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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Concur in Part: The Corps agrees that the naming 
schemes for each project could cause confusion to those 
unfamiliar with the project details. However, since LCA 
authorization is tied to WRDA 2007 which references the 
project by a specific name, we must keep that naming 
convention to avoid unnecessary legislative actions that 
could delay the project. The Corps will begin to anecdotally 
refer to the LCA project as being located in the Phoenix 
vicinity when discussing it with the public or other 
interested parties.   The operation of White Ditch will be 
coordinated with the existing and new CWPPRA projects. 
 
2.  Concur:  The Corps' preliminary hydraulic modeling of the 
project area determined that 35,000 cfs approximated the 
maximum flow that could be introduced to the project area 
without overtopping the River aux Chenes ridges.   During the 
PED phase, additional survey and hydraulic modeling will be 
undertaken and these efforts may result in further refinements to 
the project design or operating plan. 

3.  Concur:  Text has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

4.  The different diversion alternative sizes would have similar 
velocities in areas where there are channel improvements to be 
made.  This is a product of planned design.  There was a target 
range of velocity to keep sediments moving while not eroding 
the existing channels.  For the different diversion alternatives, 
the proposed dredging and excavation of channels was done with 
this in mind yielding similar velocities for the different size 
diversions. 
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1.  Comment is noted. 
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1. Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  A copy of the DEIS has been sent to the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida as per their request. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 

2.  Concur in Part:  The document has been revised to change all 
references to this model to the "ERDC-SAND2 model". 

3.  Inconsistencies have been resolved where possible.  Revised 
WVA numbers and impacted acres have been included at the end 
of Appendix B. 

4.  Your concern is noted.  We may revisit the organizational 
structure and format during plan revision during PED. 
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5.  Concur.  Text added. 

6.  Response:  The AM Framework Team believes that the use of 
Landsat Imagery is an appropriate method for monitoring this 
objective.  The utilization of Landsat imagery is proposed primarily due 
to the frequency of collection (up to six times per year), and for cost 
efficiency.   DOQQs do provide better spatial resolution, however 
collection of DOQQs at more frequent time intervals may be 
prohibitively expensive.  The belief that Landsat images do not show 
changes well is debatable.  Spectral and temporal resolution of these 
Landsat data actually provide the opportunity for change detection 
techniques which may not be possible with DOQQs.   Additionally, the 
next satellite in the Landsat Program, scheduled for launch in 
December 2012, will carry a panchromatic band at 15m spatial 
resolution.  This band enables panchromatic sharpening of the other 8 
spectral bands, providing the value of increased spectral resolution, 
while improving the spatial resolution. 

7.  Response:  In preparation of the Fisheries sections, the best 
available data was used to develop the existing conditions analysis.  
Based on the analysis, best professional judgement was used to define 
the predicted impacts.  During PED, ECO-SIM models will be used to 
further analyze the predicted effects of the project on fisheries 
resources, including commercial species such as oysters.  If impacts are 
significantly different that those described within this document, then a 
NEPA document may be prepared as appropriate.  Although fisheries 
resources were not considered in the objectives of the project, these 
populations may be monitored before and after project completion.  
Since the primary objective of the project is marsh creation and 
restoration of natural deltaic processes, the results of fisheries 
monitoring will not necessarily influence the operational regime of the 
structure. 
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8.  Response:  We concur.  Language was changed to clarify that 
vegetation sampling will be performed yearly beginning in PED for 
two years, during three years of construction, and ten years post 
construction. 

9.  Concur.  Language revised to better reflect the concern over excess 
nutrients.  Definition of risk endpoint and other applicable AM terms 
have been added to section 4.2. 

 

10.  Response:   The LCA AM Framework team agrees with your 
concern and explanation.  The effects of freshwater, sediment, and 
nutrient inputs from diversions on below ground biomass is debated in 
the scientific literature.  The White Ditch Diversion project yields an 
opportunity to more closely examine this relationship.  Although data 
gathered on below ground biomass may inform diversion operations, 
that data will not be the only data utilized to inform decisions on 
diversion operations.  This issue will be more closely investigated 
during the plan revision during PED.  As previously stated in the 
response to Page 1, Section 1,the USACE and State will continue to 
coordinate with federal agencies during the PED plan revision to 
address this issue. 

11.  Response: The AM Framework Team understands and agrees with 
many of the concerns relating to water hyacinth and believes this is 
primarily an O&M issue.  However, the PMs do not believe eliminating 
this monitoring is a valid option due to intense public concerns over 
water hyacinth. This issue can be further discussed and refined during 
the plan revision in PED.   
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12.  The 1,328,580 cubic yards of sediment represents an approximated 
threshold required to meet LCA Program goal of “No Net Loss”.  It is 
the approximate minimum amount of sediment needed to offset the 
current rate of relative sea level rise.  Identification of this minimum 
and clear establishment of it as a goal was necessary to facilitate the 
decision on overall size of diversion structure and capacity of the 
outfall canal.  The issue of sediment distribution within the marsh is a 
related but distinctly separate topic.  The methods described in the 
comment will be considered as potential monitoring methods for 
adaptive management purposes during the PED phase.  The Objective 
will not be revised.  The LCA AM Framework team agrees that these 
types of analyses could be valuable.  These analyses are complicated, 
but not impossible, for project areas obscured by vegetation structure.  
Because Landsat imagery is already proposed for utilization in this 
monitoring and adaptive management plan, this additional information 
can be easily evaluated relatively economically.  If the PDT determines 
this information is necessary, then it can be added during plan 
modification during PED.   

13.  The 1,328,580 cubic yards of sediment represents an approximated 
threshold required to meet LCA Program goal of “No Net Loss”.  It is 
the approximate minimum amount of sediment needed to offset the 
current rate of relative sea level rise.  Identification of this minimum 
and clear establishment of it as a goal was necessary to facilitate the 
decision on overall size of diversion structure and capacity of the 
outfall canal.  The amount of sediment required is directly related to 
relative sea level rise and the 2 cannot be separated. The objective will 
not be split. 

14.  Response: This supporting information need was eliminated 
because it does not directly relate to Objective 1.  In discussion with the 
PM, changes in fish and wildlife resources are not a project objective, 
and therefore it is not necessary to monitor fish and wildlife.  This 
additional monitoring can be reconsidered during PED. 

15.  See response to comment #14 above. 
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16.  Concur: Both CWPPRA projects have the potential for overlap 
with the LCA project. Close coordination is necessary to ensure each 
project is developed properly and is consistent with the most probable 
outcomes for future-without-project conditions. The LCA team will 
engage NRCS and EPA to give them an update on the LCA project. 
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17.  Non-Concur:  Despite the significant impacts that could occur to 
the coastal wetlands of Louisiana due to the BP oil spill, it is not 
recommended that restoration projects be put on hold indefinitely until 
a damage assessment can be made. The problems facing coastal 
Louisiana have not changed since the spill and the LCA White Ditch 
recommended plan offers tremendous flexibility for operation 
depending on the needs of the estuary. Coastal restoration efforts must 
proceed ahead as quickly as possible to design and construct features 
and get them operational. Time lost due to a re-analysis of spill effects 
will only prolong the construction of restoration features. 

18.  The Corps is working with the National Park Service to delist this 
property and is currently waiting for direction from NPS.  The evidence 
we are using is contained in a report titled Archaeological Research t 
Locate and Identify the French “Fort on the Mississippi” 16PL27 
(1700 -1707), Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana.  

19.  See above response. 

20.  Consultation on this issue begin with the DEIS and coordination 
has occurred since. 
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21.  SHPO has until July 25 to respond to our determination of 
effect and eligibility.  Recent conversations with SHPO indicate 
that there will be no problem. 

(Letter from SHPO dated 21 July 2010 concurred with the 
findings of the cultural resources report is reproduced at the end 
of this appendix) 
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1.  Concur: Formal consultation has been initiated with the 
USFWS.  CEMVN letter requesting the initiation of formal 
consultation was submitted on July 15, 2010.  USFWS response 
letter starting formal consultation was received on July 16, 2010. 
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1.  Scoring noted.  Additional information has been provided in 
the Final SEIS. 

2.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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3.  Concur.     
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4.  Concur.  The sentence on Page ES-11 has been reworded to 
state, "…no evaluated alternative is able to entirely offset the 
high rate of sea-level rise." 
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5.  The sentence should read "are currently being studied and 
during the PED phase this information along with all other 
pertinent Water Quality information will be used to develop 
monitoring plans and determine what the operational scheme for 
the proposed diversion".   

6.  Response:  Improving water quality is not a stated objective 
of the White Ditch project.  However, excess nutrification is a 
risk endpoint and nutrient monitoring is proposed.  The concern 
for atrazine, metals and other pollutants are noted; however, the 
Adaptive Management Framework Team does not know how 
monitoring information on these parameters would yield any 
adaptive management actions. This additional monitoring can be 
reconsidered during PED. 

7.  Section 5.3.2.2.1 was revised to more accurately and 
adequately explain the anticipated changes to salinity regimes 
based on the year long modeling run.  Figure 4.1 shows habitat 
changes over the past century. Figure 4.2 shows the existing 
habitat in the Breton Sound Area.  A year long WVA analysis 
was not possible due to time constraints.  Even if a WVA had 
been used predict habitat changes based on the year long run, it 
would difficult to accurately predict where these would occur.  
Therefore a map of predicted changes will not be included.  
Changes in isohaline lines are also very difficult to accurately 
predict and could vary every year.  The regime modeled was one 
of a multitude that could have been considered.  It could be 
misleading to include a map of isohaline lines based solely on 
one operating scenario.  In fact, it is likely that actual operation 
regimes would be different than those modeled.  Structure 
operations could be managed to achieve specific results. 
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1.  Comment is noted.  The Corps will continue to work with the 
LADNR-OCPR and other State and Federal agencies during the 
PED phase of the project to identify and evaluate opportunities 
to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to EFH. 

2.  Concur:  The document will be updated to include the 
phrasing "Fishery modeling and habitat change modeling will be 
performed during the PED phase.  The cost and schedule for this 
will be incorporated into the PMP being developed by the Corps 
for the PED Phase.  At this time a SOW is being developed as 
part of the Donaldsonville to the Gulf project to look a various 
models and develop a white paper on the best use of them.  The 
intent of these models is to support adaptive management of this 
project."   
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3.  Concur.  The document has been edited to reduce or eliminate 
inconsistencies in terminology and labeling where possible. 

4.  Concur: The suggested change has been incorporated into the 
report document 

5.  Concur.  A summary of the sea level rise effects has been 
added to Page 2-5 as a contributing factor to wetland loss and 
deterioration. 
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6.  Concur. Additional information on the design of flow 
constrictors (now relabeled as notched weirs) has been added to 
the text of the document. 

7.  Revised WVA numbers and acres affected have been added 
to Appendix B of the final document. 

8.  Response: Section 1.3 of Appendix I states the intention of 
the USACE to engage NOAA/NMFS and other federal resource 
agencies as participants in the adaptive management program for 
this project.  This engagement will include the selection of exact 
locations for sampling sites.  The Adaptive Management 
Framework Team is not clear as to how this additional 
monitoring information will guide adaptive management 
decisions.  Therefore, it has not been added.  This additional 
monitoring can be reconsidered during PED.  

9.  Revised WVA numbers and acres affected have been added 
to Appendix B of the final document. 
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10.  Dissolved oxygen levels throughout the project area are 
highly variable and dependent on many factors.  Field 
monitoring protocols and techniques will be established in a 
monitoring plan developed cooperatively with appropriate 
stakeholders.  This plan will address dissolved oxygen along 
with a multitude of other parameters within the project 
boundaries.  Pre-project DO levels will be captured during PED 
to establish a baseline for adaptive management. 

11.  Additional text has been added to Section 4.2.9 of the final 
document. 

12.  Concur:  Text has been revised. 

13.  The text referred to by  the comment was removed Section 
5.3.1.5.1.  Salinity is discussed in much more detail in the 
following Section 5.3.2.   5.3.2.2.1 was revised to more 
accurately and adequately explain the anticipated changes to 
salinity regimes. 

14.  Pre-project monitoring would be scheduled during the PED 
phase of the project.  This will allow for modeling and loading 
calculations for nutrients and other parameters determined to be 
of value to the project.  This will be included in the monitoring 
plan developed cooperatively with appropriate stakeholders to 
ensure the best data is collected to aid in the adaptive 
management of the project. 
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15.  The last bullet on dissolved oxygen was removed from the 
final document. 

16.  Model results demonstrated that the results of the March-
April  pulse were fairly equivalent within the project area 
regardless of the size of the diversion.  The 5,000cfs diversion, 
with supplementary flows from the Caernarvon diversion, can 
freshen the vast majority of the Breton Sound (0.0 - 5.0 ppt) as 
effectively as the 35,000 cfs diversion.    The difference between 
the alternatives is seen outside of the project area where there is 
a difference in the distance freshwater moves out into the Breton 
sounds before being diluted by saltwater.  Further modeling to 
better analyze this extent for the Recommended Plan are 
scheduled during PED to allow for better adaptive management 
of the diversion. 

17.  The MDWD team did not have enough time to fully 
describe the complete cumulative and synergistic effects of all 
relevant diversion projects.  However; there is a separate LCA 
study that is scheduled to look at managing all the diversions on 
the lower river together in a fashion that will minimize impacts 
to navigation while reestablishing a healthy delta.   Due to the 
size and scope of this effort, it is not realistic for the MDWD 
PDT to analyze such a project, but rather to have a separate 
study that will aide all current and upcoming ecosystem 
restoration projects along the Lower Mississippi River.   

18.  Concur.  Additional detail concerning the timing of short-
term adverse impacts is provided in the revised WVA 
assessment documentation included at the end of Appenidix B. 
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19.  A total of 363 acres of open water habitat will be impacted 
by the ridge creation, marsh creation, and construction of outfall 
channels.  That open water is assumed to have 25% SAV 
coverage which would amount to 91 acres of SAV habitat.  
Under FWP, 652 acres of fresh/intermediate open water exists at 
TY50 with 70% SAV coverage which amounts to 456 acres of 
SAV habitat. 

20.  Concur:  Text has been revised in the Final EIS to better 
reflect the impact on fishery resources in the construction 
footprint. 

21.  Concur:  Text has been revised in the Final EIS to provide 
additional detail on the anticipated impact of flow constrictors 
(now referred to as "notched weirs" in the document) on aquatic 
resources. 

22.  Concur:  The document will be updated to include the 
phrasing "Fishery modeling and habitat change modeling will be 
performed during the PED phase.  The cost and schedule for this 
will be incorporated into the PMP being developed by the Corps 
for the PED Phase.  At this time a SOW is being developed as 
part of the Donaldsonville to the Gulf project to look a various 
models and develop a white paper on the best use of them.  The 
intent of these models is to support adaptive management of this 
project."   

23.  Comment is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.   Chapter 3 and Section 3.5 specifically deal with why  the 
recommended plan was chosen.  Chapter 4 and 5 describe 
existing conditions and anticipated impacts.  Appendix L 
describes in detail the engineering of the design. In essence, a 
large diversion can be run for a short duration and achieve the 
goals of the project while avoiding the scenario described in the 
comment.  Hydraulic modeling shows that a smaller diversion 
has to be run for a much longer duration than a large diversion.  
It is the length and timing of diversion operations, not the size of 
the diversion, that have potential to cause the scenario described.  
The short march/april pulse of a large diversion coordinated with 
optimal river conditions greatly minimizes potential impacts to 
socioeconomic resources.  The results of detailed modeling and 
analysis lead us to respectfully disagree with this comment.  
Regardless, the comment is appreciated 
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1.  Your statement of opposition is noted.  Dredging and direct 
placement of river sediments was considered in the early stages 
of project planning but was eliminated from more detailed 
consideration for reasons of efficiency as noted in Table 3.3 of 
the Draft EIS. 
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1.  Comment is noted. 
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1.  Your statement of concern is noted.  However the schedule 
for the LCA 6 projects was extremely accelerated and did not 
allow time for extensions without risking loss of authorization. 
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1. Your statement of support is noted. 
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2.  Response:  The AM Framework Team does not believe that 
natural channel formation vs. constructed conveyance channel is 
an adaptive management component.  This is a decision that will 
further explored by the PDT during PED. 
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1. Your statement of opposition is noted. 
 
 
1. Your statement of support is noted. 
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1.  Comment is noted. 
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1.  Confirmation from NCRS that no prime farmland will be 
impacted by the proposed project and copy of AD 1006 with 
Section II completed. 
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1.  Comment on cultural resources report submittal indicating 
that the project location exists beyond their scope of interests and 
therefore no impacts to tribal assets are anticipated. 
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1.  The SHPO concurs with the findings in the LA Division of 
Archeology Report No. 22-3516, Management Summary:  Phase 
I Cultural Resources Investigations of the White Ditch Diversion 
Area, Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana, R. Christopher Goodwin 
and Associates, Inc. 

 


