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SUMMARY 
 
 

This document presents the public’s comments and the US Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
responses regarding the Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA), Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration 
Integrated Construction Report Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  This document also presents 
comments and responses of the Independent External Peer Review (IEPR), as required by the Water 
Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2007, which was conducted to ensure the quality, credibility, and 
reliability of the scientific and engineering analyses contained within the documents.   
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the District issued a Notice of 
Availability (NOA), dated June 23, 2011, inviting public participation to comment on the draft Integrated 
Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline 
Restoration.  The US Environmental Protection Agency issued in the Federal Register Volume 76, Number 
122, page 37112 dated June 24, 2011. The Draft Integrated Report and Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were posted on the study web site at http: //www.lca.gov. 
 
Comments on the Integrated Draft Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement were 
requested during the 45-day comment period from June 24, 2011, to August 8, 2011.  In addition, written 
comments on the Integrated Draft Construction Report and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft 
Integrated Report) were requested by letter postmarked not later than August 8, 2011. Distribution of the 
Draft Integrated Report for review and comment included mailing the document to Federal, state, and local 
agencies; Tribes; libraries; and other interested parties. During the public comment period, two public 
meetings were held. A total of 58 people attended the public hearings with a total of 23 individuals offering 
oral comments. The District received 17 written comment emails, faxes, and letters postmarked within the 
comment period.  A few of the comments had several attachments.  
 
All substantive comments received on the Draft Integrated Report are included in this report whether or not 
the comment is thought to merit individual discussion in the text of the Final Integrated Construction Report 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement.  
 
The oral testimonies were reviewed by the Planning Development Team (PDT) and were considered in the 
study process, in preparation of the Final Integrated Construction Report and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Salient comments, questions, and concerns expressed in both the written and oral comments were 
identified.  Several comments warranted revisions to the Final Integrated Report. Although no major changes 
to the document content were warranted  or conducted as a result of the public review, revisions to the text 
included clarifications and inclusion of updated and additional information. None of the changes made to the 
Final Integrated Report are believed to have any profound effect on the findings and conclusions that were 
presented in the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  
 
All registered comment meeting participants, as well as those providing written comments, will be provided 
a copy of the Final Integrated Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the Final 
Integrated Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement will be posted on the study web site at  
http: //www.lca.gov. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR 1503.1) established The National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR 1503.1) established a nationwide policy that after preparing a draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS) and before preparing a final EIS the agency shall: 
 

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

• Request the comments of: 
o Appropriate state and local agencies which are authorized to develop and enforce 

environmental standards;  
o Indian tribes, when the effects may be on a reservation; and 
o Any agency which has requested that it receive statements on actions of the kind proposed. 

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

 
An agency may request comments on a final environmental impact statement before the decision is finally 
made. In any case, other agencies or persons may make comments before the final decision unless a different 
time is provided under Sec. 1506.10. 
 
This document describes the public comments and the District's responses regarding the Draft Integrated 
Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Louisiana Coastal Area, Barataria 
Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration. In accordance with NEPA, the USEPA issued in the Federal Register 
Volume 76, Number 122, page 37112 dated June 24, 2011, a Notice of Availability inviting public 
participation to comment on the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Louisiana Coastal Area, Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration. The 45-day 
comment period for accepting written comments extended from June 24, 2011, to August 8, 2011. 
Distribution of the DPEIS for review and comment included mailing the document to Federal, state and local 
agencies, Tribes, and other interested parties. The full distribution mailing list is available from the USACE, 
New Orleans District upon request. Copies of the Draft Integrated Report were mailed to the following 
public libraries. 
 
News releases announcing public hearings were distributed via VOCUS to 240 media outlets. News Release 
and Calendar Event were posted to www.lca.gov and www.mvn.usace.army.mil, as well as a post on MVN 
Facebook page. Ads for meetings placed in the following newspapers:  Baton Rouge Advocate, Daily Comet, 
Plaquemines Gazette, and the Times-Picayune. Emails, with meeting notifications, were sent to non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) that are actively involved in coastal restoration. Public hearings were 
also coordinated with Plaquemines Parish and Lafourche Parish President's Office and Coastal Zone 
Managers. 
 
As an additional measure for providing public access to the document, the District made the DPEIS available 
for view and downloading from the world wide web at: http://www.lca.gov. No reports of user difficulty 
were reported to the webmaster for the site. The dates, locations and attendance of the public meetings are 
listed in Table 2. Nine public meetings were conducted by the USACE in July 2011. The meetings provided 
a forum for public expression of verbal statements regarding the proposed action and the content of findings 
of the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Each meeting also 
provided an opportunity for attendees to ask questions of USACE representatives regarding the Barataria 
Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration Study.  
 

http://www.lca.gov/�
http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/�
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Table 1. Public Hearings Information 

Date Location Attendees 
July 26, 2011 Woodland Plantation 

21997 Hwy 23,  
Port Sulphur, LA 70083 

XX attendees signed in;  
5 individuals offered comments 

July 28, 2011 South Lafourche High School 
16911 East Main St, Galliano, LA 70354 

XX attendees signed in;  
18 individuals offered comments  

 
 
A court reporter recorded (using stenography and tape recorder) each of the public meetings and provided 
USACE with a written transcript of each meeting record. Those transcripts were summarized into meeting 
minutes. The comments taken from the minutes for each public meeting with USACE responses are provided 
in sections 2.1 through 2.2.  
 
The public meetings format included an Open House from 6:00 to 6:30 pm where general information about 
the proposed Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration effort and process was provided. From 6:30 to 
7:00 pm, an overview of the proposed LCA Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration Plan was 
presented. This was followed by a question and answer session. From about 7:30 pm until completion of the 
meeting, formal public comments on the Draft Integrated Report were received. The hearings provided a 
forum for public expression of verbal statements regarding the proposed action and the content and the 
findings of the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Louisiana Coastal Area, Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration. Provisions were also made so that 
comments could be written on comment cards and provided to the USACE during or following the meeting. 
A total of 23 meeting attendees provided verbal comments at the two public meetings.  
 
Written comments on the Draft Integrated Report were requested by letter to be postmarked not later than 
August 8, 2011. A total of 17 comment letters, some with several attachments, were received by letter 
postmarked by the close of the comment period. A few comments were emailed, hand delivered, and/or 
faxed.  
 
The NEPA also provides guidance (40 CFR 1503.4) on responding to comments. An agency preparing a 
FEIS shall assess and consider comments both individually and collectively, and shall respond by one or 
more of the means listed below, stating its response in the final statement. Possible responses are to: 
 

• Modify alternatives including the proposed action. 
• Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agency.  
• Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses. 
• Make factual corrections.   
• Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, authorities, or 

reasons which support the agency's position and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances which 
would trigger agency reappraisal or further response. 

 
All substantive comments received on the Draft Integrated Report are included in this report whether or not 
the comment is thought to merit individual discussion in the text of the statement. The oral testimonies and 
letters were reviewed by the LCA PDT and considered both in the study process and in preparation of the 
Final Integrated Report. Salient comments, questions and concerns were identified. Several comments 
warranted revision to the Draft Integrated Report in order to complete the Final Integrated Report. Although 
no major changes to the document content were warranted or conducted as a result of the public review, 
revisions to the text included minor clarifications and inclusions of updated and additional information. None 
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of these changes that were made to the text are believed to have any profound effect on the findings and 
conclusions that were presented in the Draft Integrated Report. All registered comment meeting participants, 
as well as those providing written comments, will be provided a copy of the Final Integrated PEIS. In 
addition, the Final Integrated Report will be posted on the study web site located at http://www.LCA.gov.  
 
Verbal and written comments and USACE responses are presented in sections 2.0 and 3.0, respectively. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.lca.gov/�
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2.0 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT INTEGRATED 
CONSTRUCTION REPORT AND DRAFT EIS 

 
 
This section contains the oral comments and responses received at the two public meetings held for the Draft 
Integrated Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Louisiana 
Coastal Area, Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration. Public hearings were held on July 26, 2011, at 
Woodland Plantation, 21997 Hwy 23, Port Sulphur, LA 70083; and on July 28, 2011, at South Lafourche 
High School, 16911 East Main St, Galliano, LA 70354. 
 
The following five individuals provided comments on the Integrated Draft Construction Report and Draft 
EIS at the Woodland Plantation public hearing on July 26, 2011. A copy of the transcript of each comment 
and the USACE response is presented in Section 2.1. 
  

Ms Marnie Winter 
Mr. P.J. Hahn 
Mr. Foster Creppel 
Mr. Scott Eustis 
Mr Larry Rousselle 
 

The following individuals provided comments on the Integrated Draft Construction Report and Draft EIS at 
the South Lafourche High School public hearing on July 28, 2011. A copy of the transcript of each comment 
and the USACE response is presented in Section 2.2. 

 
Mr. Rickey Cheramie 
Mr. Nick Cheramie 
Mr. Lorraine 
Mr. Rodney Ducet 
Ms Cathy Norman 
Mr. Curtis Cotillion 
Mr. Greg St. Amant 
Mr. Rickey Plaisance 
Mr. Adomitis 
Mr. Gus Adomitis 
Mr. Jerry Gisclair 
Mr. Harry Gisclair 
Mr. Jimmy Cantrelle 
Ms Cathy Norman 
Ms Margaret Curole 
Mr. Wayne Martin 
Mr. Adomitis 
Mr. Jack Rodrigue 
Mr. Dick Cheramie 
Mr. Caillouet 
Mr. Kevin Curole 
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2.1 Oral Comments from Public Hearing on July 26, 2011 at Woodland Plantation, 21997 Hwy 23, Port 
Sulphur, LA 70083  
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Marnie Winter (MW)  

RESPONSE 
 
MW 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Marnie Winter, Jefferson Parish. We support both projects.  We think 
they are great projects, much needed projects. We thank the Corps and 
the state for the study, and we urge that you move to the final and get it 
to congress and the President as soon as possible so we get funding. 
Thank you. 
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P.J. Hahn (PJH)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
PJH 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P.J. Hahn, representing Plaquemines Parish, and we, too, support this 
project very much, and we hope that we can get the funding to keep this 
thing going further into the construction phase because it means a lot to 
the marsh, the levees that the marsh protects, and so we are definitely in 
favor of this project and we think it's a wonderful project. Thank you. 
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Foster Creppel (FC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
FC 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I am Foster Creppel, and I completely approve and support this project 
as well. I think it's a wonderful project and if we can get the support and 
the money to go forward with it it will help us a lot in wetland 
restoration in the future. 
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Scott Eustis (SE)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
SE 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

My name is Scott Eustis from the Gulf Restoration Network, and we 
fully support this project as a lines -- a line of defense, the first line of 
defense for coastal Louisiana. We will submit some language on 
hopefully advancing job creation within the area, but we support this 
project and we support allocating earlier restoration, moneys for this 
project as well as the future -- any futric [sp] in water I could find. 
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Larry Rousselle (LR)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
LR 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

My name is Larry Rousselle. I'm the Chairman of Plaquemines Water 
Conservation District for Plaquemines. I firmly support this project, but 
the only thing is it's 40 years too late. 
 
UNIDENTIFIED AUDIENCE MEMBER: 
Never too late. 
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2.2 Oral Comments from Public Hearing on July 28, 2011 at and on July 28, 2011, at South Lafourche 
High School, 16911 East Main St, Galliano, LA 70354. 
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Rickey Cheramie (RC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
RC 01: Real estate-- The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration 
study is authorized as an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of 
a Civil Works ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant 
ecosystem function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been 
degraded.  Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem 
restoration initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent 
future degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The 
Government has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests 
to construct the project and to protect the integrity of the project 
features.  In order to ensure protection of project features, Corps of 
Engineers regulations indicate that fee title should be acquired for 
ecosystem restoration projects unless such protection can be 
accomplished through the acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this 
time, a final decision has not been made as to whether fee interest or a 
permanent easement will be acquired for this project.  However, 
regardless of which estate is acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to 
protect the project features.  The possibility for public access to the 
project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired and 
will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to ecosystem 
restoration projects.  Any activity that could be allowed would have to 
be consistent with the project authorization and function. 
 
Recreation --Recreation facilities may be authorized at water resources 
projects under authority of Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
as amended.  Recreation features may be developed at ecosystem 
restoration projects if they are appropriate in scope and scale to the 
opportunity provided by the ecosystem restoration projects.  The 
recreation should be compatible with the ecosystem restoration purpose 
of the project, but also enhance the visitation experience by taking 
advantage of the natural values.  The social, cultural, scientific and 
educational values should be considered within the framework of the 
ecosystem restoration project purpose.  For example, while educational 
values, i.e., nature study and interpretive signs, can be an integral part of 
ecosystem restoration projects, this does not mean it is appropriate to 
build recreation/visitor facilities that overwhelm the natural values.   
 

Rickey Cheramie, South Lafourche Beachfront Development District 
Chairman. Many of the people in the audience here have heard the age-
old question "If a tree falls in the forest and nobody is there to hear it 
fall, does it make any sound at all?" Well, I'm going to compare the 
development to that and say if we build this big, beautiful, white-sand 
beach with tax payers' dollars and nobody can get to it and see if and 
enjoy it, will it even exist? I've been authorized by my board to -- well, 
before I get into that, let he thank you all for coming here tonight. We 
really appreciate y'all coming down here. We appreciate the interest in 
our area, and it's not often that we get some of our tax dollars back, so 
it's really nice to see that finally this area will be treated, you know, this 
way. And again, I want to thank y'all for making the trip down here. For 
years and years and years the beach was open with unrestricted access to 
the beach. People would go down to the beach, drive on the beach, crab, 
fish scrimp. It became part of our culture, and you see the interest here 
tonight. If it wouldn't have been the first night of Tarpon Rodeo, you 
probably would have triple the people in here because so many people 
contacted me and said "Man, I want to go, but I've got a party tonight," 
or "I've got a business on Grand Isle" or a business in Leesville and it's 
their busiest time of the year. So it's kind of a bad night to have it, but 
I'm really impressed with the amount of people that showed up. My 
board authorized me to request that y'all consider not limiting public 
access to the beach and also that y'all make attempts to acquire the 
property. We with the Beachfront Commission have tried. We've 
negotiated for three years with the landowners, and we've had limited 
success with one landowner and no success at all with the other 
landowner. So it's going to be a very difficult process getting the people 
on the beach once this big, beautiful area is open. So if we can get y'all 
to consider, you know, acquisition of the property through -- whether it 
be the State or the Corps. I don't guess the Corps can. Maybe the Federal 
Government can, but that's what we're going to ask that y'all do for 
us. And those are my comments. Thank you. 
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Rickey Cheramie (RC)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
RC 01 (continued): The recreation experience should build upon the 
ecosystem restoration objective and take advantage of the restored 
resources rather than distract from them.  Standard designs should be 
consistent with the natural environment of the surrounding area and 
should not include embellishments such as decorative stone work 
planters, elaborate designs or be ostentatious.  Recreation development 
at ecosystem restoration projects should take advantage of the education 
and recreation potential that the project is creating while not diminishing 
the ecosystem restoration purpose.  The following excerpt is from the 
Corps’ Principles and Guidelines Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-
100, Section VII and Recreation and Policy Guidance Letter No. 59, 
Recreation Development at Ecosystem Projects, CECW-AG, 11 June 
1998:  “Recreation development at an ecosystem restoration project 
should be totally ancillary.  Recreation facilities may be added to take 
advantage of the education and recreation potential of the ecosystem 
project, but the project cannot be specifically formulated for a recreation 
purpose.  The recreation potential may be satisfied only to the extent 
that recreation does not diminish the ecosystem restoration purpose.  
Where an ecosystem restoration project provides critical habitat for a 
federally listed threatened or endangered species, recreation facilities at 
that project should be precluded in the critical habitat and limited to only 
those facilities needed for minimum health and safety and/or natural 
resources interpretation. Where appropriate, recreation at ecosystem 
restoration projects should be designed for day use only, precluding the 
need of extensive night lighting.  Whenever conflicts occur between the 
ecosystem restoration purpose and recreation, ecosystem restoration 
shall have priority.  Plans should seek to optimize public use in harmony 
with the objectives of the restoration project over the period of analysis.  
Without a non-Federal sponsor to cost share recreation, ecosystem 
restoration projects should not encourage public use.” The development 
of facilities for access, health and safety should not involve extensive 
structural modification of the terrain and may include rest areas and 
picnic facilities.  Ideally these facilities would be a part of a larger non-
Corps recreation plan such as a regional trail system or provide access to 
other non-Federal recreation facilities or areas.  
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Rickey Cheramie (RC)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
RC 01 (continued): The Corps presents a limited checklist of recreation 
facilities that may be cost-shared, at new Corps ecosystem restoration 
projects, or that may be constructed by others at non-Federal expense at 
ecosystem projects.  This check list may be found in ER 1105-2-100, 
Appendix E, Exhibit E-3, and includes access and circulation, shelters 
and bathrooms, utilities, park furniture, interpretive signage and health 
and safety features (gates, cattle guards, fencing, entrance station, etc.)." 
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Nick Cheramie (NC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NC 01: Thank you for your comment. Please see response under Rickey 
Cheramie (RC 01) on previous pages.  

My name is Nick Cheramie. I own Fourchon Beachside RV Park. It's 
right in the foot of the Port Commission's Bridge, and I'm owner and 
operator. My wife and I do 100 percent of the maintenance on it, you 
know, that's allowable by law. And in the summertime, I bring my kids 
with me to my park and every time I bring my kids to the park, it's 
within a half of a mile to the beach and they ask to go the to beach and I 
got to tell me no. I don't lie to my kids when they ask me why they can't 
go on the beach. I tell them because of two greedy landowners. Period. 
Because I'm not going to lie to my kids. And this kid wants to go 
swimming on that beach. He wants to go fishing and crabbing on that 
beach, and he can't. And any landowner that can just decide that this kid 
doesn't have the right to be on that beach shouldn't even be belt with. 
You should just take their land and give us access. And that's pretty 
much all I have to say. And, I mean, I think the public needs to be on 
that beach. If our tax dollars are going to build it, I don't think it should 
even be an option that we're not allowed. 
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Mr. Lorraine (ML)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
ML 01: Please see response under Rickey Cheramie (RC 01) on 
previous pages.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I just want to give a background of the whole situation with the Parish 
and the Port Commission and the landowners. I won't be long. I want to 
thank the Corps for giving the people the opportunity to speak on this 
issues. As I said, this is probably one of the biggest projects that ever hit 
Lafourche. I'm 58 years old, and I can remember when I was a kid when 
I used to go to the beach and get on the seashore and do crabbing and 
fishing and swimming and it was an enjoyment for us. This is the 
culture. This is our culture and this is extremely important for this parish 
because you can get a lot of revenue if we have public access to that 
beach. You have two landowners to work with: The Caillouet Land 
Company and the Wisner Foundation. Five years ago, the Lafourche 
Parish Council created a Beachfront Commission and it was done 
through the council. The State allows you to do it. Okay? They had 
meetings with the Caillouets and the Wisners and they drew up long-
range plans at their meetings and presented it to the two landowners. 
The Wisners are a lot easier to work with than the Caillouets. Whether 
they like it or not, that's what it is. And it's getting to the point where the 
Wisners are not working as good as they used to.  
 
This is what the Commission done: The Wisners let us use the beach in 
the summertime a few times. Unfortunately, we got hit by the oil spill 
and that killed everything for this year, but they did let us use a section 
of the beach on the west side. So the Port Commission policed the beach 
for the Commission at no expense to the landowners. They policed it, 
and let me tell you, I think there was only one that went on those dunes 
and tore them up and they caught them and they threw them out and 
they never went back and the people listened. The prisoners every 
Monday went there and cleaned that beach. The Port Commission put 
the liability insurance to use for the landowners. The Commission itself 
put a dumpster and put a port-o-let. Now, let me tell you, this is what the 
Port Commission got done over the years since I've been a kid: They're 
the ones that established the barges and the rocks. When you get to end 
of the beach and you see them barges and rocks, protected a lot of this 
land. They did that. They poured the cement pillars to protect the land. 
They filled in the old Fourchon Pass with permission from the State. 
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Mr. Lorraine (ML) (continued)  

RESPONSE 
 
ML 01 (continued): Please see response under Rickey Cheramie (RC 
01) on previous pages.   
 
ML 02: The CEMVN will ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (MBTA).  The MBTA, which provides 
protections for all colonial nesting wading and water birds, prohibits 
“Take” of these species.  “Take” is defined as “means to pursue, hunt, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” (50 CFR 10.12).  The FWS 
provided the following guidance for advising the public on the MBTA 
as it relates to migratory bird nest destruction.  “…while destruction of 
nests independently are not prohibited under the MBTA, harassment or 
nest destruction which results in the unpermitted take of migratory birds 
or their egg’s, is illegal and fully prosecutable under the MBTA.  Due to 
the biological and behavioral characteristics of some migratory bird 
species, destruction of their nests entails an elevated degree of risk of 
violating the MBTA.  For example, colonial nesting birds are highly 
vulnerable to disturbance; the destruction of unoccupied nest during or 
near the nesting season could result in a significant level of take.” 
USFWS Migratory Bird Permit Memorandum, 15 Apr 2003). In 
addition to the MBTA, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (ESA), provides protection for the piping plover and its critical 
habitat, which is a wintering resident of Louisiana. Protected critical 
habitat (unit LA 5) stretches from Timbalier Island to East Grand Terre 
Island.  This habitat encompasses 2,321 ha(5,735 ac) of the beach 
habitat  in Terrebonne, Lafourche, Jefferson, and Plaquemines Parishes.  
Under the provisions of the ESA, it is unlawful to “take” a threatened 
and endangered species. “Take” is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound kill, trap, capture, or collect or attempt to engage in 
any such conduct.”  Excessive vehicular or pedestrian usage of protected 
areas, can cause piping plovers to spend less time roosting or foraging 
and more time in alert postures or fleeing from the disturbances.   
-------See continued response on following page.  
 
ML 03: Please see response under Rickey Cheramie (RC 01) on 
previous pages.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

The pass to get to the Gulf was once right there where Chevron -- by 
that bridge to the right side, not where it's at today. They filled that in, 
and that's still State property. And I think the landowners are trying to 
claim it, but that's another story for another day. The Lafourche Parish 
Council paved the road along with Chevron. I told you that a while ago, 
160,000, each 80,000. We have a 2,500 foot right-of-way that was done 
in 1971. I don't have a copy with me, but I'll get you one. I couldn't find 
it in my coat boxes. 
 
The landowners done very little. What I just told you was done over the 
years, and I never seen the landowners do too much so that's a concern 
to me. And I believe in the nesting of the birds. You can always rope 
that off or block it and not let people go or whatever. I would like to see 
the Corps -- of course, she said they couldn't do it -- acquire the property 
from the landowners for recreation purposes. And also I would like to 
thank you, the Corps, and everybody that was involved and all of the 
people that came in from the public, thank you for coming and God 
bless you and God bless America. 
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Mr. Lorraine (ML) (continued)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
ML 02 (continued): Off-road vehicles, used to access beaches, can 
significantly degrade the piping plover’s habitat or disrupt the birds’ 
normal behavior patterns (Zonick 2000). Finally, Executive Order 13186 
of 2001(Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory 
Birds) requires that actions of Federal agencies be designed to avoid and 
minimize impacts to migratory birds.  The BBBS project, has been 
developed to ensure that it is in compliance with the before mentioned 
statutes and executive orders. 
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Rodney Doucet (RD)  

RESPONSE 
 
RD 01: The importance of Port Fourchon and its facilities in relation to 
the rest of the nation is addressed in Section 4.19.3 of the main report.  
Although this project is an ecosystem restoration project and not a 
hurricane protection or flood risk reduction project, there will be impacts 
to infrastructure as well as to oil, gas, and mineral.  Pertaining to Port 
Fourchon there will be both indirect and cumulative impacts, and these 
impacts are noted in sections 5.15.2.3.2, 5.15.2.3.3, 5.15.7.3.2, and 
5.15.7.4.2. 
 
The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is authorized as 
an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil Works 
ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers regulations 
indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration 
projects unless such protection can be accomplished through the 
acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has 
not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement will 
be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I have something to say. First of all, it's going to be a comment. Rodney 
Doucet, Lafourche Parish Councilman, District 8. The first thing I have 
to say is, I think it's very rewarding to see that the Corps and the Federal 
Government and the State wants to come here and do this project for 
Caminada Headland because they realize the value of Port Fourchon. 
Are y'all aware of that? All of a sudden now, wait a minute, we need to 
protect this revenue engine that builds this country at Belle Pass. We 
need to do something to protect it because we're going to wind up losing 
it. So I don't know if you realize that, but that's what I just saw and that's 
what I'm hearing here. And I just really cannot see the emphasis of 
putting this much money and not letting public access. I just can't see it 
because it's public tax dollars that's doing this. And, look, the Federal 
Government should be funding this completely to protect that engine, 
and I really think that one day when this engine closes off the valve for 
about two weeks, that this country will say "What do you want, 
Louisiana? What do you want? Because we'll give you everything you 
want because you need to open the engine and open the valve." And my 
comment is, I want the Federal Government to realize this economic 
engine because I think they felt it with the moratorium. But really, the 
beach should be open to every person in the United States, not just this 
community because it is their money rebuilding it back. And that's what 
I have to say. 
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Cathy Norman (CN)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
CN 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I'm Cathy Norman. I represent the Edward Wisner Donation, and I just 
want to clarify a few points. We have never denied access to this beach 
until a year ago with the oil spill hit and it has been closed since that 
time for public safety reasons and for public health reasons. And we 
continue to encourage people to stay off the beach. It's dangerous. 
There's still work going on to clean up after the spill. Prior to that, we 
have never denied access. Ever. We've denied vehicular access, which is 
what this group is interested in, not just access. At no time there has ever 
been a time when we've told people they couldn't go down to the beach. 
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Curtis Cotillion (CC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
CC 01: Thank you for your comment. The Barataria Basin Barrier 
Shoreline Restoration study is authorized as an ecosystem restoration 
project.  The purpose of a Civil Works ecosystem restoration project is 
to restore significant ecosystem function, structure, and dynamic 
processes that have been degraded.  Hurricane and flood risk damage 
(e.g., “protection”) may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem 
restoration initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent 
future degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

My name is Curtis Cotillion from Raceland. I don't live down here. I 
went to Lafourche maybe twice in my whole life. My concern is, we get 
this Federal money, I'm not worried about recreation. I'm worried about 
flood protection for the parish. I'm not for Wisner. I'm not for Caillouet. 
I'm not for -- I'm for the recreation. I would love to see kids have their 
recreation on the beach, but we're losing our site here. Sixty years ago, 
that's the island that protected us from flooding with these hurricanes. 
Without rebuilding these islands, we won't have nothing. These 
beautiful levees we have in this State, the Gulf waves will be slapping 
against it in 20 more years because we need these islands build for 
coastal restoration. That's the main point of spending this Federal 
money. Thank you. 
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Greg St. Amant (GSA)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
GSA 01: Thank you for your comment. The Corps cannot make a 
determination on what the State's position is on an exact boundary line 
between its waters and private lands. Please refer to Louisiana statutory 
provisions La. C.C. Art 451 (definition of seashore); La. R.S. 41:1136 
(official determination of boundary); and La. R.S. 41:1702 (reclamation 
of lands lost through erosion, compaction, subsidence, and sea level 
rise) which may address your comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Greg St. Amant. I'm just a citizen. I've used the beach all of my life. I 
went fish, I went crabbing, the whole works, and I appreciate whoever 
owned the property for letting us use that property. In my opinion, a 
boundary needs to be set. You have to have a solid boundary. I own 
property and I let people use 30 feet of my property for many, many 
years. Well, now, I need my 30 feet, and I'm making my own 
recreational area for me and for people to use and for my business. I 
don't expect those people to say "You have always let us use this, so let 
us still use it." It's mine. What's mine is mine, and what's theirs is theirs, 
but if you set the boundary and you decide what is that land boundary 
before that is added in, like you say, before that -- it's not the object of a 
beach. We're not making a beach. We're making a protection. We're 
making the estuaries better. We're bringing in land. I don't consider it 
just being a beach. I would love to be able to use it, but where are those 
boundaries? I need to know where those boundaries are. And if that 
boundary is here and you add 20 feet, then that should be State property 
and we should be allowed to get onto it. If that's State boundary and that 
boundary says, no, that 20 feet you're adding is still going to be part of 
their boundary, that's where their boundary was, then fine with that too. 
I'm good with that also. As long as I know that this actually belonged to 
them. A friend of mine in Donaldsonville, he built this house right over 
his land. Okay? They turned around and said "That is not your land." 
The boundary 20 feet first further inside than what you built your house 
over. He said, "I didn't know that." Well, you need to know where your 
boundary is. His house was cut off and not a dime was given to him to 
redirect that water down here. And he's rebuilding that other portion of 
his house right now. He did not know his boundary and the State said, 
"It is not yours. It is ours." Same thing here, what is the Wisner or the 
Caillouet boundary? That's what I want to know. And if we add 20 feet 
and it's theirs, well, let's make it theirs. And if they let us use it, let's 
make a deal. If it's that valuable to us, we need to buy it. And if they ask 
an outrageous price, they got $15,000 an acre in North Louisiana for gas 
rights, 160 acres, people became millionaires overnight. Do we say, 
"That's not right. That was under the ground. That's ours"? No, it's not. 
If it's under the water, if it's theirs and it's under the water, it's still theirs. 
If it's under water and it's ours, it's ours. Set the boundaries. 
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Rickey Plaisance (RP)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
RP 01: Thank you for your comment.  The existing Davis Pond 
Freshwater Diversion and the ongoing, proposed LCA Medium 
Diversion at Myrtle Grove with Dedicated Dredging, and the LCA 
Small Bayou Lafourche Reintroduction studies, if implemented, would 
address freshwater introduction into the region.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

My name is Rickey Plaisance. We all liked going to the beach and all 
and we got to preserve all of that, but unless we let some freshwater 
come and feed the whole system and all of the marsh dies, the beach 
ain't going to do us no good because everything is else going to be dead 
around us. We going to let some water come down and feed the marsh. 
That's it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS 2 – 21  

Mr. Adomitis (MA)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
MA 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I just have a couple of comments. I enjoyed some of the things like the 
Wisner Foundation because I do use the Wisner Wildlife Mansion area 
and have for years and Fourchon Beach and hope y'all stay open-minded 
and work with us so we can continue to use it and appreciate it and 
thank you for all of the good times I had before. 
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Gus Adomitis (GA)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
GA 01: The models utilized were STWAVE and GENESIS and they 
were applied to an array of current data from recent studies and 19 years 
of hindcast wave data from the nearest WIS buoy. The mean size of the 
material dredged from Belle Pass is 0.06 mm, which is fine sediment.  In 
contrast, the Ship Shoal material that will be placed on the Headland by 
the Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration Project has a mean 
grain size of 0.18 mm, which is fine sand.  The historical dredging 
records provided by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers indicate that the 
average volume of the maintenance dredging events is 620,000 cubic 
yards.  Considering cross-shore and long-shore winnowing of this 
volume yields a final fill volume of 135,000 cubic yards.  Placing this 
material along 6,800 feet of shoreline at the nodal point will result in 
shoreline advancement of 125 feet.  If that renourishment is repeated on 
a two-year cycle the modeling predicted that over 40,000 feet of 
Headland beach will benefit by the end of the 50-year period of analysis.  
It should be remembered that the initial restoration will place coarser 
sediment (Ship Shoal sand) over the existing beach and that normal 
coastal processes, including post-construction equilibration/profile 
adjustment, will transport some of that sand laterally into Belle Pass.  
Depending upon the Pass maintenance dredging interval and the 
strength of the longshore transport, the sediment placed in the feeder 
beach template each renourishment event will be a blend of finer and 
coarser sediments, which will evolve and become coarser over time. The 
majority of that sediment is native beach sand and silt that has been 
carried into Belle Pass by wave action, littoral drift, and overwash.  
Maintenance dredging has hitherto placed it on the shoreline to the west 
of the Pass.  This Project proposes to place that material along the 
Headland shoreline from the Mean High Water Line to a depth of 2 to 3 
meters, which is still very much a part of the active beach system, which 
means it is not lost offshore and whatever nutrient value it has is 
retained in the system.  It is important to understand that one of the 
goals of the agencies involved in the Louisiana Coastal Area projects is 
cost-effectiveness.  Re-use of Belle Pass dredged material to enhance the 
longevity of the Headland restoration is much more cost-effective than 
mining additional sand from Ship Shoal and transporting it a long 
distance to the Caminada Headland.  
 

Gus Adomitis from Golden Meadow. In regard to what the lady said 
about the construction and put it to Bayou Lafourche, which is going to 
be more nutrient rich and, like you said, about 25 percent sand and 
putting it offshore off the beach, all of the particular matter is going to 
just be washed away and is not going to serve anything, maybe just send 
it to the west. Keep in mind, you may want to consider putting that 
behind on the north part of the beach and put those nutrients through the 
rain and the water flow seep into the marsh and you get a total recovery 
of what you put there in expenses. You can't afford it from Ship Shoal 
where you might have 75 percent sand, triple the amount, you get to 
utilize all of the nutrients, all of the sand and it will be where it's not 
going to get wasted. I know from East Timbalier Island, which after 
Hurricane Andrew hit, what was called the Penthouse, they could have 
gone in there with two barges and excavators, pushed rock from the end, 
blocked off about a 50-yard gap from the north side and about a 100-
yard gap on the south side. They didn't do that. The Corps of Engineers 
and the State let a gem disappear. It could have been real cheap to take 
care of it. Now, we have nothing. What comes out of there is sand on the 
tide and drew from between the rocks. It went into the Gulf never to be 
recovered again because it's deeper, just as she was saying. They dump 
that sand in and all of that particular matter out there, it's not going to 
make a difference. And then you about only 25 percent. Put that part of 
it to the bank and get the nutrients in the sand. Whenever the tide would 
go in, what little bit of sand is a slower flow, it could get the positive on 
the north part of Timbalier Island. So we did get some usage of it. 
Anything that went south of the tide had zero impact. It was just a total 
loss, and then all of the rocks sunk because of that. But that might help 
you on that part. Don't pump it out there on the Gulf. It's not going to 
benefit the beach at all. 
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Gus Adomitis (GA)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
GA 01 (continued): As to the concern about the need for continued 
placement of dredged material on the beach to the west of Belle Pass, 
that area is the subject of an active Coastal Wetlands Planning, 
Protection, and Restoration Act project, the West Belle Pass Barrier 
Headland Restoration (TE-52), which proposes to restore about 9,300 
feet of beach/dune and about 150 acres of marsh by placement of about 
2 million cubic yards of sand and 1 million cubic yards of marsh-
compatible sediment. 
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Jerry Gisclair (JG)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
JG 01: The LCA BBBS study is authorized as an ecosystem restoration 
project.  The purpose of a Civil Works ecosystem restoration project is 
to restore significant ecosystem function, structure, and dynamic 
processes that have been degraded.  Protection may be included as part 
of Civil Works ecosystem restoration initiatives when such measures 
involve efforts to prevent future degradation of an ecosystem's structure 
and functions. The Government has the obligation to acquire sufficient 
real estate interests to construct the project and to protect the integrity of 
the project features.  In order to ensure protection of project features, 
Corps of Engineers regulations indicate that fee title should be acquired 
for ecosystem restoration projects unless such protection can be 
accomplished through the acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this 
time, a final decision has not been made as to whether fee interest or a 
permanent easement will be acquired for this project.  However, 
regardless of which estate is acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to 
protect the project features.  Any activity that could be allowed would 
have to be consistent with the project authorization and function.  The 
possibility for public access to the project site will depend upon which 
real estate interest is acquired and will be dictated by State and Federal 
laws as they relate to ecosystem restoration projects.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jerry Gisclair, private citizen and a State representative, District 54. 
Whenever a levee district constructs a levee system for the protection of 
the people, they actually buy the land and the landowners normally 
retain all royalties and perpetuity. I feel that this Headland project is 
going to be obviously a levee system or protection system for an estuary 
system on the inside, but also protecting Port Fourchon. If we're going to 
develop this levee system, this Headland project, I think that the State 
should own the property. I want to protect the landowners' rights as far 
as their royalties are concerned, but we are going to have to 
continuously improve on the system in decades to come, and I think the 
State needs to own this property versus allowing the landowners to have 
this big improvement at tax payers' expenses. And also, public access. I 
did my own fishing with my family in the Gulf from Elmer's Island all 
the way to Belle Pass, and it would be a shame not to have access for the 
public. Thank you. 
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Harry Gisclair (HG)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
HG 01: The importance of Port Fourchon and its facilities in relation to 
the rest of the nation is addressed in Section 4.19.3 of the main report.  
Although this project is an ecosystem restoration project and not a 
hurricane protection or flood risk reduction project, there will be impacts 
to infrastructure as well as to oil, gas, and mineral.  Pertaining to Port 
Fourchon there will be both indirect and cumulative impacts, and these 
impacts are noted in sections 5.15.2.3.2, 5.15.2.3.3, 5.15.7.3.2, and 
5.15.7.4.2. 
 
The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is authorized as 
an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil Works 
ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers regulations 
indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration 
projects unless such protection can be accomplished through the 
acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has 
not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement will 
be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Harry Gisclair, concerned citizen and member of the Greater Lafourche 
Port Commission. Danny has more or less said what the Port has done 
and we plan on doing more, but tonight, I'm talking as a concerned 
citizen and, actually, I'm just one of nine members on the board. 
Recreation is a necessity as far as I'm concerned in that area. It's a 
heritage. It's been there. I don't have any use for vandals or people who 
tear up private property, but at the same time, I think we need recreation 
in that area. I would also like to -- and I'm sure Rickey would -- put in 
written comments of what the Beachfront Development has as far as 
their goals, objectives and their future plans. They have it mapped out. 
It's written down, and I wish you would take that into consideration. 
And since the State is going to start their project first, the way it looked, 
that hopefully on a State level that we look at either a right-of-way, 
easement or purchase property in that area to assure recreation in that 
area. Secondly, in written comments, due to the Greater Lafourche Port 
Commission, I'm sure that I will make sure that you have all of the 
statistics on Port Fourchon with the percentages of natural gas imported 
and domestic oil coming through that oil corridor and the importance it 
is to the State of Louisiana and the United States of America because 
everything is coming through there, 50 percent. I will see that I get that 
done at their request and give that to you. And, Charlotte -- I don't know 
if she's still here, but the State does recognize in putting that 70 and 70, 
the 140 million dollars, the importance of Port Fourchon, and I hope the 
Federal Government at the same time recognizes by looking at the 
statistics and what's coming through there the importance of Port 
Fourchon and the importance of not only putting a barrier restoring our 
shoreline, but at the same time, it protects that economic engine that's 
running there. And at the same time, please, again, I ask you to 
recognize a recreation access to that area. Thank you. 
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Jimmy Cantrelle (JC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
JC 01: The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is 
authorized as an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil 
Works ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers regulations 
indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration 
projects unless such protection can be accomplished through the 
acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has 
not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement will 
be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects.  It is the policy of the Corps of Engineers 
to exclude mineral interests from acquisition of real estate rights.  
Therefore, regardless of whether fee interest or a permanent easement is 
acquired for this project, mineral rights will not be acquired.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

My name is Jimmy Cantrelle. I think the concerns of the people here are 
trying to establish what we are really concerned about. Public access to 
the beach has to be a must, but also we use tax dollars to do this over 
here and we're going to also benefit -- I'm a large landowner, and we're 
going to benefit landowners too by doing this over here, so everybody 
needs to work together and look at the big picture and not the selfish 
interest in what's going on. I mean, we're going to protect the port. 
We've got flood protection. We have a levee system, but we also would 
like -- just as the man said, we need to make sure the landowners get 
their mineral rights and don't lose their mineral right. But they're also 
going to benefit from this over here. We're all going to benefit, so I think 
if we can all work together, I'm hoping that we could achieve to goal we 
set out to achieve, which is to build this beach, build it nice. Make sure 
the public can use it and make sure the landowners get some activity or 
some benefits from it also. So that's my comment, and I would like to 
see that we continue using the beach and everybody has a good, jolly 
time, but everybody do what we have to do. 
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Cathy Norman (CN2)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
CN2 01: The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is 
authorized as an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil 
Works ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, USACE regulations indicate that 
fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration projects unless 
such protection can be accomplished through the acquisition of a lesser 
interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has not been made as to 
whether fee interest or a permanent easement will be acquired for this 
project.  However, regardless of which estate is acquired, the primary 
acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  Any activity that 
could be allowed would have to be consistent with the project 
authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to the 
project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired and 
will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to ecosystem 
restoration projects.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cathy Norman again. Under State law Act Number 734 2010, both 
levees and newly-created coastal restoration projects do not allow 
vehicular traffic on them, so riding and hauling on levees, prohibited. 
Both newly-created coastal restoration project on our levees. So what 
this basic issue, I know it's the elephant in the room, is cars on the 
beach, and I keep saying we don't want it. The other landowners keep 
saying we don't want it, and, unfortunately, access in the minds of South 
Lafourche Beachfront Development District is cars on the beach. It's 
prohibited by State law. 
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Margaret Curole (MC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
MC 01: The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is 
authorized as an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil 
Works ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers regulations 
indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration 
projects unless such protection can be accomplished through the 
acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has 
not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement will 
be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Margaret Curole, private citizen. I think the one thing that everybody 
here is sidestepping and it needs to go on the record is that there seems 
to be a discrepancy as to where the landowners feel State seashore is and 
where it actually is or where the Beachfront Development and 
everybody else's survey that was recently done by BDO says the State 
seashore is. And I think that before the project moves any further, that 
that would have to be established to where both parties agreed and it 
would be a formal recognized survey as to where the State seashore 
actually is. And I would also like to make one more comment, and that 
as somebody who spends a lot of time on Fourchon Beach and has 
worked very closely with the Beachfront Development, I think 
everybody, at least the majority of people who spend time at Fourchon 
Beach, has no interest in putting cars on the beach. We actually want 
just a place we can park and we want access to walkways. We saw an 
improvement when there was no cars on the beach and we actually saw 
more people go to the beach. And we want that recognized and we also 
want to recognize that fact that the Beachfront Development did a great 
job in patrolling with lifeguards and with fire and rescue and with 
Harbor Patrol and that I felt safer on that beach than I've ever felt in my 
life. And I think that those two things are major matters that need to be 
taken into consideration, but mainly the establishment of exactly where 
that seashore is before one grain of sand of tax payer money is put on 
that beach. 
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Wayne Martin (WM)  
 

RESPONSE 
 
WM 01: Approximately 13 miles of beach separate access between Port 
Fourchon and Elmer’s Beach entry points. 
 
Recreation facilities may be authorized at water resources projects under 
authority of Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended.  
Recreation features may be developed at ecosystem restoration projects 
if they are appropriate in scope and scale to the opportunity provided by 
the ecosystem restoration projects.  The recreation should be compatible 
with the ecosystem restoration purpose of the project, but also enhance 
the visitation experience by taking advantage of the natural values.  The 
social, cultural, scientific and educational values should be considered 
within the framework of the ecosystem restoration project purpose.  For 
example, while educational values, i.e.,  nature study and interpretive 
signs, can be an integral part of ecosystem restoration projects, this does 
not mean it is appropriate to build recreation/visitor facilities that 
overwhelm the natural values.  The recreation experience should build 
upon the ecosystem restoration objective and take advantage of the 
restored resources rather than distract from them.  Standard designs 
should be consistent with the natural environment of the surrounding 
area and should not include embellishments such as decorative stone 
work planters, elaborate designs or be ostentatious.  Recreation 
development at ecosystem restoration projects should take advantage of 
the education and recreation potential that the project is creating while 
not diminishing the ecosystem restoration purpose.  The following 
excerpt is from the Corps’ Principles and Guidelines Engineering 
Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100, Section VII and Recreation and Policy 
Guidance Letter No. 59, Recreation Development at Ecosystem 
Projects, CECW-AG, 11 June 1998:  “Recreation development at an 
ecosystem restoration project should be totally ancillary.  Recreation 
facilities may be added to take advantage of the education and recreation 
potential of the ecosystem project, but the project cannot be specifically 
formulated for a recreation purpose.  The recreation potential may be 
satisfied only to the extent that recreation does not diminish the 
ecosystem restoration purpose. 

Wayne Martin, South Lafourche Beachfront Development District. I 
would like to thank you all for coming here today and all of the people 
here as well. The board has been established for three years and we 
worked diligently to create a master plan and we have about four phases 
that breaks down that particular plan. We made this plan with the 
assumption that we would have access to this property. We had to just 
put aside all land issues, legal issues and all of those things. We've had 
this plan put together and we would like to get a copy to you guys so 
that y'all would be able to see what our master plan looks like. We're not 
going to be destroying the environment. We're not looking to ride on 
sand dunes. The plan incorporates routes that we would pass on and stay 
on and would bypass any bird habitat. We had a resolution in our last 
meeting to honor all archeological sites, all the laws regarding that as 
well as any nesting areas for birds. We would be able to rope off and 
project these areas from any human encroachment. What we're trying to 
do, and understand this, we have one entry point to a 14-mile stretch of -
- well, a 10-mile stretch of beach, in essence, without being able to 
traverse along the shoreline and wet sand like we've done for scores of 
years. We are not causing any damage. I mean, there were times we 
weren't policing it may be they drove up on the sand dunes, but today, 
we've incorporated almost all parish services. Thanks to everybody from 
the DA to the Port Commission, providing enforcement of all 
ordinances. The fire district, who provided open water rescue. They've 
got 20 guys that operate. They're not considered lifeguards, but they're 
out there looking out for the public. We've made a lot efforts and we've 
met the landowners', at least the one who would work with us, all of the 
obligations that they've asked of us with the exception of one, and that 
was a liability issue. They asked for us to have insurance to protect them 
or hold them harmless. One of the requirements were so high, we knew 
that we couldn't meet them we couldn't meet it. The Parish couldn't meet 
it. The insurance company didn't even know how to quote it. In fact, the 
requirement had us, if have had a policy in place, we would have been 
responsible for everyone that was on the beach for the cleanup from the 
oil spill, any pipeline survey work and anything else that would have 
gone on the beach. It was a ridiculous requirement of us. There was no 
way we could have met it, but we met every other requirement.  
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Wayne Martin (WM) (continued)  
 

RESPONSE  
 
WM 01 (continued):  
Where an ecosystem restoration project provides critical habitat for a 
federally listed threatened or endangered species, recreation facilities at 
that project should be precluded in the critical habitat and limited to only 
those facilities needed for minimum health and safety and/or natural 
resources interpretation. Where appropriate, recreation at ecosystem 
restoration projects should be designed for day use only, precluding the 
need of extensive night lighting.  Whenever conflicts occur between the 
ecosystem restoration purpose and recreation, ecosystem restoration 
shall have priority.  Plans should seek to optimize public use in harmony 
with the objectives of the restoration project over the period of analysis.  
Without a non-Federal sponsor to cost share recreation, ecosystem 
restoration projects should not encourage public use.” The development 
of facilities for access, health and safety should not involve extensive 
structural modification of the terrain and may include rest areas and 
picnic facilities.  Ideally these facilities would be a part of a larger non-
Corps recreation plan such as a regional trail system or provide access to 
other non-Federal recreation facilities or areas. The Corps presents a 
limited checklist of recreation facilities that may be cost-shared, at new 
Corps ecosystem restoration projects, or that may be constructed by 
others at non-Federal expense at ecosystem projects.  This check list 
may be found in ER 1105-2-100, Appendix E, Exhibit E-3, and includes 
access and circulation, shelters and bathrooms, utilities, park furniture, 
interpretive signage and health and safety features (gates, cattle guards, 
fencing, entrance station, etc.).  
 
The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is authorized as 
an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil Works 
ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.   
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Wayne Martin (WM) (continued)  
 
  

RESPONSE  
 
WM 01 (continued):  
In order to ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers 
regulations indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem 
restoration projects unless such protection can be accomplished through 
the acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision 
has not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement 
will be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects.   
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Mr. Adomitis (MA)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
MA 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There's an old Cajun band, I don't know the name of it, but Fourchon 
Beach is the name of the song. Y'all have heard it I'm sure on Ragin' 
Cajun. 
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Jack Rodrigue (JR)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
JR 01: The importance of Port Fourchon and its facilities in relation to 
the rest of the nation is addressed in Section 4.19.3 of the main report.  
Although this project is an ecosystem restoration project and not a 
hurricane protection or flood risk reduction project, there will be impacts 
to infrastructure as well as to oil, gas, and mineral.  Pertaining to Port 
Fourchon there will be both indirect and cumulative impacts, and these 
impacts are noted in sections 5.15.2.3.2, 5.15.2.3.3, 5.15.7.3.2, and 
5.15.7.4.2. 
 
 The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is authorized as 
an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil Works 
ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers regulations 
indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration 
projects unless such protection can be accomplished through the 
acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has 
not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement will 
be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jack Rodrigue, Larose, Louisiana. I’ve been to several of these 
meetings, and I say it every time and I'm going to say it again tonight, 
we do have a lot of things in place considering Davis Pond that changes 
the salinity of our water, which changes your pH and we saw when it 
was opened up for the oil spill that it made an improvement on the 
marsh lands. Particularly back here in the South Lafourche area, I 
witness it myself in the back of Cloverleaf Farms coming down the 
Barataria area place. Even spoke with an oysterman, I said that last time, 
how the freshwater got his oysters, and I personally will tell you I 
thought it was good thing because the water got that far down. Utilize 
the things that we have in place. That's very important. A lot of people 
talking tonight about access to the beach, and, yes, I would love to see 
access to the beach, but either way, the project needs to take place 
because you've got the truck welders at Fourchon. I'm a landscaper. I'm 
a horticulturist. I don't work in the Fourchon Oyster Industry, but I do 
work for -- 90 percent of my people are directly related to owning boats 
or whatever that does it. But you have your fishermen, you have your 
trucker welders, you have your forklift operators, all of these thousands 
and thousands of people that live on a 105 by 105 lot that make their 
living at Fourchon that wants it more protected for them to continue to 
make their living than worrying about if we're going to get on the beach 
or what. Now, that is important and I hear it's important to a lot of 
people for the tax payers' dollars, and I'm just going to sit here and say 
on behalf of all of these blue-collar men and woman who work down 
there at Fourchon to do whatever we can to save the place, not only for 
the oil and economic development throughout country, but for the 
people in our community that's making a living. 
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Dick Cheramie (DC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
DC 01: Thank you for your comment. The Corps of Engineers, New 
Orleans District will ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918, as amended (MBTA).  The MBTA, which provides 
protections for all colonial nesting wading and water birds, prohibits 
“Take” of these species.  “Take” is defined as “means to pursue, hunt, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” (50 CFR 10.12).  The USFWS 
provided the following guidance for advising the public on the MBTA 
as it relates to migratory bird nest destruction.  “…while destruction of 
nests independently are not prohibited under the MBTA, harassment or 
nest destruction which results in the unpermitted take of migratory birds 
or their egg’s, is illegal and fully prosecutable under the MBTA.  Due to 
the biological and behavioral characteristics of some migratory bird 
species, destruction of their nests entails an elevated degree of risk of 
violating the MBTA.  For example, colonial nesting birds are highly 
vulnerable to disturbance; the destruction of unoccupied nest during or 
near the nesting season could result in a significant level of take.” 
USFWS Migratory Bird Permit Memorandum, 15 Apr 2003) 
 
In addition to the MBTA, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (ESA), provides protection for the piping plover and its critical 
habitat, which is a wintering resident of Louisiana. Protected critical 
habitat (unit LA 5) stretches from Timbalier Island to East Grand Terre 
Island.  This habitat encompasses 2,321 ha (5,735 ac) of the beach 
habitat  in Terrebonne, Lafourche, Jefferson, and Plaquemines Parishes.  
Under  provisions of the ESA, it is unlawful to “take” a threatened and 
endangered species. “Take” is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound kill, trap, capture, or collect or attempt to engage in 
any such conduct.”  Excessive vehicular or pedestrian usage of 
protected areas, can cause piping plovers to spend less time roosting or 
foraging and more time in alert postures or fleeing from the 
disturbances.  Off-road vehicles, used to access beaches, can 
significantly degrade the piping plover’s habitat or disrupt the birds’ 
normal behavior patterns (Zonick 2000).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dick Cheramie. You know, we keep hearing about these nesting 
shorebirds. You know, one of the landowners has probably a 50 to a 75-
acre oil field company directly on the beach. What happens if one of 
those shorebirds flies over that fence and nests in that parking lot? Are 
they going to tell Chevron, "Y'all get out of here, y'all can't operate on 
our land anymore" because there's a nesting shorebird in their parking 
lot? I've lived in that port. Those birds nest everywhere. They don't nest 
in one small location. They nest on the coast. You know, the nesting 
shorebird deal is just a joke to me. You know, yes, we need to care 
about the shorebird, but there's a huge Chevron facility sitting directly 
on that beach and a bird doesn't know that that's Chevron and he can't 
nest there. 
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Mr. Caillouet (MRC)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
MRC 01: Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mr. Caillouet just wants to make his presence known. 
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Kevin Curole (KC)  

RESPONSE 
 
KC 01: Thank you for your comment. The following excerpt is from the 
Corps’ Principles and Guidelines Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-
100, Section VII and Recreation and Policy Guidance Letter No. 59, 
Recreation Development at Ecosystem Projects, CECW-AG, 11 June 
1998:  “Recreation development at an ecosystem restoration project 
should be totally ancillary.  Recreation facilities may be added to take 
advantage of the education and recreation potential of the ecosystem 
project, but the project cannot be specifically formulated for a recreation 
purpose.  The recreation potential may be satisfied only to the extent 
that recreation does not diminish the ecosystem restoration purpose.  
Where an ecosystem restoration project provides critical habitat for a 
federally listed threatened or endangered species, recreation facilities at 
that project should be precluded in the critical habitat and limited to only 
those facilities needed for minimum health and safety and/or natural 
resources interpretation.  
 
Where appropriate, recreation at ecosystem restoration projects should 
be designed for day use only, precluding the need of extensive night 
lighting.  Whenever conflicts occur between the ecosystem restoration 
purpose and recreation, ecosystem restoration shall have priority.  Plans 
should seek to optimize public use in harmony with the objectives of the 
restoration project over the period of analysis.  Without a non-Federal 
sponsor to cost share recreation, ecosystem restoration projects should 
not encourage public use.” The development of facilities for access, 
health and safety should not involve extensive structural modification of 
the terrain and may include rest areas and picnic facilities.  Ideally these 
facilities would be a part of a larger non-Corps recreation plan such as a 
regional trail system or provide access to other non-Federal recreation 
facilities or areas. The Corps presents a limited checklist of recreation 
facilities that may be cost-shared, at new Corps ecosystem restoration 
projects, or that may be constructed by others at non-Federal expense at 
ecosystem projects.  This check list may be found in ER 1105-2-100, 
Appendix E, Exhibit E-3, and includes access and circulation, shelters 
and bathrooms, utilities, park furniture, interpretive signage and health 
and safety features (gates, cattle guards, fencing, entrance station, etc.).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kevin Curole, born and raised in Lafourche Parish, and I really think it's 
great that they got this project to help save the beach and the 
communities. Since I was a little boy, I could remember my 
grandparents use to bring us to the beach and we would get to crab and 
fish and just play in the water and to us, they were like gods for bringing 
us there, you know. And that's such a jewel for the whole world really. 
If you don't live by the coast, that's your dream in life is to make it there 
and see the ocean. But people who don't live near here, that's their goal 
in life is when they see the ocean to go play. Even if you're too scared to 
swim, you just put your feet in, you know. I think it would be horrible if 
we would lose that access and not allow our parish to continue enjoying 
playing on the beach. Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS 2 – 37  

 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS 3-1  
 

3.0 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT 
INTEGRATED CONSTRUCTION REPORT AND DRAFT EIS 

 
 
This section contains the written comments and responses received during the 45-day public comment period 
from June 24, 2011, to August 8, 2011, regarding the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Louisiana Coastal Area, Barataria Basin Barrier 
Shoreline Restoration. In accordance with the NEPA, the USEPA issued in the Federal Register Volume 76, 
Number 122, page 37112 dated June 24, 2011, a Notice of Availability inviting public participation to 
comment on the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Louisiana Coastal Area, Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration.  
 
Distribution of the Draft Integrated Construction Report and Draft EIS for review and comment included 
mailing the document to Federal, state and local agencies, Tribes, and other interested parties. The full 
distribution mailing list is available from the USACE, New Orleans District upon request. Copies of the 
Draft Integrated Report were mailed to the following public libraries. 
 
A total of 17 written comments were received during the comment period for the Integrated Draft 
Construction Report and Draft EIS. A few of the comments had several attachments:  
  

Caillout Land Corporation fax and letter (CLC faxltr) 
Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 1 (EWD faxltr) 
Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at) 
Edward Wisner Donation public meeting comments (EWD pm) 
Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1) 
Edward Wisner Donation attachment 2 (EWD at2) 
Edward Wisner Donation attachment 3 (EWD at3) 
Edward Wisner Donation attachment 4 (EWD at4) 
Gulf Restoration Network (GRN) 
Larry Campisi Memo of Conversation (LC moc) 
Larry Campisi letter with Aqua Dam Attachment (LC ltr ada) 
Larry Campisi Aqua Dam attachment (LC ada) 
Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. (LJP) 
Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at) 
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality email (LDEQ email) 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF ltr) 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF fax) 
Mississippi River Delta Campaign (MRDC) 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
Tim Dantin email (TD email) 
Tim Dantin postcard (TD pc) 
Restore or Retreat (ROR) 
U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
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3.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT 
INTEGRATED CONSTRUCTION REPORT AND DRAFT EIS 
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Caillouet Land Corporation fax & letter (CLC faxltr)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
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Caillouet Land Corporation fax and letter (CLC faxltr)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
CLC faxltr 01: Thank you for your comment. The LCA BBBS 
Restoration study is authorized as an ecosystem restoration project.  The 
purpose of a Civil Works ecosystem restoration project is to restore 
significant ecosystem function, structure, and dynamic processes that 
have been degraded.  Protection may be included as part of Civil Works 
ecosystem restoration initiatives when such measures involve efforts to 
prevent future degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. 
The Government has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate 
interests to construct the project and to protect the integrity of the 
project features.  In order to ensure protection of project features, 
USACE regulations indicate that fee title should be acquired for 
ecosystem restoration projects unless such protection can be 
accomplished through the acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this 
time, a final decision has not been made as to whether fee interest or a 
permanent easement will be acquired for this project.  However, 
regardless of which estate is acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to 
protect the project features.  Any activity that could be allowed would 
have to be consistent with the project authorization and function.  The 
possibility for public access to the project site will depend upon which 
real estate interest is acquired and will be dictated by State and Federal 
laws as they relate to ecosystem restoration projects.   
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Caillouet Land Corporation fax and letter (CLC faxltr)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
CLC faxltr 01 (continued): see response on previous page.   
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Caillouet Land Corporation fax and letter (CLC faxltr)  
  

 

RESPONSE  
 
CLC faxltr 01 (continued): see response on previous page.   
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Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 01: Thank you for your comment, your assistance in 
providing access and field trips to the Wisner Donation lands, and your 
efforts at partnering and providing science-related assistance in the 
coastal geomorphic dynamics and ecological aspects of the Caminada 
Headland system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS    3-8  
 

 Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 02: Concur on the importance of implementing the LCA 
BBBS project to restore the Caminada Headland as well as Shell Island 
components of the Barataria Basin barrier shoreline system.   
 
EWD faxltr 03: with regard to boundaries between the State and 
landowners, per Article 451 of the Louisiana Civil Code, seashore is the 
space of land over which the waters of the sea spread in the highest tide 
during the winter season (Acts 1978, No. 728, §1). 
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 Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 03 (continued): see response on previous page. 
 
EWD faxltr 04: Concur that existing infrastructure in project area will 
require limited motorized access for operations and maintenance 
activities.  However, the USACE believes that unrestricted motorized 
access would not be consistent with ecosystem restoration goals and 
objectives or with maintaining ecosystem viability of the restored 
project area. 
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 Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 04 (continued): see response on previous page. 
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 Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 04 (continued): see response on previous page.  
 
EWD faxltr 05: Before the project can be implemented the USACE 
must confirm that the area is free of oil contamination pursuant to the 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.). 
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 Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 05 (continued): see response on previous page. 
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 Edward Wisner Donation fax and letter August 8, 2011 (EWD faxltr)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD faxltr 05 (continued): see response on previous page.  
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Edward Wisner Donation fax/letter attachment (EWD at)  
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment (EWD at)   
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Edward Wisner Donation public meeting comments (EWD pm)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD pm 01: Thank you for your comment.  
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 Edward Wisner Donation public meeting comments (EWD pm)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
EDW pm 02: Thank you for your comment. The Barataria Basin 
Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is authorized as an ecosystem 
restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
project is to restore significant ecosystem function, structure, and 
dynamic processes that have been degraded.  Protection may be included 
as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration initiatives when such 
measures involve efforts to prevent future degradation of an ecosystem's 
structure and functions. The Government has the obligation to acquire 
sufficient real estate interests to construct the project and to protect the 
integrity of the project features.  In order to ensure protection of project 
features, Corps of Engineers regulations indicate that fee title should be 
acquired for ecosystem restoration projects unless such protection can be 
accomplished through the acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this 
time, a final decision has not been made as to whether fee interest or a 
permanent easement will be acquired for this project.  However, 
regardless of which estate is acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to 
protect the project features.  Any activity that could be allowed would 
have to be consistent with the project authorization and function.  The 
possibility for public access to the project site will depend upon which 
real estate interest is acquired and will be dictated by State and Federal 
laws as they relate to ecosystem restoration projects.   
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Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
EDW at1 01: Thank you for your comment.  
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Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EDW at1)  
  

RESPONSE 
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Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)  
  

 
RESPONSE 
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Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)  
  

RESPONSE: 
 
EWD at1 02: Thank you for your comment.  
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Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS    3-31  
 

 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)  
  

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)   
  

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)   
  

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS    3-35  
 

 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)   

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 1 (EWD at1)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD at1 03:  Thank you for your comment.   
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 2 (EWD at2)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD at2 01:  Thank you for your comment.  
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 2 (EWD at2)   
  

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 2 (EWD at2)   
  

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 3 (EWD at3)   
  

RESPONSE 
 
EWD at3 01: Thank you for your comment.  
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 3 (EWD at3)   
  

RESPONSE 
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 Edward Wisner Donation attachment 4 (EWD at4)   
  

 
EWD at4: Thank you for your comment. This document was included 
in previous comment submitted by the Edward Wisner Donation. 
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Gulf Restoration Network (GRN)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
GRN 01: Thank you for your comment. The Federal Acquisition 
Regulations details the rules on competition in Part 6:  
https://www.acquisition.gov/far/05-30/html/FARTOCP06.html.  Here is 
the Unites States Policy: 
-------------------------------------- 
Subpart 6.1—Full and Open Competition  
6.100  Scope of subpart.  
This subpart prescribes the policy and procedures that are to be used to 
promote and provide for full and open competition.  
6.101  Policy.  
(a) 10 U.S.C. 2304 and 41 U.S.C. 253 require, with certain limited 
exceptions (see Subpart 6.2 and 6.3), that contracting officers shall 
promote and provide for full and open competition in soliciting offers 
and awarding Government contracts.  
(b) Contracting officers shall provide for full and open competition 
through use of the competitive procedure(s) contained in this subpart 
that are best suited to the circumstances of the contract action and 
consistent with the need to fulfill the Government’s requirements 
efficiently (10 U.S.C. 2304 and 41 U.S.C. 253).  
6.102  Use of competitive procedures.  
The competitive procedures available for use in fulfilling the 
requirement for full and open competition are as follows:  
(a) Sealed bids. (See 6.401(a).)  
(b) Competitive proposals. (See 6.401(b).) If sealed bids are not 
appropriate under paragraph (a) of this section, contracting officers shall 
request competitive proposals or use the other competitive procedures 
under paragraph (c) or (d) of this section.  
(c) Combination of competitive procedures. If sealed bids are not 
appropriate, contracting officers may use any combination of 
competitive procedures (e.g., two-step sealed bidding).  
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Gulf Restoration Network (GRN)  
  

 

 
RESPONSE 
 
GRN 01 (continued):  
(d) Other competitive procedures.  
(1) Selection of sources for architect-engineer contracts in accordance 
with the provisions of 40 U.S.C. 1102 et seq. is a competitive procedure 
(see Subpart 36.6 for procedures).  
(2) Competitive selection of basic and applied research and that part of 
development not related to the development of a specific system or 
hardware procurement is a competitive procedure if award results 
from—  
(i) A broad agency announcement that is general in nature identifying 
areas of research interest, including criteria for selecting proposals, and 
soliciting the participation of all offerors capable of satisfying the 
Government’s needs; and  
(ii) A peer or scientific review.  
(3) Use of multiple award schedules issued under the procedures 
established by the Administrator of General Services consistent with the 
requirement of 41 U.S.C. 259(b)(3)(A) for the multiple award schedule 
program of the General Services Administration is a competitive 
procedure. 
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Gulf Restoration Network (GRN)  
  

 

 
RESPONSE 
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Larry Campisi Memo of Conversation (LC moc)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
LC moc: Thank you for your comment and the information on Aqua 
Dams. The USACE will consider use of these, as well as other products, 
during the detailed design/plans and specifications (PED) phase of the 
project.  
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Larry Campisi letter with Aqua Dam Attachment (LC ltr ada)  

RESPONSE 
 
LC ltr ada: Thank you for the information on Aqua Dams. The USACE 
will consider use of these, as well as other products, during the detailed 
design/plans and specifications (PED) phase of the project. 
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Larry Campisi letter with Aqua Dam Attachment (LC ada)  
  

RESPONSE 
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Larry Campisi Aqua Dam attachment (LC ada)  
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Larry Campisi Aqua Dam Attachment (LC ada)  
  

RESPONSE 
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Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. (LJP)  

 

 
RESPONSE 
 
LJP 01: Thank you for your comment. Receipt of email was confirmed 
by William P. Klein, Jr., per your request on 1 August 2011.  
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:Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. (LJP)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
LJP 02: Thank you for your comment.  
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Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. (LJP)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
LJP 03: Thank you for your comment and interest in the planning and 
real estate process for the Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration 
project.  Due to Army regulations, we are unable to honor your request 
to participate in meetings regarding real estate acquisition for this 
project.  Ms Judy Gutierrez with the Real Estate Division of the New 
Orleans District, USACE will work as your point of contact for these 
matters and will provide you with timely information throughout the 
process.  Please feel free to contact Ms Gutierrez; she may be reached at 
telephone: 504-862-2575 and  
email: Judith.Y.Gutierrez@usace.army.mil 
 
LJP 04: Receipt of email was confirmed by William P. Klein, Jr., per 
your request on 1 August 2011.  
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Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. (LJP)  
  

 

 
RESPONSE  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
LJP at1: Thank you for your comment. Project induced impacts to 
recreation are addressed in section 5.17 Recreation Resources. 
Recreation facilities may be authorized at water resources projects under 
authority of Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended.  
Recreation features may be developed at ecosystem restoration projects 
if they are appropriate in scope and scale to the opportunity provided by 
the ecosystem restoration projects.  The recreation should be compatible 
with the ecosystem restoration purpose of the project, but also enhance 
the visitation experience by taking advantage of the natural values.  The 
social, cultural, scientific and educational values should be considered 
within the framework of the ecosystem restoration project purpose.  For 
example, while educational values, i.e., nature study and interpretive 
signs, can be an integral part of ecosystem restoration projects, this does 
not mean it is appropriate to build recreation/visitor facilities that 
overwhelm the natural values.  The recreation experience should build 
upon the ecosystem restoration objective and take advantage of the 
restored resources rather than distract from them.  Standard designs 
should be consistent with the natural environment of the surrounding 
area and should not include embellishments such as decorative stone 
work planters, elaborate designs or be ostentatious.  Recreation 
development at ecosystem restoration projects should take advantage of 
the education and recreation potential that the project is creating while 
not diminishing the ecosystem restoration purpose.  The following 
excerpt is from the Corps’ Principles and Guidelines Engineering 
Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100, Section VII and Recreation and Policy 
Guidance Letter No. 59, Recreation Development at Ecosystem 
Projects, CECW-AG, 11 June 1998:  “Recreation development at an 
ecosystem restoration project should be totally ancillary.  Recreation 
facilities may be added to take advantage of the education and recreation 
potential of the ecosystem project, but the project cannot be specifically 
formulated for a recreation purpose.  The recreation potential may be 
satisfied only to the extent that recreation does not diminish the 
ecosystem restoration purpose.   
 
See following page for continued response to LJP at01. 
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  

RESPONSE 
 
LJP at1 (Continued): Where an ecosystem restoration project provides 
critical habitat for a federally listed threatened or endangered species, 
recreation facilities at that project should be precluded in the critical 
habitat and limited to only those facilities needed for minimum health 
and safety and/or natural resources interpretation. Where appropriate, 
recreation at ecosystem restoration projects should be designed for day 
use only, precluding the need of extensive night lighting.  Whenever 
conflicts occur between the ecosystem restoration purpose and 
recreation, ecosystem restoration shall have priority.  Plans should seek 
to optimize public use in harmony with the objectives of the restoration 
project over the period of analysis.  Without a non-Federal sponsor to 
cost share recreation, ecosystem restoration projects should not 
encourage public use.” The development of facilities for access, health 
and safety should not involve extensive structural modification of the 
terrain and may include rest areas and picnic facilities.  Ideally these 
facilities would be a part of a larger non-Corps recreation plan such as a 
regional trail system or provide access to other non-Federal recreation 
facilities or areas. The Corps presents a limited checklist of recreation 
facilities that may be cost-shared, at new Corps ecosystem restoration 
projects, or that may be constructed by others at non-Federal expense at 
ecosystem projects.  This check list may be found in ER 1105-2-100, 
Appendix E, Exhibit E-3, and includes access and circulation, shelters 
and bathrooms, utilities, park furniture, interpretive signage and health 
and safety features (gates, cattle guards, fencing, entrance station, etc.). 
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS    3-61  
 

 

 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Loulan J. Pitre, Jr. attachment (LJP at1)  
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 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality email (LDEQ email)  
 
 

  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Beth Altazan-Dixon [mailto:Beth.Dixon@LA.GOV]  
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 9:23 AM 
To: Klein, William P Jr MVN 
Subject: DEQ SOV 110628/1755 DOA-Barataria Basin Barrier 
Shoreline 
 
July 1, 2011 
 
Joan M. Exnicios, Chief 
USACE Environ. Planning Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 
 
william.p.klein.jr@usace.army.mil 
<mailto:william.p.klein.jr@usace.army.mil>  
 
RE: 110628/1755 
DOA-Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline 
On disk 
Restoration-Draft Construction Report and Draft EIS Lafourche, 
Jefferson and Plaquemines Parishes 
 
Dear Ms. Exnicios: 
  
The Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), Business and 
Community Outreach Division has received your request for 
comments on the above referenced project.  
 
After reviewing your request, the department has no objections based 
on the information provided in your submittal.  However, for your 
information, the following general comments have been included.  
Please be advised that if you should encounter a problem during the 
implementation of this project, you should immediately notify 
LDEQ’s Single-Point-of-contact (SPOC) at (225) 219-3640. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
LDEQ 01: Thank you for your comment.  
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 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality email (LDEQ email)  
 
 

  
·         Please take any necessary steps to obtain and/or update all 
necessary approvals and environmental permits regarding this 
proposed project.  
* If your project results in a discharge to waters of the state, 
submittal of a Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(LPDES) application may be necessary.  
* If the project results in a discharge of wastewater to an 
existing wastewater treatment system, that wastewater treatment 
system may need to modify its LPDES permit before accepting the 
additional wastewater. 
* All precautions should be observed to control nonpoint source 
pollution from construction activities. LDEQ has stormwater general 
permits for construction areas equal to or greater than one acre.  It is 
recommended that you contact the LDEQ Water Permits Division at 
(225) 219-3181 to determine if your proposed pro 
·         If your project will include a sanitary wastewater treatment 
facility, a Sewage Sludge and Biosolids Use or Disposal Permit 
application or Notice of Intent must be submitted no later than June 
1, 2011. Additional information may be obtained on the LDEQ 
website at 
http://www.deq.louisiana.gov/portal/tabid/2296/Default.aspx 
<http://www.deq.louisiana.gov/portal/tabid/2296/Default.aspx>  or 
by contacting the LDEQ Water Permits Division at (225) 219- 3181. 
* If any of the proposed work is located in wetlands or other 
areas subject to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, you should contact the Corps directly regarding 
permitting issues.  If a Corps permit is required, part of the 
application process may involve a water quality certification from 
LDEQ.  
* All precautions should be observed to protect the 
groundwater of the region.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
LDEQ email 02: All appropriate steps and precautions, including best 
construction management practices, will be utilized.  
 
LDEQ email 03: The proposed action would not require a LPDES 
application.  
 
LDEQ email 04: The proposed action would not result in a discharge of 
wastewater to an existing wastewater treatment system.  
 
LDEQ email 05: All appropriate steps and precautions, including best 
construction management practices, will be utilized.  
 
LDEQ email 06: The proposed action would include a sanitary 
wastewater treatment facility. 
 
LDEQ email 07: the USACE does not issue itself a permit for work in 
jurisdictional waters or wetlands of the US. However, a section 
404(b)(1) evaluation is included in appendix D. 
 
LDEQ email 08: the proposed action would not impact groundwaters of 
the region.  
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 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality email (LDEQ email) 
 
 
  

* Please be advised that water softeners generate wastewaters 
that may require special limitations depending on local water quality 
considerations. Therefore if your water system improvements 
include water softeners, you are advised to contact the LDEQ Water 
Permits to determine if special water quality-based limitations will 
be necessary. 
* Any renovation or remodeling must comply with LAC 
33:III.Chapter 28, Lead-Based Paint Activities; LAC 33:III.Chapter 
27, Asbestos-Containing Materials in Schools and State Buildings 
(includes all training and accreditation); and LAC 33:III.5151, 
Emission Standard for Asbestos for any renovations or demolitions. 
* If any solid or hazardous wastes, or soils and/or 
groundwater contaminated with hazardous constituents are 
encountered during the project, notification to LDEQ’s Single-Point-
of-Contact (SPOC) at (225) 219-3640 is required.  Additionally, 
precautions should be taken to protect workers from these hazardous 
constituents. 
 
Currently, Lafourche, Jefferson and Plaquemines Parishes are 
classified as attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards and have no general conformity determination obligations. 
 
Please send all future requests to my attention.  If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at (225) 219-3958 or by 
email at beth.dixon@la.gov <mailto:beth.dixon@la.gov> .  
 
Sincerely, 
Beth Altazan-Dixon 
Performance Management  
LDEQ/Business and Community Outreach Division Office of the 
Secretary 
P.O. Box 4301 (602 N. 5th Street) 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4301 
Phone: 225-219-3958 
Fx: 225-325-8148 
Email: beth.dixon@la.gov 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
LDEQ email 09: the proposed action would not include water system 
improvement or the use of water softeners.  
 
LDEQ email 10: the proposed action would not include any renovation 
or remodeling involving lead-based paint or asbestos. 
 
LDEQ email 11: LDEQ’s Single-Point-of-Contact will be contacted if 
any hazardous wastes or soils or ground water contaminated with 
hazardous constituents are encountered during construction of the 
project. All appropriate precautions will be taken to protect workers 
from these hazardous constituents.  A Phase 1 Hazardous, Toxic and 
Radioactive Wastes assessment will be completed as described in 
Section 5.19.  
 
LDEQ email 12: potential project-induced impacts to air quality are 
presented in section 5.20 Air Quality.  
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Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF ltr)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
LDWF ltr 01: Thank you for your comment.  Concur, that any work or 
entry onto Elmer’s Island will be coordinated with Julia Lightner.  
 
LDWF ltr 02: Concur that threatened piping plover and critical habitat 
exist within study area. The USACE has coordinated potential impacts 
of the piping plover and its critical habitat. The USACE has prepared a 
Biological Assessment regarding potential project-induced impacts to 
threatened and endangered species and their designated critical habitat 
within the study area.  In their Biological Opinion, the USFWS concurs 
with the USACE findings.  
 
LDWF ltr 03: Concur. The USACE is aware of LDWF prohibition of 
entry into or disturbance of active breeding bird colonies. USACE is 
also aware that LDWF prohibits work within a certain radius of active 
nesting colony (400 meters of nesting colonies; 700 meters for brown 
pelicans). The USACE will conduct field visits and coordinate with 
LDWF as well as the USFWS. 
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Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF ltr)  
 

  

RESPONSE 
 
LDWF ltr 03: see previous page.  
 
LDWF ltr 04: Concur. The USACE will take appropriate actions to 
avoid and minimize disturbance to colonial nesting birds.  
 
LDWF ltr 05: Potential impacts to rare, threatened and endangered 
species or critical habitats are described in the USACE Biological 
Assessment (Appendix D) and have been coordinated with the USFWS 
(see their Biological Opinion in Appendix D) and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service.  The recently designated LDWF Elmer’s Island 
Wildlife Refuge would be directly impacted by the proposed restoration 
actions on the Caminada Headland. The USACE has been in 
coordination with Messrs Glen Thomas and Vaughn McDonald as well 
as with Ms Heather Finley and Julia Lightner. The USACE will 
continue coordination with the LDWF and its designated POC’s Julia 
Lightner and Vaughn McDonald, as well as securing a Special Use 
Permit for work on the LDWF Elmer’s Island Wildlife Refuge.  
 
LDWF ltr 06: concur that if at any time LNHP tracked species are 
encountered within the project area, the USACE will contact LNHP 
biologist at 225-765-2643.  
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Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF fax)  
 
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
LDWF fax 01: Thank you for your comment. Concur, the proposed 
operational plan will be modified as needed in response to monitoring 
and recommendations of regulatory and resources agencies. USACE 
actions regarding this include:   
 
LDWF fax 02: The recently designated LDWF Elmer’s Island Wildlife 
Refuge would be directly impacted by the proposed restoration actions 
on the Caminada Headland. The USACE has been in coordination with 
Messrs Glen Thomas and Vaughn McDonald as well as with Ms 
Heather Finley and Julia Lightner. The USACE will continue 
coordination with the LDWF and its designated POC’s Julia Lightner 
and Vaughn McDonald, as well as securing a Special Use Permit for 
work on the LDWF Elmer’s Island Wildlife Refuge.  
 
LDWF fax 03: The proposed action, restoration of the Caminada 
Headland and Shell Island, would not include any water control 
structures.  
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Mississippi River Delta Campaign (MRDC)  
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
MRDC 01: Thank you for your comment.  More detailed construction 
design and costs analysis, considering design with natural forces will be 
considered during PED phase.  Potential impacts to existing wildlife 
habitats and resources are presented in Section 5.8 Wildlife Resources: 
Birds, Mammals, Amphibians and Reptiles.  Potential impacts to 
threatened and endangered species, such as the piping plover, are 
presented in Section 5.13 Threatened and Endangered Species as well as 
in the Biological Assessment Appendix D. The USACE has coordinated 
with the USFWS and NMFS regarding potential impacts to threatened 
and endangered species and designated critical habitats.  The USFWS 
Biological Opinion, presented in Appendix D, concurs with the USACE 
Biological Assessment.  The USACE agrees with the terms and 
conditions provided by the USFWS Biological Opinion, as well as the 
NMFS regional Biological Opinion. The USACE will implement the 
reasonable and prudent measures recommended by the USFWS and 
NMFS beginning in PED.   
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Mississippi River Delta Campaign (MRDC)  
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE: 
 
MRDC 01 (continued): see response on previous page.  
 
MRDC 02: Placement of dredged material will occur directly on the 
beach front.  
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Mississippi River Delta Campaign (MRDC)  
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
MRDC 02 (continued): see response on previous page. 
 
MRDC 03: These methods will be considered during PED phase of the 
project. 
 
MRDC 04: see response MRDC 03.  
 
MRDC 05: see response MRDC 03. 
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Mississippi River Delta Campaign (MRDC)  
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
MRDC 05 (continued): see response on previous page.  
 
MRDC 06: see responses MRDC 01-05 
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National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 01: Concur that implementation of proposed action could result 
in temporary adverse impacts to some categories of EFH that are 
supportive of a variety of important fisheries species. Potential project-
induced impacts to EFH are described in section 5.10 “Essential Fish 
Habitat (EFH).” 
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 02: Concur; during PED phase additional means to minimize 
adverse impacts to existing intertidal habitats on both the Caminada 
Headland and Shell Island will be considered and coordinated with the 
NMFS and other natural resource agencies. 
 
NMFS 03: Do not concur that project design should include tidal creeks 
and ponds on restored Shell Island barrier island habitats or the 
Caminada Headland. Including such design features into barrier islands 
and the beach/dune/supratidal/intertidal erosional zone of the Caminada 
Headland fronting the Gulf of Mexico would initiate and rapidly 
increase barrier habitat fragmentation to restored areas in this high 
energy Gulf of Mexico barrier system. Such features will naturally 
develop over time due to the different natural sediment densities of the 
borrow material and differential settlement and consolidation of the 
borrow material over time, along with natural processes.   
 
NMFS 04: Concur. Consistent with previous ecosystem restoration 
efforts, containment dikes are anticipated to degrade and gap naturally.  
 
NMFS 05: Concur. Refinement, during the PED Phase, of the sand 
fencing plan and vegetative species to be planted will be further 
coordinated with the NMFS and other natural resource agencies.  
 
NMFS 06: Concur. The New Orleans District will provide a written 
response regarding the proposed EFH conservation recommendations in 
a manner to ensure that it is received by NMFS at least 10 days prior to 
the final approval of the action.  
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 07: Concur. The draft EIS is provided, in part, as part of the EFH 
consultation as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
Act.  Additional appropriate measures to avoid, minimize and offset 
potential adverse short term effects related to construction of the 
proposed action would be further considered and developed during PED 
Phase, especially with regard to minimizing adverse impacts to intertidal 
habitats. In addition, the USACE will continue, during the PED Phase, 
to further refine, develop, and include, to the maximum extent 
practicable, measures to ensure created habitats develop natural habitat 
functions and that maximize the creation and maintenance of barrier 
habitats. The USACE also intends to implement proposed monitoring 
and adaptive management measures as needed to measure project related 
impacts and to provide a framework for decision-making and needed 
change.  
 
NMFS 08: Concur. The following has been added to Section 5.10.2 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH):  
“Table 5.7 presents the number of acres existing habitat types converted 
to other habitat types following implementation of the proposed action.  
For the Caminada Headland the number of acres of existing water 
bottoms converted to Gulf subtidal equals 223 acres, converted to beach 
equals 58 acres, converted dune equals 231 acres, converted to 
supratidal equals 0 acres, and converted to marsh equals 413 acres.  
The number of acres of existing marsh on the Caminada Headland 
converted to Gulf subtidal equals 0 acres, converted to beach equals 0 
acres, converted dune equals 101 acres, converted to supratidal equals 
103 acres, and converted to (remain) marsh equals 773 acres.   
 
For Shell Island the number of acres of existing water bottoms 
converted to Gulf subtidal equals 0 acres, converted to beach equals 53 
acres, converted dune equals 152 acres, converted to supratidal equals 
164 acres, and converted to marsh equals 404 acres.  The number of 
acres of existing marsh on Shell Island converted to Gulf subtidal equals 
0 acres, converted to beach equals < 1 acre, converted dune equals  < 1 
acre, converted to supratidal equals 2 acres, and converted to (remain) 
marsh equals 8 acres.”  See following page for continued response.  
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National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  

  RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 08 (continued):  
 
Table 5-7. Number of acres of existing habitats converted to other 
habitat types following implementation of the proposed action.  

Caminada Headland 
 EFH Habitat 
Types 

Existing Acres 
(TY 0) 

Converted Acres 
(TY1) 

Existing Open Water  
    

925 ac  Gulf subtidal = 223 ac  
Beach (Gulf intertidal) 

=   58 ac 
Dune = 231 ac 

Supratidal =     0 ac 
Marsh = 413 ac 

Existing Marsh 977 ac Gulf subtidal =     0 ac 
Beach (Gulf Intertidal) 

=     0 ac 
Dune = 101 ac  

Supratidal = 103 ac 
Marsh = 773 ac 

Shell Island 
Existing Open Water  
 

773 ac Gulf subtidal =     0 ac  
Beach (Gulf intertidal) 

=   53 ac  
Dune = 152 ac  

Supratidal = 164 ac 
Marsh = 404 ac 

Existing Marsh  10 ac Gulf subtidal =     0 ac  
Beach (Gulf intertidal) 

= < 1 ac  
Dune =  <1 ac  

Supratidal =    2 ac 
Marsh =    8 ac 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 08 (continued):  
The acreage of various EFH habitats expected to remain subaerial by 
2050.   
 
For the Caminada Headland the total number of acres equals 2,492 acres 
at TY0. These acres evolve to a total of 1,023 acres: comprised of 245 
acres of gulf intertidal, 345 acres of supratidal, and 433 acres of marsh at 
2050. For Shell Island the total number of acres equals acres at TY0. 
These acres evolve to a total of 469 acres: comprised of 48 acres of 
beach, 148 acres of supratidal, 0 acres of dune, and 273 acres of marsh.  
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 08 continued: see response on previous page 
 
NMFS 09: The borrow sites were located at a distance sufficiently far 
enough away from the barrier shorelines so as not to significantly 
change or alter wave dynamics. With regard to use of Ship Shoal, any 
impacts of wave energy from project implementation would be 
temporary in nature and would not have lasting negative impacts on 
adjacent shorelines. Stone et al. (2004) indicates that removal of Ship 
Shoal sands for barrier/coastal restoration efforts would not significantly 
influence wave conditions in the nearshore because the expected 
increase in wave energy is limited to the leeward flank of the shoal. 
 
The Empire borrow site may have been used on previous CWPPRA 
projects. However, the USACE believes there will be enough material 
from here, as well as other borrow sources listed in the report that will 
accommodate the dredge material needs of this project. Additional 
analysis of marsh habitat will be conducted in PED phase of this project.  
 
NMFS 10: Concur. Detailed dredging and construction methodology 
regarding Ship Shoal, the potential for placement of dredged material 
into open water for later placement into the fill template have not been 
identified. Additional engineering design is required before the 
environmental impacts analysis may be conducted. Additional 
construction methodology will be considered in the PED phase of this 
project. Dredging and placement methodology can be found in the 
Engineering Appendix A.  
 
NMFS 11: Concur. See response to NMFS 08 comment.  
 
NMFS 12: Concur. See response to NMFS 08 comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS    3-81  
 

 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 12 (continued): see response on previous page.  
 
NFMS 13: Appendix A provides description of the cut to fill ratios.  
The Caminada Headland cut to fill for beach is 1:13; marsh ratio is 1:6.  
For Shell Island the beach cut to fill ratio is 1:5 and marsh ratio is 2:1. 
 
NMFS 14: Concur. The West Belle Pass Barrier Headland Restoration 
Project (TE-52) and Cheniere Ronquille Barrier Island Restoration 
project (BA-76) will be included in Table 1-1. 
 
NMFS 15: Concur. This section will be updated with the following 
revision: “Material to construct the berms would be dredged from the 
Mississippi River Offshore Disposal Site, Pass a Loutre, and Hewes 
Point.” 
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 16: Do not concur. The referenced section provides sufficient 
description of the planning considerations of removing and modifying 
the Empire jetties as a feature of the Shell Island restoration plan.  
However, due to the potential impacts of the Empire jetties on the 
proposed Shell Island restoration features additional detailed analysis 
and considerations of tying-in the eastern most portion of the Shell 
Island restoration features to the Empire jetties during the PED phase.    
 
NMFS 17: Concur. Bullet item #6 will be revised to indicate that the 
NMFS will also be consulted regarding avoidance of potential adverse 
impacts to federally listed species under its jurisdiction.  
 
NMFS 18: Concur. The following has been added to the table:  
C5/S5 (TSP/NER): The 1,698 acres existing water bottoms converted to Gulf 
subtidal = 223 acres, converted to beach = 111 acres, converted dune = 383 
acres, converted to supratidal = 164 acres, and converted to marsh = 817 acres.  
The 987 acres of existing marsh on the converted to Gulf subtidal equals 0 acres, 
converted to beach equals <1 acre, converted dune equals 102 acres, converted 
to supratidal equals 105 acres, and converted to (remain) marsh equals 781 
acres. 
C5: The 925 acres existing water bottoms converted to Gulf subtidal = 223 
acres, converted to beach = 58 acres, converted dune = 231 acres, converted to 
supratidal = 0 acres, and converted to marsh = 413 acres.  The 977 acres of 
existing marsh on the Caminada Headland converted to Gulf subtidal equals 0 
acres, converted to beach equals 0 acres, converted dune equals 101 acres, 
converted to supratidal equals 103 acres, and converted to (remain) marsh equals 
773 acres. 
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 19: Concur in part. The following has been added to Section 
4.11.1 describing fishery resources at Ship Shoal:  
Recent study of the continental shelf sandy shoals located along 
Louisiana (Condrey and Gelpi, 2010; Gelpi et al., 2009; and Dubois et 
al., 2009) found that the Ship and Trinity Shoals support major shrimp 
fisheries and form an important offshore spawning/hatching/foraging 
ground for a large segment of the Gulf of Mexico blue crab fishery from 
at least April-October. These researchers found that mature female blue 
crabs appear to be in a continuous spawning cycle, producing new 
broods approximately every 21 days while actively foraging on the 
Shoals.  These researchers conclude that sand mining on the Shoal is 
expected to result in some decline in blue crab fecundity and condition 
factor due to a reduction in food supply. In addition, increases in 
suspended sediments associated with sand mining may potentially 
increase the mortality of crab larvae.  These researchers recommend 
that sand mining practices which minimize these potentially negative 
impacts should be carefully considered, along with regulations which 
will protect the contribution these crabs make to the stability of 
Louisiana’s traditional inshore fishery.”  
Do not concur that section 4.11.1 is the appropriate place to describe the 
potential impacts of dredging 5.1 mcy of sediment from Ship Shoal on 
blue crab fishery.  Rather, potential impacts to blue crab fishery will be 
presented in Section 5.9.2. See response to comment NMFS 26 for 
response regarding potential impacts of implementing the proposed 
action on blue crab fishery.  
 
NMFS 20: Concur. Table 4-15 will be replaced with updated table 
provided by the NMFS.  
 
NMFS 21: Concur. Table 5.2 will be revised to indicate conversion of 
EFH types see response to comment NMFS 18.  
 
NMFS 22: Do not concur. The table is a summary table; the requested 
detailed habitat type information is not readily available.  
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 23: Caminada Appendix A cut to fill for beach is 1:13, marsh is 
1:6. For Shell Island beach is 1:5 and marsh is 2:1. The volumes of 
sediment necessary to implement each component of the project will be 
further refined during PED phase.  
 
NMFS 24: Concur. The following information will be added to the text: 
“For the Caminada Headland the total number of acres equals 2,492 
acres at TY0. These acres evolve to a total of 1,023 acres: comprised of 
245 acres of gulf intertidal, 345 acres of supratidal, and 433 acres of 
marsh at 2050. For Shell Island the total number of acres equals acres 
at TY0. These acres evolve to a total of 469 acres: comprised of 48 
acres of beach, 148 acres of supratidal, 0 acres of dune, and 273 acres 
of marsh.” The last sentence will be corrected and revised to reference 
Table 5-5 and not Table 5-2.  
 
NMFS 25: Concur. The missing citations will be provided in the 
Section 9.0 References. 9.1 Literature Cited.  
 
NMFS 26: Concur. The following information will be added to Section 
5.9.2—“For example, Palmer et al. (2008) reported significant sand-
mining related declines in macrofaunal abundance, biomass, and 
diversity within coastal Louisiana. Condrey and Gelpi (2010) report 
that sand mining may have negative impacts on spawning blue crabs on 
Ship Shoal and that sand-mining disturbance and subsequent reduction 
in available macrofauna prey would result in negative effects on 
spawning blue crab health and fecundity.   Specifically, Condrey and 
Gelpi (2010) indicate that sand mining on the Ship/Trinity/and Tiger 
Shoal Complex (STTSC) is expected to result in some decline in blue 
crab fecundity and condition factor through a reduction in food supply. 
In addition, increases in suspended sediments associated with sand 
mining may increase the mortality of crab larvae. …”  
 
NMFS 27: see responses on the following page.  
 
NMFS 28: see response on the following page.  
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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
NMFS 26 (continued): “…Condrey and Gelpi (2010) further indicate 
that sand mining practices which minimize these potentially negative 
impacts should be carefully considered, along with regulations which 
will protect the contribution these crabs make to the stability of 
Louisiana’s traditional inshore fishery.  A continuance of the cautious 
approach to sand mining being exhibited by MMS for the STTSC is 
recommended by Condrey and Gelpi (2010), given the possibility that 
fecundity of blue crab on the STTSC becomes seasonally limited by prey 
abundance under prevailing natural conditions.” 
 
NMFS 27: Concur. The reference will be corrected in the text to “Table 
5-5.” 
 
NMFS 28: Concur. The third sentence will be revised per suggestion.  
 
NMFS 29: the following information will be included in section 5.10. 2 
.1.2 --  “Potential impacts of small scale sand mining on biological and 
physical interactions, such as EFH, have been investigated by several 
researchers including Kobashi and Stone (2009); Gelpi et al., (2009); 
Dubois et al., (2009); and Stone et al. 2009.  Kobashi and Stone (2009) 
indicate substantial scientific uncertainties still exist as to whether and 
how significant depth changes (i.e. sand mining), sediment size and 
composition affect shoal bio-physical interactions as well as benthic 
biological habitats.  Kobashi and Stone (2009) and Kobashi et al. 
(2009) conclude that large-scale sand mining that causes abrupt 
changes in bathymetry would have a profound impact on shoal physical 
and biological processes and is not recommended. Whereas, small scale 
sand mining (e.g., removal of about 5 million cy of sands for restoration 
of the Caminada Headland) is expected not to cause significant adverse 
impacts on the physical or biological processes.   These researchers 
caution, however, that post-mining monitoring is crucial as substantial 
scientific uncertainties still exist.” 
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Tim Dantin email (TD email)  
  

RESPONSE  
 
TD email 01: Thank you for your comment. 
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Tim Dantin postcard (TDpc)  
  

RESPONSE 
 
TDpc 01: Thank you for your comment.  
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Restore or Retreat (ROR)  
  

RESPONSE: 
 
ROR 01: Thank you for your comment.  The Caminada Headland is the 
recommended component of the NER Plan per Title VII of the WRDA 
of 2007, P.L. 110-114, Section 7006(c)(1)(C).  However, the USACE 
considers Shell Island to also be a significant component for the NER 
Plan due to its contribution to the sustainability of the Barataria Basin 
barrier shoreline system. Therefore the PDT does not consider it a viable 
option to remove the Shell Island component from the recommended 
restoration plan. Project costs will be further refined during PED Phase.  
During detailed design we will investigate methods to reduce the 
construction cost. 
 
ROR 02: Concur that there is uncertainty with regard to implementing 
the State’s Caminada Headland Restoration CIAP project in conjunction 
with implementing the LCA BBBS project. The USACE cannot make a 
determination at this time on crediting the State’s Caminada Headland 
Restoration CIAP project as part of the LCA BBBS study.  Although the 
USACE may accept work-in-kind for feasibility studies (such as the 
LCA BBBS Feasibility Study), the USACE is prohibited (Title VII of 
the WRDA of 2007, P.L. 110-114, Section 7006(c)(1)(C)) from 
accepting construction work-in-kind. 
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Restore or Retreat (ROR)  
  

RESPONSE: 
 
ROR 03: The Barataria Basin Barrier Shoreline Restoration study is 
authorized as an ecosystem restoration project.  The purpose of a Civil 
Works ecosystem restoration project is to restore significant ecosystem 
function, structure, and dynamic processes that have been degraded.  
Protection may be included as part of Civil Works ecosystem restoration 
initiatives when such measures involve efforts to prevent future 
degradation of an ecosystem's structure and functions. The Government 
has the obligation to acquire sufficient real estate interests to construct 
the project and to protect the integrity of the project features.  In order to 
ensure protection of project features, Corps of Engineers regulations 
indicate that fee title should be acquired for ecosystem restoration 
projects unless such protection can be accomplished through the 
acquisition of a lesser interest estate.   At this time, a final decision has 
not been made as to whether fee interest or a permanent easement will 
be acquired for this project.  However, regardless of which estate is 
acquired, the primary acquisition goal is to protect the project features.  
Any activity that could be allowed would have to be consistent with the 
project authorization and function.  The possibility for public access to 
the project site will depend upon which real estate interest is acquired 
and will be dictated by State and Federal laws as they relate to 
ecosystem restoration projects. 
 
ROR 04 Concur: The last paragraph on page 8-1 of the Final Integrated 
Report will be modified as follows:   
“There is also controversy resulting from the competing goals of the 
economic, hurricane and storm damage risk reduction, and restoration 
special interest groups.  Some parties are primarily concerned with 
hurricane and storm damage risk reduction and shoreline erosion.  
Other groups are primarily interested in environmental restoration, 
especially restoration of the Caminada Headland beach, dune, and 
marsh ecosystems.  Some interested parties are primarily concerned 
with the economic goals such as recreation and oil and gas interests in 
the Port Fourchon area. …“  
See response ROR 04 continued on following page.  
 
ROR 05: see response on following page.   
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Restore or Retreat (ROR)  
  

RESPONSE: 
 
ROR 04 (continued): "…Consequently, the economic (e.g., 
recreation and oil and gas interest) and hurricane and flood 
damage risk reduction goals sometimes conflict with the 
ecosystem restoration goals of the LCA BBBS to restore the 
Caminada Headland barrier shoreline, dune, and marsh habitats 
and associated essential fish and wildlife species.”  
 
ROR 05: Concur that the Caminada Headland is an important 
component of the Barataria Basin barrier shoreline system.  See 
response to comment ROR 02 regarding consideration of other funding 
sources and Title VII of the WRDA of 2007, P.L. 110-114, Section 
7006(c)(1)(C) authorized funding. The USACE considers conceptual, 
proposed, and unauthorized studies as part of its alternative plan 
formulation.  However, in our costs analysis the USACE only considers 
existing funded construction projects in the area.   
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US Department of the Interior (DOI)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
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US Department of Interior (DOI)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
DOI 01: Thank you for your comment. Concur, Section 4.15.1 and the 
Biological Assessment have been revised to include a discussion on the 
pallid sturgeon.  Following is the revision that has been made in the EIS:  
“… Species that may be found in the study area include the piping 
plover which winters in coastal Louisiana, frequenting outer 
beaches and occasionally foraging on mudflats within the study 
area. The West Indian manatee has been reported in the Lake 
Pontchartrain system, during the summer months and may be a 
rare visitor in the study area. The pallid and shovelnose sturgeon 
are known to inhabit the lower Mississippi River, but recent 
sampling efforts conducted by ERDC have not been able to 
document their presence south of river mile 85 above Head of 
Passes.  It is believed that their presence within the vicinity of the 
Mississippi River borrow area is rare.” 
 
DOI 02: Concur, Table 5-2 has been revised so that it is consistent with 
the impact assessment in Section 5.13.2.1.1, Threatened and Endangered 
Species, Cumulative Impacts.  Following is the revision to reflect the 
anticipated impacts to piping plover at its critical habitat.  “C5/S5 
(TSP/NER): would be likely to adversely impact piping plover and/or 
piping plover critical habitat;…..” 
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US Department of Interior (DOI)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
DOI 02: see previous page response. 
 
DOI 03: Concur, discussion of the brown pelican has been removed 
from the Threatened and Endangered section and moved to the Wildlife 
Resources section.  The following revisions have been made to Table 5-
2 Wildlife Resources Section, Cumulative Impacts: “To comply with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, the implementation of the TSP would 
require that the Corp comply with restrictions on construction during 
non-nesting periods, implement construction buffer zones during nesting 
season, and the development of a Nesting Prevention Plan. A detailed 
discussion of these requirements can be found in Section 5.8.2.1.1.” 
 
DOI 04: Concur, references have been added.  
 
DOI 05: Concur, Language from the BA has been added to section 
5.9.1, Fisheries Resources, No Action Alternative (FWOP).  The last 
paragraph been replaced by the following language: “In response to the 
2010 Deepwater Horizon oil spill the barrier berm project was initiated 
in an attempt to protect Louisiana’s coastal marshes from being 
severely impacted by oil.  In the vicinity of the Shell Island component; 
berm number W8 has currently received approximately 1.3 million cubic 
yards of sandy fill material.  This material is placed in a linear fashion 
and is stacked with a slope of approximately 25:1.  Impacts to the 
existing conditions are not known at this time.  As this sandy berm is 
reworked by tidal forces impacts to water depth or sediment 
composition could result in the project area. It is believed that as this 
sand is reworked it will provide a barrier island-like habitat (sand spits) 
usable by various fish species.” 
 
See following pages for continued response to DOI 05.  
 
DOI 06: see following pages for response 
 
DOI 07: see following pages for response. 
 
DOI 08: see following pages for response. 
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US Department of Interior (DOI)  
  

 

RESPONSE 
 
DOI 08: see following pages for response. 
 
DOI 05 (continued): “Other direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
related to the 2010 Deepwater Horizon oil spill are still being 
determined. It is likely that these impacts would be similar to previous 
oil spill impacts. For example, a study conducted on the Amoco Cadiz 
spill in 1978 revealed that “light oil” resulted in considerable 
detrimental impacts to the benthic communities. However, a separate 
study revealed that the benthic organisms were contaminated, but were 
not adversely impacted, from a spill of heavy crude (University of 
Delaware, 2010).  In 2003, Donlan et al. assessed the impacts of the 
North Cape oil spill on communities of piping plover in Rhode Island. 
The study first examined the abundance of prey species on Moonstone 
Beach (the oiled island) and compared it to that of an adjacent, un-oiled 
beach (Goosewing).  Although the abundance of benthic organisms was 
not significantly different between the two beaches, the species 
composition was considerably dissimilar. For example, only two 
Amphilporeia were found in the sampling station on Moonstone, 
compared to 456 at Goosewing.  This reinforced the common belief that 
amphipods are the first group of organisms to disappear and one of the 
last to recolonize once exposed to oil. Between 1990 and 1995, Jewett et 
al. assessed the impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill on the benthic 
communities in Prince Williams Sound, Alaska. The metrics of the study 
included concentrations of hydrocarbons and benthic community 
composition, diversity, biomass, and abundance. These metrics were 
compared between a number of reference sites and oiled sites.  
The comparison was conducted in 1990 (approximately 16 months after 
the spill), 1991, 1993, and 1995.  According to the authors, the “total 
abundance and biomass of epifauna were generally higher at oiled sites, 
primarily because of higher densities of epifaunal bivalves. Otherwise, 
there were few consistent community-wide responses to oiling in 
diversity, richness, total abundance, total biomass, or the abundances of 
major taxonomic groups (e.g. polychaetes or bivalves).” The lack of a 
stronger community-wide response was attributed to the varying 
sensitivities of benthic organisms.  
(See following page for continued response to DOI 05.) 
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US Department of Interior (DOI)  
  

 RESPONSE 
 
DOI 05 (continued): “Other direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
related to the 2010 Deepwater Horizon oil spill are still being 
determined. It is likely that these impacts would be similar to previous 
oil spill impacts. For example, oil-sensitive amphipods such as 
Isaeidaes and Phoxocephalidaes were found in lower concentrations at 
the oiled sites. These impacts were evident throughout the duration of 
the study (i.e. 6 years after the spill). However, stress-tolerant and 
opportunistic organisms such as polychaetes were found in higher 
concentrations at the oiled sites due to organic enrichment. The study 
also revealed that hydrocarbon concentrations in the sediment were 
high (up to 15,300 ng/g) in eel grass beds immediately adjacent to the 
oiled shorelines, but sharply declined after 1990 (Jewett et all, 1999). 
Although the benthic organisms and habitat types within Prince 
Williams Sound vary from that of the Project Area (eelgrass beds versus 
sand beds and mud flats), the study does provide an indication of the 
resiliency and recovery rates of benthic communities as a whole. 
Furthermore, the results of the study indicate that the species 
composition of the benthic communities is expected to shift as a result of 
the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. Additional impact to water bottoms and 
benthic organisms within coastal Louisiana resulted from the 
construction of the 83,258 lf sand berm designed to protect against the 
BP Oil Spill (2010).  The sand berm project required 19.7 million CY of 
material to be dredged primarily from Hewes Point and then placed at 
various re-handling sites further impacting Gulf waterbottoms and 
benthic resources.” 
 
DOI 06: Concur, Language from the BA has been added to Section 
5.13.2.1.2, Threatened and Endangered Species, FWP, Indirect Impacts. 
The following section has been revised to read: “Potential project-
induced indirect impacts would consist of temporary displacement to 
nearby suitable habitats and temporary loss of benthic prey species 
within the project footprint. Renourishment operations would be 
conducted from 100 to 300 feet from the existing shoreline.  
 
(See following page for continued response to DOI 06.) 
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 RESPONSE 
 
DOI 06 (continued): Temporary indirect impacts to the piping plover 
and other species that forage in the intertidal zone, would include a 
reduction in the abundance and diversity of benthic prey species which 
would be smothered by renourishment sediments as they washed on to 
the shoreline. Benthic prey species smothered by restoration activities 
would naturally recolonize the area within 6 months to 2 years post-
construction.  
These impacts would be offset, to some degree, by restoration of a net 
total of about 990 acres of barrier habitats on the Caminada Headland, 
thereby increasing critical wintering habitat for piping plovers as well 
as potential foraging and loafing habitat for other shore birds such as 
terns, gulls, skimmers, and pelicans over the 50 year period of 
analysis.”  
 
DOI 07: Concur, the USACE responses to the USFWS’s 
recommendations in the FWCAR have been added to Section 7.1.4 Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.  
 
DOI 08: Do not concur that the Final EIS include a description of 
criteria for selection of species for restoration. EP 1165-2-502 
“Ecosystem Restoration – Supporting Policy Information” (1999) 
specifies that ecosystem restoration in the Civil Works program use a 
systems view in assessing and addressing restoration needs and 
opportunities. Section 7 “Ecosystem Restoration and Philosophy” 
subsection f of the environmental policy states:  
“f. System Context. Restoration projects should be conceived in a 
systems context, considering aquatic (including marine, estuarine and 
riverine), wetland and terrestrial complexes, as appropriate, in order to 
improve their potential for long-term survival as self-sustaining, 
functioning systems. Fish and wildlife resources are dependent on, and 
functionally related to, other ecosystem components and therefore 
interactions among all relevant ecosystem components need to be 
described and assessed during a ecosystem restoration study.”  
 
(See following page for continued response to DOI 08.) 
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 RESPONSE 
 
DOI 08 (continued): “Rather than limiting objectives to habitat for a 
single species or resource commodity, such as mallard ducks or bass 
harvest, ecosystem restoration inititatives [s] will consider 
interrelationships of plant and animal communities and their habitats in 
a larger ecosystem context. This is a more systemic approach for 
addressing problems associated with disturbed and degraded ecosystem 
resources than focusing only on fish and wildlife habitat. When 
restoration planning focuses on optimizing habitat for a particular 
species, the framework for evaluating the natural system is limited to 
those aspects of the habitat for the species being considered.” 
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US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
  

 

 
RESPONSE 
 
EPA 01: Thank you for your comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LCA BBBS Final Construction Report and FEIS    3-99  
 

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
  

 

 
RESPONSE 
 
EPA 01 (continued): see response on previous page. 
 
EPA 02: Concur. The title of Table 5-3 has been revised for clarification 
as follows:  
“Table 5-3 Net Acres Created, Restored, and/or Protected by Other 
Federal, State, Local, and Private Restoration and Regulatory 
Permitting Mitigation Efforts.” 
Inclusion of net acres associated with Regulatory permits and associated 
mitigation is provided as part of the cumulative impacts assessment.  
The table provides cumulative impacts for not only restoration net acres 
created, restored and/or protected by other restoration actions, but also 
provides information about the number of acres regarding regulatory 
permits and associated mitigation efforts.  In addition, Footnote #2 in 
the table clearly describes that it is not the intent to imply that 
compensatory mitigation acres contribute to no net wetland loss. Rather, 
the information is included as part of the cumulative impacts to wetland 
acres.   
” 2In the best-case scenario, compensatory mitigation (for civil works 
projects and regulatory permits) results in no net loss of wetlands.  
Hence, it is not the intent to imply that compensatory mitigation 
acreages would contribute to a net increase in wetlands as a result of 
the Clean Water Act Section 404 program.  Rather, these figures 
represent an accounting of the various cumulative impacts to coastal 
wetlands from Federal, state, local, and private restoration efforts.”  
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US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
  

 

 
RESPONSE 
 
EPA 02: Concur--see response on previous page.  
 
EPA 03: Concur, the USACE will continue to coordinate with the EPA 
as well as other Federal and State natural resource agencies.  
 
EPA 04: Your concerns regarding significant impacts are specifically 
addressed in the NEPA document pertaining to cultural resources 
(Section 5.14), essential fish habitat (section 5.10), wildlife resources 
(Section 5.8) and fisheries resources (section 5.9).  In accordance with 
the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as a state recognized tribe, the Houma Indians may 
participate as consulting parties (36 CFR 800.2(c)(5)).  Under the NEPA 
process, your suggestion to engage in special outreach efforts to the 
Houma and others would necessitate an equal outreach effort to all 
interested parties.  In accordance with NEPA, Federal, state, parish and 
local government agencies, Indian tribes, and interested parties were 
notified through the Federal Register (cite publication here).  Any 
interested party may request a copy of the FEIS.  Thank you for giving 
us the opportunity to address your comments. 
 
EPA 05: Concur, best construction management actions will be taken to 
avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to air quality in 
accordance with applicable local, state, and federal statutes and 
regulations. Section 5.20 describes potential project-induced impacts on 
air quality.    
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