Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

TASK FORCE MEETING
Qetocber 21, 1998

Minutes

I. INTRODUCTION

Opening comments were made by Colonel William Conner, who
convened the fifteenth meeting of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Task Force at 9:35 a.m. on
Octocber 21, 1998, in the Conservation Hearing Room of the
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources in Baton Rouge,
Louisiana. The agenda is shown as enclosure 1. The Task Force
was created by the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protectiocn and
Restoration Act (CWPPRA, commonly known as the Breaux Act), which
was signed into law (PL 101-646, Title III) by President Bush on
November 29, 199%0.

II. ATTENDEES

The attendance record for the Task Force meeting is presented
as enclosure 2. Listed below are the six Task Force members.

Dr. Len Bahr, State of Louisiana

Mr. William Hathaway, Environmental Protection Agency

Mr. David Frugé, U.S. Department of the Interior

Mr. Don Gohmert, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Mr. Tom Bigford, U.S. Department of Commerce .

COL William L. Conner, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chairman

IIXI. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

The minutes for the meeting held on July 23, 1998, were
discussed. COL Conner praised the work of Dr. Bahr on the
productive meeting held on October 20, 1998 with the State
Wetland Authorities. Mr. Tom Bigford announced that he will be
moving to another job position in his agency, and this meeting of
the Task Force would be his last to serve for the Department of
Commerce. Mr. Bigford also indicated that Mr. Jim Burgess of his
agency would be filling the Department of Commerce position on
the Task Force. COL Ccnner commended Mr. Bigford for his
extensive and meaningful involvement as a Task Force member of
the CWPPRA Program, and wished him well in his new challenges.
Mr. Bill Hathaway made the motion to approve the minutes and
Mr. Don Gohmert seconded the motion. The minutes of the Task

Force meeting held on July 23, 1998 (enclosure 3), were then
approved unanimously. '




IV. TASK FORCE DECISIONS

. A. Recommendation of Procedure for Conducting the 9% Priority

Project List (PPL).

Mr. Edmond Russo provided a brief cverview of the new
planning process for 9" PPL projects. Dr. Steve Mathies
presented the recommendaticn of the Technical Committee to
approve the procedure for the 9 PPL process, which was refined
through extensive efforts of the agencies and the State
{(enclosure 4). The most significant change to the process was
the distinction between non-complex and complex projects, and the
respective approaches outlined for developing these different
project types. Non-complex projects were tO be developed in a
traditional manner. Complex projects would have a development
plan that would address issues and analyses in the level of
detail required. The course of study to arrive at the costs and
benefits of complex projects would not be constrained to a single
PPL cycle. This develicpment stage would be planned prior to
study initiation to extend through the numper of PPL cycles
necessary to ensure that the project could compete for funding on
that future PPL when the project was fully developed. There were
some minor recommendations for corrections/revisions to ;hg
procedure that were identified for compiling a final revision.

These are reflected in the revised version, which is presented in
enclosure 5.

Motion by Mr. Frugé: That the Task Force approve the PPL 9
Project Planning Process with recommended revisions.

Second to Motion: Dr. Bahr

Motion passed unanimously

Dr. Bahr recommended that due to the notable changes in the
PPL, process, a summary version be included in the public notice
that announces the start of the 9" PPL. It was the consensus of
the Task Force to pursue this recommendation.

B. Recommendation of Approval for the FY 99 Planning Budget.

Mr. Russo provided an overview of the FY 99 budget, which was
refined by the agencies and the State through several iteratlons
prior to this meeting. The original budget, which was presented
to the Task Force in their meeting books, was replaced with a
revision copy during the meeting. Mr. Ruassc explained that the
revisions were very minor and did not effect the budget figures.
The original FY 99 budget is contained in enclosure 4 following
the Draft PPL 9 Planning Process. Likewise the revised FY 99

budget is presented in enclosure 5 after the Final PPL S Planning
Process version.

Motion by Mr. Frugé: That the Task Force approve the FY 939
Budget.

Second to Motion: Mr. Gohmert
Motion passed unanimously




~

o. Discussion and Recemmendaticon for Development of a Casn Flow
Budgeting Procedure.

Dr. Mathies indicated that there are early stage developments
of these concepts, but that the Task Force should prov1qe
guidance on such a procedure. A draft working proposal is .
contained in enclosure 6. Mr. Gohmert suggested that an Options
paper be developed to elevate several possible methods o1 cash
flow budgeting, and that a summary of pros and cons be compiled
to compare the outlined options. Based on the comparative essay,
a recommendation of the most favorable option should be gtgted
for consideration of the Task Force in arriving at a decision for
proceeding. Mr. Gohmert recommended that each agency should
consider electing an individual with the approprlate‘backgroun§
and experience in their organization to participate in developing
the paper. Mr. Bigford mentioned that due consideration of the
language contained in our Cost Sharing Agreements_should be
investigated to ensure compatibility with the options PrOPOSEd
for consideration. Ms. Vaughan suggested that consideration
should also be given to grant requirementcs, permit requirements,
and a timeline to "Zero Glidepath" of the Program, 1.€., fiscal
closecut of projects at the conclusion of the Program. Dr. Qahr
suggested carefully phrasing the wording of the rpaper ;egar@zng
program closeout, so that no momencum ig leost in transitioning
through reauthorizatieon. By consensus of the Task Force, these

guidelines were agreed upon for development of the Options Paper
on Cash Flow Budgeting. :

D. Recommendation of Project Deauthorization

Dr. Steve Mathies presented the recommendation of the
Technical Committee to approve the deauthorization of Southwest
Shore White Lake Protection (Demonstration Project), ME-12.
Enclosure 7 contains that request. The standard cperating
procedures in effect for deauthorization were followed.

Motion by Mr. Hathaway: That the Task Force approve the
deauthorization of Shore White Lake Protection (Demonstration
Project), ME-12.

Second to Motion: Mr. Bigford

Motion passed unanimously

E. Report on Potential Cost Increases in the Program

In review of the spreadsheet on potential cost increases in
the program, it was decided that any new project proposed
additions be deleted from the spreadsheet. For this reason, the
potential increase amount of $348,073 (total cost) for Chenier Au
Tigre was deleted. Also, an error in the spreadsheet
computations was identified for correction. For item 3.£., the
correct figure for the Cumulative Federal Funding Status cell
should have been $35,204,509. These changes revised the Total
Funds Available for New Projects on the 8% PPL to $6,818.088,

The original and revised spreadsheets are contained in




.“

enclosures 8 and 9 (revised first sheet =nly), respectively. The
decision for establishing the available dollars for PPL 8, based
on approval of these potential cost increase items, was deferred
until the next Task Force meeting.

F. Discussion and Recommendatisn for the Bayou Lafourche
Project.

Mr. McQuiddy delivered a presentation of the latest available
costs and benefits of the project, and indicated that some
additional work would be necessary to complete the _
investigations. Several speakers and the Task Force ensued into
a lengthy discussion after this presentation. Some indicated
that this project has the potential to benefit the bayou, but
uncertainty remains of the impacts to the local residents based
on the results presented up to the present time. Also, some
believed that further study was necessary to resolve questions of
implementability, costs, and wetland benefits. There were some
comments that the project would be appropriate for this program
if final study results reveal that there are substantial wetland
benefits. If the project would appear, after further study, to
be primarily beneficial for other factors, such as water supply
and quality, there was the suggestion that another funding source
be pursued other than CWPPRA. Based on this, some believed that
with the prospect the project would result in multi-use bengfits,
it may become appropriate that CWWPRA cost share on the project
with other applicable authorities and/or partners.

After much debate, there was discussions to return a portion
of the project construction funds, if an additional $500,000

would be approved to finalize the remaining investigations that
have been initiated thus far.

Motion by Dr. 3ahr: That $500,000 be granted for completion
of studies, $11 million of construction funds of the project be
returned to the General Fund until further study is comple;edc
and the remaining funds be retained in the project ($3.7 million
for E&D, 512 million for construction).

Seccond to Motion: Mr. Hathaway

With the State unable to vote on matters involving funding:
Opposed: USFWS, NMFS, and NRCS.

In favor: USEPA

Motion failed

Motion by Mr. Frugé: That all but $4.2 million for the Bayou
Lafourche project be deobligated, that the Task Force approve
expenditure of $500,000 for the initial additional engineering
studies, that the remaining engineering and design studies would
require the approval of the Task Force and that approval would be
contingent upon adequate partners being identified that would
provide in the Task Force's opinion sufficient financial support

that would render our wetland contribution to be a cost effective
one.




Mr. Hathaway indicated that there is no procedure in the
Program to allow a moticn to be heard by other than the
sponsoring agency, regarding decisions of funding for that
sponsor's projects. With the uncertainty of this, COL Conner
indicated that he must disallow Mr. Frugé's motion at this time
until a legal cpinion could be provided cn this matter.
Consequently, the discussion came to a conclusion, where the
matter would be resolved at a later date. Despite this, there
was general consensus for providing at a minimum the required
funding to complete the study questions. Ms. Vaughan stated that
provision of such funds would have to be contingent on approval
of the State's cost share by the State Wetlands Authority.

Motion by Mr. Gohmert: That $500,000 be granted to complete
the required studies, contingent on approval of the State's cost
share by the State Wetlands Authority.

Second by Dr. Bahr

Motion passed unanimously

G. Consideration for Approval of Final Monitoring Plans.

Dr. Mathies offered the recommendation of the Technical
Committee for the Task Force to consider approval of the
following project monitoring plans:

a. Nutria Harvest and Wetland Restoration Demonstraticn
Project, LA-02;

Sweet Lake/Willow Lake, CS-11b;

. Compost Demonstration Project, CS-26;

Plowed Terrace, CS5-25;

Bayou Chevee, P0O-22;

East Timbalier Sediment Restoration, TE-25;

Whiskey Island, TE-27; and

. Eaat Timbalier, TE-30

T QO

Motion by Mr. Gohmert: That these monitoring plans be
approved as presented.

Second to Motion: Mr. Hathaway.
Motion passed unamiously

H. Recommendation for Approval of Bid Overrun Procedure.

Dr. Mathies presented the revised Bid Overrun Procedure
(enclosure 10) for consideration of Task Force approval.

Motion by Mr. Gohmert: That the procedure be adopted by the
Task Force.

Second to Motion: Mr. Hathaway
Motion passed unanimously




I. Recommendaticn for Approval of Project Implementation for
Nutria Harvest Demonstraticn Project, LA-02TS

Enclosure 1l contains a letter of request for implementation
of the Nutria Harvest project, which was presented by Messrs.
Darryl Clark and Noel Xindler.

Motion by Mr. Frugé: That the project be approvea for
implementation as presented

Second: Mr. Gohmert

Motion passed unanimously

J. Report on Status of Updating Fully Funded Monitoring Plan
Costs for Priority Project List Projects

Mr. Townsley provided an overview of the economic
evaluations made to date. A summary is presented in enclosure
12. Of issue was whether agencies having completed projects
should move towards returning excess project funds to the General
Fund, in order to minimize the additional amount of funds that
would be recommended to properiy fund operation and maintenance
(O&M) of projects. The Economic Workgroup indicated that if
excegs funds were returned to the General Fund, about
$7.5 million would be needed to cover unanticipated O&M costs.

If no excess funds from projects were returned to the General
Fund, about $10.5 million would be needed for this. The Task
Force endorsed agency reviews of completed projects, in order to
return funds not deemed needed so that these evaluations could be
completed by the next Task Force meeting.

K. Discussion on Decision to Establish Consistency of Acreage
Amounts Reflected in Various CWPPRA Reports and Publications.

Dr. Mathies delivered the recommendation of the Technigal_
Committee to ensure that we maintain consistency when_pgbl;shlng
CWPPRA project acreage amounts, in order to avoid conflicting

reports. It was the consensus of the Task Force to adopt this as
a policy.

L. Delivery of Status Reports

Dr. Steve Mathies provided summaries of the reports, which
are contained in enclosure 13.

V. DATE AND LOCATION OF NEXT TASK FORCE MEETING

The next Task Force Meeting was tentatively scheduled for
January 20, 1999 at 9:30 a.m. in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Task

Force members will be contacted with final meeting details at a
later date.




. VI. WRITTEN QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

No written questicns or comments were received from the
public.

VII. ADJOURNMENT

The Task Force Meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

TASK FORCE MEETING
July 23, 1998

Minutas

I. INTRODUCTION

Opening comments were made by Dr. Len Bahr, who served in a
dual role of Task Force Chairman and representative of the
Governer'‘s Office. Colonel Conner requested Dr. Bahr to serve as
acting chair of the Task Force because he was unable to attend
the meeting due to a death in his family. Dr. Bahr convened the
fourteenth meeting of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation
and Restoration Task Force at 9:40 a.m. on July 23, 1998, at the
National Wetlands Research Center in Lafayette, Louisiana. The
agenda is enclosure 1. The Task Force was created by the Coastal
Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA,
commonly known as the Breaux Act), which was signed into law
(PL 101-646, Title III) by President Bush on November 29, 1990.

II. ATTENDEES

The attendance record for the Task Force meeting is enclosure
2. Listed below are the six Task Force members excluding Colonel
Conner. Mr. Tom Bigford was represented by Mr. Tim Osborn.
Also, Mr. Don Gohmert was represented by Mr. Bruce Lehto.

Dr. Len Bahr, State of Louisiana and Acting Chairman
Mr. William Hathaway, Environmental Protection Agency
Mr. David Frugé, U.S. Department of the Interior

Mr. Don Gohmert, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Mr. Tom Bigford, U.S. Department of Commerce

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

The minutes for the meeting held on April 14, 1998, were
discussed. Dr. Len Bahr commented positively on the evolving
synergy between Task Force agencies in conducting the Breaux Act
Program. Mr. Bob Stewart of the National Wetlands Research
Center was recognized by Mr. Dave Frugé, for his hospitality in
providing the conference room at the center for the Task Force
meeting. A memo of thanks was provided through Mr. Tim Osborn
by Tom Bigford to the Task Force for their support of and
participation in the Coastal Society's 16* Intermatiocnal
Conference (enclosure 3). Mr. Dave Frugé made the motion to
approve the minutes and Mr. Tim Osborn seconded the motion. The
minutes of the Task Force meeting held on April 14, 1998
(enclosure 4), were then approved unanimously.

E”Cit 3




IV. TASK FORCE DECISIONS

. A. Recommendation of Project Deauthorizations

Mr. Robert Schroeder presented the recommendation of the
Technical Committee to approve the deauthorization of four
projects: Pass-a-Loutre Crevasse, MR-7, MR-8/9a(USACE), Priority
Project List {PPL) 3; Grand Bay Crevasse, B8§8-7,

PBS-6 (USACE), PPL 4; Avoca Island Marsh Creation, TE-3§5,
CW-51i (USACE), PPL 6; and Bayou Boeuf Pumping Station, TE-33, XTE-

32I(EPA), PPL 6. The standard operating procedures in effect for
deaucthorization were followed.

Motion by Mr. Tim Osbern: That the Task Force approve the
deauthorization of Pass-a-Loutre, CGrand Bay Crevasse, Avoca
Island Marsh Creation and Bayou Boeuf Pumping Station.

Secend to Motion: Mr. William Hathaway
Passed unanimously

B. Consideration for Initiation of Project Deauthorization

Mr. Britt Paul (NRCS) provided an overview to the Task Force
on Southwest White Lake Shore Protection (Demonstration Project),
from the 3™ PPL (enclosure 5) and requested initiation of

project deauthorization by the Task Force. The concensus of the
Task Force was to begin the process.

. C. Report on the Status of the Needs List

Enclosure 6, contains the draft Needs List, which was ‘
presented by Rick Hartman (NMFS}. Mr. Gary Rauber presented an
overview of the effort. Ms. Katherine Vaughan had some concerms
relative to accuracy of cost and WVA figures for projects listed.

Mr. Rick Hartman commented that figures represented a range
cf values, which are found in information contained in PPL's
where detailed analysis was performed. Mr. Rick Hartman
requested that agencies review the draft Needs List and comment ,
to him concerning revision. Mr. Dave Frugé commented that Em-’;éﬁs‘-bil'
Study results shouid be used to further refine Needs List
figures, and that a current Needs List presentation be developed
to give Congress a sense of our coastal restoration needs.
Ms. Katherine Vaughan expressed concern that Congress could be
misled by data included in the Needs List that may conflict with

other more refined data that would come forward later on coastal
restoration projects.

Based on differing views of the Needs List purpose among
CWPPRA, Mr. Rick Hartman asked the Task Force whether a range of
COSts Or an approximate cost was more desireable. Mr. Martin
Cancienne commented that the Needs List will have to show some
type of cost relationship to projects, with perhaps some
. qualifiers to demonstrate the enormous coastal restoration need




ro Congress. Mr. Oneil Malbrough commented on proceeding with
attaching costs to projects. He suggested that costs used be
construction costs, not fully-funded costs. Mr. Martin Cancienne
indicated that these cost figures will be ultimately used to make
qualitative judgment calls on whether to build projects. Mr.
Mark Davis indicated that the Needs List should be qualified on
the premise of its intent. Issues of cost scale and order of
magnitude are important to the presentation of the Needs List to
Congress and the rest of the country. The Needs List is an
interim step towards Coast 2050 strategies, which is effectively
a higher purpose document than the Needs List. Dr. Bill Good
commented that the Needs List is project-oriented whereas Coast
2050 is strategy-oriented. This could generate confusion in a
comparative review of the documents. The Needs Lists introduction
should include a statement of its purpose, (presentation of -
projects and construction costs), relative to the more
comprehensive, higher order Coast 2050 document that is a plan
for much more than just construction of projects.

It was agreed that the Needs List would consist of an
overview and a simple listing of projects with their approximate
cost. The document would be sent to our Senators and
Congressmen, State Senate and House Natural Resource Committees,

Coastal State Senators and House Members, and State Wetlands
Authority Members.

D. Report on Status of Updating Fully Funded Monitoring Plan
Costs for Priority Project List Projects

Mr. Tom Podany provided an overview with a description of
the contents of updated documents handed out at the meeting
(enclosure 7). Mr. George Townsley provided details of the
economic evaluation of monitoring plan cost. Mr. Tim Osborn
thanked NRCS and DNR for addressing this isgsue.

Ms. Katherine Vaughan asked the Task Force to vote on this,
considering that the development of these costs have been
completed. Mr. Jack Caldwell commented that budgeting items such
as these be separated from the concept of cash flow and that the
decision to approve them be treated individually of cash flow
issues, so that a continuing fund would be available to handle
unexpected monitoring costs increases. Mr. Greg Steyer provided
revised monitoring plans to each Task Force member of their
agencies' projects. He also provided revised spread sheets for
monitoring plans and implementation costs (dated 7/17/98)
(enclosure 7). Previous versions of these spread sheets, which

were originally presented in the Task Force meeting book(dated
6/23/98), are also contained in enclosure 7.

E. Report on Status of Updating Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) Costs for Priority Project List Projects

An O&M draft economic summary (enclosure 8) was provided by
Mr. George.'rownsley. Also included in enclosure 8 is an example
O&M economic evaluation for a project. Mr. Tom Podany said that




the Task Force did not need to take any action at this time, as

the issue is being addressed and significant work has been done
towards finalizing these costs.

F. Consideration for Approval of Procedures to Handle Bid
Overruns

Mr. Tom Podany provided an cverview of the Technical
Committee's actions relative to these procedures as summarized
for the Task Force (enclosure 9). Mr. Dave Frugé offered
additional language. Mr. Bill Hathaway expressed reservations
with approving these procedures at this time, in order to allow
the Task Force agencies to further evaluate and consider
additional language and revisions offered at the July 23, 1998
Task Force meeting. Mr. Tim Osborn requested that no vote be
made today, but that each agency act in accordance with these
proceedings on an interim basis until all agencies are satisfied
with the language., Mr. Jack Caldwell asked that the Task Force
approve the procedure, contingent on a motion to reconsider at a
later date, and that a follow up fax vote by the Task Force on
revised language be executed within a week. In lieu of the
motion Dr. Bahr requested that this be done.

~

3. Report on Status of Task Force Directive to Consider Revised

Procedures for the Development, Selection, and Funding of
Priority Project Lists (PPLs)

Dr. Len Bahr recommended the Engineering Work Group be
included in refinements. Mr. Tom Podany indicated that all Work
Groups and the public are open to provide input to the idea of
developing a selection procedure for an 580 million List once
every two years, based on a two-year-long PPL process initiated
at the close of PPL 8. Mr. Jack Caldwell pointed out that the
statutory requirements requires that we are to amnnually
prioritize projects. The Task Force indicated that this was only
required up to the development of the 1993 Restoration Plan. At
Mr. Tom Podany's request, the Task Force agreed to use the 2 yr
cycle for budgeting purposes in FY 99. Mr. Tim Osborn suggested
that the prospect of a 2 yr cycle be proposed to the public in a
formal notice. The Task Force could base their decision on
public response and the continued formulation of the 2 yr cycle
by the Technical Committee. The Task Force agreed.

H. Report on Other Anticipated Project Cost Increases

New Cut Closure project was proposed for funding by EPA.
There was concern expressed as to whether it should be shown on
the proposed budget without consensus for funding (enclosure 10}.
The Engineering Work Group was directed to look at New Cut
Closure proposal for a cost perspective. EPA and DNR are looking
at cost for the prospect of a contract modification to the
ongoing barrier island work. The decision on PPL 8's available
dollars was based on items of this proposed budget being deferred
until future Task Force meetings. A lengthy discussion ensued




concerning the process used to select and earmark funds to build
projects. Some expressed the percepticn that there is a problem
when $200 million remains unexpended 9 yrs into the program.
There was a sense that another procedure was needed to prioritize
funding for projects based on the annual funding needs of
projects ready for construction or in construction phase. In this
way, larger, more complex and expensive projects that enter inte
a long design and construction process could be funded in stages
as necessary, such that in the interim period prior to
completion, smaller projects that can be quickly implemented
could be built. Mr. Mark Davis proposed that this is a policy
issue that needs to be discussed at the next Task Force meeting.
Ms. Katherine Vaughan suggested that projects such as Myrtle
Grove be used as a prototype for staged funding. Dr. Len Bahr
asked that this be addressed also in the selection process
refinement as previcusly directed.

I. Discussion of Cost Sharing Percentages for Phases of S* and
6°® PPL Projects

Mr. Tom Podany provided the discussion of cost sharing
percentages. The consensus of the Task Force was that the intent
of the legislation on cost sharing is that all project costs for

projects approved on the 5 and 6% list would be cost shared
90%/10% (enclosure 11).

J. Request for Construction Approval for Mississippi River-Gulf
Outlet (MRGQO) Disposal Area Marsh Protection, PO-19, XPO-71, and

Status Report on West Bay Sediment Diversion Project, MR-3,FMR-3
(enclosure 12),

Mr. Bill Hicks provided the summary for the projects.

Motion was made by Mr. Dave Frugé for approval of the MRGO
project. )

Second to Motion: Mr. Tim Osborm
Passed unaimously

Mr. Hicks indicated that the current cost estimate for the
West Bay project has changed from $12 million to $16 million. 1In
consideration of this estimated cost increase, there was general

consensus of the Task Force that this continues to be a project
worth pursuing.

K. Delivery of Status Reports

Mr. Tom Podany provided all summaries (enclosure 13).
Mr. Oneil Malbrough asked when there would be another opportunity
to provide public input on the progress and direction of MRSNFR.

Mr. Podany indicated that scheduling another public meeting would
be considered.




L. Status of the Coastwide Strategy (Coast 2050}

Dr. Bill Good provided a summary of the status to develop

the coastwide strategy. A date in October will be coordinated to
brief the Task Force again.

M. Report of Program Ferformance and Project Implementation

Dr. Steve Mathies provided the summary on Program
Performance and Project Implementation (enclosure 14). A large
portion of the $223 million funds are scheduled to be spent in
the next 2 yrs. Dr. Mathies asked that the Task Force, through
the Outreach Committee, coordinate ground breaking ceremonies.

He also suggested that national leaders including the President,
and Vice-President be invited.

N. Outreach Committee Report

Enclosure 15 contains the Outreach Committee Report and a
handout provided at the meeting when ground breaxing is
scheduled. Mr. Herb Bourque (USDA-NRCS) briefed tne Task Force
on Watermarks proposed budget with an example of the proposed
increase in color pages to increase readership. Also, to

increase the total printed issues to 1500 copies a year allowing
for 4 issues per annum.

Coordination is being initiated to bring the White House
Wetlands Task Force Working Group on a tour of Coastal Louisiana,

which will be spear headed by the Corps with assistance of the
State.

V. DATE AND LOCATION OF NEXT TASK FORCE MEETING

The next Task Force Meeting was tentatively scheduled for
October 21, 1998 at 9:30 a.m. in Baton Rouge, LA. Task Force
members will be contacted with final meeting details at a later
date. A joint meeting of the Task Force and the State Wetlands

Authority is scheduled for October 20 in Baton Rouge to discuss
the ocutputs of Coast 20S0.

VI. WRITTEN QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

No written questions or comments were received from the
public.
VIi. ADJOURNMENT

The Task Force Meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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October 21, 1998

Plapning Process
for the Remainder of the 8" Priority Project List (PPL) and the 9 PPL,
for the Development of the Fiscal Year 1999 Planning Program Bud

1.0 Introduction.

For completion the Fiscal Year (FY) 1999 planning budget, the finalized version
of the PPL 9 planning process is described in the following. This process was used for
the 9" PPL to complete the FY 99 Planning Schedule and Budget for each agency, as
shown in Enci. 2. For budgeting purposes, tasks previously established for the 8™ PPL
that will occur in FY 99 are contained in Encl. 2. These tasks are not described below.

- In Encl. 2, tasks for PPL 8 and 9 are identified by “PL” category and sequence number.

Other FY 99 tasks for which costs should also be estimated are listed in Encl. 2 below the
PL tasks.

2.0 Background on the Formulation of the PPL 9 Planning Process.

In order to establish a protocol for the project planning process, initial work was
necessary to finalize the particulars of the PPL 9 planning program. What follows are

steps or activities deemed by the P&E as necessary for development of PPL 9 and
subsequent lists.

PL 9010 - Initial Process Formulation. A draft proposal for the PPL 9 project
planning process was disseminated the week of August 24, 1998, for review and

comment by Coast 2050 participants, local governments, the public, and members of the
Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee (P&E).

PL 9015 - Intermediate Process Formulation. During a meeting of the P&E in
New Orleans on September 1, 1998, the initial draft proposal was discussed and
comments were made for consideration. Coast 2050 participants. local governments, and
the public were invited to attend the meeting and provide their input. A revised proposal
was produced based on the discussion at this meeting, which was re-distributed to the
P&E the week of September 7, 1998 for advance review prior to their next meeting.

PL 9020 - Final Process Formulation. A P&E meeting was convened in Baton
Rouge on September 11, 1998, to discuss and make further comments on the PPL 9
planning process, with a view towards establishing the FY 99 budget. Further comments
were incorporated that were formulated as a result of the Technical Committee meeting
held in Baton Rouge on October 8, 1998. The planning process presented in the
following constitutes a recommended final version of the PPL 9 planning process.

Encl. 1




COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT

TASK FORCE MEETING AGENDA

.' Conservation Hearing Room
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources Building
625 North 4% Street, Baton Rouge, Louisiana

October 21, 1998
9:30 a.m.

L Meeting [nitiation
a. Introduction of Task Force Members or Alternates
b. Opening Remarks by Task Force Members
IL. Adoption of Minutes from the July 23, 1998 MEEHIE ......coereerreerrerieessissessarisnsarsasscsssasessraresss D

818 Consideration for Approvai of Procedures for the 9t Priority Project List (PPL) .
and the FY 99 Planning Budget. (Tisdale) - 9:30 am t0 9:45 am........cooovruerumrssmmeeasssssseiossens E

IV.  Discussion of Concepts for Cash Flow Budgeting of Future Selected
and Approved PPL Projects. (Tisdale) — 9:45 t0 10:15 aML....c.ccocuvvmmmrcmremrreerereemsssessssnassesasconcs F

. V. Report on Other Anticipated Project Cost Increases. (Mathies) - 10:15 to 10:45 am..... e G

VI.  Consideration for Approval of Procedures to Handle Bid Overruns.
(Mathies) = 10:45 P £0 11:00 PIM..co..e.eorreriecrrcersermseneemmssmmmsessssssasssssssssssssesssessssssmsssssssssssssssas H

VIL Recommendation of Project Deauthorization of Southwest Shore White Lake
Protection (Demonstration Project), ME-12. (Paul) - 11:00 pm to 11:15 pm....cvrnecnnneen. I

VIII.  Consideration for Approval of Project Implementation for the Nutria Harvest
and Wetland Restoration Demonstration Project, LA-02.
(Mathies) = 11:15 P t0 11:30 PITL.....cuveuieenserecesreesesesseessssmmsesassssossscsssmssmsssresasssssssssssssssbssarssssssons J

Lunch 11:30 am 12:30 pm

IX. Discussion of the Bayou Lafourche Project. (Tisdale) - 12:30 am to 1:15 am..cccveeenucrcnnsnes K

Encl. 1




XL

XII.

XIII.

2:45 PM

COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT

TASK FORCE MEETING AGENDA
{(continued)

Consideration for Approval of Final Monitoring Plans. (Stever) - 1:15 pm to 1:30 pm
a. Nutria Harvest and Wetland Restoration Demonstration Project, LA-02;

b. Sweet Lake/ Willow Lake, CS-11b;

¢. Compost Demonstration Project, CS-26;

d. Plowed Terrace, CS-25;

e. Bayou Chevee, PO-22;

f. East Timbalier Sediment Restoration, TE-25;

g. Whiskey Island, TE-27; and

h. East Timbalier, TE-30

Review and Discussion for Decision on: (Tisdale) - 1:30 pm to 2:00 pm

a. Acreage Amounts Reflected in Various CWPPRA Reports and Publications;

b. Annual Reporting on Status of Projects in Implementation Phase; and

¢. Implementation of “ As-Buiits” Database for Completed Projects..........ooooceicrcnsvnnnnes M

Delivery of Status Reports: (Mathies) - 2:00 pm to 2:45 pm

a. Program Performance and Project Implementation;

b. 8% Priority Project List;

¢. Report to Congress;

d. Feasibility Study Steering Committee;

e. Outreach Committee Report;

f. Needs List;

g. Abchafalaya Liaison Group; and

h. State Conservation Plam............cccweencccimmrr s sssestsssissssssessiastssmssemsesssecsonees N

Report on Status of Updating Fully Funded Costs for Monitoring Plans

and Operations and Maintenance {O&M) for Priority Project List Projects.

(Mathies) ~ 2:45 pm t0 3:00 PINL.......c.oimrrecrirceesisceememeesemsetsstsesssssssesssssesassssasssssasssnssnanssossasene O
Status of the Coastwide Strategy, Coast 2050. (Good) - 3:00 pm t0 3:15 pm..ccccvieremsernnsess |
Additional Agenda Items and Request for Public Comments - 3:15 pm to 3:45 pm......... Q

Date and Location of the Next Task Force Meeting - 3:45 pm to 4:00 pm......ccccovemesencraceens R

Adjourn - 4:.00 pm

10/20/98 i




Finalized Planning Process for the 9'" Priority Project List (PPY.)
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COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION ACT

December 1, 1998

n cess for the 9 P
apd the Fiscai Year anni

1.0 Introduction.

The finalized version of the PPL 9 planning process is described in the following.
This process has been instituted by the Task Force through the work and
recommendations of the Planning & Evaluation Subcommittee and Technical Committee.
The FY 99 Planning Schedule and Budget for each agency reflects this process and is
shown in Encl. 1. For budgeting purposes, tasks previously established for the 8* PPL
that will occur in FY 99 are contained in Encl. 1. These tasks are not described below.
In Encl. 1, tasks for PPL 8 and 9 are identified by “PL” category and sequence number.
Other FY 99 tasks for which costs should also be estimated are listed in Encl. 1 below the
PL tasks. Encl. 2 is a flowchart for the PPL 9 planning process.

2.0 Background on the Formulation of the PPL 9 Planning Process.

In order to establish a protocol for the project planning process, initial work was
necessary to finalize the particulars of the PPL 9 planning program. What follows are

steps or activities deemed by the P&E as necessary for development of PPL 9 and
subsequent lists.

PL 9010 - Initial Process Formulation. A draft proposal for the PPL 9 project
planning process was disseminated the week of August 24, 1998, for review and

comment by Coast 2050 participants, local governments, the public, and members of the
Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee (P&E).

PL 9015 - Intermediate Process Formulation. During a meeting of the P&E in
New Orleans on September 1, 1998, the initial draft proposai was discussed and
comments were made for consideration. Coast 2050 participants, local governments, and
the public were invited to attend the meeting and provide their input. A revised proposal
was produced based on the discussion at this meeting, which was re-distributed to the
P&E the week of September 7, 1998 for advance review prior to their next meeting.

PL 9020 - Final Process Formuiation. A P&E meeting was convened in Baton
Rouge on September 11, 1998, to discuss and make further comments on the PPL 9
planning process, with a view towards establishing the FY 99 budget. Further comments
were incorporated that were formuiated as a resuit of the Technical Committee meeting
held in Baton Rouge on October 8, 1998. On October 21, 1998, the Coastal Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Task Force approved the PPL 9 Planning Process and
FY 99 Schedule and Budget, contingent on minor edits identified during the meeting.
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3.0 Methodology for Deveiopment, Evaiuadon, Selection, and Funding
of Projects on the 9** PPL.

For tasks described in that to follow, estimated dates are shown in Encls. 1 and 2.

Preliminary locations are provided for cases where there will be meetings as part of these
tasks.

3.1 Investigation Phase. In regional nomination workshops open but not limited
to the public, local governments, the State, and Federal Agencies, participants will be
invited to nominate projects for consideration as candidate and demonstration projects for
the 9™ PPL. Each project proposed as a candidate or for demonstration purposes must
support one or more Coast 2050 strategies in order to qualify for consideration in the
process. It will be recommended that projects be proposed with the intention of
specifically addressing Coast 2050 regional strategies recognized as being among the
most important to coastal restoration.

PL 9025 - Regional Nomination Workshops. Four meetings, one in cach of the
Coast 2050 regions, (Cameron, Morgan City, and two meetings in New Orleans) wiil be
conducted by the P&E to receive project nominations from any interested party for the
9% PPL. Invitation for these meetings will include the public, State and local government
representatives, Federal Agencies, the State, the CWPPRA Workgroups', and the
Regional Planning Team (RPT) of Coast 2050.

Any number of projects will be accepted for nomination in each Coast 2050
region. After receiving nominations in each region, the focus of the regional meeting wiil
be to engage in interactive discussions of the projects nominated. The purpose of these
discussions will be to arrive at a seiect group of projects per region, through general
consensus of meeting attendees, to carry forward for consideration in the PPL 9 planning
process. The goal of each regional meeting will be to qualitatively identify up to 15 of
the total number of nominee and demonstration projects that exhibit the highest potential
for addressing Coast 2050 strategies. At the conclusion of each meeting, the P&E will
approve the consensus-based group of up to 15 projects for the region. If necessary, the
P&E will establish a 15-project cutoff of the conseasus-based group of projects, in the
event the number of projects recommended through discussions exceeds 15.

After finalizing the list of up to 60 projects for the four regions, no additional
projects of any type will be added to the PPL 9 process after this stage. A public
amouncemmtwdnbemailedwpmmﬂnﬁnﬂﬁstofmmimeanddanommﬁm
projects. Abﬁefdscﬁpﬁonandmapofthepmjectswinbeimlndedinﬂwpachge.

'mmwmmwcywwmm(ﬁmmwwm_

(EcoWG), Monitoring Workgroup (MWG), Academic Advisory Group (AAG), and real cstate specialists
from both the Corps and DNR.
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PL 9030 ~ Nominee Project Review and Assignment. In one scoping meeting
(Lafayette) invoiving the public, local governments, agencies/State, Workgroups, and the
RPT, the 60 nominee and demonstration projects carried forward will receive a cursory
review for discussion and comment. Additionaily, there will be an opportunity to address
issues of interest and concern. During this review, each nominee project will be
categorized by level of effort necessary to fully evaluate and construct, as either:

¢ non-complex, with only basic analyses’ required, or
¢ compiex, where the analysis will be considered relatively detailed in nature.’

At the completion of the meeting, there will be an attempt to assign at least one
- complex project to each Federal Agency and the State. Each Federal Agency and the
State will adopt up to 15 compiex and non-complex projects of the 60, depending on
staffing, and/or other factors, for preliminary investigation-level research after this
meeting. There will be an attempt to assign an equitable distribution of complex and

non-complex projects to each Federal Agency and the State, depending on the number of
these projects of the 60.

PL 9040 - Scoping and Screening Phase. For projects of the 60 nominees
proposed as candidates, the purpose of this phase will be to: (1) raise technical issues of
concern, (2) screen each nominee project against qualification criteria for candidate
projects, and (3) identify investigations and analyses that will be necessary during the
development phase.

In preparation for this phase, preliminary investigation-ievel research will be
performed by agencies and the State that are respectively assigned to nominee projects in
task PL 903S. This background work will include identification of historical trends and
their causes and effects, current conditions (using existing monitoring and other available
information), and forecasted no-action changes for 5, 10, 15, and 20 years into the future.
Agencies of nominee projects will bring to this meeting any available schematics,
photographs, hydrographs, etc., as deemed necessary to facilitate discussions.

A two- to three-day-long scoping and screening meeting (Baton Rouge) will be
conducted by the P&E, with participation of the public, locai governments, Workgroups,
and the RPT. It is very important that at this stage all agencies and the State involve their
engineering expertise in support of these meetings, to include but not be limited to
engineers in the following functions/disciplines: waterways, hydraulics/coastal,
geotechnical, structures, relocations, and cost estimating.

and cotrective measyres
! Complexity defined as the case where advanced analyses will be required to address issues of uncertainty

and/or lack of consensus of: (1) the existence of cither a problem and associated magnitude, and/or (2)
validity or functicnality of proposed corrective measures.

? The categorization of non-compiex being the case where there is certainty snd consensus of the problems
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In this stage, cach nominee and demonstration project will be evaluated using the
following criteria to determine if the project:

¢ appears to fall within the intent of the Act for restoration of vegetated wetlands
(other benefit categories that may exist other than this should also be identified),

¢ s identified to have adverse effects/conflicts with existing features and/or
facilities that are functioning for ancther genuine purpose,

¢ falls more within the scope of other programs/studies that are currently under way
to address the stated problems,

¢ is technically not possible/not implementable, or against governmental poticy.

By consensus of the P&E, ail nominee and demonstration projects that have been
favorably evaluated against these criteria will be recommended for carry-over into the
next levei of evaluation, which will be the candidate project phase. The P&E will then
vote to determine the top complex projects non-complex projects of those projects
passing the scoping and screening phase, based on the level of planning funds reasonably
believed to be available by the P&E to carry out the proper development of the projects.
The voting for complex and non-complex projects will oceur in two separate lists, where
the top 6 complex projects and top 30 non-compiex projects wouid be respectively
carried forward for development. Prior to voting, the P&E would be sble to adjust the
caps for projects to be carried forward, depending staffing and financial resources
available under the Program. In this voting process, the sequencing of strategies of Coast
2050 will be the primary factor of consideration. Projects that pass the scoping/screening
phase that are not voted among the top contenders for respective categories of non-

complex/compiex that year could be re-nominated in the next planning cycle for
consideration.

Next, approximately 3 to 5 non-complex projects of the top 30 will be
respectively assigned to each Federal Agency and the State for development. There wiil
be an attempt to assign at least one complex project of the top 6 to each agency and the
State, depending on agency/State position on their capacity for development of the
compiex project in consideration. During assignment of projects for development,
projects initially assigned to agencies/State for background work couid possibly
transferred between agencies/State to level the work load of project development.*

The final list of candidate and demonstration projects will be presented to the
Technical Committee (TC) for consideration and revision. The Task Force (TF) will
receive a recommendation from the TC on a list of candidate and demonstration projects
for the 9" PPL. The TF will review this list and provide the final list of candidate and
demonstration projects for further development.

* Coordination will be made by the State for identification of Federal Sponsoring Agencies for projects
assigned to the State for development,
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3.2 Development Phase. In this phase, project deveiopment wiil occur for the
candidate and demonstration projects. Demonstration and Candidate projects identified
as non-complex will receive traditional PPL development. Demoanstration projects that
are proposed should exhibit new and innovative methods and technology, and will only
have to be planned, engineered, and designed ~ not anaiyzed for cost effectiveness.

Complex projects wiil be developed through more detailed investigations and analyses
outlined prior to initiation of development.

The P&E will provide the senior management and oversight for execution of
project development, with sponsoring agencies/State selecting Project Managers (PM)
from within their respective organizations to oversee this work. Each PM wiil report
their project development status on a guarterly basis in written format (email), to the

Chairman of the P&E, who will work with the PMs and the P&E to ensure timely
execution of project development.

3.2.1 Complex Projects. For complex candidate projects, there will be
more detailed analyses than that of traditionai project development. Steps of a Project
Development Plan (PDP) will be drafted by respective agencies/State sponsoring
complex projects. As part of the PDP, the PM of complex projects will: (1) organize a
plan of project development® (2) develop a work schedule, (3) identify the technical
resources that wiil be used®, and (4) estimate costs for completing tasks for development.
It is expected that the PDP of a complex project would resuit in a development duration
of about 1 to 3 years long. Therefore, it is not anticipated that complex projects where
PDP execution is initiated during the PPL 9 planning cycle will be completely developed
until a subsequent PPL planning cycle. Developed complex projects will be scheduled
for completion and competition on a subsequent PPL to the 9® PPL.

PL 9050 ~ Compilation of PDPs for Complex Projects. In drafting the PDP,
consideration will be given to employ of some or all of the following steps, which are
outlined below as guidance to facilitate complex project development. Draft PDPs will
be compiled within 3 months after assignment to agencies/State for development.

¢ Step A. Specify the issues, problems, and opportunities.

¢ Step B. Inventory and forecast the no-action conditions for 5, 10, 15, and 20
years into the future.

¢ Step C. State the study objectives and establish screening criteria for
assessing the potential of alternative plans for meeting the objectives.
Formulate aiternative plans and their respective increments/scales to address
the wetland problems and surrounding issues, based on public input and

! Simplified framework for agency consideration in organizing PDPs, which was derived from the Planning
Primer, IWR Report 97-R-135, dated November 1997, and the Planning Marmat, IWR Report 96-R-21,
dated November 1996. These documents can be downloaded from the Internet from the location:

fIwrare. Toes b

Thhmybeh—hwnmmmm or resources of another agency or the State.
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technical considerations.” Objectively apply screening criteria to alternative
plans and/or respective increments/scales to eliminate any that do not meet
this criteria.

¢ Step D. Evaluate the effects of impiementing each of the alternative plans
and their respective increments/scales, by accomplishing that which follows.

Refer to Paragraph A_1 of the Appendix for detailed explanations of technicai
analyses of the PPL 9 process.

¢ Step D.1 Compieting/determining the required eagineering,
environmental compliance, and real estate analyses, with graphicai layout
of the results on a site map to address the problem statement,

- o Step D.2 Establish the objectives of the Operation and Maintenance
{O&M) and Monitoring Plan (MP). Each agency sponsoring a project will
formulate the O&M and MP objectives for their projects, and the EngWG~
and EcoWG wiil respectively refine these objectives of O&M and MP
during their sessions of project review and comment. The objectives
established for O&M and MP should respectively reflect only those

deemed most valuable by the EngWG and EavWG in their review of
projects.

¢ Step D.3 Estimate the cost of each alternative plan and increment/scale
for: Project Construction (PC) with 25% contingencics, Engineering and
Design (E&D), Environmental Compliance, Real Estate Requirements
(RE), Permitting (PR), Project Management (PM) (COE -- $500/yt
admin., $30,000 min. for proj. mgt., up to 6% PC, and DNR - 2% of PC
min.), Construction Supervision and Inspection (S&I), and
Periodic/Annual Costs (PAC), to include: O&M and MP of the project,

e Step D.4 Coordinate for completion of the Wetland Value Assessments
(WV As) of each aiternative plan and increment/scale,

e Step D.S Coordinate for an economic evaluation of each alternative plan

and increment/scale to develop their respective fully funded first costs,
and

7 Alternative plan, as used in this planning process, is defined as a proposed system to be stadied, which
consists of 3 aumber of measures assembled to function either separately or in tnison to accomplish one of
more objectives of the project. Scale, a3 used in this planning process, is defined as a specific size of an
alternative pian that possesses all of the same measures that function cither scparately or in unison ©
accomplish one or more objectives of the project. Increments, as used in this planning process, are defined
as respective constant-scale configurations of an alternative plan, that possesses varying combinations of
measures of thoge comprehensively contained in the shernative pian, which fanction either separately or in
unison to accomplish one or more objectives of the project. The criteria 1o identify the difference between
alternative plans lies in the difference of fimdamental strategy, or method of approach, that these plans
respectively employ to accomplish the project objectives.
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e Step D.6 Execute incremental cost effective analyses for each alternative
and respective increment/scale.

. ¢ Step E. Perform a comparison of the results from Step D for the suite of
aiternative plans considered to arrive at the alternative plan and

increment/scale for that candidate project that is the most incrementally cost
effective”.

+ Step F. Select a recommended plan for the candidate project, based on the
study objectives and any other factors, such as issues, suppot for specific
alternative plans, ete. Rationale will be provided for selection of the
recommended plan.

PL 9055 — Review and Comment of Draft PDPs for Compiex Projects. Draft
PDPs of complex projects will be disseminated by the PMs of compiex projects to the
P&E, Workgroups, and the RPT for review and comment. Writien comments will be
sent by reviewers to the respective project PMs for resolution and revision of the PDPs.

Comments not incorporated by PMs in the final project PDPs will be resoived ina
written reply to reviewers.

PL 9056 — Draft PDP Discussions for Complex Projects. Reviewers and PMs
of complex projects will convene in up to 3 meetings (Baton Rouge), as required, to
discuss resolutions to comments of draft PDPs and to ncgotiate the final format of the
PDPs. Also, these meetings will be conducted to negotiate budgeting of the PDP tasks in

. the current and out fiscal years. Depending on the number of complex project PDPs,

tasks of the PDPs may have to be spread among several FY's in order to not exceed the
unallocated level of planning funds available.’

PL 9057 - PDP Finalization for Complex Projects. In this task, cach
agency/State wiil finalize their PDP based on the results of task PL 5056. Finalized PDPs
will be disseminated to members of the P&E for formal approval, funding, and
management oversight during PDP execution.

PL 9060 - Development of Complex Projects. The Task Force has reserved
about $740,000, as identified as being available in FY 99 for this task, which will be
provided to agencies/State as necessary based on the requirements of approved PDPs that
are finalized and are ready for execution. This is shown in the “totais” column of Encl. 1.

The PM of each project will prepare work products of the PDP for review and
comment, based on input of the PM’s technical resources. Work products from each step
of the studies will receive review and comment by designated Workgroups and the RPT.
The focus of review and comment will be to ensure accuracy, consistency, and correction

'mumammmummmmmmmumm

plan in cost, in the sequence of plans of cost per unit benefit. The program “TWR Plan” was developed for

:ehpmjyﬁehsﬁmmfanuRm IWR Plan may be downloaded from the Internet from
site: hitp://www pmci com/iwplan/Downioad] htm.

? Refer to PL 9060 for the levei of funds available in FY 99 for complex project development.
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of errors, and omissions. Table 1 presents a matrix of work responsibilities that describes
the proponents for producing/te fining (PR) products, and reviewing/commenting (RC) on
products. All review comments must be resolved for the latest task of the executed PDP
under review, prior to the PM of the complex project initiating the next step of the PDP.

Jable |
Matrix of Work Responsibilities
Sponsoring | EngWG | EQvWG | Eco WG MWG | AAG | RPT |
Agency
—StepA | PR —RC | RC ~ RC RC |
—StepB | PR RC | RC RC | RC |
Step C PR RC | RC — RC RC | RC
T StepD
Step D.1 PR RC RC
Step D2 “PR RC PR/RC |
| Step D.3 " PR “RC RC RC
Step D.4 PR/RC ~—RC | PRRRC | RC |
Step D.5 PR/RC RC
Step D.6 PR RC RC | RC ~ RC RC
— Step E PR ~ RC RC “RC RC | RC
Step F PR RC | RC RC —RC | RC
. For Step C and Steps D.1 through D.3, there will be an initial EngWG
review/comment of the work products for recommendations on refining the eagineering

aspects. After this, there will be review/comment by the EnvWG to recommend
refinements to optimize the wetland benefits. The refined work products will then
receive final review/comment form the EngWG to complete the final work products.

Each sponsoring agency will prepare a project deveiopment report to document
and present the results of each step of the study.'® The technical data, information,
analyses, and designs, for the project development steps will be placed in appendices of
the report. An executive summary of the report will summarize the recommended plan,
its fully funded first cost and the average annual benefits. Members of the P&E will
review draft versions of the reports andpmvidewrittencommemstoPMsofﬂwse
projects resolution and report finalization.

322 Nou-Compiex Projects. The tasks shown below will only be
mayataminimmforthedevdopmemofnon-eomplupmjm Other pertinent
aspects not described below that are necessary for development of certain non-complex
pmjectsshouﬂdalsobeeompletedonacasebycasebasis. It is expected that traditional
project development for non-complex projects will be completed within a yesr. This is
described in Steps D.1 through D.5 of Task PL 9050, which are shown by task for non-
complex projects in the following.

. 1% Guidance available s the Planning Manual, pp. 230-237.
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PL 9160 - Deveiopment of Project Information for WVA (Non-Compiex

Projects). Each sponsoring agency/State wiil develop project information for WVA and
provide to EnvWG Chairman in advance of task PL 9063.

PL 9161 - Develop Designs and Cost Estimates for Non-Compiex Projects.
Each sponsoring agency/State will develop designs and cost estimates and provide to
EngWG Chairman in advance of task PL 9062.

PL 9162 - EngWG Project Review. This consists of: (1) an initiai review of
designs and cost estimates to ensure accuracy, consistency, and identification of errors,
and omissions, and (2) a second review after the EnvWG meets to make suggestions for
improvements after the initial review of the EngWG is complete.!" This will be up to 10
meetings (Baton Rouge). Additionaily, there will be a joint meeting with the EnvWG to
determine longevity/sustainability and risk/uncertainty of the projects (Baton Rouge). .

PL 9163 - EavWG Project Review and Evaluation of Benefits. This consists
of: (1) an initial review of project features after the initial review of the EngWG, and
(2) a second meeting after the EngWG meets to complete the WV As, Thiswillbeup to
10 meetings (Baton Rouge) and up to 20 fieid trips. Additionally, there wiil be a joint

meeting with the EngWG to determine longevity/ sustainability and risi/uncertainty of the
projects (Baton Rouge).

PL 9164 — Preparation of Project Fact Sheets. Each sponsoring agency/State
will prepare project fact sheets to summarize the results of project development.

PL 9165 ~ EcoWG Project Evaluations. The EcoWG will convenc to perform

economic evaluations for the candidate projects. This will not be necessary for
demonstration projects.

PL 9166 — Project Fact Sheet Submittal. Each sponsoring agency/State will
submit their project fact sheets to the Chairman of the P&E for presentation of the
projects to the public.

PL 9065 — Public Results Presentation. The P&E, with the coordination and
support of the RPT, will present the projects to cach of the Coast 2050 regions 10 solicit
public input. Brief summaries of the developed candidate and demonstration projects
will be assembled and delivered via public notice to the Coast 2050 regional participants
for this input, which will used in the project ranking process.

PL 9070 - Candidate Project Ranking. Based on the CWPPRA ranking
criteria, mhemdida:epmjectwiﬂbemkedagﬁnstdw.othm.wimmemultsofﬂn
ranking presented to the P&AE. Atd;isstage,the?&ﬂwillmkemedetamimﬁonfw
each candidate project whether it is systemic or non-systemic. This will be done through
facsimile voting. RcfettongraphAJofthcAppmdixﬁrdehﬂeduplamﬁonsof
project ranking for the PPL 9 process.

“SeeStepsD.l&m@DJofMPL%.fm&uﬂsdﬂuwmdMnd
design work for non-complex projects.




3.3 Selection and Funding Phase. Following the Deveiopment Phase, the P&E,
TC, and TF will convene successively to produce the $* PPL. This will occurina
timeline to facilitate the development of the annual publication of the State’s Coasta/

Wetlands Conservation and Restoration plan, for its submittal by June 1® of the calendar
year to the State Legisiature for approval.

PL 9075 - P&E Recommendation for Project Selection and Flu!dlng. The
P&E will meet (New Orleans) to review and discuss the results of the ranking to

formulate a recommendation for selection and funding of a prioritized list of projects on
the 9" PPL.

PL 9080 - TC Recommendation for Project Selection and Funding. The list
of recommended projects for selection and funding will then be presented atone
Technical Committee (TC) meeting (Baton Rouge) for their consideration and revision.

PL 9085 — TF Selection and Funding of the 9® PPL. The Task Force (TF) will

receive a recommendation from the TC in a meeting (Lafayette), for a list of projects for

the 9 PPL. The TF wiil review this list and determine the final prioritized list of
projects for selection and funding.

4.0 Documentation and Reporting of the 9'* PPL.

PL 9090 - PPL 9 Report Development. The entire planning process up through
selection and funding of the 9 PPL wili be documented in a 9 PPL report.

PL 9095 — Upward Submittal of the PPL 9 Report. This report wiil be
submitted to the Assistant Secretary of the Army (ASA) for Civil Works (CW).

PL 9100 — Submission of the PPL 9 Report to Congress. The report will be
reviewed and submitted to Congress by the ASA (CW).
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APPENDIX

A.l. Explanation of Techaical Analyses for PPL 9 Projects

A.1.1 Designs and Cost Analysis. During the pian formuiation process, cach of
the Task Force agencies assume responsibility for developing designs, and estimates of

costs and benefits for a number of candidate projects. The cost estimates for the projects
are to be itemized as follows:

1. Construction Cost

2. Contingencies Cost (25%)

3. Engineering and Design

4. Environmental Compliance :

5. Supervision and Administration (Corps ($500/yr administrative and $30,000
minimum, up to 6% of construction per project for project management, and the
Louisiana Department of Naturai Resources (LADNR) Project Management (2% of
construction)

6. Supervision and Inspection (Construction Contract)

7. Reai Estate and Permitting

8. Operation and Maintenance

9. Monitoring

In addition, each lead agency is to provide a detailed itemized construction cost
estimate for each project.

An Engineering Work Group has been established by the Planning and Evaluation
Subcommittee, with each Federal agency and the State of Louisiana represented. The
work group reviews each estimate for accuracy and consistency.

When reviewing the construction cost estimates, the work group verifies that each
project feature had an associated cost and that the quantity and unit price for those items
were reasonable. In addition, the work group reviews the design of the projects to
determine whether the method of construction is appropriate and the design is feasible.

All of the projects are to be assigned a contingency cost of 25 percent because
detailed information such as soil borings, surveys, and - to a major extent - hydrologic
data are not available, in addition to allowing for variations in umit prices.

Engineering and design, environmental compliance, supervision and administration,
and supervision and inspection costs are to be reviewed for consistency, but ordinarily are
not changed from what was presented by the lead agency.
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A.1.2 Benefit Analysis (WVA). The Wetland Value Assessment, or WVA. isa
quantitative, habitat-based assessment methodology deveioped for use in prioritizing
project proposals submitted for funding under the Breaux-Jjohnston Act. The WVA
quantifies changes in fish and wiidlife habitat quality and quantity that are projected to
emerge or develop as a resuit of a proposed wetland enhancement project. The resuits of
the WV A, measured in Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHUSs), can be combined with

economic data to provide a measure of the effectiveness of a proposed project in terms of
annualized cost per AAHU protected and/or gained.

The Environmental Work Group are to deveiop the WVA for each project. The
Environmental Work Group is assembled under the Planning and Evaluation
Subcommittee of the CWPPRA Technicai Committes. The Environmental Work Group
includes members from each agency represented on the CWPPRA Task Force. The

WVA was designed to be applied, to the greatest extent possible, using only existing or
readily obtainable data.

The WVA process has been developed strictly for use in ranking proposed
CWPPRA projects; it is not intended to provide a detailed, comprehensive methodology
for establishing baseline conditions within a project area. Some aspects of the WVA
have been defined by policy and functional considerations of the CWPPRA,; therefore,
user-specific modifications may be necessary if the WVA is used for other purposes.

The WVA is a modification of the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) developed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1980). HEP is
widely used by the Fish and Wildlife Service and other Federal and State agencies in
evaluating the impacts of development projects on fish and wildlife resources. A notable
difference exists between the two methodologies. The HEP generaily uses a species-
oriented approach, whereas the WV A uses a community approach.

The WV A process was developed for application to the following coastal Louisiana
wetland types: fresh marsh (including intermediate marsh), brackish marsh, saline marsh,
and cypress-tupeio swamp. Future reference in this document to "wetland" or "wetland
type" refers to one or more of those four communities.

The WVA operates under the assumption that optimal conditions for fish and
wildlife habitat within a given coastal wetland type can be characterized, and that existing
or predicted conditions can be compared to that optimuan to provide su index of habitst
quality. Habitat quality is estimated or expressed through the use of a mathematical
mode] developed specifically for each wetland type. Each model consists of the
following components:
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1. a list of variables that are considered important in characterizing fish and
wildlife habitat:
a. Vi-percent of wetland covered by emergent vegstation,
b. V;—percent open water dominated by submerged aquatic vegetation,
¢. Vi-marsh edge and interspersion, '
d. V4-percent open water less than or equal to 1.5 feet deep,
e. Vs--salinity, and
f. V¢—aquatic organism access.
2. a Suitability Index graph for each variable, which defines the assumed
relationship between habitat quality (Suitability Index) and different variable values; and
3. a mathematical formula that combines the Suitability Index for each variable

into a single value for wetland habitat quality; that single value is referred to as the
Ha_bitat Suitability Index, or HSL.

The WVA models have been developed for determining the suitability of Louisiana
coastal wetlands for providing resting, foraging, breeding, and nursery habitat to a
diverse assemblage of fish and wildlife species. Models have been designed to function
at a community levei and therefore attempt to define an optimum combination of habitat

conditions for all fish and wildlife species ulizing 2 given marsh type over a year or
longer.

The output of each model (the HSI) is assumed to have a linear relationship with the
suitability of a coastal wetland system in providing fish and wildlife habitat.

A.1.3. Economic Analysis. The Breaux Act directed the Task Force to develop a
prioritized list of wetland projects "based on the cost-effectiveness of such projects in
creating, restoring, protecting, or enhancing coastal wetlands, taking into account the
quality of such coastal wetlands." The Task Force satisfied this requirement through the
integration of a traditional time-value analysis of life-cycle project costs and other
economic impacts and an evaluation of wetlands benefits using a community-based
version of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Habitat Evaluation Procedure. The
product of these two analyses was an Average Annual Cost per Average Annual Habitat
Unit figure for each project, which was used as the primary ranking criterion. The
method permits incremental analysis of varying scales of investment and also
accommodates the varying salinity types and habitat quality characteristics of project
wetland outputs.

The major inputs to the cost effectiveness analysis are the products of the lead Task
Force agencies and the Engineering and Environmental Work Groups. The cost
estimates of each project are to be evaluated and refined into estimates of annual
implementation costs and respective AAHUs.

Implementation costs are to be used to calculate the economic and financial costs of
cach wetland project. Financial costs chiefly consist of the resources needed to plan,
design, construct, operate, monitor, and maintain the project. These are the costs, when
adjusted for inflation, which the Task Force uses in budgeting decisions. The economic
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costs inciude, in addition to the financiai cost, monetary indirect impacts of the plans not
accounted for in the implementation costs. Examples would include impacts on dredging
in nearby commerciai navigation channels, effects on water supplies, and effects on
nearby facilities and structures not reflected in right-of-way and acquisition costs.

The stream of economic costs for each project are to be brought to present value
and annualized at the current discount rate, based on a 20-year project life. Beneficial
environmental outputs are to be annualized at a zero discount rate and expressed as
AAHUs. These data are then to be used to rank each plan based on cost per AAHU
produced. Annual economic costs are also to be calculated on a per acre basis. Financial
costs are to be adjusted to account for projected levels of inflation and used to monitor

overall budgeting and any future cost escalations in accordance with rules established by
the Task Force.

Following the review by the Engineering Work Group, costs are to be expressed as
first costs, fully funded costs, present worth costs, and average annual costs. The Cost
per Habitat Unit criterion is to be derived by dividing the average annual cost for cach
wetland project by the Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHU) for each wetland project.
The average annual costs figures are to be based on price levels for the current year, the
most current published discount rate, and a project life of 20 years. The fully funded cost
estimates developed for each project are to be used to determine how many projects couid
be supported by the funds expected to be available in the current fiscal year. The fully

funded cost estimates include operation and maintenance and other compensated
financial costs.
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A.2. Candidate Project Ranking Process.

In an attempt to make the selection process rigorous, use is to be made of &
procedure developed by the Technical Committee. This procedure takes into account
various criteria to produce an overall ranking of candidate projects. The criteria are
evaluated such that each project would have a maximum value of 10 points. Each
criterion iss weighted in a manner deemed appropriate by the committee to reflect its
relative importance, and the sum of the resulting values yicids a score for each project.
Candidate projects are to be ranked according to these scores to produce a recommended
list for consideration by the Task Force. The Technical Committee requires a two-thirds

majority vote for any deviation from the ranked list. Table 1 of the Appendix lists the
criteria and their assigned wetghts.

Iablel _
Candidate Project Ranking Critena

Criterion Weight
Cost-Effectiveness 0.55
Longevity/Sustainability _ 0.15
Support of Restoration Plan Strategy 0.15
Supporting Partnerships 0.05
Public Support 0.05
Risk/Uncertainty 0.05
Total 1.00

A.2.1. Cost-Effectiveness. The committee agreed that cost-effectiveness is the
single most important criterion in the ranking and selection of projects (it is, in fact, the
only criterion mentioned in the Act). For this reason, the committee assigned a weight of
0.55 to the cost-effectiveness index, so that it would count for more than haif of a
project’s total score. The index itseif is based on a comparison of the relative values of
projects’ cost-effectiveness as measured by the ratio of average annual costs to average
annual habitat units. A base 10 logarithm is used to prevent skewing of the results in the
case of a project with a very high average annual fully funded costt AAHU (very low
cost-ffectiveness). The equation for determining the cost-effectiveness index is given
below.

Cost-effectiveness index of project n = 5log1 o(100(Ew/E1)),

where E{ = average annual fuily
funded cost/ AAHU of
the most cost-
effective project
and Bq = average annual fuily
fimded costt AAHU of
project “n”
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In the case of the most cost-effective project (the project with the lowest sverage
annual fully funded cosV AAHU), the term En/E| has the value of unity, and the cost-
effectiveness index is 10.

A.2.2. Longevity/Sustainability. This criterion measures a project’s estimated
ability to continue to produce wetlands benefits over time. Projects that achieve long-
term maintenance or restoration of natural processes (such as sediment transport via a
crevasse) and can be sustained without extensive replacement actions will be favored
over projects that will produce only short-term benefits or require extensive maintenance
or replacement of project features to sustain long-term wetland benefits. The
determination of longevity/sustainability is to be made by the Environmental and
Engineering Work Groups, considening the following factors.

1. The ability of a project (including planned operation, maintenance, and
replacement actions) to provide wetland benefits through the end of the 20-year project
life.

2. The project’s ability to provide wetland benefits beyond target year 20 without
any further operation, maintenance, or replacement of project features. This evaluation
would consider effects of anticipated site-specific conditions, such as hydrology, wave
energy, saltwater intrusion, subsidence, and landscape conditions.

3. The extent that a project provides sediment, or facilitates or maintains peat
build-up, sufficient to withstand or offset relative sea ievel rise and storm events.

4. Predictions of longevity/sustainability made through use of reliable simulation
models, especially in the case of projects where there is substantial uncertainty and such
models can be employed at a reasonable cost and in a timely manner.

Each work group representative and the assigned member of the Academic
Assistance Group is to score each project based on the one condition from among those
listed below which they determined to be most applicable. An average score will then be
taken.

1. Project expected to continue providing substantial wetland benefits more than
40 years after construction: 10 points.

2. Project expected to provide substantial wetland benefits 30 to 40 years after
construction: 7 points.

3. Project expected to cease providing substantial wetiand benefits 20 to 30 years
after construction: 3 points.

4. Project expected to cease providing substantial wetland benefits less than 20
years after construction: 0 points.

A.2.3. Support for Restoration Plan. Candidate projects that are identified in
the November 1993 Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan or subsequent
revisions as "critical” projects are 10 be given a score of 10 in this category. Candidate
projects that are listed as supporting or altogether new received a score of 3.

A-6
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A.2.4. Supporting Parmerships. The State's required cost share for CWPPRA
projects is derived from the State’s Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Fund (Trust
Fund). The degree to which non-Federal partnering entities agree, in writing, to
contribute all or part of the State’s cost-share with non-Trust Fund sources will weigh
favorably in project selection; contributions could consist of cash or in-kind services,
including those covering maintenance, operation, or replacement expenses. Donation of
land rights would not be considered as a financial contribution. The following formula is
to be used to calculate the partmership index, which cannot exceed 10 points:

Partnership index=  |O(PS/SS),

Where: SS = dollar amount of the required percent non-Federal
cost share'
and PS = dollar amount of the non-Federal partner
contribution (other than that provided via the'
Trust Fund).

A.2.5. Public Support. The degree of public support (evidenced by written
endorsement or testimony at a CWPPRA-related public meeting) is an indicator of a
project’s acceptability and impiementability.

Traditionaily in past lists, values were assigned according to which of the
following conditions appiied to each project.

1. Project is supported by local and State elected officials
and Congressional representatives: 10 points.

2. Project is supported by 2 of above entities: 7 points.

3. Project is supported by 1 of above entities: 3 points.

4. Project without support by any of the above entities: 0 points.

A.2.6. Risk/Uncertainty. Projects with a greater probability of long-term
success are ranked higher than those for which there is a greater level of uncertainty
regarding success. Uncertainty may stem from a project’s location in a rapidly changing
or subsiding area, vuinerability to hurricane damage, or the use of untested or otherwise
questionable methods. Risk may arise when contaminated sediments, water quality
issues, or other problems are invoived.

Each Task Force agency’s Environmental Work Group member and a
representative from the Academic Assistance Group will score each project between 0
and 10. The higher the score the greater the degree of confidence that the project will

meet its objectives. Points are to be averaged for each project to determine the final raw
scores,

! The cost share is sct at 85% Federai — 15% Non-Federal for PPL 9 and beyond.
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October 21, 1998

Draft Working Proposal of the Procedures
for Implementation of the 9'® Priority Project List (PPL) Process and Beyond

Introduction.

The purpose of the PPL planning phase of CWPPRA is to produce an ordered list of
implementable wetland restoration projects that are identified in descending order of cost

effectiveness. There are two fundamental and parallel functions that facilitate this planning
phase, which are:

e Development — the rational process used to identify coastal wetland problems and proposed
cotrective measures, and

« Selection and Funding - the procedure that is uitimatety chosen to prioritize developed
projects and deterrmine which of those will be built.

Issues of the Planning Phase.

There is general consensus that issues of concern exist in the process and procet_iuru used in
planning projects on the PPLs. Many of these issues were raised and discussed during th'e
Planning & Evaluation Subcommittee Meeting conducted on September 1, 1998, which include:

« Sufficient time for project development based o1 that project’s individual techn.ical analyses
and evaluation needs — would better ensure quality and accuracy of cost for projects,

+ Synchronization of the PPL funding cycle with the State’s annual funding cycle, such that
there is no conflict of interest in the duration set for each PPL cycle — would create better
fiscat harmony between the CWPPRA Program and the State,

+ Sizing the selection of projects on 2 particular PPL for the small to large projects on the I.'.ist
that the Task Force deems worthy of funding for that cycle, without regard to the constraint

of $40 million available per List — would ideaily ailow the implementation of good projects
that otherwise go unbuiit,

e Eliminating the adverse effect of “stockpiling” of funds on each PPL, which occurs through
the selection then reserving of funds on each List until these projects are engin
designed, constructed, on through operation and maintenance (O&M) and monitoring -
would tend to limit selection and funding of smaller short implementation duration projects
that can be built prior to large, long implementation duration projects,

¢ Provision of an urgency for timely implementation of projects that are apprc_wed and funded -
would demonstrate the quality and efficiency of the Program at accomplishing coastal
restoration, objectives,

« Maintenance of staff required by Federal Agencies and the State for project planning,

engineering, construction, O&M, and monitoring ~ would ensure that projects under the
Program are sheparded from “cradle to grave”,

Encl. 1




. s+ Adhering to the language of the Act by presenting an annual PPL to Congress — wouid

eliminate any perception of deviance from the direction of the Act, and

e Demonstration of an urgency for continuing authorization priot to the end of existing
authorization — would reinforce the continuance of the Program beyond the second
authorization to compiete the work that is needed.

Waorking Proposal for Resolution of Issues.

There has been a general consensus to use a longer period of time for the PPL process.
However, there is no general agreement of the format for developing or adopting such a process.
Upon deliberation of the issues at the forefront of the PPL process, it may be that the notion of 2
two-year process, while weil intended to produce better, and possibly bigger projects, appears to
have conflicting effects in addressing the issues. 1n considering the issues concurrently to
formulate an overarching planning process, it can be contended that they are all interrelated, and
therefore, must be treated together and in concert 0 arrive at a functional solution. In the
following, an overview of a possible planning approach is described, which is intended to
address ali of the issues at once. For brevity, details of the process are not described in this
overview. Rather, these details are described in Enclosure 1. Refer to Enclosure 1 in instances
greater clarity and definition is desired for any particular component of the following.

o General Procedure. There would be an annual list of projects assembled for ranking,
selection, and funding, which wouid be set in motion in syn hronization with the State’s
fiscal cycle. In order for each project to enter the list for competition on a particular PPL,

project development would have to be compieted according to established and approved
project development guidelines.

» Project Screening. Once a year, projects would be nominated for consideration. These
projects would undergo an intense interagency-working group (TWG) screening phase. Also,
in this stage, the project wouid be categorized as either non-complex or compiex.

e Project Development. The specific tasks for projects that passed the screening phase wouid
first be identified and scheduled for deveiopment by the IWG. The tasks of the schedule
would reflect the level of work invoived in project development, which would be formulated
under the general guidelines of either a non-complex projector a complex project. Tasks
described in the guidelines that are deemed unnecessary for particular projects could be
eliminated in the scheduling process. The total project development duration would be
established based on this scheduie according to the amount of time needed for complete and
efficient evaluation. There would be no time constraint on this development process, but
would generally be limited to less than 5 years, to reflect the scope of the CWPPRA Program
for building projects that are not so large that they should be considered under WRDA or
some other authority. All project schedules would be depicted in one integrated master
planning schedule, to estimate which PPL each project would be ready for competition on,
whether it be the current PPL or a subsequent PPL. The budget for the development process
would be scheduled for each project in each fiscal year, as necessary into future PPL budgets.
Adjustments could be made in the project tasks prior to initiation of project development, t0
ensure that the cap of $5 million is not exceeded in any one year, taking first into account the
fixed management and administrative costs that would occur each year. If necessary, tasks




for particular projects wouid be split or moved from one fiscal year to another to balance the
planning budget for each out year. Planning funds in earlier years not scheduled for
expenditure would be carried over for use in out years as necessary. Through these
procedures, project development for any one project would not be constrained into a limited
timeframe that would adversely impact proper project development. Quarterly progress
reports would be submitted to indicate the progress of project development, 1o aid in making
adjustments for timely completion of project development. This will ensure that each project
as scheduled will enter PPL competition on time. As part of the project deveiopment phase,
an estimate of the proposed annual spending schedule for the 20-year project life would be

established. The schedule of annuai spending costs would include engineering and design,
construction, O&M, and monitoring.

Project Ranking, Selection, Funding, and Integration into the Project Funding Schedule
of the Program. Each year, projects that are compietely developed according to schedule
would be ranked and considered for seiection with regard to wetland restoration value and
not constrained in total doilar amount by the traditional cap of $40 miliion. Those projects
seiected and funded each year would be reported as seiected under that PPL. Projects not
selected and funded could be re-nominated in the next cycle for competition, if this is
desired. No further evaiuation would be necessary for re-nominated projects. unless there are
proposed changes. For funded projects, there would be an annual funding schedule, which
would extend from the current PPL through out year PPLs as the project actually needed
funds, as established in the schedule of annual spending established for that project. The
annual costs for selected and funded projects would be integrated into a master schedule of
annual spending. [n the master PPL spending schedule, the out year PPLs would contain
scheduled annual spending for various phases of funded projects as only required each year.
In no case would the cost a single funded project be assigned to 2 single PPL, since no
project impiementation, O&M, and monitoring can be completed in a singie year. Costs that
would be scheduled to occur beyond the last PPL of the upcoming reauthorization would be
scheduled in out years of the last PPL that is scheduled to occur through the next Act, and
would be provided to agencies for expenditure annually over 20 years according to the
‘schedule of spending for that project. The totai doliar value of all of the PPLs would not be
exceeded, but rather the total of the funds would be budgeted as needed up 1o the maximum
amount over the course of the duration of required spending. The running total of the dollar
value of funded project phases would be accounted for on each PPL and would be pianned
and managed to not exceed the totat equal to $40 million plus any camryover funds from the
previous list that is unexpended in that year. This procedure for scheduling of the funds
allocation of the next Act would lead to a higher implementation rate and would be 2 great
impetus for continuing re-authorization of the Act. An example of a conceptual funding
schedule for a point in time in the FY 2002 (PPL 9 through PPL 12) is contained in Encl. 2.
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1@-JUN-98 28131 FROM:NRCS WRS

VL1 "MIKE™ FOSTER. JR-
GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
December 17, 1997

Donaid W. Gohnert, State Conservatiomist
Nanurai Resowrce Conservation Secvice
3737 Govermnment Street

Alexandriz, Lowisiana 71302

RE: De-authorizxtion of CWPPRA Project ME-12 SW Shore White Lake Protection,
(Demonsration Project) Federai Sponsor, NRCS
Cost Share Agreement No. 68-7217-4-58
DNR Agreement No. 35-95-20

Dear Mr. Gohmert .

The above menticaed CWFPRA praject has demonsirated that pismiting California bulrush as 2
wave dampeaing technique along a one-mile section of the soutirwest shoreline of White Laks is not
effective in preventing the encroachment of White 1.ake into the imesior fresh water vegetion md the
shallow wazer areas of Deep Lake Resuirs recarded, through project moaitoring, show that of the initial
3.200 Califamnia bullrosh planss astablished in the preject ares, caly 35 plants aze stll present. The plans
that are present have 3 t0 S stams and exhibit o laterai spread. LDNR/CRD feeis that this democstration
peoject indicates that it is not feasible %o piant and maintin vegerutive planting i the designazed project
aren because of the high water ievels and wave energy. LDNR/CRD, as

recommends that this proiect be deanthorized  This action mw‘ni save zay additional = monitoring and/or

IENEnance expendimres,

Shouid you concur with our recormmendation, as sponscring federi agency, We are requesting your
assistance in securing demsthorization of this project through proper channeis.
If additionai information is needed orywh;veuyqusﬁm.pblsemmwoﬁanﬁm

342-2710, or Katherine Vaughan, Assistant Secrezxry, Office of Coasnal Reszoration and Managemnent at
(504) 342-1375.

Sincerely, '
Wt
Jaek C. Caldweil
Secretary
= Katherine Vaughan, Assistant Secresary
Gexry Duoszynskl, Assistnt Administator

OFFICE OF TWE SECRETARY 7. 0. BOX %3406 SATON ROUGE. LOUISTANA 708084396

Encl.

AN BOUAL CPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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= Deparument of Natorai Resowces Alsanciria, Logsmans
Agricuitre Conscrvanicn Service TEe

. Jammary 23, 1998

Mr. Jack Caldweil

Secrewary, LDNR
P. O. Box 94396
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9396

Dear Mr. Caldweil:

RE: Deanthorization of CWPPRA. Project ME-12 SW Share
T have received your letter of December 17 reganding the desthorization of the above referenced

project. Imw&hmmmhﬁmnymyofﬂﬁsmlmmwm
| Task Force initizmze the formai dexuthorization procedures for this project.

muumaﬂswum




10/18/96

11:32 AM

Coaxtal Wetlands Planning, Protection. and Restoration Act
Cumuiatrve
Non-fFederal Federat Federal Funding
Tatal Caats Cosls Costa Stan
Program Oatabase Starting Point (as of October 15, 1958) {$125. 7744
1. Adustments’
a. Fully-Funded Cost of Cheniere Au Tigre ncraase $348.073 $34.807.20 $313.268 (3429.040
b. Fully-Funded Cost of Approved Monidonng Plans’ $1.447 B9S $217.184 51230711 {$1.689.750
€. Monitoring Plan Contingancy Fund $1.552.108 $232.816 $1.319289 {32,989.040
e, Anticipated Oyster Leass impacts $800,000 $120,000 $680.000 ($3.569,040
f. Anticipated OSM increases’ $7.500.000| $1,125.000 $5.375.000 {$10.044.,040]
g. Anticipaied Bayou Lafourche Project Increases’ - - UNINOWN
Sublotal $11.848.073 $1.729.807 39.918.268
2. Additional Potential Deauthorzations
None $0 sot $0
Cumuiatve
Non-Fed. Share ) Fed. Sham of Fedaral Funding
13. Deferrals Totat Deferrea | Defsmed Amt Slaks
3. Deita-Wide Crovassas $2.736.350 $273.695 $2.463.255 ($12.507 295
b. Penchant Basin Plan $7.051.550 $705.155 $6,345.395 ($18.853.890
¢. Lake Boudrsaux Basin $4.915.650 $491,565 $4.424.085 ($23217,
d. Nutria Harvest Cemo $1,100,000 $110.000 $990.000 ($24 267,77
o. 8ayou Lalourche Siphon $7.500.000 $750,000 $6.,750,000 S3I.017.77
[. Myrtie Grove Siphon $5,000,000 $500.000 54,500,000 $38.017.77
Sublotal $ 28.304.150 54,245,623 $24,058.528
4. Other Adjustments
Amown
Estimated FY 39 Federal Construction Aliotment £41,000.000 $4.982. 2258
15. Estimated Avaiable Funds Amourt
Federsi Funds Available for New Projects on 8th List $4.982 225
Non-Federal Maiching Share $879.208
Total Funds Availsble for New Projects On 8th List® $5.861.434

! Fully funded COMB SUtiect 10 vanfication and s¥istion tacions Seeted by Econosme Wk Group.

’mwmnummm@—n—m-m-—mwmm

? Exchutas Furws lor DNI'S pronosed 20% D&M Cansngency for Shrms and Vendutem (38 millon.
* For PPV ol progecis, aeve PPL $ & 6. 55-15 cost shanng wes used. PPL S § § propcts uss COR Shanng a1 90-10 kor all prOposed NOwesen.,
bbisp o the Tasnk Forae decmtsy for sppxroval of this o durng the July 23, 1998 mesang.
¥ This Aure Tus Dewr esumated by 1he Economecs Workgroup o I csee S pROed SCO0LIS are cmsres of ORM consngncy funos. This Sgure & curreniy

ouimated &t $10.5 millan. 1or W GRS Driyact SCCOUNIS Bre NOt ciearmy of CoMNGINCy fndy. The ECONcRacs Warkgroup Pians K0 compisw refnements of S

AU wireh S Rkt 30 15 00 duys.

Finsta99

Encl. &
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P tial n
{ Wetiands Plannin Restorati 122 AM
CANTRASIVE
Non-Federal Federat Federsl Funding
l Totad COSt Casts Costn Stsha
Program Database Starting Point {as of Octoter 15, 1998) {$125.774
1. Adjustmens’
W’ $I48.0%3 334802331 313268 ($125.774
b. Fully-Funded Cost of Approvea Monitonng Plans’ £1.447 895 $21T.184 $1.230.711 {$1,356.485
. Monitonng Plan Contingency Fund $1.552.105 $232.816 $1,319.289 (32875.TT4
. Anticipated Oyster Leass impacts $800,000 Hzn.ooor $630.000 (33355714
f. Anticipated O&M Increasss’ smoo.oool £4,925,000]  $6.375.000 (59,730,774
g. Anticipatsd Bayou Latourche Project increases’ - . . UNKNOWN
Subtotat $1 300000] 51 .695.000& 59.305.000]
2. Addiional Potential Daauthonzabons \
None - $0 30| S0/
Cumutatve
Non-Fed. Share | Fed. Shame of Federsl Funding
3. Deferrars Total Deferred| of Defarred AML. Defprred Amt statys
a. Deita-Wide Crevasses $2.738.950 $273.69% $2,463.255 ($12.194,
b. Penchant Basin Plan $7.051.550 $7T05.155 $8,346.385 (318,540,424
c. Lake Boudreaux Basin $4.915.650 $491.565 54,424,085 (322,964
d. Nutria Harvest Demo $1.100.000 $110,000 $990.000 (523,954
. Bayou Lalourchs Siphon $7.500.000 £$750,000 58,750,000 (SN.TM,!IB
{. Myrtie Grove Siphon $5.000,000 $500.000 $4.500,000 (533,204
Subtotal $ 28.204.150 42456231 524088528
4. Other Adjustments [
Amount
Catimatad FY 93 Federal Construction ARctment $41.000,000 $5.795.491
5. Estimated Availsble Funds Amount
Federsi Funds Available for New Projects on 6th List $5.795.491
Non-Federal Matching Share $1,022.597
Total Funds Available for New Projects On 8t ust’ $5,818,088
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21 October 1998

CWPPRA Project Bid Overruns (Pre-award)

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM:

Occasionally bids on CWPPRA projects may exceed the authorized amount plus the 25% contingency
amount. When bids exceed the authorized amount plus the 25% contingency amount, the options are:

Option 1) aliow the acceptance period to expire and abandon the project
Option 2) reject ail bids, reduce the scope of the project and re-advertise

Option 3) request additional funding from the Task Force and award the contract

DISCUSSION:

Option 1) is not an acceptable option 1f the project is needed.

Option 2) may be required if the bids are obviously so far over the available funding that the Task Force
would not consider additional funding reguests.

Option 3) the mast desirable option if the overrun is not excessive enough to be considered under Option
2) as a candidate for rejection, scope reduction and re-advertisernent.

If option 2 or 3 is selected, the resuiting cost effectiveness should be evaluated for substantial increases in
costhabitat unit {i.e. 25% above original). This wili require a review of the change in benefits by the
Environmental Work Group and approvai by the Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee

Provisions in bidding procedures by the State of Louisiana aliow for acceptance of a bid within a 30-
calendar day window after the offer is made.

Provisions in bidding procedures by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, under the Federal

Acquisition Regulations (FAR) allow for acceptance of a bid within a 60-calendar day window after the
offer is made.

Provisions in bidding procedures by the Corps of Engmeers, under the Federal Acquisition Reguiations
(FAR), mandate acceptance of a construction bid within a 30 caiendar day window after the offer is made,
uniess the bidder grants an extension in 30 day increments.

Enci. {




RECOMMENDATIONS:

1) The finai engineers cost estimate must have been reviewed and updated within 90 days prior to

advertisement.

2) If the final estimate, prior to advertising, equals or slightly excéeds the authorized amount less the

3)

4)

25% contingency armount, the bid package should contain a base bid, and additive or deductive
aiternatives that would allow the project to be awarded within the allocated funds plus the 25%
contingency amount. The base bid with additive or deductive alternates provides additional flexibility if
the base bid is lower than anticipated.

If the final estimate is within the available funds (authorized amount) prior to bidding and the base bid
without alternates approach was used but the bid exceeded the authorized amount plus the 25%
contingency amourit, the sponsor agency (federal or state) will notify each of the agencies on the Task
Force of their intention to request additiona! funds within15 days of receipt of bids. The sponsor
should also provide the other members of the Task Force bid data and any information that supports
the request for additionat funds at the same time.

If the final estimate is within the available funds (authorized amount) priof to bidding and the base bid
with alternates approach was used but the bid exceeded the authorized amount plus 25% contingency
amount, the sponsor agency (federal or state) would apply deductive alternates to get the project
within available funds. In no case shouid the iead agency implement, without Task
Force approval, the LADNR, and locai cost share sponsor concuirerncs, a
deductive aiternative that would reduce the original project's cost-effectiveness
by more than 25%; this will require prior consuitation with the Planning and
Evaluation Subcommittee and the appropriate work groups. If after taking deductive
alternatives the base bid stili exceeds authorized funds plus 25% contingency, the sponsor wil notify
each of the agencies on the Task Force of their intention to request additional funds within 15 days of
receipt of bids. The sponsor should aiso provide the other members of the Task Force bid data and
any information that supports the request for additional funds at the same time.

NOTES:

1)
2)

The State of Louisiana must agree to cost share in the additional funds requested.

If a project has aiready received approval for a cost increase above the 25% contingency then it must
stay within the budgeted amount for construction.




. U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

FAXFORM
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FAX (318) 262-6663
825 Kaliste Saloom Rd
Building 2, Suite 102 COMM (318) 262-6662 (223)
Lafayette LA 70508
Date: October 7, 1998
To: Steve Mathies, Edmund Russo, COE; fax 504-862-2572
From: Darrvi Clark
Subject: Nutria Demonstration Project Letters for the October 8, 1998 Technical Committee
Meeting

Pages attached: S

. Steve and Edmund,

Attached are copies of the letter we sent to you on September 29, 1998 in which we requested approval from the
Planning and Evaluation Subcommirtee to begin implementation of the Nutria Demo project. [ also attach our

recent October 5™ letter to Terry Howey of CMD requesting a Coastal Zone Consistency determination for the
project.

We wouid like for the Nutria Demo project impiementation to be approved by the Technical Committee at
tomorrow’s meeting for it to then move up to the October 21, 1998 Task Force Agenda. The approval is
conditioned on receipt of the executed Coast Share Agreement between DNR and the USFWS and receipt of the
Coastal Zone Consistency. The Service has filed for a "categorical exclusion” concerning the NEPA
requirements and thus will not be preparing an Environmental Assessment.

? . .
Ronny Paille and Gerry Bodin of our office wil be present at the Technical Committee meeting and will
present the request for Nutria Project implementation.

Thanks

. cc: Dave Frugé

Darryi Clark

Enel. 1.




United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

825 Kaliste Saloom Road
Brandywine Bldg. {I. Suite 102
Lafayeue. Louisiana 70508

September 29, 1998

Dr. Stave Mathjes, Chairman

Planning and Evaiuation Subcomminee

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation
and Restoration Task Force

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA. 70616-0267

Dear Dr. Mathies:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service hereby requests approvai to begin implementation of the
Nutria Harvest and Wetlands Demonstration Project (LA-2, PTV-5), authorized by the Louisiana
Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Foree (Task Force) under the authority of
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). The requested
approval would be granted pending execution of the Cost Share Agreement between the Service

and the State of Louisiana. [f approval is granted, Service would utilize the $1,040,000 approved
to date by the Task Force. '

Project Description

The project was approved by the Task Force in April 1997 as part of Priority Project List 6 (PPL
6). Funding will be used to develop nurria trapping incentive and marketing programs within the
Louisiana coastal zone; no construction activities are involved. Louisiana’s coastal wetlands
have been eroding in part because of grazing (herbivory) by the nutria, a rodent species
introduced from South America. This project will help to controi nutria populations in coastal
Louisiana and thereby reduce the impacts of nutria herbivory on coastal marshes. The project
wiil {nclude a nutria trapping economic incentive program, and will attempt to create a market
for nutria meat for human consumption. The development of a market for putria meat wouid
ultimately increase prices paid to trappers for nutria. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries will implement the project, and will conduct 2 monitoring program ta determine the
level of program success in reducing nutria herbivory on coastal marshes.

CWPPRA Section 303 (¢) Coasistency

No reai estate acquisition will be required for construction, due to the nog-cor_:su‘uctio_n nature of
this project. The only land rights needed wouid be for monitoring activities; if such rights are




2

needed for that purpose, they would be acquired by the State of Louisiana, Based on the nature
of this project, we believe that the standard Section 303 (e) consistency determination from the

Corps of Engineers is not appiicable, Furthermore, we beiieve that the lands to be benefitted by
this project wiil be administered for the long-term conservation of fish and wildlife popuiations.

We do not believe that overgrazing by cartle in the area of anticipated project benefit is
occurring, or will occur in the future. The project will not lead to overgrazing or increased
grazing of the marsh by cartle. The project, if successful, will reduce the present overgrazing of
certain marsh areas by nurria, an introduced species.

Project Costs and Expenditures

The totai cost for the project is $2,140,000. The CWPPRA Task Force to date has approved the
first phase, $1,040.,000, o the totai project costs. It is anticipated that the remaining $1,100,000
will be approved by the Task Force at the time that PPL 8 is approved. We estimate that
5$116,012 have been expended to date for initial project implementation activities, primarily for

aerial pre-project monitoring surveys and marketing activities. The projected budget is provided
below:

Category Amoun;
Trappers Inceative Program $1,332,184
Nutria Meat Marketing Program 300,000
Project Management and Admin. 10,000 ’
Project Monitoring 497816
Total $2,140,000
Cost Share Agreement

A cost share agreement has been c‘dmplcted and awaits signature by officials of the Louisiana

Deparment of Natural Resources and the Service. We anticipate that the CSA will be fully
executed within 30 days.

Environmental Compliance Documentation
#

Based on the Department of the Interior’s revised procedures for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), we have determined that the project meets the requirements
for a categorical exclusion; therefore, no further NEPA documentation is required. Trapping is a-
normal animal harvesting activity that is not reguiated under the Clean Water Act (Section 404)
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or the Rivers and Harbors Act (Section 10) processes administered by the Corps of Engineers.
Trapping is regulated by the Louisianz Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, but is exempt from
regulation by the Louisiana Coastal Resources Coastal Use Permirtting Program. The Service
will, nevertheless, request 2 coastal zone consistency determination from the Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources. There is no need for a hazardous, toxic or radiologic waste
(HTRW) assessment of this project, as it will not involve any coastruction.

Shouid you have any further questions, piease contact Darryi Clark (318/262-6662 ext 223) of
my office.

-Sincerely, _
. . 4’ } ,
(/Av—z-/ e - /:.....27.’4
David Fruge

Field Supervisor

cc: Carroi Clark. LDNR. Baton Rouge, LA
Britt Paul, NRCS, Alexandria, LA
Rick Harunan, NMFS, Baton Rouge, LA
Jeanene Peckham, EPA, Baton Rouge, LA



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
825 Kaliste Saloom Road
Brandywine Bldg. [I. Suite {02
Lafayette. Louisiana 70508

October 5, 1998

Dr. Terry Howey, Administrator

Louisiana Department of Naturai Resources
Coastal Management Division

Post Office Box 44487

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Dear Dr. Howey:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service hereby requests a consistency concurrence from the Louisiana
Coastal Resources Program for the imptementation of the Nutria Harvest and Wetlands
Demonstration Project (LA-2, PTV-5). That project was authorized by the Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force (Task Force) under the authority of the Coastal
Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). The Service has determined that this

project is consistent with the Louisiana Coastal Resources Program for reasons stipulated in this
letter.

Project Description

The project was approved by the Task Force in April 1997 as part of Priority Project List 6 (PPL 6).
Funding will be used to deveiop nutria trapping incentive and marketing programs within the
Louisiana coastal zone; no construction activities are involved. Louisiana’s coastal wettands have
been eroding in part because of grazing (herbivory) by the mutria, a rodent species introduced from
South America. This project wiil help to control nutria populations in coastal Louisiana and thereby
reduce the impacts of nutria herbivory on coastal marshes. The project will include a mutria trapping
economic incentive program, and will attempt to create a market for mutria meat for human
consumption. The development of 2 market for mutria meat would ultimately increase prices paid to
trappers for mutria. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) wiil implement the
project, and will conduct a monitoring program to determine the evel of program success in reducing
nutria herbivory on coastal marshes. Federal (CWPPRA) funding wiil be transmitted to the Louisiana
Department of Naturat Resources (LDNR) Coastal Restoration Division which will, in turm,
reimburse the LDWF for their project invoices. Thus, this project is a partnership between the
Service and the State of Louisiana with the State being the primary implementing entity.




Project Costs and Expenditures

The total project cost is $2,140,000. The Task Force has approved the first phase (51,040,000) of
the total project costs. It is anticipated that the remaining $1,100,000 wiil be approved by the Task
Force at the time that PPL 8 is approved. The projected budget inciudes: 1) a Trappers Incentive
Program (31,332,184); 2) a Nutria Meat Marketing Program ($300,000); 3) Project Management and
Administration ($10,000); and 4) Project Monitoring ($497,816).

Environmental Compliance Documentation

Based on the Department of the Interior’s revised procedures for implementing the National
Eavironmental Policy Act (NEPA), we have determined that the project meets the requirements for a
categoricai exclusion; therefore, no further NEPA documentation is required. Trapping is a normal
animal harvesting activity that is not regulated under the Clean Water Act (Section 404) or the Rivers
and Harbors Act (Section 10) processes administered by the Corps of Engineers. Trapping is
regulated by the LDWF, but is exempt from reguiation by the Louisiana Coastal Resources Coastal
Use Permitting Program. The Service, nevertheless, hereby requests a consistency concurrence from

the LDNR. There is no need for a hazardous, toxic or radiologic waste (HTRW) assessmemt of this
project, as it will not invelve any construction.

Should you have any further questions, piease contact Darryl Clark (318/262-6662 ext 223) of my
office.

Sincerely,

David W. Frugé
Field Supervisor

cc: Cheryl Baker, LDNR, Baton Rouge, LA
Noel Kinjer, LDWF, New iberia, LA



COASTAL WETLANDS FLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT

TASK FORCE MEETING
October 21, 1998

REPORT ON STATUS OF UPDATING FULLY FUNDED COSTS FOR
MONITORING PLANS AND OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)
PLANS FOR PPL PROJECTS

For Information. : |
Dr. Steve Mathies will deliver a summary of the Technical Comunittee concerning 2

review of cost increases for approved and unapproved monitoring and O&M pians. The

Economics Workgroup (EcoWG)has been tasked to compiete the economic evaluation to fully

fund monitoring pians, based on guidance provided by the Technical Committee. The current

schedule calls for this evaluation to be completed by the next Task Force meeting.

Evaluations are currently in progress for the O&M evaluations on PPLs 1 through 7.
Completion of evaluations has been delayed while working with each agency to refine each
O&M plan. The EcoWG is also preparing each O&M base plan to cover all of the O&M costs in
each project budget. The workgroup is currently adjusting the evaluation analysis process
based on review recommendations of the agencies and the State, and is in the process and re-
evaluating each project with the new information. Upon completion of evaluations, the EcoWG
will forward the draft documents to each agency and request a review of the evaluations for
finalization. This is estimated to require about one month'’s time after agency/State review.
The last estimate showed that there may be a need for an additional $7.5 million to $10.5
miilion for O&M on the projects for PPL 1 through 7. The funding level difference is based on
whether the surplus funds in one project remain in the respective project account or if these

surpius funds are transferred from the account and redistributed to projects with shortages of
funds.

The EcoWG is also presently involved in the PPL 8 evaluations. The workgroup has
modified the evaluation procedure to more closely resemble the effort used in the Monitoring
and O&M re-evaluation process.

Suggested Action:

No action by the Task Force is required until the EcoOWG has completed indexing the
costs for inflation. At that point, lead agencies can identify from the fully funded costs whether
the 125% cost limitation has been exceeded. Based on this, lead agencies can request Task Force
approval of cost incTeases on a project by project basis. The Technical Committee can then

make a final report to the Task Force of all monitoring plan cost increases and the impact of
these increases on the program.

Prepared 10/16/98 Tab O

Enel. 12




COASTAL WETLANDS FLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT

. TASK FORCE MEETING
October 21, 1998

DELIVERY OF STATUS REPORTS

For information.
Dr. Steve Mathies will report to the Task Force on the status of the:

a. Program Performance and Project Implementation. Report enclosed for information;
. b. 8th PPL. The work is on schedule for selection of a List in January 1999;

c. Report to Congress;

d. Feasibility Study Steering Committee. Current fact sheets enclosed for the Louisiana

Barrier Shoreline Study and the Mississippi River Sediment Nutrient and Fresh Water

Redistribution Study (MRSNFR);

e. Outreach Committee Report;

f. Needs List;

g. Atchafalaya Liaison Group; and

h. State Conservation Plan. A favorable report to Congress, prepared by the EPA,

USFWS, and USACE, on the first six months of the plan, was completed in june 1998.

Tab N
Prepared 10/16/98
Encl.
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FACT SHEET
. CELMN-PD-FE NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT

SUBJECT: Mississippi River Sediment, Nutrient and Freshwater Redistribution Study

1. PURPOSE: To determine means to quantify and optimize the available resources of the
Mississippi River 1o create, protect and enhance coastal wetlands and dependent fish and wildlife
populations in coastal Louisiana. To plan, design, evaiuate and recommend for construction
projects utilizing the naturai resources of the Mississippi River in order to abate continuing
measured loss of this habitat and restore a component of wetland growth.

2. FACTS:

a. Status.

i. Tasks Completed: Initial analyses compieted include land use, habitat type and land
loss, endangered and threatened species documentation, and existing water supply
demand. Spatial distribution of these parameters has also been developed for the study
area. Hydraulic modeling of riverine impacts for multi-diversion combinations is
complete. Data and design information development for the intermediate concept plans
are complete. Modeling of the hydraulic effects of the combined MRSNFR and Barrier
Shoreline study alternatives in the Barataria basin have been run. The wetiand
evaluations for the intermediate study alternatives have been completed. Real estate
cost estimates have been completed

. ii. Tasks Underway: Engineering and environmental write up for inclusion to the study
draft report is nearing completion. The Miss. River Ship Channel Improvement
(MRSCI) recon study was recently terminated. This study was investigating

alternatives dealing with navigation and navigation maintenance commion to the
MRSNER study. As a result of the termination the MRSNFR study will be overseeing
the completion of the analyses initiated by the MRSCI study. This will require
additional time in the schedule, however no additional funding should be required. The
study efforts are being closely coordinated Coast 2050 planning process. This coast
wide multi-interest public planning process will directly influence the impiementability
of all study alternatives. A completion date of Dec 1998 is projected for a draft study
report.

iii. Budget: The current total time and cost estimate calls for a study duration of 41
months and a cost of $4.1 million, including 25 percent contingencies. The Task Force
also established a steering committee to oversee and coordinate all CWPPRA funded
studies and approve the study scopes and estimates.




10/15/98
Total Estimated Cost (100% Fed) $4.007,500
Allocated through FY 1995 $919,000
Allocated for FY 1996 $993,400
Allocated for FY 1997 $1,458,600
Allocated for FY 1998 $562.500
Balance to Complete After FY 1998 §75,000
b. Issues.

i. Coordination of existing water resources uses is. and will continue to be, a major issue
in project development. While specific measures may not effect all uses uniformiy, or
on a consistent annual or seasonal basis. it should be anticipated that some use will be
impacted for virtually every action.

ii. Legal issues involving outputs that would be commonly measured as benefits will also
require attention. There are numerous liability 1ssues stemming from propnietary
interests. assumed or real. in surface conditions as related to specific user interests.

iii. The composite of these issues has a direct effect on the local sponsors ability and

willingness to participate in these projects. The resuitant project and legal costs as weil

as operational conflicts can potentially be a deterrent to iocal sponsorship..

The Coast 2050 effort should be an effective means of coordinating and addressing these
issues.

c. Study Authority. This study was authorized by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Task Force established under the Coastal Wetlands Planning,
Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) and is funded with CWPPRA planning funds. The

Corps of Engineers was directed by the Task Force to be the lead agency in the execution of this
study. S

d. Location. The study area is comprised of the entire Mississipp: River Deltaic Plain, from
the East Atchafalaya Basin Protection Levee eastward to the Louisiana-Mississippi state border.
The area is bounded to the south by the Guif of Mexico. The area encompasses approximately
6.4 million acres or 10,000 square muies.

e. Problems and Solutions Being Investigated. The study will investigate existing
modifications to natural deltaic processes and resultant loss of coastal wetlands and assess
potential uses of the sediment, nutrient and freshwater resources found in the Mississippi River
to modify or reverse these trends. Hydraulic modeling wiil be used to establish the availability
of the riverine resources which are to be appiied and the effect of reailocation of these resources.
After an intermediate screening, lump sum component costs, unit habitat outputs, and the value
of resultant attendant resource outputs will be developed Alternative analysis will be
accomplished primarily with existing information. Economic evaluation of the intermediate
alternatives will consider positive and negative Nationai Economic Devejopment type impacts as
credits and debits toward the cost of each alternative. The final recommendations will be based

on the evaluation of environmental outputs versus costs of an alternative as described in Draft
EC 1105-2-206.

STUDY MANAGER: TIM AXTMAN. (504) 862-1921
7/98
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October 13, 1998
. PROJECT FACT SHEET

PROJECT: Louisiana Barrier Shoreiine Feasibility Study

1. PURPOSE: To assess and quantify wetiand loss probiems linked to protection provided by
barrier formations along the Louisiana coast. The study will identify solutions to these probiems.
attach an estimated cost to these solutions, and determine the barrier configuration which will
best protect Louisiana’s significant coastal resources from saltwazer intrusion, storm surges,
wind/wave activity and oil spills. These resources inciude, but are not limited to, oil and gas
production and expioration facilities, the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, pipelines, navigable
waterways, and fragile estuarine and island habitats.

2. FACTS:

a. Studv Authority. This study is authorized pursuant to the Coastai Wetlands Planning,
Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). The study is funded by 100 percent federal funds
from the CWPPRA pianning budget. The CWPPRA Task Force, which implements the Act,
directed the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources to be the lead agency for the barrier~-
shoreiine feasibility study. The Louisiana Governor’s Office of Coastal Activitics also assists in
the impiementation of the smdy. A steering committee composed of federal agency

. representatives provides input and oversight to the study.

b. Location. The study area encompasses the barrier shoreline formations between the
Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers, the chenier plain barrier formations in Vermilion and
Cameron Parishes, and the Chandeleur Islands.

c. Problems and Solutions Being [nvestigated. The study will investigate coastal wetiand

coastal use and resource loss linked to barrier shoreline deterioration.

d. Status. A contract for the feasibility study was lct to T. Baker Smith and Sons of Houma,
Louisiana.

The three year study is broken into three geographic phases. Phasc 1 (year 1) focuses on the
region between Raccoon Point and the Mississippi River. Phase 2 (year 2) focuses on the chenier
plain. Phase 3 (year 3) focuses on the Chandeleur Islands, the Lake Pontchartrain/Lake Borgne
land bridge, and the coastal wetlands east of the Mississippi River.

The feasibility study will generate the following information for each phase: A. Review of prior

studies, reports, and existing projects: B. Conceptual and quantitative system framewark; C.

Assessment of resource status and trends; D. Inventory and assessment of physical conditions

and parameters; E. Inventory and assessment of existing environmental resource conditions; .

Inventory and assessment of existing cconomic resource conditions; G. Forecast trends in
. physical and hydroiogical conditions with no acuon; H. Forecast trends in environmental




JCT-13-1998 :1:08 [l TV

resource conditions with no action: [. Formulation of strategic options; J. Assessment of
strategic options; K. Identification and assessment of management and engineering alternatives:
L. Description and rationale for the selected plans; M. Project impiementation pians and; N.
Final report and EIS collaboration.

Repaort Status Status
({talics indicate that the draft report is under review by the CWPPRA

Feasibility Study Steering Team and Bold indicates that the draft report is

under revision by the contractor following Steering Team comment.

Projected dates reflect the best optimistic estimate for report completion of

the study manager.

A. Review of prior studies, reports, and existing projects Final

B. Conceptual and quantitative system framework Finai

C. Assessment of resource status and trends Final

D. Inventory and assessment of physical conditions and parameters Final

E. Inventory and assessment of existing environmental resource conditions  Final

F. Inventory and assessment of existing economic resource conditions Final

G. Forecast trends in physical and hydrological conditions with no action Draft
H. Forecast trends in environmental resource conditions with no action Draft
Ha. Forecast trends in economic resource conditions with no action Draft
I. Formuiation of strategic options Final

J. Assessment of strategic options Draft
K. Identification and assessment of management and engineering Final

alternatives

L. Description and rationale for the selected plans 11/98
M. Project implementation pians and 11/98
N. Final report and EIS collaboration. 11798

Total estimated cost (100% federal) $1,433,213

e. Issyes. The potential use of Ship Shoal sand in rebuilding the barrier islands has meant that
Minerals Management Service (MMS), the agency which manages minerais on federal property,
must be consuited for EIS work. A contract for an EIS has been let and managed by the MMS
with the input of the other CWPPRA agencies. The Department of Natural Resources, the
National Marine Fisheries Service, and the MMS have signed a Memorandum of Agreement
which assigns responsibility to the agencies in completing the EIS. The EIS eifort is currently on
hold pending the outcome of the Phase 1 and a deterntination of the economic effectiveness of
using Ship Shoal as a sediment source for island restoration.

The scope of Phase 2 is being revised per Task Force recommendations from the September
1997 meeting. Schedules and budgets are being developed by DNR and will be availabie for
Steering Team review in early April 1998. The Department of Naturai Resources has submitted
a proposal to the Task Force to alter the scope of Phase 2 ta an intensive hydrologic data
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collcction effort in the chenier piain that wiil identify more effective means of jowering water
. levels in the Mermentau Lakes Sub-basin and address large-scale hydrologic management in the

Calcasien/Sabine Basin. The Task Force has authorized $50,000 to begin study design for this
cffort.

The contractor has exceeded the state imposed three year limitation to complete Phase 1 of the
study resulting in automatic tenmination of the contract effective May 1, 1998. This has
necessitated development of a new scope of services to compietc the remaining deliverables
called for in the Phase | scope of services. A new contract has been approved to complete Phase
1 only. A revised approach for Phase II is described above and will begin in early FY99. The
future of the Phase ITI effort is unclear at this time and will require future Task Force action.

STUDY MANAGER: Steven Gammiil, Louisiana Department of Naturat Resources, (504) 342-
0981

cmpe = o
ToTE, TLae




ORI\ NAL &F TF Boclk
PAGE

T 5

00H'8 ZES'40) MEELE ¢80 358 “rz-uq LTS
& mEe| (TR 7Y Y M LT
0098 LEEE YN YN SN |
N N ND
_NS.E 8E0'2 YN ¥ CE]
¥ 0'Z e k4| Od
L1BLEE 1K 090°2r v YN 12
9zZ 1 _Bu...n wiN WIN 41
E.QJE
6918 9u0'8L ViN wiN peene| oLo8 | D1
pue dosd 's0uw y) nucj L0} 408
€LL'e 00s'e wIN ¥N puaye pue| 0L08 ar
doud :sDus p) sBu wio) Butresys
VN ¥iN Ul Teey 0} SUCISMeN | OZ0E | oY
- - . - - " ___Sjwgns pue saedasy sdin)
boz'ca 8ZE'Y 19Tl 800'6 o'l 1acr BEC'L 190'gL wiN WiN {wovepvone| o108 | 34
pes'as) yigYE 99207 L8997 8Ly Love 9zT Zl aLl29 VN WiN o£08 | Nd
ﬂnm.at 28064 Zhi 6l L PIE'Z9 S0 056'v0 ViN wiN ozoe | Wd
—juswelew 15
‘ost _ |9sgi0l SEg'8L il SEE L vV 060'GY) ViN N PI007)JULOD B Eeuem_h_.ﬁ g
] I BN 00/ETOY | OO ssauos| oole | d
] ] ) podSid § Lok #4 JO
;- | O0/e9 ewcnl 5806 1 d |
gL L | QO Ju J_.mhnh.c.sa Ad
86/3L7TL | 6819121 1 dd] G806 |
X - i EﬁE&
e ; B6/0L/LL | B8OLAY 1) Bupund pue uooems | 09068 |
. & i : eloud X DISPUBINLIIDBY D1
SR ZHE E TR MR R 4O T Sa/LZI0N | OAILLIOF (T Bapun pus uonosies | 2208 | 1d
‘ RS MRSl Rl : Si EN TR (ST 20 UL Ppeloict 01 O PUBIOSON T8
ViL 05¥'Z M S0 cr'y B5/ZHOL | BB/ZLIOL 8 T 30) BeE) 86 Ad| 008 |
Jete's il | 1K) 06801 | OO0} Mn_ HONEIUESE.Y TINSeY NGNg] {006 | 1d
ai's €05 vE0'r 88518 | ool 1
—:n.cn L02'S _..3.. corg _anc.u svi'8 865178 | ee/oew d
| TIE E0'S 01S'8 |ets’e izz'L BIZY Iy 86518 | BOOLE d
jog'alz  [oelez ZIEYE 0zv'6Z C10'61 160°LL §5Z°0E 88/5Z/8 | BavlY Id
p2c'vs  [9844 BIBLL |t (I P! B1¥ oz #65CH | ezl R
—sq.:a 1176E DEZ'60 0¥y ZE X3 009 1189 Z9E 201 oe/riiL | BBOLE Td
mmns. Jseroe ezvez 06802 cle'et ok CEXT zar'al erLY | GASLE d
jun SE/ZLOL g |
; ' ' i 5045 ¥89'L eo/pee | eaioed | 6l
9E'2C vials 00’2 o88'y BSS'9 1ze'y sagzg | eatze W
qﬁqnm ) SE0'RE rOZ €L [esa’z £ea'lL =) oZ'0L enviLe | sl d
WE.:N 10442 S0Z ST 090 90258 ZGY'rZ FTEE) 86514 | 6O/SLE d
| -
y 50667 | (TR [FIRT ook | OO/ 58
aL'vE 500’ 898’ LEL'LE oML | eemBlL ] {ocoe | d
puB mainey ety esunuoly
r'aL 55501 8Ly 511Dl 6ei5L/L | Ba/LLA ol pucibey]szos | d
: .l;% : x il_goiid | ge1e 5863047 J8ULY1 0206 § 1o
i AR oo - % LT I A Rk AR B A -5 g6/L8 24/1/6 uope| a) il gpoe | d
X 2 i SR G & e B BT B X gorg | gaioLe | UCHIIMILIO ] §3600Jd [EMLt] 0108 d
[ZE0 oasn vasn vd3 3O A0D ¥NG SdN (WIS SDSN{  SAN Bieq puz |aieg uas yser ‘oN fuoBaen]]
wsep | wsey
BUEISIND JO 1E1S JoLBIY| O 196G W5 Jeig o0} sBunasu jo
E JquNk 81 Twesaxiel SXSE) we)) BN 1 ResBlguased u) uMOYS JBQUINN JLON

80001 8881 ie0 ) |ISHY
HULE| 4 SPUETIEA) [€1SR0D)

jebpng pue sinpeyag Bupunras
10y UOHBIO)SEN pue ‘uon’ Q




T= MEETINE

DU LA A

RENIS1O

1S FPAG&LE

TH

86/0Z/
SIX PO

48 L'66 f1z'gey 1470 X Zc90L _[iieesg  |vogsep  [Aouaby Ad teo)
PLLGL'E ! ‘Z9¥ i LBG'PE M_E.m 1269 (O 665G 5569, abied jejoigng
Lt 009'5Y 1LY 616 ET 9N i oW
biz'z Pi2'Z WiN ViN ND
hec' vy 115'9 9607 a6v 100'Z2 2S9'0b RE0'Z WiN wiN ¥E]
o) podey)) poday L EAT BJedald
11'0%] AT F 3 L6'L R _ Istsa 9502 000'62 v YN YoERNNQ Mand od
’ ‘6L 178" 05¢" osg's 1099 10'EE ELLg 088'zZ i YN 9902 1se0)| 12
Pe'6Z1 £58'02 1ZE'Sh 58’5l L1148l 90E'8 [ezzer 95Z'vE N N {puaye ETS
e dasd 'sBupw p) sBuiw 910 4 yse)
| TV 15hL ELXA) 189'1L e 190°g¢ 6916 95064 YN WIN (puene o1
pue dasd 'sBup ) sBugy wop 1paL
£66'08 A 626'6 FIYE] 199l 189'C ciL'e 009'8 ¥N YN {puane pue 0S5
dend 'sBupw ¥) shiapy wop Bupaaig
F YN ¥iN UuB)d 1594 C) SUDISIADY d
sywgng pue saredard sdiony
b6z°E0 62T 1ES'EL [soo's L LaL'y 9EE'L 150°91 ViN wiN {souepuane} 3d
ue desd ‘sbujw ) sbuy
PEL'681 L0 PE leoe'sz 199°0Z [T¥RY L19'¥E 92Z'Zh 61429 N YN ubiissang pue Wd
wewdo|aasq yabpng--pwipy Bold
besoll 280'8) Zrh'6l |sior 956’09 WIN wN aduepucdsaun))| nd
—juswabevep weboig
LG'BSY 810k 0EQ' LS SEG'8L ¥L0'LE DED'GY YN WIN UONEUIpIDO~luawebEuey WeIbold W
p -1 Py ; 0o/Ez/0l | 00/9LIL S5IBU0T) d
LR 0] woday § Jdd 8Y) 0 uoissiugng
2 ooriLe | o0/eLg 8 Y presd| d
00/22/5 | B6/EL/ ewdopssq voday 8 1dd d
B6/SHTE | BBSLIZL [AREZ] d
. W6 ey} Jo Buipun 4 pue UoKDBISS J1
P i 66ty | BeIETE {7} Bumong pue vonoss T
Lt 109104 JO} VOIEPUBWLIO03Y D1
h 66/1Z/01 | 66/12/01 (1) Buipung pue uonoBISS d
; 12al0.g 10j UOREPLBLINIOTDY FR
hei'l 0SKZ S10'F EFYO'Y BE/ZLIDL | 6BITHOL 18 Vad 40} SHSEY 65 Ad d
Jo pu3y) Butsuey 1aalolg elepipuen
0L'gL Jseg's 26T £il'g 66/B/01 | 68/5/0) (g} uonewesald suNsay JNand 1d
BlL'S E0S vea'y 66/516 | 66/51/8 spafold x310weD d
-UOH 0] (BRGNS 1BBYS JOES alalgy
XA 102’9 Yo'l £6¢'9 BEQ'Z 516 66/51/6 | 66/0E8 spa{og ke|dwoD) d
-uDN J0) suoleniead (kg Haroa3 |
BL'GE 9E0'G 015’8 gE9'e ¥4 BLTY [ BE/SLE | 66/SVE S12al0.1d XBIHUGD-UON d
Loy sjaae e, 0 uojesedal,
hoo'sle 06L'6T ZLEPE P62 1061 180'22 562'0E a6/52/8 | seivLi {01) 51081014 x@[ciexe) 1d
-UON J0] sj3uag Jo uoheEniea
pue maney 1afoid Damaul
h25'vS B8l 868'L1 £81'g T:E 9EE'L BiF'0Z 66/SZ/8 | B6ITIL {01) srakug xaldwod d
~LIGN S0} MBIAS! oy, Bu
T 1iz'ee 0EL'68 ov0'ZE 6vL O 005'e LE'LS 25€'20} seibL/L | BBSME sioaloug xeidwod-UoN Joj d
pzz'9ss S6L'0E £24'92 06902 €168l SOE'ZZ 6EE'S} 29184 Be/PLIY | BOISLE d
gun BB/ [ogso6 | 14
EE' BLSZ 8107 099'Z S0.G P65'L B6/5116 (2606 | 1d
‘ZE ¥10'L 00°L e’y 9558 ¥ B6/ST/8 | GBETR 1d
_xajduio] Joj mzo.mmzuw_n.ﬂnm_bm._n
—w@.nm mny SE0'9) rOZ'El G9B'Z £56'L) less's +9Z'91 66/LL | 669119 §19a%0.g xerduns o) d
SciCd HEIQ) JO WALUWIDY PUE ;wsmL
—wmm.:N Lz S0Z'S2 Z95°0% SOZ'56 ShrZ £29'v9 66/510 | G6sME spaltug d
xeidwion 40} Sddd Jo UORENLoD
vZ'BZ) 508'Z LIV'ET [iiz'ae BLL'Y 12161 9LE'02 | ] BEIVIE [T fg) aseyg buiseang pue Budadg id
BL'VE S09'T Z99°E _m_.m.m 298'Z @i v05'8 178 saekL | eemi (1) wawubissy e
pue MaIney 108{0ad BIUILON
hzr's 555'0 €0.'9 'Sl BLL'Y S44'0) LPZ 9} viEvi | oorsu | senin ] () scousyom uogeunion Jevarton 1d
: 3 Bo y 2, B> o 8 Lol ] 6/LS | GRS (}) uonejuuoy) 558301 B} 0206 | 1
. » R R 52 ] L g6//8 | go/s6 () voneinulicy 66800ig eemauai] 906 | Jd
il £ vl 25 L Bt 1 BT g e Bt s F ) £l s..vwﬁ BDB_.B UOTEINULID SS3201d [eniul 9%
IEjeL oasn vasn vd3 "G ADD Ama HNG SdN  JusHSOSN| SBN SMISN 30wsSN | elea pu3 {aegues ASEL aoban
xseL
PUBISHIOT JO BIIS Jouaw) o 1deg “ys&y 18y} Jof sbugeew o
S QN By} SIUS5BIRI THSE) WGI) BUN 1 Sa53ua1ed Uj UMOUS JSQWNN 10N
1 186png pue sinpayos sodold g66) Jee A 120814

19y UONEIDISIY pUR “Uond

juue)d SPUBRAM |BISROD




Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Possible Fiscal Year 1999 Budget
7 Oct 98 Proposed Estimated
FY95 FY% FY97 FYs8 FYo9
Amount (5) Amount (3) Amount (8) Amount ($) Amount (5)

State of Louisiana

DNR 416,700 495,500 371,100 360,073 529,026

Gov's Ofc 94,200 84,900 95,300 93,505 100,838

LDWF 20,000 20,000 15,800 15,800 15,800
Total State 530,900 600,400 482,200 469,378 645,664
EPA 252,300 310,700 354,700 M6,270 477,627
Dept of the Interior

USFWS 152,400 183,600 235,800 232,136 zan

NBS 87,500 67,800 73,200 45,219 107,632

NBS Mntrng 62,000 1 0 0 90,000

USGS Reston 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800

USGS Baton Rouge 7,800 10,600 12,000 12,000 0

Natl Park Service 0 0 0 0 3,500
Total Interior 247,700 332,800 329,800 298,155 583,243
Dept of Agriculture 509,500 595,500 434,900 438,099 498,217
Dept of Commerce 331,900 304,800 317,300 335,909 399,776
Dept of the Army 759,200 862,100 2 792,000 673,801 855,964
Agency Total 2,631,500 3,006,700 2,710,900 2,561,612 3,460,491
Feasibility Studies Total
Barrier Shoreline Study 1,007,000 594,400 » 107,600 9 550,000 s 2,259,000
Study of Chenier Plain 200,000
Miss R Diversion Study 919,900 993,000 4 1,457,600 2 562,900 75,000 4,008,400
Total Feasibility Studies 1,926,900 1,587,400 1,565,200 1,112,500 275,000
Miscellaneous
Reformat GIS Land Loss Data* 35,000
Academic Advisory Group 117,000 75,000 115,000 7 95,000 100,000
Public Cutreach 56,050 129,000 165,000 6 275,000 240,700
DNR Video Repro 1,000
GIS/Oyster Lease Maps ~ 40,000 105,100 5 80,264 85,086
Gov's Office Workshop 15,000
GIWW Data collection 68,000
COAST 2050 239,000 10 827,800 61,000 1,430,800
Total Miscellaneous 214,050 204,000 707,100 1,278,064 521,786
Total Allocated 4,772,450 4,798,100 4,983,200 4,952,576 4,257,277
Unallocated Balance 227,550 201,%00 16,800 47 424 742,723
Total Unallocated 227,550 429,450 446,250 493,674 1,236,397

1 amended 28 Feb 96

2 $700 added for printing, 15 Mar % (TC)
3 transber $600k from ‘97 to ‘98

4 transfer $204k from MRSNFR TO Barrier Shoreline Study

5 increase of $15.1k approved on 24 Apr 97
B Increase of $35k approved on 24 Apr 97

7 increase of $40k approved on 26 Jul 97 from Corps Planning Funds
8 includes 5200k to completa Phase 1 EiS, and $350k o deveiop

Fhase 2 feasibility scops

9 Assumen a total of $420,000 is removed
from the Bamier Shorsiine Study
over 2 years from Phase 1 EIS.

10 Excludes $20k COE, $5k NRCS, $5k DNR,
$2x USFWLS, and $16k NMFS moved o
COAST 2050 during FY 97 for contracts &
%255k absarbed in agency FY $7 budgets
for a total of. $303,000

*New [tem




Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Fiscai Year 1999 Budget

7 Oct 98 Proposed Estimated
FY95 FY%6 FY9? FY98 FY99
Amount (%) Arnount (5} Amoynt {$) Amount (3} Amount {§)

State of Louisiana

DNR 416,700 495,500 371,100 360,073 529,026

Gov's Ofc $4,200 84,900 95,300 93,505 100,838

LDWF 20.000 20.000 15,800 15.800 15,800
Total State 530,900 600,400 482,200 469,378 645.664
EPA 252,300 310,700 354,700 346,270 477,627
Dept of the [nterior

USFWS 152,400 183,600 235,800 232,136 73311

NBS 87,500 67,800 73,200 45,219 107.632

NBS Mntrng 62,000 0 ] 90,000

USGS Reston 8.800 8,500 8,800 8.800

USGS Baton Rouge 7,800 10,600 12,000 12,000 0

Nat] Park Service 0 0 0 0 3,500°
Total Interior 247,700 332,800 329,800 298,155 583,243
Dept of Agriculure 509,500 595,900 434,900 438,009 498217
Dept of Commerce 331,900 304,800 317,300 335,909 399,776
Dept of the Army 759,200 862,100 2 792,000 673,801 855,964
Agency Toal 2.631,500 3,006,700 2.7110,900 2,561,612 3,460,491
Feasibility Snudies Touwl
Barrier Shoreline Study 1,007,000 594,400 o 107,600 9 550,000 2 2,259,000
Study of Chenier Plain 200,000
Miss R Diversion Study 919,900 993.000 + 1,457,600 3 562.900 75,000 4,008,400
Total Feasibility Studies 1,926,900 1,587.400 1,565,200 1,112,900 275,000
Miscellancous
Reformat GIS Land Loss Data* 35,000
Academic Advisory Group 117,000 75,00¢ 115,000 7 95,000 100,000
Public Qutreach 56,050 129,000 165,000 & 275,000 240,700
DNR Video Repro 1.00G
GIS/Oyster Lease Maps 40,000 105,100 5 30,264 85,086
Gov's Office Workshop 15,000
GIWW Data collection " 68,000
COAST 2050 239,000 10 827,800 61,000 1,430,800
Total Miscellancous 214,050 204,000 707,100 1,278,064 521,786
Torat Allocated 4,712,450 4,798,100 4,983,200 4,952,576 4,257,277
Unallocated Balance 227,550 201,900 16,800 47,424 742,723
Total Unallocated 221,550 429,450 446,250 493,674 1,236.397

1 amexxded 28 Feb 96

2 $00 added for printing, 15 Mar 96 (TC)

3 wimafer 3600k from 97w "W

4 wramefer $204k from MRSNFR TO Bxrrier Shoreline Swdy

3 imcvease of $13.1k zpproved on 24 Apr 97

6 Incresse of $35k approved on M Ape 97

7 #ncsease of $40k approved an 26 jul 97 from Corps Plamsieg Fueds

§ Incindes $200K 1 compiess Phase | EIS, and $350k w0 develop
Piase 2 feaaibility scope

% Assomes a wtal of $420.000 is removed
from the Barrier Shoreline Study
over 2 years from Phas: | EIS.

10 Excludes 520k OOE, $5k NRCS, 55k DNR,
$2k USFWLS, and $16k NMFS moved ©
COAST 2050 during FY 77 for contracts &
@3235% shacwbed im agency FY 97 budgees
for & waal of; $31.,000
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