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1.0 Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) 
Public Hearings February 26- March 1, 2007  
 
The February 2007 Comprehensive Coastal Protection Master Plan for Louisiana (Draft Plan) was 
released to the public Tuesday, February 6, 2007.  The Draft Plan was made available to the public on the 
internet (www.louisianacoastalplanning.org) and at public hearings held in New Orleans, Houma, and 
Lake Charles by the Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority. In addition, a public meeting was also 
held in Abbeville, Louisiana, to provide residents with an additional opportunity to provide input on the 
Draft Plan. Local officials, residents, and other stakeholders gathered at the public hearings and the public 
meeting to review and provide comments to the CPRA on the State’s Plan.   

Display boards were provided around the room depicting elements of the Draft Plan. Informational 
packets were distributed to attendees containing an excerpt from the Draft, a list and map of proposed 
measures, and comment forms.  A summary of the comments received during and following the hearings 
can be found in Section 4.0 of this Appendix.  Transcripts from each of the hearings as well as the 
meeting are located in Section 4.2 of this Appendix. 

 

Table 1.1 CPRA February Public Hearings 

Houma Terrebonne Civic Center 
346 Civic Center Boulevard 
Houma, Louisiana 

Monday, February 26, 2007 
5:30 pm 

Lake Charles Civic Center 
900 Lakeshore Drive 
Lake Charles, Louisiana 

 Tuesday, February 27, 2007 
5:30 pm 

Lindy Boggs Conference Center 
2000 Lakeshore Drive 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Wednesday, February 28, 2007 
5:30 pm 

 
 

Table 1.2 CPRA March Public Meeting - Abbeville 
Abbeville Branch Library 
502 East St. Victor Street 
Abbeville, Louisiana 

Thursday, March 1, 2007 
6:30 pm 
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2.0 SERT and LCA Science Board Comments 
The Science and Engineering Review Team (SERT) and the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA) Science 
Board conducted independent reviews of the February Draft Plan.  The purpose of the independent review 
was to provide candid and critical comments to assist the IPT in making the Draft Plan as sound as 
possible. The SERT meeting was held March 14, 2007, on the campus of the University of New Orleans, 
and the LCA Science Board meeting was held March 29, 2007, in New Orleans.  Comments provided to 
the CPRA-IPT on the Draft Plan by the SERT and LCA Science Board are provided in their entirety in 
Section 4.2. 
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3.0 Cameron Parish Police Jury Sponsored Public Meeting 
The Cameron Parish Police Jury sponsored a meeting at the Cameron Parish Courthouse March 14, 2007, 
at 5:00 pm.  The Master Plan was presented to those in attendance and attendees were allowed to make 
statements/comments and ask questions in regards to the Plan.  The following is a summary of the notes 
taken at this meeting. 
 

1. Coastal Restoration should begin at the coastline.  Protect the entire coastline with rock 
breakwaters and place sand behind the rock.  That combination - rock breakwaters and sand, 
saved Highway 82 during Rita.  We must create marsh.  Long term studies are not needed to do 
this.  We already have these kinds of structures along the coastline in a few areas, but we just 
need more of them. 

2. Do not raise Highway 82 or 27.  Raised highways will just create bowls and trap water once the 
roadway is overtopped.  The water cannot get out, and we could not live in it.  It would devastate 
Cameron.    

3. The existing roads provided adequate access to and from Cameron Parish during Rita.  The only 
problems encountered were power lines that had to be removed from across the roadway. 

4. There are only three Cheniers in the world.  This is the only Chenier in the United States and no 
one seems concerned that we are about to lose it.   

5. There is not enough space on the Cheniers to raise the highway 10 feet. Raising the highway is a 
plan to allow the state to take people’s property. 

6. Several speakers were concerned over whether or not the state would be allowed to take their 
property to make a protection plan.  Even if paid, they knew of no place else where they could go 
and acquire more property like that which they have now. 

7. No levee is needed.  A levee would create a bowl that would keep water from running off the 
land.  Not even rainwater could run off.  

8. People discussed erosion of their beaches due to the day-in and day-out forces of the currents 
from tides and vessels.  They pointed out that 50 years had passed since the last hurricane, and 
their shoreline was eroding during all of those years. 

9. There is no space to raise Hwy 27 through Hackberry. 
10. The representative from Rockefeller Refuge spoke.  They have been working to protect their 

shore from erosion since 1992.  He states that there is no foundation on which to place rock over 
much of their coastline.  The depth to a suitable foundation is 90 feet.  A rock structure would 
simply sink out of sight.  They have just developed 4 alternative designs to rock for shoreline 
protection and are ready to test them.  Also, they have levees that were damaged by Rita and need 
to be repaired. 

11. Continue to dredge the Ship Channel and the GIWW to create marsh. 
12. They are predicting 400 LNG ships per year. These are very large vessels and their waves tear up 

the banks.  Rock is needed. 
13. Coastal property is prime property everywhere except in Louisiana.  Why is it not given prime 

consideration in our State? 
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4.0 Summary of Public Comments 
4.1 Summary of Written Public Comments 
All comments made at the public hearings and meetings, as well as those provided by mail or email on the 
February Draft Plan, were reviewed. The following is a summary of the public comments/suggestions 
given. All environmental organizations and natural resource agencies comments have been included in 
their entirety in Section 4.2. 

1. Cameron Parish Resident: “I am against an elevated road as a plan for hurricane 
protection…We are finally able to call some things normal. Please give this situation another 
option. We have ideas of making water breakers that have been known to work. We don’t want to 
lose our home again with no chance of coming back this time if the road is built.”  

2. Cameron Parish Resident: “I am against the elevated road as a hurricane protection Plan.  I 
think that it would hurt lower and upper Cameron Parish as for letting the water in and out. 
Hurricanes are a cleaning machine it is part of Mother Nature and by stopping this process you 
would be hurting the ecosystem. If the water was trapped here it would hold all of the pollutants 
in……We have always heard that the future plans for our parish was converting it into a big 
refuge and bird sanctuary.”  This is coming true.  

3. Cameron Parish Resident: “I think that the next meetings and public hearings that need 
approval should be held in the towns that are directly affected by these decisions and maybe we 
would not have such a bad taste in our mouths about decisions being made for our best interests.” 

4. Anonymous: Consider the relevance of the Dutch engineering. 
5. Professor of Civil Engineering, Director of the Coastal Engineering Center: “My concern is 

with the protection levels for storm surge….In the Netherlands, the Delta Plan provides 
protection from flooding at the 0.01% chance (10,000 year recurrence interval) level.  This is 20 
times greater.  How can the Dutch afford this level of protection?  Why can’t the state of 
Louisiana and the US government provide this level of protection from flooding for the city of 
New Orleans?” 

6. Cameron Parish Resident:  “Seems to me it would be better to elevate Trosclair Road instead 
of Highway 82/27 in my area.” 

7. Jim Boudreaux’s Flood Levee and Barrier Protection System is recommended. 
8. Plaquemines Parish Resident: The Marsh in Plaquemines Parish has continued to die due to 

saltwater intrusion.  This problem is due to levees built for protection of communities along the 
Mississippi River delta.  3 possible projects to reverse this damage include: Examining old river 
maps (pre-levee) and build river diversion projects in canals and bayous that once ran between 
the River and the marsh, placement of large boulders or rocks along the coast (at beaches and 
where marsh meets the Gulf of Mexico) with openings at locations that existed before coastal 
erosion, and the dredging of sand from the River and the Gulf of Mexico to assist in the building 
of land and marsh. 

9. Golden Meadow Resident: “By placing Category 5 levees no lower than the Intracoastal 
Waterway, your plan, as currently written, abandons communities such as Bourg, Buras, and Cut 
Off.  Does the State’s Plan make provisions for compensating the property owners for the 
devaluation of their property once the plan is finalized?  How do you propose to place a Category 
5 levee on the Intracoastal in downtown Houma?” 

10. Patterson Resident: Concerned with how the money for this project will be spent. 
11. Cameron Parish Resident: Asks that breakwater projects, such as that in Holly Beach, be 

considered. 
12. Cameron Parish Resident: “I think that we should work on coastal erosion before we do 

anything else.” 
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13. Cameron Parish Resident: Suggests that rocks in the Gulf and the pumping in of sand be 
considered.  Believes that it is working in Holly Beach and that it would work in other areas. 

14. Louisiana Resident: Suggests that people take claim to what they know is theirs and that they 
clean up the mess and not wait for the government to do it for them. 

15. Former Cameron Parish Resident: Suggests that a rock barrier be built 1 to 1.5 miles from the 
coast and staggered to prevent tunneling by high seas.  This would potentially block storm surge 
and provide for fishing grounds.   

16. Vermilion Parish Resident: Concerned for families south of the Intracoastal Waterway.  
Believes that it would be better for a levee to be built South of Highway 82. 

17. Unknown: Believes that by repairing the Coast, the coastal water temperature may be 
lowered.  Suggests that this lower temperature water could be used to cool surface water through 
windmill technology. 

18. Cameron Parish Resident: Concerned with what will become of their property since it is 
located along Trosclair Road. 

19. Unknown: Concerned due to lack of consideration for sea level rise within the Plan. 
20. New Orleans Resident: Consider the following projects for inclusion in the Plan: 1. 

Construction of free flowing spillways from the River to the Marsh along the entire west bank of 
the River in Plaquemines Parish (appropriate size to accommodate tidal surge and to drain water 
while being lined with levees constructed of dredge material and back levees) 2. Enhancement of 
CWPPRA projects for the barrier islands by increasing height, utilizing rock armoring for erosion 
prevention, and restricting the number of access channels 3. Reconstruction of the east bank river 
levee from Bohemia to Baptiste Collette Pass to serve as storm surge protection for the Breton 
Sound while canceling the CWPPRA project for a river diversion south of Ostrica so that finds 
may be used to rebuild this levee.   

21. Unknown: “Because of the increased velocity of the River above the diversions, what erosive 
effects and undercutting of the River bank will be realized?” 

22. Unknown: Suggests that “flows” within the plan be changed to “velocities”. 
23. Unknown: Excited about the Plan, especially with the use of sediment from the Mississippi 

River in South Louisiana. “Complete reversals to the past before there were levees also need 
review….Past River dynamics also created undercutting of peak meander points on the river with 
oxbow lakes eventually being formed.  The Master Plan may bring this unwanted river dynamic 
along with the diversions and the intent to bring the River to past conditions must be tempered 
with some variables held constant to values close to present values. One variable is river height 
associated with a flow.  If the River height is allowed to drop too much than the river velocities 
above Donaldsonville will increase and follow past conditions with this unwanted river dynamic 
(undercutting of peak meander points) coming to pass.” 

24. Cameron Parish Resident: Asks that rock reefs be used and that the picket fences, such as 
those at Johnson Bayou, be used. 

25. Cameron Parish Resident: “Rerouting rivers and playing God is a dangerous game. Raising 
Highway 82/27 will result in huge losses in usable land due to setback buffer zones on the 
landward side north of the road.” Also states that “levees adversely affect natural drainage and 
worsen flood conditions, resulting in the need for pumping stations, maintenance budgets, and 
higher taxes….The only option viable to all of Coastal Louisiana is the offshore breakwater 
rocks, nothing more.” 

26. Cameron Parish Resident:  “Almost every structure (church, school, business, and residence) 
along Highway 82/27 is well within 150 feet of the road, which makes additional 
easement/setback/buffer zones impossible without dislocating all assets including historic Live 
Oak tee forests.  Relocation is not an option.” Also states that “expanding the authority for 
expropriation, eminent domain, quick take, land grabs and all other tools of this nature 
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undermines individual property land rights….Rerouting the Atchafalaya River Basin to the 
Mermentau Basin will negatively impact flooding in Little Chenier and East Creole. Leveeing the 
Intracoastal Canal/ICWW will negatively impact flooding in Grand Lake, Sweet Lake, and 
Hackberry.  Rerouting the Mississippi River to Houma is an extreme undertaking, not 
recommended to attempt to play God and hijack nature.” 

27. Jarreau Resident: “Diversion of Mississippi and Atchafalaya water to the marshes is a good 
thing and it will resume the process of building Delta which was interrupted by levees to protect 
developments.  But the building of more and higher levees to protect coastal developments is 
improbable to succeed… To protect against this would require extensive compartmentalizing of 
the levee system similar to principles used in shipbuilding.  While this is doable, it seems highly 
impractical and not cost effective…What I miss in your plan as well as in Louisiana Speaks 
campaign is a formal consideration of the obvious option to deliberately retreat from the coast to 
the extent possible and to rebuild on higher ground further inland…To create the infrastructure 
for such a development would be a better investment into the future of Louisiana than spending 
megabucks for a system of defense against nature that will at best have marginal chances for 
success.” 

28. Calcasieu Parish Resident: Against any levee other than one in the Gulf.  Suggests only 
raising Highway 82/27 1 foot to assist with evacuation. 

29. Calcasieu Parish Resident: Believes that there should be a focus on coastal erosion and that 
highway improvement should be considered later.  Believes that the rivers, bayous, and canals 
should be left alone. 

30. Abbeville Resident: Include the Bayou Tigre Watershed project, the Hebert Canal Watershed 
project for protection from the Vermilion River, and storm buffering systems 
(oilfield/navigational canals that run parallel to the coast with elevated banks to mimic the lost 
ridges- use of present footprints eliminates loss of additional wetlands). 

31. South Louisiana Resident: Believes that we should recycle mud to form levees and land 
instead of digging additional channels.  We should also use windmills for a source of power. 

32. Chemical Corporation located in South Louisiana: Concerned with the feasibility and 
potential cost of the State’s Plan.  Believes that the United States Army Corps. Of Engineers 
alternative approach should be used given the limited state and federal resources. (USACE 
approach includes the installation of two gates on the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, one to the east 
of Pump Station 15 and one to the south of the mouth of Bayou Bienvenue connected by a 
floodwall.  De-authorization of the MRGO would further improve protection also.) 

33. Cameron Parish Resident: “The raising of Highway 82 would expropriate the property and 
displace the citizens that this project was intended to protect…. An alternative approach would be 
to utilize the existing infrastructure located on the south side of the Cheniers. You could also start 
on the East end of Pecan Island and continue on to the West end of Johnson Bayou.  You could 
achieve the same purpose by raising the existing canal levees, continue on through Rockefeller 
Refuge again raising the existing canal levees, raise the North bank of Hog Bayou South of Grand 
Chenier, put in a locks system at the Mermentau River cut entrance at the Gulf, raise the levee on 
the North side of the Mermentau River South of Oak Grove and open the original entrance of the 
Mermentau River to its original state and continue on using the existing infrastructure to the 
Texas border.” 

34. Calcasieu Resident: The following projects should be considered: 1. “Repair and reinforce the 
levee on the South end and the East side of Big Lake.  This is a levee that is already there, 
permitted and ready to be repaired. This levee is essential to cut down on the amount of water that 
comes into Calcasieu Parish.” 2. Build reefs off of the coast to protect the only usable beach in 
the State of Louisiana. These reefs would have to be built out of rock to be substantial enough to 
withstand the waves year round.” 3. “Be careful of building a levee down Intracoastal Canal as it 



 
 
 
 
 

 

Appendix C 

  

 
7 

 

may cause Calcasieu Parish more problems of flooding.” 4. “Locks built across the Cameron end 
of Calcasieu River would cause serious flooding in Calcasieu Parish during storms.” 

35. Cameron Parish School Board President: Concerned with the elevation of Highway 82 due to 
the impact on 7 school facilities. 

36. American Institute of Fisheries Research Biologist: Concerned with the proposal of a levee 
across the state through wetlands due to the fact that levees affect hydrology and marsh grass 
ecology.  Also states that “I believe that the proposed leveeing of most of the coast will seriously 
harm Louisiana’s commercial and sport saltwater fisheries.  Most of our important commercial 
and sport saltwater species spawn in the Gulf of Mexico, but their very young larvae migrate into 
the coastal marsh where they remain for a few months or years, grow rapidly, and then migrate 
back to the Gulf… These levees and other water control structures seriously interfere with 
organism movements. Consequently, they also seriously interfere with fisheries production.”   
Further reports that there may be more sediment available for land building in the Mississippi 
River now than there were in 1800’s when the Mississippi River formed six delta lobes. 

37. Cameron Parish Office of Planning and Development: Opposes the Integrated Ecosystem 
Restoration and Hurricane Protection Comprehensive Master Plan. The following are the reasons 
submitted: 1. “…surprised that you go forward to memorialize these discussions, there has not 
been true evidence given as to the placement implications and the objectives of these levees 
whether or not they be placed along the coast or along the inland waterway of the Intracoastal.” 2. 
“If in fact your objective is coastal protection, then inserting a levee system midway through the 
parish debases half of this community, especially since the parish has a strong socioeconomic and 
industrial base in the way of its fisheries, maritime, and petro-chemical sectors.” 3. “…our 
primary interest in protecting the coast is the continuation of the breakwaters and sand 
nourishment, that has proven so effective in protecting the coast of Cameron parish while at the 
same time allowing natural drainage to subside as naturally intended.” 4. “…unilaterally opposed 
to the placement of a levee system anywhere until sufficient hydrologic, geographic, and 
socioeconomic implications have been studied as well as a series of alternatives, given the basis 
of this development.” 5. “We are equally uncertain without the submission of direct impacts 
regarding needed acquisitions or expropriations regarding the raising of LA 82, LA 27, or other 
state or federal highways that could significantly result in displacement of the current citizenry.” 
6. “There has also been no evidence revealed in the litany of the public and private discussions 
establishing communication between other environmental and coastal protection groups and or 
programs that do not reflect the conflict in this drafted  master plan.” 7. “This initiative should 
also involve other agencies that are involved in coastal protection, maritime transportation, 
economic development, and other coastal barrier issues.” 8. “…Cameron Parish is now 
formulating and engaging its independent recovery initiative and is currently considering land 
use, transportation, housing and basic infrastructure in order to determine its collective future. We 
are astonished that this plan does not capture the gentrification efforts of lower Cameron, its 
development pressures experienced in the northern part, and its resilience in the current efforts to 
protect both wetland and improved areas for both environmental and urban development for 
future development needs.”  

38. State Representative: “Vermilion Parish’s economy is being adversely impacted by saltwater 
intrusion…saltwater is coming in by circumventing the Leland Bowman Locks, north and west of 
the locks, pushing that saltwater into the Intracoastal Canal.  Another area being inundated with 
saltwater is the north prong…more than forty percent of the rice in Vermilion Parish could not 
even be planted because of the salinity level…On behalf of our rice, crawfish, and cattle farmers, 
I am requesting that at least $1 million from the $800 million surplus be set aside to rebuild the 
levee along the north prong- just a simple levee similar to the one that lasted for more than 70 
years.” 
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39. Metairie Resident: Requests that the following projects be included within the plan: 1. 
Shoreline stabilization along the west bank of the Rigolets as an urgent measure due to 
destabilization of the East Orleans landbridge resulting from breaching into Lake Catherine. 2. 
Restoration of the Chandeleur Islands because of their role in storm surge attenuation. 3. Orleans 
Parish CIAP project as a priority. 4. Planned protection and restoration of the Biloxi Marsh. 5. 
“Layered or staggered barrier arrangement” for 100 year protection.  This should include 
“strengthening of the CSX railroad levee with wetland restoration to the south and engineered 
oyster reefs in Lake Borgne”. 

40. Buras Business: Not in favor of 18 foot levees.  In favor of unobstructed flow of the 
Mississippi river and its tributaries.  Believes that man trying to control the river led to the current 
problems we are facing with coastal erosion and loss of estuaries.  Suggests that money should 
not be spent on levees, but instead on non-obstructed spillways and development of a new deep 
water outlet in order to save money for the Corps. Of Engineers by omitting dredging at the heads 
of passes. 

41. Belle Chasse Resident: “I would like to see the Myrtle Grove to St. Jude levees put into the 
plan for 100 year flood protection.  This would allow for the protection of Highway 23 access to 
the rest of the parish for evacuation routing, oil and gas, and fishing industry access.  I appreciate 
the fact that you have included 100 year protection down as far as Myrtle Grove, a small distance 
further would tie in the system…We need to advance the coast and restore a vital ecosystem for 
humans as well as all other living creatures.” 

42. Buras Resident: Concerned with the Plan’s limitations in regards to levees in Plaquemines 
Parish below Myrtle Grove and Phoenix and also with the planned diversions in this parish. 
Pipeline sediment transport should be used for many different coastal restoration sites and not just 
Myrtle Grove and West Point a la Hache. 

43. Unknown: Not interested in any further studies to determine what it takes to save Louisiana 
Coast. 

44. Grand Lake Resident: “…it is most important to expedite the raising of highways along the 
southern most East-West direction (Highway 82).  Highway 27 is a North-South route and should 
be done after the raising of Highway 82….Highway 82 will provide immediate protection to 
lower Cameron Parish.  Who will maintain/operate the water control devices on these 
roads/levees? Will these operators leave when a storm threatens or hits? How soon will the 
floodgate be opened after a storm, will we even have the means to open them with no 
electricity?” 

45. Sulphur Resident: Recommends that the following be added to the Plan: 1.Use diversion 
canals along Highway 23 in lower Plaquemines at Grand Bayou from Highway 23 to Empire, 
Buras, and Homeplace to Bay Chicot. 2. Rebuild area of Calcasieu Lake from 9 mile cut to the 
old washout. 

46. South Lafourche Levee District: Asks that “the report states that because of the economic 
importance of the LA 1 corridor that a higher level of protection is justified for the Larose to 
Golden Meadow Hurricane Protection project. 

47. Baton Rouge Resident: Suggest that the State make arrangements with demolition companies 
to receive concrete debris for a “sea wall” to be constructed 20 miles from the coast of Louisiana.  
This sea wall should contain navigational beacons and navigational passes where necessary, 
which may require floodgates in the future.  This sea wall would assist with storm surge 
attenuation and would cease coastal erosion. It would also reduce insurance premiums and costs 
of recovery after storms.   

48. Lafourche Basin Levee District Representative: The GIWW alignment should be written back 
into the plan as it was originally.  It is believed that this alignment provides multiple levels of 
hurricane protection including evacuation routes and residential homes. 
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49. The Town of Golden Meadow: In support of the Larose to Golden Meadow Hurricane 
protection project (Leon Theriot floodgate conversion to a lock) due to the future success of Port 
Fourchon and the protection of LA 1. 

50. Terrebonne Parish Consolidated Government: Requests that a portion of the money 
designated for beneficial use of dredge material projects be used “in conjunction with scheduled 
maintenance of the Houma Navigation Canal.” 

51. Lake Charles Resident: Would like to ask why there is not a plan to repair the Big Lake levee 
that was damaged during the hurricane since it played an important role in preserving Lake 
Charles. 

52. Grand Chenier Resident: Feels that the levee should be “built on the South side of Bayou Hog 
from the deep channel leading to the Gulf on the western end of Grand Chenier to the southern 
most levee on Rockefeller Refuge eastward towards Rollover Bayou in Vermilion Parish. There 
will still be outlets at the Mermentau River, Joseph’s Harbor, and Rollover Bayou. Also, 
floodgates could be installed at the various sites where smaller bayous enter the Gulf to allow 
quicker outages for the water after the fact.” 

53. Councilman from Jefferson Parish: “I am concerned that the report does not provide specific 
assurance that the proposed hurricane protection levee for the Barataria Basin and the West Bank 
includes 100 year level of protection for all of the currently developed areas of Jefferson Parish, 
particularly Lafitte and Barataria.” Requests that the language be changed to include “The project 
would provide a 100 year level of protection to Lafourche Parish and the communities in the 
central Barataria Basin, including Lafitte and Barataria”. 

54. Cameron Parish Resident: “As a resident of lower Cameron Parish, I am appalled at your plan 
to save Louisiana. Why don’t you stamp “Pawn for the North” on our foreheads and drown us in 
the Gulf.” Suggests that it is necessary to build rock levees in the Gulf and on the beaches. 

55. Southeast Louisiana Flood Control Authority East Individual: Suggests that there not be a 
specific list of projects that are made law and that a law should not be passed that states the 
CPRA must use outside peer review.  Believes that it is essential that the CPRA have the ability 
to adjust the Plan as necessary. 

56. Houma Resident: Believes that pipeline conveyance of sediment should be used to deliver 
sediment from St. Mary Parish to Terrebonne Parish and to the Barataria Terrebonne Basins. 
Suggests medium diversions starting with Bayou Lafourche at Donaldsonville. Focus on projects 
that do not affect fisheries and people in Terrebonne, Plaquemines, and Lafourche Parishes. 
Donaldsonville to the Gulf should follow the Highway 90 alignment. Do not need a category 5 
wall across Louisiana. Coastal restoration in needed in Vermilion, Cameron, Lafourche, 
Terrebonne, and Plaquemines Parishes. Should not use large diversions that may affect people 
when we can use medium and small diversions in combination with pipeline sediment. 
Plaquemines Parish should have the same protection that they had before Hurricane Katrina. 

57. Luling Resident: “There should be a moratorium on CUPs for residential development in 
wetlands. The West Bank and Vicinity Hurricane Levee Project may potentially harm St. Charles 
and Lafourche Parishes. Would like the permitting of the neighborhood development called 
Willowridge Estates halted due to its impact on the surrounding areas and the wetlands in which 
it will be built. 

58. Unknown: Does not feel that a levee from Slidell to Morgan City will protect the 
environment and people. Feels that levees and floodgates will stop the flow of water into the 
marsh and would hinder development of fisheries. Would like to know what the “feasibility of 
placing two rows of rocks 20+ feet high with alternate openings every half to quarter mile to 
allow boat traffic at the barrier islands” would be. Believes that this area could be used instead of 
the Intracoastal and that the reef formed by the rocks could enhance the oyster production and 
make a suitable habitat for sea life. 
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59. Loranger Resident: “Put aside business and political interests and really listen to the facts to 
get a legitimate understanding of what is going on.” Decisions must be made on real science and 
regulations need to be put into place and enforced. 

60. Theriot Resident: The dead-end canals should be plugged and the spoil banks should be used 
to fill them. States that pipeline sediment should be used for the marshes. 

61. Hackberry Resident: There should be a 30 foot high rock break one mile off of the coast. One 
fourth of a mile north, levees should be jettyed to form pits.  A pipeline should be run from 
different points along the ship channels to pump sediment into these pits forming islands that are 
protected from erosion by the rocks. Believes that this would promote the regrowth of the 
coastline. 

62. Theriot Resident: Rebuilding marsh should be the first priority. Agrees with pipeline 
conveyance of sediment. 

63. New Orleans Resident: The area bound by I-10, the MRGO, the Rigolets, and the 
Chandeleurs should be classified as the highest priority for implementation because of its role in 
stopping storm surge though Lake Pontchatrain. 

64. Mayor from South Louisiana: “I would like to see more specific language in the report stating 
that the proposed hurricane protection levee for the Barataria Basin and the West Bank includes 
100 year level of protection for all of the currently developed areas of Lafitte.” Requests that the 
language be modified. He would like for it to say “The project would provide a 100 year level of 
protection to Lafourche Parish and the communities in the central Barataria Basin, including 
Lafitte.” 

65. Southeast Louisiana Flood Protection Authority: Endorses the framework of the Plan and 
urges that it is presented to the legislature with a process for outside peer review of the proposed 
projects. Also requests that the authority have the ability to improve the Plan after being passed 
through legislature. 

66. Company Located in Hammond, Louisiana: Recommends HESCO Concertainer Units. 
67. Raceland Resident: “…Congress appropriates money to repair and maintain thousands of 

miles of interstate highways, so too must congress appropriate monies for the extraction, 
transportation, and deposition- and return trip, and every few years thereafter- of sediment 
accruing behind those locks and dams for the restoration of the Mississippi River Delta. This is 
why I suggested to the CPRA at the 12-11-06 meeting in Houma, Louisiana, to inquire about 
getting law professor Jonathan Turley’s assistance who represented U.S. government employees 
employed, formerly, at the U.S. military base known as Area 51.” Proposes that a formula be 
created which allows for each state along the River to obtain a certain percentage of the sediment. 
The majority of the sediment should be allocated for the Mississippi River Delta. The Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway should be restored to its original width. Landowners’ land that was taken 
by the G.I.W.W. should be restored. Lakes through which the G.I.W.W. passes should be restored 
to their original state. Any highways and railways created from Venice to Cedar Groves, should 
occupy the footprint and rights-of-way as the Mississippi River levee and Highway 23. Resident 
is against the I-49 Corridor project. Believes that no new roadways should be built since many 
existing roadways are not maintained. Believes that ox-bows should be reintroduced into the 
Mississippi River and that the indigenous flora and fauna will be productive. Also believes that 
there should be some type of control structure at each diversion that captures the fauna and 
prohibits it from leaving the area. Proposes that laws be created which mandate that indigenous 
flora be planted in subdivisions or developments in “the country”. States that if a storm surge 
barrier is built similar to the Dutch design, that transportation lanes should not exist on top of it. 

68. Landowners Association: Upset that the Master Plan “loses focus on restoration, proposes 
unworkable, if not damaging, measures in the name of protection and restoration, omits 
consideration of features which are obviously critical to the restoration and protection process and 
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appears to erroneously focus on land use planning and expropriation of private property rights as 
a short term remedy to a long term problem. At best, the Draft Master Plan is a hastily concocted 
document that lacks any real substance. Clearly the State has put this document together in an 
effort to seize some control over what will ultimately be a federal planning process.” Believes 
that there are three critical features that have been omitted from the Plan. These are: A Third 
Delta Conveyance Channel, Old River Control Structure, and restoration of the Chandeleur 
Islands. Believes that the Old River Control Structure is a source of sediment to nourish the 
marshes and reduce chronic flooding. The Third Delta Conveyance Channel is required for the 
Old River Control Structure to move water. 

69. Plaquemines Parish Government:  Would like to see the language in the Plan changes so that 
it reflects the standards of the levees that are to be built. 

70. The League of Women Voters of New Orleans: Believes that the public should be informed 
of all proceedings regarding the projects proposed in the Plan. The public should be informed of 
failures and successes of projects along with any changes that are made to anything within the 
Plan. The public must be educated on the importance of each part of the Plan so that there is 
understanding of why projects are included and their importance to the Plan as a whole. 

71. Vermilion Parish Resident: Suggests a barrier reef in the Gulf as a first line measure of 
defense. 

72. Metairie Corporation: In agreement with complete closure of the MRGO, but believe that a 
restoration plan and protection plan must accompany this closure. One restoration feature that 
they would propose is armoring the bank lines of Bayou LaLoutre due to the excessive amount of 
boat traffic that will occur due to closure of the MRGO. In agreement with the Violet Diversion 
project, but believe that 5,000 cfs in not sufficient to “meet the overall goals of Planning Unit 1”. 
Proposes that the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources coordinate with the Army Corps. 
Of Engineers and stakeholders to assure that planning efforts are consistent. Requests that 
shoreline stabilization of Biloxi Marsh on the seaward side from Christmas Camp Lake southeast 
to the MRGO be added to the Plan. This requested because the Corporation feels that if this area 
is left out of the Plan that it will be very hard to ever receive funding for this area due to its 
unimportance and “low State priority”. In favor of the multiple lines of defense strategy and 
request that it begin “on the most seaward line of defense and work inland”. 

73. Louisiana Resident: Concerned that Mangrove Trees are not mentioned within the Plan. 
Recently educated on these trees through an article that he read. Believes that the use of these 
trees may help to preserve the coast of Louisiana by saving land from erosion and through storm 
surge attenuation. 

 
 
4.2 Transcripts/Notes of Public Hearings/Meetings and Copies of Written 
Public Comment  

 
The following documents are a compilation of copies of all  written public comments received along with 
the transcripts of the CPRA and CPRA-IPT public hearings and public meetings held during the months 
of February and March of 2007 regarding the February 6, 2007 Draft Master Plan.  
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Meeting Participants Affiliation  
George Arcement  USGS (LA Water Service Center)  
Len Bahr LA Gov. Office  
Conner Bailey Auburn Univ.  
G. Ronnie Best USGS (Everglades)  
Don Boesch Univ. of MD Center of Environmental Science  
Don Boyle PBS&J  
Dan Cavanaugh USGA (Reston, VA)  
Piers Chapman CREST  
Jerry Daigle USDA (Natural Resources Conservation Service)  
Charlie Demas USGS (LA Water Service Center)  
Chandra Dreher USGS (St. Pete, FL)  
Jamie Favorite LA Dept. Natural Resources (CRD)  
Joseph Fernando AZ State Univ.  
Gerry Galloway Univ. of MD, College Park SERT 
Peter Goodwin Univ. of ID  
Paul Kemp Audubon Society  
Barb Kleiss USACE-ERDC  
Shirley Laska University of New Orleans SERT 
Dawn Lavoie USGS  
Steve Light Adaptive Strategies  
Bob Marshall The Times Picayune  
Hassan Mashriqui  LA State Univ.  
Irv Mendelssohn LA State Univ. SERT 
Ehab Meselhe Univ. of LA at Lafayette SERT 
Alaina Owens CLEAR Office  
Jim Pahl LA Dept. Natural Resources (CRD)  
Carol Parsons LA Dept. Natural Resources (CRD)  
Barbara Poore USGS  
Jon Porthouse LA Dept. Natural Resources & Integrated Planning Team  
Rick Raynie LA Dept. Natural Resources (CRD)  
Denise Reed Univ. of New Orleans SERT 
Lawrence Rozas NOAA Fisheries Service SERT 
Juanita Russell  USACE (New Orleans) & Integrated Planning Team  
Fred Sklar South FL Water Management District SERT 
Greg Smith USGS (National Wetlands Research Center)  
Cindy Steyer USDA (Natural Resources Conservation Service)  
Greg Steyer USGS (National Wetlands Research Center)  
Chris Swarzenski USGS  
George Tanner Univ. of FL  
John Teal Woods Hole Oceanographic Inst. & Teal Partners  
Robert Twilley LA State Univ. SERT 
John Wells VA Institute of Marine Science  
Sally Yost USACE-ERDC  
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Additional Members of SERT (not in attendance at the March 14 meeting) 
Mead Allison Tulane SERT 
Rex Caffey LA State Univ. SERT 
Jim Coleman  LA State Univ. SERT 
Jim Cowan LA State Univ. SERT 
John Day LA State Univ. SERT 
Robert Dean Univ. of FL SERT 
Robert Gilbert Univ. of TX SERT 
Patrick Hesp  LA State Univ. SERT 
Rick Leuttich Univ. of NC SERT 
Doug Meffert Tulane SERT 
Gary Parker Univ. of IL SERT 
Ken Potter Univ. of WI SERT 
Nancy Rabalais  LUMCON SERT 
Jim Richardson LA State Univ. SERT 
Harry Roberts LA State Univ. SERT 
Kenny Rose LA State Univ. SERT 
Charles Simenstad Univ. of WA SERT 
Gene Turner LA State Univ. SERT 

 
Note: SERT members denoted in bold submitted an electronic review of the DMP 
 
 
The first half of the day was a joint meeting of the Science & Engineering Review Team (SERT) 
and the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA) Science Board 
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[Specific recommendations are denoted in italicized text] 
 

1) Draft Master Plan Presentation:  

a) Comments on DMP relative to PDMP: 
• Louisiana has a significant challenge to integrate restoration and protection. The efforts 

of the IPT are extremely impressive with regard to how the conceptual framework is 
being laid out and the policy for addressing multiple levels of stakeholders.  There have 
been substantial changes from the PDMP to the DMP, so it shows that the IPT has been 
willing to listen and incorporate change through the process.  SERT has seen that the IPT 
has taken our prior comments to heart. Under program management, it seems that the IPT 
paid close attention to the Boesch et al. New Framework report.  SERT encourages the 
IPT to continue an open dialogue with the continued development of the Master Plan.  

 
• After reviewing both the PDMP and the DMP, it appears that many of the major 

assumptions are the same in both drafts; however, the DMP has a softer edge because of 
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the use of words such as ‘maybe’ and ‘suggests’.  The most important difference is that 
the DMP really lays out the assumptions.  The DMP also mentions the need for a 
sediment inventory.  Everything about shoreline stabilization and ridge restoration is still 
in the plan; it’s just presented in a different tone. How the public perceives the use of 
terms such as ‘stabilization,’ which we continue to believe are inconsistent with the 
dynamic nature of the coast, is yet to be seen. The DMP is a huge improvement from the 
last version; at least the word ‘restoration’ is now in the title. SERT continues to 
challenge some of the assumptions in the DMP (see section 2 of this report). And we also 
encourage the IPT to continue a clear description of assumptions used to develop the 
vision for both restoration and protection.   

 
• There have been some changes from PDMP to DMP which we see as questionable. We 

are concerned that the locations of land building diversions (i.e., delta management plan) 
changed since the last draft. Even if we don’t have any additional information to refine 
the placement of the diversions, the second location ignores information that was used the 
first time around.  What exactly is the concept of water management?  Why have these 
features changed since the last draft?  

 
• We believe the public will want to know if projects will be constructed in the locations 

specified on the maps.  They know that these are projects the State would like to do if the 
funding comes through, but most may not be aware of the conceptual nature of many of 
the map features.  Also, the DMP (as written and presented) seems appropriate for 
congress, but the average person on the street won’t necessarily understand many aspects 
of it.  As discussed elsewhere, the IPT should continue to improve the communication 
value of the Master Plan in informing the public about the nature of trade offs involved in 
developing a vision for both protection and restoration.  

 
• The DMP needs to say explicitly that the models will be improved as the process 

continues, and that the group is actively learning and the process is continually 
improving.  

 
• Why does this version of the Master Plan use words such as ‘our’ and ‘we?’ 

b) Maps need clarification  
• One issue is associated with presentation is using maps as a representation of a vision 

rather than a specific plan.  Regardless of what it's called, maps are generally going to be 
taken literally by just about anyone except, possibly, those who created them.  Residents 
will look to see if they are inside or outside a levee...or above or below where the 
Mississippi River will be "visioned” for reconfiguration and they are making assumptions 
and taking action regarding that.  And, this is at a time when there is no clear articulation 
of exactly what the compensation will be for these folks, if any, and where it will come 
from.  The scientific as well the community at large will see these very large scale shifts 
(e.g., the diversion of the modern delta) change location between one plan and another 
and will, therefore, not only then see that as a real location but they will also not 
understand WHY it shifted...a dangerous combination in terms of community trust 
(again, because, like it or not, maps are interpreted as real plans).  
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• The DMP maps are the source of several issues because of the many possible 

interpretations.  There is nothing in the legend to define the dotted lines around Houma.  
The word ‘representative’ in the legend should be changed to ‘option;’ however, some 
members of the group feel that the word ‘option’ isn’t strong enough. People see a line 
and think it’s written in stone exactly where it’s drawn on the map, and then they get 
anxious. It is important to use terms that convey the vision concept throughout the 
document, especially in relation to the maps.  

 
• Somehow, it should be conveyed to readers that even ‘proposed’ projects may not be 

built. For example, after more evaluation, some projects may be found unnecessary or 
too damaging to the environment to be constructed. 

 
• We support the outcome the IPT is seeking, and there are many ways to get there.  The 

problem with the maps in the DMP is that the way they are presented many of the 
features appear detrimental to the environment. The IPT could consider keeping the lines 
(designating levees) on the maps, and have a note in the legend stating that ‘lines 
indicated in color X are potentially very damaging to the environment.’  

 
• Point out that items of one color represent currently existing features and items of 

another color are proposed.  Also give the option to read more information about each 
project by including a project list with a brief description.  

c) Lists of projects in tables need clarification  
• Providing the list of projects sets up an expectation that these are the final project plans, 

set in stone.  Either remove the project table or add a title that says ‘the following are 
example projects indicated on the map.’ Make sure people know that the projects are not 
listed by priority.  Tables should be grouped by project type (all diversions together, 
distinguished by brown arrow icon; shoreline stabilization, distinguished by red line 
icon, etc.).  

 
• The DMP (page 72) describes the next step for each of the projects, and they are different 

for each project.  Some projects are ready to go to planning, some to engineering design, 
etc.   It would be helpful to come up with a symbol to represent projects based on status, 
and put a ‘status’ symbol next to each project in the table.  That way, people can quickly 
get an idea of how far along each project is, whether it’s in need of planning or if it’s 
ready for construction. Group projects by type but also have icons to represent status. The 
State cannot expect the public to participate if they don’t understand what is being 
presented to them.  

2) Science and Engineering Principles of the Master Plan: 

a) Protection Principles: Stronger emphasis on nonstructural protection  
• SERT strongly recommends that IPT place more emphasis on non-structural protection 

(e.g., providing financial incentives/compensation to encourage sustainable architecture 
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and urban/rural development).  This should be greater emphasized in addition to the 
structural measures.  In addition, as we describe how communities can manage 
remaining flooding risk, SERT recommends that IPT should add "clustering" of 
developments (e.g., residential, commercial) in communities to less flood-prone areas 
and near basic support infrastructure as well as infrastructure for evacuation.  
Evacuation routes are clearly mentioned in this report but those routes, linked to other 
infrastructure in more sustainable areas, should be more clearly articulated as a basic 
premise of any community plan. 

 
• In the annual plan, the term ‘non structural’ is only used twice, and the option of 

elevating buildings is only brought up a few times.  With regard to the science concern of 
‘hardening the coast’ – we still need to provide an option for viable flood protection; non 
structural protection is what we should focus on.  It should be stressed in great detail as 
being a viable hurricane / flood protection option.  

 
• On p 53 of the DMP, the IPT starts to mention the human dimension; IPT needs to 

combine both restoration and protection with strong emphasis on how community 
resilience needs to be described.  The SERT would feel more comfortable if these were 
integrated; use the Barataria alignment as an example of why an honest discussion of 
tradeoffs is necessary.  

 
• What if the State laid down principles stating that any armoring of the coast would only 

be allowed on the edge of natural ridges?  Let people know in advance that it may not be 
possible to provide hurricane protection outside of the natural ridges.  If the State doesn’t 
stick to certain principles, then we have no consistent pattern in integrating protection and 
restoration along the coast.  Is there a new principle that defines “we did not want flood 
protection works right up next to development,” as this seems to be a justification for the 
Barataria alignment?  In some ways it makes sense – the idea of storage basins between 
levees and areas being protected.  But does this statement represent the level of a 
principle and if it does, then how will it impact alignments on the east bank of New 
Orleans. 

 
• In response to items on page 33 of the DMP, stating that ‘in order to reduce damage, we 

need to…) can we actually do any of those things? 

b) Concept of leaky levees: 
• The concept of the ‘leaky levee’ has been questioned by the LCA Science Board, the 

SERT, and several others in the academic community (eg. letter to Governor).  Each of 
these groups has questioned whether it is actually possible to engineer leaky levees; there 
is a great level of skepticism that such structural features will have no consequences to 
the natural processes of hydrologic basins.  We shouldn’t limit ourselves to currently 
existing alignments just because we think it will be more cost effective.  Even though the 
Barataria alignment is shorter and cheaper, the levees may be more likely to fail because 
they would be built across the wetlands (soft, unstable sediment).  Wouldn’t levees be 
more likely to provide protection if they were built on high, dry, stable ground such as the 
natural ridges of distributaries?  For example, in reference to the infinite number of oil 
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and gas pipeline canals, how could levees possibly be constructed across such a 
mutilated landscape, and how can you block access by the oil and gas industry by 
constructing such levees?    

 
• The IPT is jeopardizing the entire plan by proposing such ecologically unsound projects 

across extensive areas of coastal wetlands.  Even people in Washington DC will question 
the concept of constructing levees across wetland basins and they will question the 
negative effects that these would have on the wetlands.  We have decades of study that 
show how altered hydrology negatively affects wetlands. We’re not sure what the 
implications are for everything, but we do know that levees across hydrologic basins can 
have severe consequences and marsh management is not a sustainable solution for the 
coast.  

 

c) Water Management within Hydrologic Basins 
• If the levee itself goes on top of existing hydrologic barriers (e.g., at least 3-4 ft high) it 

will not alter tidal/cold front processes.  Floodgates would need to be designed at the 
waterways to ensure they too don’t alter tidal exchange.  These are both possible – and if 
they could be done to provide protection they might have little negative impact.  The 
problem is that the plan calls for the areas behind the levees to be managed – this is what 
really concerns SERT.  If the levee floodgate structures do not alter tidal exchange, how 
will they impact the marshes? Less hurricane sediment is an impact, but diversions 
(process restoration not management) could ameliorate that. In response to the idea that 
‘water management areas would be managed as little as possible,’ the text is 
unconvincing.  

 
• Water management areas should not be placed over the natural system; it is 

recommended by SERT that the State remove these altogether. SERT suggests that the 
levee across Barataria combined with water management zones will spark environmental 
litigation, and there will be strong conflict between the scientific and engineering 
communities over this single issue.   

d) Sediment supply, inventory, and options 
• Previous engineering projects along the Mississippi River have already cut off sediment 

supply to hydrological basins along the coast. There is still some level of sediment supply 
from the Gulf during hurricanes and cold fronts.  If the State constructs a large levee, 
horizontal to the coast, then wetlands in these hydrologic basins could loose their last 
source of sediment. 

 
• Has the IPT looked operationally at the combined management of the rivers of the 

Mississippi Basin and the combined potential for transporting sediment down the 
Mississippi River?  The entire discussion and the concept of river sediment is void if we 
continue to let the sediment pour into the Gulf of Mexico.  Unless the Master Plan 
commits to a large delta management project, then discussions regarding river sediment 
sources are of little value.  
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e) Need to be more explicit in addressing climate change: 
• SERT was pleased to see the efforts to include climate change explicitly in the discussion 

of the challenges to restore and protect the Louisiana coast.  Two major unknowns are 
described - future sea level rise and future frequency / intensity of storms.  SERT 
encourages the IPT to ensure that the Master Plan includes a serious discussion as to 
how these could play into the restoration and protection alternatives proposed by both 
the CPRA and the LACPR.  

 
• What are the planned upgrades to account for climate change given a 100 year plan?  

Where did the decision to use a 0.2% return frequency come from? There is a 
fundamental problem with using the concept of 100 yr or 500 yr event; it is not possible 
to provide everything for everybody.  There is also an issue of national policy: dialog has 
already begun at the national level regarding appropriate levels of protection.   

 

f) Stabilization vs. Restoration 
• There is still an issue associated with the degree that both restoration and protection 

would be compromised by the over-engineered approaches represented in the plan.  It 
should be represented as more than just a disagreement about where the footprint of the 
engineered solution is located…whether solid or dashed lines.  It still appears that the 
IPT’s ‘sustainable landscape’ is from the perspective of a STABILIZED landscape, not 
one of naturally dynamic landscape processes. 

g) Marsh Creation vs. Restoration 
• There was discussion regarding why barrier island projects are called barrier island 

‘restoration’ and marsh projects are called marsh ‘creation.’  Both should be called 
restoration or rehabilitation.  It doesn’t make sense to refer to these as being different.  
When you use the word ‘creation,’ it creates a perception that there were no wetlands 
there before, but when you use the word ‘restoration,’ it creates a perception that there 
were wetlands there before (which is more appropriate).  Also, the PDMP and DMP point 
out that marsh creation areas need to be maintained over time with sediment additions, 
but there is no reference to this same maintenance that would be needed for restored 
barrier islands.  Be consistent- either say they both need to be maintained, or don’t say 
anything about maintenance.  

 
• Isn’t the problem, at least with barrier islands, that ‘restoration’ implies that natural 

processes will be restored or allowed to sustain or alter these features, but barrier islands 
are both dynamic and degrading features?  You can’t restore something that’s at the end 
of its ‘lifespan.’  It’s either enhancement/rehabilitation or creation. 

h) Wetland Wastewater Treatment Projects 
• Another issue concerns enhancement of wetland/cypress tupelo systems to explore 

greater use of coastal habitat for water treatment, which would save money on treatment 
while enhancing wetland productivity.  The Bayou Bienvenue project in CIAP is a great 
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example of this and serves as an opportunity for Louisiana to catch up with parts of the 
country that have much wider use and enhancement of wetlands for this purpose. 

 

3) Plan Implementation 

a) Scale and nature of projects in the Delta Management Plan:  
• SERT is concerned that the plan is still focusing on ‘urgent early action’ – we need to 

ensure that some of the larger, bolder projects are indeed moving along into planning.  
 

• Focus more on natural processes and less on mechanical processes for coastal 
restoration.  There is concern over the level and location of marsh creation in the PDMP, 
and there is concern over the cost to sustain wetlands based on their location (i.e., 
around Bayou Lafourche).  Think big; do not focus on small-scale projects (eliminate or 
limit shoreline stabilization projects altogether) 

b) Decision making, sequencing priorities, and precise documentation:  
• The implementation plan is sketchy. There is a need to renegotiate the CWPPRA 

Conservation plan.  The IPT needs a more comprehensive approach to developing an 
annual plan.   

 
• We need to be upfront with the public about what we know now – this kind of approach 

(i.e., telling the public that we will analyze projects that we truly feel to be unacceptable / 
unviable options) only perpetuates the notion that we don’t know enough.  We do know 
enough to say that some things should be OFF the table, and some things should be 
considered for high priority. 

 
• Interesting that (certain) comments place the IPT as the group making recommendations 

and having ownership of the Plan. The IPT (assembled agency staff, no matter how good 
they are individually) is not the right group for this.  How does the IPT plan to have the 
coastal assessment group involved in program management?  The thinking should go on 
within the coastal assessment group; where do the thinking and ideas come from with 
regard to the Master Plan?  The IPT needs to establish governance so that the scientific 
input is from the scientific community.  The scientific community can advise the IPT on 
how to change the vision along the way - it’s ok to change the vision.  There is no doubt 
that it will be changed and revised many times over the next 100 years.  We should not 
view it as being fixed.  Make clear the process by which planning is done and decisions 
are made.  It appears at times that the IPT has basically said, “these are all the things we 
can throw at the LA coast to stabilize it,” without any process to critically (scientifically, 
engineering, and socially) examine and compare trade-offs.  However, SERT appreciates 
the difficulty that the IPT is facing in trying to meet the public’s expectation.   

 
• While we can’t slow down the process of getting the report out, it is time to begin 

fleshing out the tough details. It is a question of implementing the Plan as a process of 
assessing the consequence of ‘alternative futures,’ rather than implementing a structural 
solution?  SERT extends words of praise for the efforts of the IPT.  Even though there are 
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good people in the offices now, the legacy will drop once they’re gone.  The IPT should 
closely document the process that they’ve followed so far.  They should have an advisory 
committee (including social scientists), and also smaller subgroups that are tasked with 
working on the sticky issues.  

 

c) Public education/outreach: 
• With regard to removing or limiting shoreline stabilization - we need a document that can 

educate the public so that a plan can be created that will meet their expectation.  We, as 
the science and engineer community, need to tell them, “this is what the coast needs.”  
Right now, the public thinks shoreline stabilization is the answer to wetland restoration.  
This misconception needs to be corrected, so that the public has a better understanding 
of the processes at hand. With regard to restoration, the state needs to plan on the 
offensive, not defensive.  

 

d) Lack of Coordination between the State of Louisiana (CPRA) and the US 
Army Corps of Engineers (LaCPR): 

• SERT would like to see a single vision/strategy for restoration and protection that the 
state and federal government shared.  There could be alternative tools/methods/projects 
offered that would be assessed to achieve the goals of this unified vision. We must have 
compromise on principles and objectives between the state and USACOE; we must have 
one plan moving forward with two entities (state and federal) pushing it.  

 
• SERT is concerned that the nation and congress will view a large disjoint between the 

state and federal plan. Leadership needs to be taken by either CPRA or LACPR to initiate 
a collocation effort.  This effort would also need to include the CWPPRA, CIAP, and 
LCA.  Each of these groups needs to be represented in a collocated team. It is difficult to 
grasp the structure and connectivity of all of the state and federal restoration groups and 
efforts.  

 

e) Need more consideration of adaptive management:  
• IPT should consider describing an example/scenario that illustrates the logical, 

scientific/engineering sequence (priority, in one sense) that would have to be pursued to 
implement an adaptive management approach to testing one option.   

 
• Navigation does not appear to be considered in the planning process of developing the 

State Master Plan.  This could be a problem if they are not brought to the table early in 
the planning process.  

 
• SERT would like to see a single vision/strategy for restoration and protection that the 

state and federal government shared, but that there could be alternative 
tools/methods/projects offered that would be assessed to achieve the goals of this unified 
vision. 
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Preliminary Report by the Science Board 

On  
Louisiana’s Comprehensive Master Plan for a Sustainable Coast 

February 2007 Draft 
March 29, 2007 

 
At its December 13-14, 2006, meeting the Science Board discussed the Preliminary Draft 
of the State’s Comprehensive Master Plan and offered comments in a January 5, 2007 
report to the LCA Program Management Team.  In early February, the Integrated 
Planning Team (IPT) of the Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) 
released a substantial revision in the form of a Draft Report entitled Integrated Ecosystem 
Restoration and Hurricane Protection:  Louisiana’s Comprehensive Master Plan for a 
Sustainable Coast.  The Science Board’s January 5th report was included among public 
comments in Appendix C of the Draft Plan.   
 
The IPT is in the process of preparing the Final Plan for consideration by the Louisiana 
Legislature in April 2007.  To provide the opportunity for discussion of the Draft Plan 
and recommendations for completing the Final Plan, a joint meeting of the Science Board 
and CPRA’s Science and Engineering Review Team (SERT) was held on March 14, 
2007.  This preliminary report of the LCA Science Board is being made available in 
advance of its complete meeting report in order to provide timely input to the IPT for 
preparation of its Final Report.   
 

General Comments 
 
The Science Board was very impressed with the careful consideration given by the IPT 
regarding the Board’s comments on the Preliminary Draft Plan.  It is clear that the 
February 2007 Draft Plan incorporated many of the suggestions made by the Science 
Board.  Specifically, the IPT: 

• gave considerable thought to the vision, process and appropriate level of detail as 
it developed the Draft Plan; 

• provided an appropriate level of frankness and clarity in their answers during IPT 
member Jon Porthouse’s discussion with the Science Board and SERT; 

• showed considerable diplomacy in dealing with multiple stakeholders; and 

• most importantly, demonstrated significant willingness to consider input from 
stakeholders and technical reviewers, alike. 

 

Science Board of the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA) 
Ecosystem Restoration Program 
CERM Building, University of New Orleans 
2000 Lakeshore Drive, New Orleans, LA 70148 
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With the significant challenges imposed by the continued and potentially increasing 
threat of severe tropical storms, sea-level rise and continued loss of coastal wetlands, 
there is an urgent need to address coastal restoration and hurricane protection through a 
unified and integrated strategic plan that is “offensive” in actively increasing 
environmental sustainability and public safety rather than being just “defensive.”  
Because of the significance of the Louisiana Coastal Area as a natural and economic 
resource both to the State and the Nation, it is critical that there be a unified vision and 
direction that guides not only the State’s efforts but also Federal activities through the 
Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration (LaCPR) Plan.  Nevertheless, the Science 
Board recognizes that these plans cannot and should not specifically detail all of the 
measures to be undertaken but rather present guiding principles and technical bases; a 
clear, compelling and feasible vision; and a coherent framework for project integration.  
The Plan must also require that new information, improved models, technological 
innovation and rigorous review processes are used in updating and implementing the 
Plan. 
 

Responsiveness to Prior Science Board Comments 
 
The Draft Plan is a dramatic improvement over the Preliminary Draft Plan and the 
Science Board acknowledges the earnest efforts to directly respond to its prior comments 
and those of the SERT.  Specifically, the Draft Plan addresses the Board’s key comments 
in the following ways: 
 

1. Recognition of the central importance of a sustainable coastal landscape.  The 
Preliminary Draft Plan was entitled Comprehensive Coastal Protection Master 
Plan and presented only cursory treatment of coastal restoration in contrast to its 
primary focus on hurricane protection.  The present Draft Plan not only adds 
“ecosystem restoration” and “sustainable coast” to the title, but provides 
substantive consideration to the essential requirement to achieve a sustainable, if 
dynamic, coastal landscape, not only for fisheries and wildlife habitat, but also for 
hurricane protection, energy infrastructure, commerce, water quality, and culture.  
Restoring sustainability of the Mississippi River Delta, the Atchafalaya Delta, and 
the Chenier Plain is treated first, providing the context for hurricane protection.  
In the Preliminary Draft, coastal restoration was considered rather briefly after 
hurricane protection.  We recognize that the greater emphasis on coastal 
restoration as a fundamental element may well draw criticism given the public’s 
desire to be protected first and foremost.   

 
2. Greater consideration of community adaptation.  The Draft Plan is much more 

frank and direct in indicating that enhanced hurricane protection is not feasible for 
some communities and that other approaches are required to minimize risks.  The 
Draft Plan specifically identifies the need for smart growth within the hurricane 
protection system, as well as the need to integrate the plan with flood insurance, 
elevating and retrofitting structures, strengthening building codes, improving 
hazard mitigation plans and evacuation routes, and compartmentalizing protection 
systems to avoid catastrophic failure.  The Draft Plan also recognizes the need for 
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improving land use planning, zoning and permitting and for streamlined processes 
to acquire land rights.  There is obviously more work to be done within this 
outline and the Science Board again stresses that the State should not just leave 
these responsibilities to local jurisdictions.   

 
3. More forthright facing of tradeoffs and technical challenges.  The Draft Plan 

is much improved in its efforts to make citizens and others aware that changes are 
unavoidable and that there will be significant tradeoffs, choices and imperatives 
ahead.  These include where people can live, the level of protection that is 
reasonable, and the dramatic changes in fisheries and other uses as the land 
building power of the rivers is unleashed. 

 
4. More explicit incorporation of climate change.  The Science Board commends 

the IPT for its brief, but head-on, look at the potential consequences of global 
climate change on coastal restoration and protection.  Specifically considering the 
findings of the new Fourth Assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change will not only help in the development of robust plans but will assure the 
national scientific community and policy makers that these complications are 
recognized as being very real and are not being ignored.   

 
The Science Board also notes, however, that several issues that it we raised earlier remain 
to be sufficiently addressed.  These include reconciliation between the State 
Comprehensive Master Plan and the LaCPR plan; improving outreach to the regional 
scientific community, national environmental organizations, and maritime transportation 
and energy interests; and looking forward at how threatened and endangered species 
considerations will be dealt with in plan implementation.  Pprioritization and sequencing 
also remain very much a work in progress, with the Fiscal Year 2008 Annual Plan falling 
well short of accomplishing those objectives.   
 
In the following sections, we briefly elaborate on four additional issues that we 
recommend for further consideration in the completion of the Final Comprehensive 
Master Plan.   
 

Levees Encompassing Wetlands 
 
The Science Board recognizes the efforts of the IPT to address the issues raised in the 
Board’s report from the Board’s December 2007 discussion of levees intended to enclose 
still functioning tidal wetlands, the so called “leaky levees.”  This is addressed under the 
discussion of Other Technical Challenges on pages 31-33 and the Barataria Basin and 
West Bank levee alignment on pages 58-59.  While acknowledging that scientific 
uncertainties and technical challenges are yet to be addressed, the Draft Plan nonetheless 
includes “representative alignments” of such levees in the map on page 60.  Such levees 
have become the most controversial element of the Draft Plan among a substantial 
number of scientific experts (as evidenced by not only in the comments of the Science 
Board and SERT, but also in the recent letter from a group of scientists to the Governor 
and Chief of Engineers) and environmental advocates.   
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The Science Board recommends a precautionary approach, wherein the burden of proof is 
on those advocating such a potentially risky scheme to demonstrate that it is unlikely to 
have negative impacts on the sustainability of wetlands and productivity of their 
resources, rather than on those who have raised reasoned concerns about such negative 
impacts.  Our experience in discovering many unintended negative consequences of 
wetland impoundments suggests that this would be prudent.  This means, for example, 
that the assertion that “the West Bank will face an unacceptable level of vulnerability to 
storm surge” without the Barataria Basin levee (page 59) must be supported by a more 
thorough examination of alternatives before accepting that a cross-basin levee is the only 
solution. 
 
The Science Board is also concerned about the description of areas presently impounded 
or proposed for some level of impoundment as Water Management Areas as it suggests 
“marsh management” though water-level control.  It is ironic that  such Water 
Management Areas are being proposed for coastal Louisiana at the same time that we are 
attempting to restore the Everglades by decompartmentalization of its Water 
Conservation Areas.  It must be remembered that the long term survival of the coastal 
wetland landscape is as much or more about “getting the sediment right” as it is about 
“getting the water right.” 
 

Getting the Sediment Right 
 
In that regard, while the importance of sediment resources is clearly recognized in the 
context of river diversions and barrier island restoration, it could be more clearly stated 
that management for sediment accumulation in wetlands is essential to their 
sustainability.  This includes sediment delivered by tidal and meteorological processes as 
well as by river diversions and pipelines that retain sediments in the coastal system rather 
than discharging them into deep waters.  “Getting the sediment right” should be a central 
design principal of the Plan.  This includes maximizing sediment availability, addressing 
constraints, and managing in consort with the sedimentary processes that sustain 
wetlands.  From this perspective, then, marsh “creation” seems to us to be somewhat off 
target in comparison to marsh “restoration” or “rehabilitation.”   
 

Drawing Maps 
 
There was substantial and lively discussion among the Science Board, SERT and others 
participating in the discussion of the Draft Plan of the potential problems of showing 
specific features on maps included in the Plan.  The Science Board clearly understands 
that the Plan cannot be simply verbal and formless and that laying out the design on maps 
is needed for effective public communication.  After all, several members of the Science 
Board were authors of the National Research Council’s Drawing Louisiana’s New Map 
report.  However, the IPT should be sensitive to the likelihood that placing features on 
maps that are “representative” or positioned in order to get “buy in” may create false 
expectations and problems in the long run.  There is a continuing need to develop a vision 
for the comprehensive protection and restoration program that is shared between the State 
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and Federal governments.  The Comprehensive Master Plan can and should be a major 
impetus in the development of such a shared vision. 
 

Science and Engineering Input and Review 
 
It is important that the State engage the best scientific and technical expertise available 
even under the severely time-constrained circumstances in which the Comprehensive 
Master Plan had to be prepared.  Reviews of the Preliminary Draft have raised important 
deficiencies, many of which have been addressed.  But, reviews are no substitute for 
engagement of experienced experts in the conceptual design, refinement and adaptive 
implementation of the Plan.  Moving forward, the Science Board recommends the 
engagement of the regional scientific community in conceptualization, evaluation and 
design, particularly with regard to the more challenging or controversial alternatives 
identified in the Plan. 
 

Summary 
 
In conclusion, the Science Board emphasizes that the Draft Comprehensive Master Plan 
is about right in terms of presentation of objectives, an initial vision, uncertainties that 
must be resolved, and the process for refining and implementing the plan following 
principles of adaptive management (i.e., constant evaluation and modification in light of 
new information).  Given the nature of the vulnerabilities and pace of deterioration it was 
urgent to develop the plan quickly rather than take the time to develop highly detailed 
plans that are unlikely to be fully implemented in the end.  The CPRA has done a 
commendable job in developing such a plan, seeking extensive public comment, 
articulating scientific and technical challenges and responding to reviews.  We feel 
confident that the remaining concerns that we have expressed can be satisfactorily 
addressed as the Final Report is completed.   
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