


Comprehensive Habitat Management Plan for details) . Removal of the sills will allow
additional sediment to flow downstream and rebuild wetlands in the Pearl River delta.

Flood gates on Passes PD 1-1

Hurricane Katrina demonstrated that greater flood protection is needed for the populated areas
around Lake Pontchartrain. New levees, improved levees and restored wetlands will all enhance
that protection. The additional need for the proposed flood gates across Chef Pass and The
Rigolets has not yet been determined. These flood gates would be very expensive and should be
considered a last resort from a cost and environmental standpoint. The proposed dimensions of
the gates is of concern. The total width in an open position is approximately 50% of the width
of the Passes at Chef and Rigolets. The actual cross-sectional reduction could have a dramatic
effect on the hydrology of the entire Pontchartrain estuary. For example, residence time of water
will increase in Lake Pontchartrain and lead to higher lake levels from rainfall events. Higher
residence time would likely also reduce water quality. Any migratory species dependent on
tidal flow might be proportionately reduced. The gates may reduce migratory-dependent
fisheries, such as shrimp and blue crab. Any proposed gate needs to be justified for the
incremental flood protection it provides while being designed and managed to minimize effect to
the natural hydrology and estuarine processes. Design should also consider the need for regional
storage of flood water in Lake Pontchartrain and the effect of excess water seaward of the gates
by reduced storage in Lake Pontchartrain.

Levee in Lake Borgne PD 1-1

The 0.2% protection levee across Lake Borgne is perplexing. The engineering and cost of such a
levee questions the fundamental feasibility of alignment in open water. The environmental
issues would be great. Splitting Lake Borgne into two lakes, even with a very leaky levee, would
fundamentally alter the water circulation of Lake Borgne, Lake Pontchartrain, Lake Maurepas
and the surrounding wetlands.

North Shore of Lake Pontchartrain PD 1-9

Shoreline protection with armoring on the north shore should be minimal and only in areas with
exceptionally high erosion rates. This shoreline has the highest concentration of SAV in Lake
Pontchartrain. The grassbeds are an essential fish habitat and naturally develop on the eroding
shoreline. Impact to SAV should be minimized.

MRGO PD 1-12

The closure of the MRGO at Bayou la Loutre is appropriate and should be a priority project. The
CCPMP should allow acceleration of closure of the MRGO with a minimum of an earthen dam
at Bayou la Loutre and rebuilding of the south bank along the St. Bernard levee by the fall of
2008. The proposed Violet diversion is related to the closure at Bayou la Loutre and should
begin planning immediately. The combined effects of closure and the diversion are to re-
establish the historic habitats in the Lake Borgne and Biloxi marsh are defined in the
Comprehensive Habitat Management Plan published by the Lake Pontchartrain Basin
Foundation. Preliminary modeling indicates with the MRGO closure that in normal rainfall years
7,500 cfs diversion would be appropriate.

MRGO PD 1-13
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The proposed project is referred to as “shoreline stabilization”, yet it describes bank stabilization
along the MRGO. The need for bank stabilization is questionable considering the closure of the
MRGO to deep draft vessels which contribute significantly to the bank erosion problem along
the MRGO.

Caernarvon PD 1-18

The proposal to modify operating goals of Caernarvon are appropriate. The plan should also
recommend utilizing the Caernarvon structure to the maximum extent possible now including
maximum discharge during the spring months (April to June).

IHNC PD 1-24

The recommendation to build a new IHNC lock is entirely out of place in CCPMP since it does
not support the stated objectives. Since the IHNC lock is a water management project, it does
have some relevance to the overall CCPMP. A statement as to the compatibility or
incompatibility of this project to the preferred plan may be appropriate. A request to include it as
a project is not appropriate. Inclusion of a navigation project may allow some to characterize
the entire CCPMP as a “Trojan horse” for local economic projects and not for the broad stated
objectives in the CCPMP. If the IHNC is discussed at all in the CCPMP, it should be made

clear that its completion is not a pre-condition for closure of the MRGO.

Appendix B

The “objective and measures” tables such as those for PU 1 ( Table 2.8 ¢) is an attempt to
measure the performance of various restoration proposals. The planning unit objectives should
in sum define a functioning estuary. Instead, the tables are fraught with vagueness because
words in a matrix several pages long are impossible to envision on a map. For example, almost
every ecologic unit has the same general objective “to sustain productive fish and wildlife
habitats”. What value is added by repeating the same vague objective? In lieu of wordy tables,
maps should be used to reveal relationships more readily. Objective #2 of the CCPMP is to
“promote a sustainable coastal ecosystem by harnessing processes of the natural system”. The
coastal ecosystem is an estuary. The planning unit objectives when mapped together should
define a functional estuary reflected in the wetland habitat types of the estuary. This can best be
accomplished in the CCPMP with a map of habitat goal maps which will then be a basis for
defining, selecting and monitoring restoration and flood protection measures that affect the
estuary

Appendix E
Table E-26 does not match the values in the summary table.

Appendix F

The CLEAR modeling work is a crude retrofit of prior work done under great urgency to
complete the LCA report in 2003. Numerous individuals involved recognize that this work was
compromised by the rush to get the report complete. In PU 1, the baseline salinity that is used is
at least 50% too fresh. If the starting salinity is grossly incorrect, then the model can only
generate unreliable information including all the secondary calculations of habitat benefits to
fisheries productivity, etc. The modeled diversions often don’t match the proposed diversion in
the CCPMP. For example, the Violet diversion is not included at all and should be modeled
assuming the MRGO closure.
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CLEAR modeling is of virtually no value to the CCPMP and has shown little prospect of
improving. There is an institutional issue. CLEAR is a carryover of one program (LCA) with
one scope that is being applied to another planning effort (CCPMP) with a much different scope.
The CLEAR modeling is almost entirely oriented to evaluate river diversions, yet the CCPMP
has many other types of restoration proposals. In addition, the LCA/CLEAR approach
emphasized maximizing the creation of land regardless of where the land may be created. The
approach by the CCPMP is to create land at the most critical locations for the benefit of
restoration and flood protection. The later approach is appropriate, and does not preclude large
diversions - just a more judicious use that complements other projects and fits into the larger
flood protection scope of the CCPMP. Since the CCPMP includes a goal of flood protection, the
greater urgency to meet this need requires restoration measures other than diversions which
CLEAR was not designed to address.
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From: Mimi Nothacker [mimi.nothacker@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2006 11:48 AM

To: comments@Il ouisianacoastal planning.org

Subject: Save cypresstrees

It isdifficult for meto comprehend, but even after the hurricane, and our desparate need for trees and
more wetlands, some fools are trying to cut cypress trees. Please don't let them to this. Thanks

Mimi Nothacker
Cell No. 504-427-2528
Work No. 504-483-8695
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From: Louise6677@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, December 28, 2006 9:52 AM
To: comments@Iouisianacoastalplanning.org
Subject: (no subject)

All of coastal Louisiana including major cities such as New Orleans, Houma, Lake Charles, Morgan
City, New Iberia (as well as Baton Rouge and Lafayette in the not too distant future) is at a serious risk
from damage from catastrophic storms as a result of the dramatic loss of our wetlands and other barrier
protection. New Orleans never had to worry about a Category 5 storm since it had many protective
barriers between it and the Gulf, but gradually those have been weakened and/or destroyed, and now it is
faced with a very real possibility that a storm of category 4 strength and maybe even a 5 could reach the
area, which only has barriers against a Category 3 (supposedly, although we found out otherwise).

What isthe solution?

The best solution istotry torepair our storm barriersin all of coastal Louisianain order to
protect the state from future storm damage. We need the plan, and we need the money.

1. The Plan

For too long we have had a multitude of parties studying this issue but no one has had the money or the
inclination to unite and develop one plan agreeable to all. We have a plan developing -the
Comprehensive Coastal Master Plan- and we need to get all the partiesinvolved to “cometo the
table” and develop a plan beneficial and acceptableto all. Difficult decisions and compromises will
of course have to be made in order to develop a plan that is reasonable and effectual but cost effective.

2. The Money

The cost estimate for thiselaborate plan of coastal repair together with hurricane protection is
being bandied about at $14 billion or more. Where do we get thismoney? TheFlorida
Comprehensive Ever glades Restor ation Plan involves a $10 billion dollar restoration of the
Everglades with Florida contributing 50% of the money and the federal gover nment contributing
theother 50%. We can do asimilar cost sharing plan for restoration of our coast.

Much of our land loss today can be attributable to the unintended consequences of the federal project of
leveeing the Mississippi River. Billions of tons of silt are lost to the Gulf of Mexico on a yearly basis
instead of replenishing our coastal wetlands. Our coastline has provided much of the energy for the
United States but as a result of navigational canals and pipeline dredging, much of the coastline has been
severely compromised. Not only are these lands valuable for the energy business as well as fishing and
other industries, these are the “speed bumps” to protect more populated northern areas from devastating
hurricane storms. We need reparation and help from our federal government in rebuilding our coast.
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We need the 2007 Water Resour ces Bill to include a comprehensive funding project for
Louisiana's coastal protection needs. From the newly passed oil revenue sharing bill, we will have
access to approximately $3 billion in present day dollars. We have $2.4 billion from surplus state
funds (much of it resulting from bloated post Katrina and Rita sales tax dollars). We of course will need
to use a bulk of this money to resolve our insurance crisis, but we could also set aside closeto $1
billion to help fund our share of thereparation costsfor the coast. In future yearswe could
continue to set aside a portion of money. Let’sshow the federal government we mean business- we
need at least a $7 billion commitment from them, but we will do our 50% share also for our

coastal repair -we need to get the bill passed expeditiously and thiswill provide uswith an
opportunity to do so.

We have notimeto waste. HurricanesKatrina and Rita were wakeup calls, and it’stimeto act
now or we will forever lose the opportunity.

L ouise Saik
louise6677@aol.com

504-831-3246
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From: JECSSE1014@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, December 03, 2006 10:50 AM
To: comments@Iouisianacoastalplanning.org
Subject: Alternative Plan

Dear Coastal Planners,

A way to get the masses involved in this hugh endeavor, would be
to start some sort of "Adopt a Tree" or aquatic plant program. It would be similiar to the
"Adopt a Brick" program the Audubon Institute used in building the Aquarium. The Army
Corps. can have these prepared sites ready for transplanting. Tour companies could then
set up excursion tours where people pay a $100 fee to have HIS or HER own tree or aquatic plant
taken to the site for transplanting.

The tour might begin with a viewing on Coastal Erosion over at
Imax Theater then people be bussed to several of the surrounding Swamp Tours and taken
to the prepared sites. They might be given an Official Document and a "Swamp Rat" T-shirt.

It all sounds crazy, but until we can get the masses involved we
may never get our Coastline fixed. We've been talking for twenty years on doing something
and we haven't accomplished a damn thing! Get EVERYONE involved and a way to make
some money and we'll get our coastal protection back to where we need it! We don't
have the time to wait on the GOVERNMENT to solve all our problems!

John
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From: KENTBISON@aol.com

To: comments@Ilouisianacoastalplanning.
org,;

CC:

Subject: Master Plan

Date: Friday, January 05, 2007 11:21:50 AM

Attachments:

To Whom It May Concern,

This plan is nice, but nowhere did it mention the barrier islands. The barrier
islands are a much needed resource for our protection. These islands have
been approved for reconstruction yet nothing is being done. | can't say enough
the need for the barrier islands to be included within this plan. It least the people
of our State can see that we are not forgetting all our resources to aid in our
protection and survival.

Sincerely,
Kent Bourg
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From: Ted Savoie [tedcgt@mobiletel.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2007 2:49 PM

To: comments@Il ouisianacoastal planning.org

Subject: Hurricane Protection South Louisiana

Gentlemen:

The area from the mouth of the Mississippi River to the Atchafalaya River is in need of food. You need to
get Mississippi River water into the Terrebonne and Barataria Basin. You need to start building road
bumps (sand dunes and Islands from the Gulf of Mexico toward inland.

You need to continue building levels inland, levels that protect the communities from Plaquemines to St.
Mary Parish.

You cannot have your community levels as your primary line of defense. You would need a level 30 to 40
feet high all along the communities.

I hope that you understand my points of view.

Please contact me if you want to expand on my views/
Ted J. Savoie

Central Gulf Towing, LLC.
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From: Gerald Fontenot [geral dfont@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, December 22, 2006 5:47 PM

To: comments@Il ouisianacoastal planning.org

Subject: Can we help?

Boy Scout Troop 21 of Moss Bluff, LA may be interested in participating in any way that we can help. Our
boys are ages 11-16 and we have active adults. Several boys are looking for Eagle projects. This requires
their helping plan and carry out a project involving at least 6 hrs. of work to benefit their community,
working w. adults, and involves their fellow troop members and possibly others. If one or more could be
worked into helping your objective, you would be helping to shape at least one young man'’s future. Their
projects often spark career interests.

Please let us hear from you.
Thank you,

Susan or Gerald Fontenot
855-2812
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