objects such as boats and 

house types) are ÔÉÅÄ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÔÏ Á ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȢ  Non-material elements (e.g., 

folkways, religious beliefs), on the other hand, ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÈÅÌÄ ÉÎ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÈÁÎÄ ÏÒ ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÏÎ Á ÍÁÐȟ 

but they are often the elements that distinguish one culture from another.  Consequently, a 

ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅȭÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÔÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ 

set it apart through their material  and non-

material culture.  

Safeguarding the Tangible.  The Flood 

Protection of Historic Properties  Decision 

Criterion was developed to address the tangible 

aspects of cultural heritage, such as historic 

properties.  The term Ȱhistoric propertyȱ is 

defined by the National Historic Preservation 

Act as Ȱany prehistoric or historic district, site, 

building, structure, or object included in, or 

eligible for inclusion on the National Registerȱȟ 

and includes artifacts, records, and remains 

which are related to such district, site, building, 

structure, or object [16 U.S.C. Section 470(w)(5)].  

The preservation of historic properties, whether 

single buildings, groups of buildings, 

monuments, or archaeological sites, allows us to 

connect to the past and reminds us of where we 

came from and who we are. Preserving historic 

properties is one component of sustaining the 

unique herit age of coastal Louisiana.  



Appendix J ɀ Cultural Heritage  

 

 LouiǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ /ƻŀǎǘ 

DRAFT 2012.01.12 
Page J-14   

 
The Blessing of the Fleet, an important tradition to mark the start of shrimping 
season in communities throughout the coast. (Photo courtesy of Alysha Jordan, 
2009.) 

 

The HistoriÃ 0ÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ $ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ #ÒÉÔÅÒÉÏÎ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÅÓ ÁÎ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ on reducing flood 

impacts to historic properties from a hurricane storm surge event that has a two-percent chance 

of occurring in any given year (50-year storm event) (See Appendix B ɀ Guidelines for 

Development of the Master Plan for detailed calculations).  A total of 5,504 historic properties 

were identified within the coastwide area.  Data on the number of historic properties in the 

master plan analysis area were obtained from the National Register of Historic Places and the 

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

Assessing the Intangible.  

The Support of Coastal 

,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ #ÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ (eritage 

Decision Criterion was 

developed to address 

intangible cultural heritage 

elements.  While more 

ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÔÏ ȰÍÅÁÓÕÒÅȱ ÁÎÄ 

often analyze, non-material 

culture elements are not 

insignificant or 

inconsequential, and may 

actually take priority in 

understanding the social 

complexities of individuals 

living in particular 

communities.  Although the material culture artifacts of a community may be easily recognized, 

ÔÈÅÙ ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÁÓ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÈÁÂÉÔÁÎÔȭÓ ÌÏÎÇ-established intangible or non-material 

values.  The intangible components within a culture are multifaceted and complex and often 

difficult to define, but a recurring them e among intangible cultures is a sense of being tied to the 

natural environment.  Such intangible factors are often connected directly to what has been 

identified in the master plan as ecosystem services.  This decision criterion is intended to capture 

both the practices of natural resource harvest, as well as the values and customs associated with 

that harvest.  An example of a well known multi-cultural coastal custom tied to a natural resource 

harvest is the Blessing of the Fleet.  This event occurs at the beginning of shrimp season in many 

coastal communities. 

The following definitions are of significance for the Support of Cultural Heritage Decision 

Criterion:  

 Coastal Community ɀ a population center within the master plan analysis area;  

 Community Region  ɀ a natural resource area which includes coastal communities that are in 

close proximity to one another and share similar natural resources of cultural importance; and  
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Sugarcane has been an important agricultural crop for more than 200 years.  The 
harvest of this labor-intensive crop changed dramatically with the use of mules and 
eventually mechanized wagons, trucks, and tractors.  (Photo courtesy of the State 
Library of Louisiana, no date.) 

 Natural Resources of Importance - harvestable resources that communities depend on for 

their livelihood , including agriculture, brown shrimp, white shrimp, oysters, spotted sea trout, 

bass, and wild caught crawfish.1  

The Support of #ÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ (ÅÒÉÔÁÇÅ $ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ #ÒÉÔÅÒÉÏÎ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÅÓ ÁÎ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÏÎ the ability 

of people to live in their coastal communities (i.e., reducing risk to hurricane flooding) as well 

their ability to continue to utilize the traditional resources/ ecosystem services (i.e., natural 

resources of importance) that support their work or recreational activities.  The specific coastal 

communities and natural resources evaluated by this decision criterion are presented in Table 2.  

Establishing Community Boundaries.  Community boundaries were established based upon 

two factors.  First, we established the geographical population center for each community.  If that 

community was either legally incorporated with defined boundaries or determined by the U.S. 

Census Bureau to be a census designated place (an unincorporated, locally recognized, named 

population center), we used the official U.S. Census Bureau boundary for the community.  In 

some cases, small rural settlements do not meet either of these criteria.  In these instances, we 

examined land use and land cover data as well as aerial photography to determine the spatial 

extent of each community development.       

Secondly, we utilized 

population density data to 

extend the community 

boundaries wherever 

necessary.  A density of 

1,000 people per square 

mile (ppsm) was used to 

establish the spatial extent 

of community 

development.  Contiguous 

census blocks (the smallest 

geographic unit for which 

the U.S. Census Bureau 

publishes data) meeting 

this population density 

requirement were grouped 

together into population 

clusters.  Population 

clusters connected by census blocks with at least 500 ppsm were also considered to be 

                                                      

1
 We recognize that there are many natural resources of importance to coastal communities, and the list of 

such resources evaluated in the Support of Cultural Heritage Decision Criterion is not intended to be 

exhaustive.  Rather, these resources were selected because they are widely harvested throughout the coast 

and can serve as proxies for other resources requiring similar habitats or conditions. 
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contiguous, provided the overall population cluster maintained the 1,000 ppsm requirement.  In 

several cases, the extent of the population clusters extended beyond the official community 

boundaries.  In these instances, we merged the two datasets to establish a more accurate, 

inclusive community boundary.    

Table 2.  Coastal Louisiana Regions, Cultural Groups, and Significant Resources 

No. Community 
Region 

Resources of 
Importance 

Population Centers Example of Types of Cultural Groups 

1 South 
Terrebonne 

Shrimp, Fish, 
Oysters 

Isle de Jean Charles, 
Dulac, Cocodrie, Chauvin  

Anglos, Cajuns, Native Americans 
(State)- Isle de Jean Charles, Point au 
Chien, Houma Nation, Grand Caillou 

2 South Lafourche  Shrimp, Fish, 
Oysters 

Pointe aux Chenes, 
Leeville, Galliano, 
Golden Meadow 

Anglos, White Creoles, Native 
Americans (State)- Isle de Jean Charles, 
Point au Chien, Houma Nation, Grand 
Caillou  

3 West Bank 
Jefferson 

Shrimp, Fish  Grand Isle, Lafitte  Anglos, White Creoles, Cajuns, Isleños 

4 Plaquemines 
(East Bank) 

Shrimp, Fish, 
Oysters 

Phoenix, Pointe à la 
Hache 

African Americans, White Creoles, 
Anglos, Croatians, Native Americans 
(State)- Atakapa-Ishak 

5 Plaquemines 
(West Bank) 

Shrimp, Fish, 
Oysters 
 

Empire, Buras, Port 
Sulphur, Venice, Belle 
Chasse  

African Americans, White Creoles, 
Anglos, Croatians, Native Americans 
(State)- Atakapa-Ishak 

6 St. Bernard & 
Orleans 

 Shrimp, 
Oysters 

Chalmette, St. Bernard, 
Delacroix, Yscloskey  

Isleños, Spanish, Vietnamese 

7 Northern 
Lafourche/ 
Terrebonne 

Agriculture  Houma, Raceland, 
Larose  

Spanish, Germans, Cajuns, White 
Creoles, African Americans, Creoles of 
Color 

8 St. James and St. 
John 

Agriculture  Laplace, Hahnville, 
Luling  

Spanish, Germans, Cajuns, White 
Creoles, African Americans, Creoles of 
Color 

9 St. Tammany/ 
Tangipahoa 

Fish Manchac, Mandeville, 
Slidell  

Italians, Anglos, African Americans 

10 Atchafalaya 
Basin 

Wild Caught 
Crawfish 

Patterson, Gibson, 
Pierre Part  

Cajun, Spanish, Anglos, White Creoles 

11 South Central/ 
South West (St. 
Mary, Iberia, 
Vermilion) 

 Shrimp, Fish Morgan City, Charenton, 
Delcambre  

Native Americans (Federal)- Sovereign 
Nation of the Chitimacha , Anglos, 
Vietnamese, Cajuns 

12 North Central 
(St. Mary, Iberia) 

Agriculture  Lydia, Franklin  Cajuns, Anglos, Spanish, White Creoles, 
Creoles of Color 

13 Cameron/ 
Hackberry 

Shrimp, Fish  Hackberry, Grand Lake, 
Cameron  

Cajuns, Anglos, African Americans 

14 Chenier Plain Agriculture  Lake Charles, Abbeville, 
Kaplan, Erath, Gueydan  

Cajuns, Anglos, Creoles of Color 

15 Chenier Ridge Agriculture  Pecan Island, Johnsons 
Bayou, Creole  

Cajuns, Anglos, African Americans 
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!ƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƘǊƛƳǇΣ ƻȅǎǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŀō ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΣ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ Ŏƻŀǎǘ ŀƭǎƻ 
supports the economically important Gulf menhaden purse-seine fleet, 
ǘƘŀǘ ōȅ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘant fishery.  (Photo from the 
Louisiana Conservationist, 20(1 &2): 15, 1968.) 

Establishing Resource Boundaries.  The economy and culture of south Louisiana is dominated 

ÂÙ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÎÁÔÕÒÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ  4ÈÅÓÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÕÒÎ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ Á ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ 

cultural identity and contribute to the cultural heritage of many coastal communities.  For the 

Support of Cultural Heritage Decision Criterion, we considered the following resource use 

activities, each of which has a unique cultural and/or historic value: 

 Fish and Shrimp: Fish (spotted 

sea trout and bass) and shrimp 

(both brown and white shrimp)  

resource use boundaries were 

established using three factors.  

First, the location must contain 

suitable fish and shrimp habitat.  

Second, the public must have 

legal access to this habitat via 

publicly accessible waterways.  

Finally, the public needs to have 

physical access to this habitat via 

public marinas and boat 

launches.  These factors were 

used to delineate the overall 

resource boundary.  Individual 

community resource use 

boundaries were then 

determined based upon the 

average distance that local residents would travel to catch fish and shrimp on single day trips.     

Four sources of data were used to establish the fish and shrimp resource use boundaries: 

o Fish and Shrimp Habitat (obtained from the Gulf-Wide Information System, 

Environmental Sensitivity Index Freshwater Fish Database); 

o Publically accessible waterways (obtained from the Louisiana Office of State Lands, State 

Claimed Water Bottom Database); 

o Access to the waterways via public marinas and boat launches (obtained from the 

,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁ /ÉÌ 3ÐÉÌÌ #ÏÏÒÄÉÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅȟ "oat Launch Database); and   

o Information on average distance traveled to catch fish and shrimp for day trips (using 

local knowledge obtained from the Technical Advisory Committee). 

 Oysters:  Oyster habitat locations were delineated using lease data from the Louisiana 

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF).  The Louisiana Department of Natural 

Resources converted the original LDWF data from State Plane in survey feet to UTM in 

meters, which may have slightly changed the LDWF data from the original.  As with fish and 
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Pirogues served as the principal mode of transportation in the coastal 
wetlands until the introduction of shallow-draft aluminum craft in the 
late 20

th
 ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇƛǊƻƎǳŜΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ƳƛŎǊƻŎƻǎƳƛŎ ǾƛŜǿ 

of the significance and pervasiveness of cultural transmission and 
diffusion among the peoples of the coastal plain. (Photo courtesy of the 
Morgan City Archives, no date.) 

shrimp, the resource use boundary was extended to include water access to the lease areas 

from public marinas and boat launches.       

 Wild Crawfish: The Atchafalaya Basin contains the largest river bottom  swamp in North 

America and provides habitat for over 100 species of fish, crawfish, shrimp and crabs.  The 

natural wetlands of the Atchafalaya are the single largest source of wild crawfish in Louisiana.  

Data for wild crawfish habitat were obtained from the Gulf-Wide Information System, 

Environmental Sensitivity Index Crawfish Database and calculated for the entire area within 

the Atchafalaya Basin.    

 Sugarcane: While other crops such as cotton, corn, and soybeans are important in the 

northern and central parts of the state, the culture and economy of south Louisiana is 

dominated by sugarcane.  Sugarcane cropping generally occurs on the natural levees of south 

Louisiana, particularly along the Mississippi River, Bayou Lafourche, and Bayou Teche.  Data 

used to delineate sugarcane cropland were obtained from the USDA National Agricultural 

Statistics Service Cropland Data Layer.   

 Rice and Farmed Crawfish: Double-cropping of rice with crawfish is a common practice in 

Louisiana.  In some cases, rice and farmed crawfish are produced to be sold to market while in 

other cases, the rice serves as a feedstock for the farmed crawfish.  In this analysis, areas 

identified as rice fields are assumed to be suitable for farmed crawfish as well.  Specific crop 

data were obtained from the USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service Cropland Data 

Layer.   

 Cattle: Land suitable for cattle 

grazing includes those parcels 

classified as coastal plains, 

prairies, and pasture.  Cattle 

grazing is also known to occur in 

the fringe forests of the Chenier 

Plain.  Along the chenier ridges, 

cattle graze seasonally in the 

tidal marshes.  Land Cover data 

used to delineate potential cattle 

grazing land were obtained from 

the USGS LANDFIRE National 

Existing Vegetation Type Data 

Layer.  The spatial extent of 

cattle as a resource of cultural 

importance was determined 

using knowledge obtained from 

the Cultural Heritage Technical 

Advisory Committee.      
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For centuries, Louisianans have harvested alligators for their 
meat and hides.  In the post-Civil War era, many coastal 
residents turned to commercial alligator hunting to support 
themselves and their families.  [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
speculates that 3.5 million alligator hides were harvested in 
the state between 1880 and 1933.  (Photo from the Louisiana 
Conservationist, 20-27(9 & 10): 13, 1973-1974.) 

By including the preservation of traditional 

resources, we emphasize the importance of 

sustaining traditional resource harvests as a 

means of both safeguarding economic 

viability and cultural identity .  The loss of 

traditional resources to many communities 

could mean the loss of their cultural identity.  

In the development of this decision criterion, 

we acknowledge that not all coastal resources 

are valued equally by each community.  

Furthermore, all coastal communities are not 

equally valued by coastal residents.  This 

means that, to many communities, one 

resource may not provide a substitute for 

another resource that is utilized today, and 

that if a community can no longer live in its 

location, moving to another community may 

not preserve ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȭ cultural and historical 

identity .  4ÈÅ ÍÁÓÔÅÒ ÐÌÁÎȭÓ Support of 

Cultural Heritage Decision Criterion 

therefore attempts to factor the strong ties 

coastal residents feel for specific communities 

and natural resources into the decision 

making process.  Nonetheless, we recognize 

that some change is unavoidable regardless of 

the action taken, and that living, working, and playing in a sustainable coast will continue to 

demand resilience of coastal residents, as such activities always have throughout the history of 

human settlement.   

Details regarding the calculation for the 3ÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ #ÏÁÓÔÁÌ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ #ÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ Heritage Decision 

Criterion can be found in Appendix B ɀ Guidelines for Development of the Master Plan.   

2.2 Results of Cultural Heritage Analysis 
The Cultural Heritage Decision Criteria were applied to several alternatives, and the results of this 

application were factored in with those of other aspects of the Decision Framework to inform the 

selection of the Draft Plan.  More detailed information about the results of different alternatives is 

presented in Appendix F ɀ Alternative Development.  This section presents the results of the Draft 

Plan with respect to the Cultural Heritage Decision Criteria. 

Historic Properties Decision Criterion.   Results from the Draft Plan indicate that if we make 

no further investment in coastal risk reduction or restoration, 32.25% of our historic properties 

would experience flooding of greater than six inches from a 50-year storm event.  Implementing 

the Draft Plan, however, will reduce the amount of flooded historic properties by 29 percent:   
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 Future Without Action = 1,775 flooded: 

o 1,775/5,504 = 32.25% 

 Draft Plan = 1,269 flooded:  

o 1,269/5,504 = 23.06% 

 Reduction in number of flooded properties with Draft Plan:   

o (1,775 ɀ 1,269)/5,504 = 9.19% 

Support of Cultural Heritage Decision Criterion.   This decision criterion score is a product of 

two factors, each scaled to a value of 0.1 to 1.0.  The first factor is a measure of the degree to which 

resource-reliant coastal communities and population centers are protected from 50-year flood 

events. The second factor measures the degree to which the natural resources that communities 

rely on for their livelihoods are preserved.  The decision criterion score is calculated by 

multiplying these two factors together.  Whereas a simple additive model would suggest that the 

two factors are independent of one another, a multiplicative model indicates that a change in one 

factor would necessarily impact the other factor.  Here, the product of these two factors can range 

from a low of 0.01 to a high of 1.0, with a score of 1.0 representing a region in which no flooding 

occurs and there is no decline in the availability of natural resources.   

 

Calculation Steps  

 The residual damages (in dollars) to commercial and residential property associated with a 

hurricane surge and wave flooding for a 50-, 100-, and 500-year event were calculated for each 

coastal community.  The amount was compared to the existing total asset dollars for the 

community area and a score was assigned based on this ratio (equal to damages with 

alternative / existing assets).  Baseline asset values were derived primarily from a combination 

of data from LACPR, the FEMA HAZUS-MH MR4 Multi -Hazard Model, and the 2010 U.S. 

Census.  Damage dollars are an output of the Coastal Louisiana Risk Assessment (CLARA) 

model (see discussion in Appendix D ɀ Decision Support Tools ɀ Predictive Models).  Because 

Á ÌÏÓÓ ÏÆ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ίΪ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ Á ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȭÓ ÁÓÓÅÔÓ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÃÁÔÁÓÔÒÏÐÈÉÃȟ ÁÎÙ 

community predicted to suffer such losses is assigned the lowest value on the scale.  In other 

 
The oil industry is inseparably linked to the landscape and communities of coastal Louisiana.  The Anse la Butte field in 
ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ {ǘΦ aŀǊǘƛƴ tŀǊƛǎƘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǎǘΦ  5ŜǊǊƛŎƪǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǊŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎ ōŜƎŀƴ ƛƴ ƳƛŘ-1901, and, after 
several failed attempts, drillers began to find large shallow oil and gas pockets.  The field remains productive to this day.  
(Photo from Harris, 1910, p.34B.) 
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With the wheelhouse in the back of the vessel, this steel-hulled shrimp 
trawler is locally known as a Biloxi and has increased the area a shrimper 
can harvest significantly. (Photo courtesy of Donald W. Davis, 2007.) 

words, if the ratio was less than 0.50, indicating that greater than 50 percent of current asset 

are impacted, a score of 0.10 was assigned.  

 The quantity of suitable habitat for each resource of importance was estimated using output 

from the predictive models (See Appendix D ɀ Decision Support Tools ɀ Predictive Models) 

for current and future conditions for each of the 15 community regions.  It was assumed that 

the current amount of habitat within a region represents what a community needs to 

continue its current r esource usage (See Appendix B ɀGuidelines for Development of the 

Master Plan for details regarding community regions). The future habitat quantity was 

compared to the existing quantity and a score was assigned based on this ratio .  If the ratio 

was less than 0.50, indicating that greater than 50 percent of the current resource was 

impacted, a score of 0.10 was assigned. 

Results of theses calculations for the Draft Plan indicate a coast wide improvement over the 

Future Without Action scenario (Table 3).  The results by region are similar to the coastwide 

results except in Community Region 5 (Plaquemines West Bank) and Community Region 15 

(Chenier Ridge).  In these two regions, there was no difference in the decision score between the 

Future Without Action and  the implementation of the Draft Plan.  While the Draft Plan was not 

able to improve conditions for cultural heritage in every single region, in no instance does the 

Draft Plan result in worsening conditions with respect to Future Without Action conditions . 

3.0 The 2012 Coastal Master Plan and the Future Cultural Landscape 
The 2012 Coastal Master Plan, as a means of preserving cultural heritage, explicitly factors in the 

importance of sustaining natural resources for specific communities.  Nonetheless, the master 

plan also acknowledges that sufficient funds do not exist to invest in risk reduction and 

restoration in all areas of the coast 

and that current levels of 

ecosystem services in some cases 

will likely not be sustainable even 

with further investment.  

Consequently, some coastal 

communities will experience 

changes with respect to current 

levels of ecosystem services for 

natural resources of significance as 

a result of tradeoffs associated with 

Master Plan decisions.  However, 

such shifts in resource levels are 

and have always been a fact of life 

ÉÎ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȢ  ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ 

working coast is extremely 

dynamic and its people have dealt 

with environmental change, 
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hurricanes, and shifts in resources for centuries.  In the future it is anticipated that species-

specific habitats will continue to shift.  Over the next 50 years many renewable natural resources 

ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ ×ÁÔÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÆÉÓÈÅÄ ÔÏÄÁÙȢ  4ÈÉÓ ÉÓȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÎÏÔ ÎÅ×ȟ ÁÓ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ 

watermen are accustomed to looking for their resources a reasonable distance from the 

communities that depend on these resources for their primary livelihood (Wilkins, 2006, 2011; 

Davison and Emmer, 2008; Wilkins et al., 2008).  The 2012 Coastal Master Plan also seeks to 

optimize its investment in coastal risk reduction by providing the greatest degree of hurricane-

based flood risk reduction within the financial and resource constraints available.  Nonetheless, 

the master plan acknowledges that flood risk from storm surge can never be completely 

eliminated, and risk reduction for storms greater than a 50-year event for some communities may 

not be feasible.  

Table 3.  Cultural Heritage Results for the Draft Alternative Decision Criteria Scores 

 Community Regions Resources of 
Importance 

Coastal Communities Draft Plan 
Score 

FWOA 
Score 

1 South Terrebonne Shrimp, Fish, Oysters Isle de Jean Charles, Dulac, 
Cocodrie, Chauvin  

0.41 0.10 

2 South Lafourche Shrimp, Fish, Oysters Pointe aux Chênes,  Leeville, 
Galliano, Golden Meadow 

0.61 0.09 

3 West Bank Jefferson Shrimp, Fish  Grand Isle, Lafitte  0.55 0.10 
4 Plaquemines (East Bank) Shrimp, Fish, Oysters Phoenix, Pointe à la Hache 0.64 0.10 

5 Plaquemines (West 
Bank) 

Shrimp, Fish, Oysters Empire, Buras, Port Sulphur, 
Venice, Belle Chasse  

0.10 0.10 

6 St. Bernard & Orleans Shrimp, Oysters Chalmette, St. Bernard, 
Delacroix, Yscloskey  

0.56 0.40 

7 Northern Lafourche/ 
Terrebonne 

Agriculture  Houma, Raceland, Larose  
0.79 0.05 

8 St. James and St. John Agriculture  Laplace, Hahnville, Luling  0.31 0.10 

9 St. Tammany/ 
Tangipahoa 

Fish Manchac, Mandeville, Slidell  
0.84 0.36 

10 Atchafalaya Basin Wild Caught Crawfish Patterson, Gibson, Pierre 
Part  

0.78 0.20 

11 South Central/ South 
West (St. Mary, Iberia, 
Vermilion) 

Shrimp, Fish Morgan City, Charenton, 
Delcambre  0.99 0.78 

12 North Central (St. Mary, 
Iberia) 

Agriculture  Lydia, Franklin  
0.32 0.28 

13 Cameron/ Hackberry Shrimp, Fish  Hackberry, Grand Lake, 
Cameron  

0.34 0.19 

14 Chenier Plain Agriculture  Lake Charles, Abbeville, 
Kaplan, Erath, Gueydan  

0.63 0.53 

15 Chenier Ridge Agriculture  Pecan Island, Johnsons 
Bayou, Creole  

0.08 0.08 

                                                                    Coastwide Totals 7.95 3.45 
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Louisiana has boasted a citrus industry for well over a century.  In 
the late 19th century, a viable citrus industry was present in most of 
[ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ǇŀǊƛǎƘŜǎΣ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǳƴǎŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ŎƻƭŘ 
winters in the 1890s forced most citrus farmers to adopt other 
crops.  By World War I, the industry was largely restricted to 
Plaquemines Parish, where warmer Gulf air reduced the threat of 
killing frosts.  (Photo courtesy of Joseph C. Wyble, 2010). 

 
The large variety of fresh and salt water species in Louisiana make fishing 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊǎƘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎtivity.  The sport is a year-round 
pastime.  As a result, thousands of miles of wetland shoreline provide the 
fisherman with extensive recreational opportunities and to some degree it 
is all used.  (Photo courtesy of Donald W. Davis.)   
 

The 2012 Coastal Master Plan is a 

science-based blueprint for the future of 

ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÍÏÓÔ ÔÈÒÅÁÔÅÎÅÄ ÃÏÁÓÔȢ  

Environmental issues are the financial 

drivers behind solving, or at least 

ÍÉÔÉÇÁÔÉÎÇȟ ,ÏÕÉÓÉÁÎÁȭÓ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ÐÌÁÉÎȭÓ 

long-term land loss issues.  Climate 

change/sea level rise, saltwater 

intrusion, subsidence, hurricanes, 

hypoxia, and flooding are all part of the 

discussion concerning the restoration 

and/or rehabilitation of the coast.     

Regardless of the actions taken, 

however, one element is consistent. In 

some direct or indirect way, coastal 

residents will experience changes as a 

result of the master plan.  Whether the 

discussion is focused on the ancestral 

lands of various Indian groups or those 

who have generational interests in 

aggressively arguing for the survival of 

their property, the State is working to 

be aware of the sensitivities and realities 

of each region and ethnic minority or 

majority who will be impacted.  

We recognize that the ÃÏÁÓÔȭÓ 

invisible stakeholders must also be 

heard, as they are the individuals 

that give the coast meaning 

beyond its more easily defined 

environmental dimensions.  

Consequently, in addition to 

factoring cultural heritage into our 

decision making process, we 

conducted a robust outreach effort 

aimed at incorporating input from 

coastal residents into the master 

plan process.  We met with 

community groups and conducted 

10 regional community meetings 

throughout the coast from July to 






