COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

ADOPTION OF MINUTES FROM OCTOBER 18, 2006 TASK FORCE MEETING

For Discussion and Decision:

Mr. Constance will present the minutes from the last Task Force meeting. Task Force members
may provide suggestions for additional information to be included in the official minutes.



BREAUX ACT
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

TASK FORCE MEETING
18 October 2006

Minutes
I. INTRODUCTION

Colonel Richard Wagenaar convened the 64™ meeting of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Task Force. The meeting began at 9:40 a.m. on October 18, 2006
at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District, Division Assembly Room, 7400
Leake Avenue, New Orleans, LA. The agenda is shown as 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 I1) by
President George Bush on November 29, 1990.

I1. ATTENDEES

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

Ms. Sidney Coffee, State of Louisiana, Governor’s Office of Coastal Activities (GOCA)
Mr. Donald Gohmert, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Mr. Sam Hamilton, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Mr. Bill Honker, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)

Colonel Richard Wagenaar, Chairman, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

Dr. Erik Zobrist, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

I11. OPENING REMARKS

Mr. Donald Gohmert announced that the NRCS released a new coastal wetland plant,
gulf bluestem for barrier island stabilization. Foundation plant materials for commercial nursery
production is available through the NRCS Plant Materials Center in Golden Meadow, LA. The
plant has been released for commercial production and will appear in the NRCS Standards and
Specifications for vegetating Louisiana barrier islands, shorelines and inland marshes.

Dr. Erik Zobrist reminded everyone that hurricane season does not end until November
30™. The quiet hurricane season this year has given the state an opportunity to recover. He
reminded everyone of the importance of having an emergency evacuation plan and home kit to
prepare for being away from homes and communities for three to five days, and encouraged
everyone to maintain community vigilance.

Colonel Wagenaar added that there are a lot of moving parts between hurricane
protection and coastal restoration, such as the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA),



Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) revenue and Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration
(LaCPR). The Task Force needs to keep these in mind to see where CWPPRA fits into the
process.

IV. ADOPTION OF MINUTES FROM JULY 2006 TASK FORCE MEETING

Colonel Wagenaar called for a motion to adopt the minutes from the July 12, 2006 Task
Force Meeting.

Mr. Bill Honker moved to adopt the minutes and Mr. Sam Hamilton seconded. The
motion was passed by the Task Force.

V. TASK FORCE DECISIONS
A. Decision: FYO07 Planning Budget Approval (Agenda Item #4)

Mr. Tom Podany presented the Technical Committee’s recommendation to the Task
Force for approval of the FY07 Planning Budget in the amount of $4,514,834.

Mr. Scott Wilson presented the Outreach Committee’s recommendation to the Task Force
for approval of the FY07 Outreach Committee Budget in the amount of $463,858.

Mr. Gohmert moved to approve the FY07 Planning Budget in the amount of $4,514,834
and the Outreach Committee Budget in the amount of $463,858 (total of $4,978,692) and Mr.
Honker seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

B. Decision: CWPPRA FY07 Planning Budget Request — Central and Eastern Terrebonne
Freshwater Delivery Complex Project (Agenda Item #5)

Mr. Podany stated that Phase 0 of the USFWS-sponsored complex project was approved
in 1999. The USFWS estimated that $664,000 would be required for the complex project
planning activities. To date, only $474,000 has been provided and the USFWS is asking for the
remaining $190,000 to continue the planning effort. There have been delays in the modeling and
concerns about the modeling outputs. Once Phase 0 is completed the project could request Phase
I funding. The Technical Committee recommends that the Task Force approve the remaining
$190,000 of budgeted Phase 0 funds.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Mr. Hamilton stated that this is still a good project. Modeling issues have caused delays
but the project could potentially be ready for Phase | funding with PPL17.

Colonel Wagenaar added that a lot has happened in the seven years since this project was
approved. He asked the Technical Committee to consider a process for determining a point at
which an ongoing CWPPRA project should have to be revalidated.



Mr. Hamilton affirmed that this was a fair question and that changes can occur in the
landscape during the course of planning a project. Mr. Hamilton offered that some projects take
longer than others, but they do get evaluated along the way. He agreed that there may need to be
a process to check potential project viability after a certain period of time. He was unsure if the
Technical Committee had considered this before.

Colonel Wagenaar recommended that the Technical Committee discuss the need for a
process to determine the viability of projects based on certain trigger points such as landscape
changing events or extensive time lapses in planning or engineering and design. The Technical
Committee should provide an update at the next Task Force meeting.

Dr. Zobrist agreed that this was a valid question and needs to be considered on a project-
by-project basis. The burden of proof is upon the State and sponsoring Federal agency to make a
solid argument as to why a project should continue to stay on the books.

Dr. Zobrist moved to approve the remaining $190,000 budgeted Phase 0 funds for the
Central and Eastern Terrebonne Freshwater Delivery Complex Project, provided the funds are
used to progress the development of a fully funded cost estimate, WVA and other Phase 0
requirements to enable the project to request Phase | funding. Mr. Honker seconded. The
motion was passed by the Task Force to approve the remaining $190,000 Phase 0 budget.

C. Decision: Request for Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Funding (Agenda Item #6)

Prior to discussing the specifics of the agenda item, Ms. Julie LeBlanc went over a
comparison of O&M costs in the program compared to the first cost of construction. Ms. Julie
LeBlanc stated that the baseline O&M cost estimate for PPLs 1-8 (69 projects) was $33.6
million. After the re-evaluation of O&M in 1999, the estimate was increased to $46.1 million.
The current O&M estimate for PPLs 1-8 is $63.3 million or 27 percent of the construction cost
($236.7 million). The baseline O&M cost estimate for PPLs 9+ (27 projects) was $112.2
million. The current O&M estimate for PPLs 9+ is $112.5 million or 36 percent of the
construction cost ($309.1 million).

Ms. LeBlanc presented the Technical Committee’s recommendations for O&M funding
required in FYQ7 for two non-cash flow projects that have already received 20 years of estimated
O&M funds and have exceeded the 20-year budgets [PPL3 Cameron-Creole Maintenance
Project (CS-04a) and PPL3 Lake Chapeau Marsh Sediment Input and Hydrologic Restoration
Project (TE-26)]. The Technical Committee also recommends O&M funding for cash flow
projects that are requesting funds beyond Increment 1 funding [PPL11 Coastwide Nutria Control
Program Project (LA-03b) and PPL9 Four Mile Canal Terracing and Sediment Trapping Project
(TV-18)].

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:
Colonel Wagenaar said that comments have been made before that if the Task Force is

not careful, CWPPRA will spend the majority of funds to maintain projects and will not have
funding for new projects. Colonel Wagenaar also expressed that another challenge to consider is



the process that the Task Force uses to determine if increasing project O&M funding is
justifiable based on a project’s observed benefits and performance, and total costs. In other
words, just because a project exists does not mean it warrants additional investment if it is not
performing to provide an acceptable benefit to cost ratio. Colonel Wagenaar wasn’t sure if there
IS a process that the Task Force uses to determine whether a project warrants additional funding.

Mr. Gohmert said that Colonel Wagenaar raised some valid points. He believes that one
of the wisest things about CWPPRA was the commitment of O&M for 20 years. He does not see
a problem with requiring justification when asking for an increase in O&M funds.

Mr. Hamilton admitted that he didn’t know if requests to the Technical Committee for
O&M increases had to be defended and if there is a distinction between the project benefits with
and without continued O&M for projects with budget shortfalls. Mr. Hamilton indicated that it
would be a good business practice to have a process that requires justification for increasing
O&M funding.

Mr. Podany replied that the Technical Committee does not have a process to re-evaluate
project benefits as a requirement for requesting O&M funding increases. Mr. Podany indicated
that for projects with changes in scope or construction costs that are more than 25 percent of
what was originally approved, the project benefits are typically re-evaluated. Such projects are
considered based on how they stand compared to other projects funded by the Task Force. For
projects needing increases in O&M funds, the Technical Committee does discuss whether the
project merits the increase based on the original projected benefits. However, there is no
evaluation of realized or future benefits after a project has been functioning for a number of
years to answer if it will provide the type of benefits that were originally envisioned.

Mr. Honker suggested taking another look at the project effectiveness in terms of
planning for and making O&M funding decisions. There is a long-term sustainability issue that
needs to be considered at the beginning of the project or at the construction decision point in
terms of 20 years and beyond. A real issue will be: who will bear the responsibility of
maintaining a project in perpetuity? Mr. Honker suggested that the Technical Committee be
tasked with performing an analysis by O&M costs by project type to determine if O&M can be
better planned in project design and construction phases to minimize the program O&M burden.

Dr. Zobrist thought that Mr. Honker made an excellent suggestion but questioned if the
Technical Committee has the capability of performing such an analysis themselves and
suggested that such a task be contracted out to provide a scientific and technically based
assessment that may allow the program to reduce O&M costs. Dr. Zobrist acknowledged the
benefits of and need for increased costs in O&M, but said he would rather pay up front for long
term project performance if possible, than pay inflated costs 10-20 years later.

Dr. Zobrist expressed that there may be certain legal issues with landrights agreements
that force CWPPRA to fund O&M for the whole 20 year project life. Dr. Zobrist indicated that
he has no problem spending money to make sure projects continue to perform according to
commitments.



Dr. Zobrist surmised that CWPPRA does not have a technical process for accurately
evaluating the benefits of investing additional O&M funds and that such investment may have to
be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Dr. Zobrist added that many of the requests for increased O&M funding only address
limited time increments, and that it would be useful to know the projected total anticipated O&M
cost increase over the entire 20 year project life to provide a comprehensive view of the project
rather than just an estimate for a short period. Ms. LeBlanc replied that the 20-year projected
cost estimates have been updated and are shown in the binders. These estimates are carried on
the books but are not approved. The Task Force decided in October 2004 that pre-cash flow
projects would ask for O&M funding increases beyond the approved 20-year O&M budget in
three year increments in the same manner as cash flow projects.

Ms. Sidney Coffee agreed with Mr. Honker’s suggestion. As these projects come into
their maturity at the end of their 20 years, we have to stay flexible in terms of their O&M. She
does not want to see a good project that is working, and on which people depend, fall by the
wayside.

Mr. Gerry Duszynski said that O&M was not a well understood process in the beginning
of the program. Conditions are worse than originally thought when the first O&M estimates
were made, but we are getting better at estimating with experience.

Mr. Duszynski added that the Technical Committee continues to discuss the cost of
closing out projects if or when O&M ends. There are permitting agreements based on project
goals and features, and the program may have certain obligations associated with abandoning
projects requiring additional costs.

Mr. Duszynski also pointed out that some of the CWPPRA projects are specifically
O&M, such as the Coast-wide Nutria Control Program and Cameron-Creole Maintenance
Project, and that such projects should be omitted from the suggested O&M analysis to get a
better idea of the true cost of O&M to the program.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Mr. Randy Moertle, representing several landowners across the state, said that
landowners expect a project to be maintained for 20 years and if a decision is made to re-
evaluate O&M, it should be done from PPL 17 onward. He acknowledged that project values
and benefits that were originally projected for 20 years are going to go down and asked at what
point is someone going to say we are not going to spend anymore money. He stressed that his
clients spend a lot of money to participate in the CWPPRA process and he does not want to see
any sudden change in the game.

Mr. Bob Schroeder, C.H. Fenstermaker and Associates, said that as you keep building
more and more projects, eventually the O&M costs exceed the construction costs. The 20-year
limit was used when CWPPRA started because we were not sure the projects being built would
last that long. After 20 years, a point is reached where hard decisions have to be made between
construction and O&M. On a dollar-per-dollar basis, in almost every case, O&M will win. We



have to take a serious look at whether to keep maintaining a project that is giving us a 10 percent
return or do we go to a new project that might give a 15 percent return.

Mr. Gohmert made a motion to approve the O&M funding request for FY07. Mr.
Hamilton seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force. The approval included:

e $2,103,787 for PPL3-Cameron-Creole Maintenance Project (CS-04a),
completing the revised funding requirement up to 12 years post-construction in
order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of funding The total revised O&M
budget needed for FY09-FY16 is $731,014.

o $225,869 for PPL3-Lake Chapeau Marsh Creation & Hydrologic Restoration
Project (TE-26), completing the revised funding requirement up to 9 years post-
construction in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of funding. The total
revised O&M budget needed for FY09-FY19 is $549,966.

e $1,832,938 for O&M costs beyond Increment 1 funding for PPL11-Coastwide
Nutria Control Program (LA-03b) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of
funding.

o $14,571 for O&M costs beyond Increment 1 funding for PPL9-Four Mile Canal
Terracing & Sediment Trapping Project (TV-18) in order to maintain a 3-year
rolling amount of funding.

Colonel Wagenaar instructed the Technical Committee to address the O&M issue at next
Task Force meeting.

D. Decision: CWPPRA-CIAP Partnership (Agenda Item #14)

Mr. Podany stated that the Technical Committee developed a three-page CWPPRA-CIAP
Partnership concept and process document. He explained that the total cost for the 10 projects
seeking Phase Il approval in January is approximately $221 million. Since CWPPRA does not
have enough funding available, the concept is to have the Coastal Impact Assistance Program
(CIAP), if it chooses, construct some of the projects that have completed Phase I. The issue is
that CIAP does not provide for O&M. So the need would be for CWPPRA to consider funding
O&M for CIAP constructed CWPPRA projects.

Mr. Podany stated that Ms. Melanie Goodman was available to provide an overview of
the process. Ms. Goodman, Corps Project Manager, presented a conceptual plan for a
CWPPRA-CIAP partnership. The concept and Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) was
developed by the Technical Committee in coordination with the Planning and Evaluation (P&E)
Subcommittee and the State at the request of the Task Force. The concept includes the use of
CIAP funds to construct CWPPRA Phase |1 eligible projects and use CWPPRA funds for O&M
of CIAP constructed CWPPRA Priority Project List (PPL) projects. The SOP parallels the
annual CWPPRA funding cycle. CWPPRA projects that the State proposes to use CIAP funds
for construction would be considered annually on an individual project basis. CIAP
Administrators would provide a list of projects proposed for partnering by August 1% each year.
In November, the State would provide a letter of intent to the Task Force including a list of
projects they would like to construct using CIAP funds. The Task Force would approve
individual partnerships and funds for the first increment (construction and first three years of



O&M and monitoring) at the January budgeting meeting. Subsequent O&M and monitoring
funds would be approved on a year-to year basis as is typical for all CWPPRA cash flow
projects. CIAP would be responsible for real estate requirements and 100 percent funding of
construction. Cost sharing for O&M and monitoring would be 85% Federal and 15% state
CWPPRA cost share. Currently, CIAP is not expected to propose any projects for partnership
during this funding cycle. The Technical Committee recommends the Task Force adopt the
CWPPRA-CIAP concept for partnership and SOP.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar said that the critical pieces of information needed by the Task Force
are the full scope of the O&M costs through the life of the project and the long-range impact on
the CWPPRA budget. At some point there is the potential for CIAP to build projects faster than
CWPPRA could, but CWPPRA may not be able to fund O&M over 20 years. We should also
consider project close-out costs, as Mr. Duszynski suggested.

Mr. Hamilton said that this proposal does a good job of integrating the two programs.
Everybody is looking to maximize the leveraging of public funds so that the right and left hand
are working together.

Dr. Zobrist welcomes a program like CIAP to build the projects that CWPPRA is
financially unable to build. He is comfortable with the concept of the partnership with the
realization that the Task Force will continue to deal with those projects on a case-by-case basis to
determine if O&M is warranted.

Dr. Zobrist asked if a project is transferred from CWPPRA to CIAP, then are the project
first costs financially taken off the CWPPRA books and then put back on the books once the
project comes back into CWPPRA for O&M. Ms. LeBlanc replied that projects up for Phase Il
approval currently carry the entire O&M budget “on the books” but not “approved for
expenditure”. If a CWPPRA project is constructed by CIAP the construction part of the budget
will be zeroed out, but the O&M portion of the budget could be left on the books.

Dr. Zobrist also asked if the project would be built under CIAP as designed under
CWPPRA and suggested that estimated Phase Il Federal administrative funds be provided to
project Federal Sponsors to enable them to shepherd the State during construction. Mr.
Duszynski replied that the partnership is a mechanism the Task Force can use to evaluate
whether they want to pick up the O&M for a PPL project constructed under CIAP. He also
indicated that parishes are also involved in developing the CIAP plan and suggested that the
perspective be broadened to consider other projects proposed by local parishes or projects not on
the CWPPRA PPL.

Mr. Hamilton added that if there is a significant modification to a project’s original
design that has O&M implications beyond what was contemplated under CWPPRA, then the
project would still have to come back to the Task Force for review and continued O&M
approval.



Colonel Wagenaar said that it was high risk for the State not to follow the original design.
There is no guarantee the Task Force will approve O&M if the project has drastically deviated
from the original concept.

Mr. Honker asked about the other options the State and parishes have in terms of paying
for O&M.

Colonel Wagenaar suggested that CIAP funds could be used for O&M if it is built into
the project costs.

Mr. Gohmert said that no one disagrees that if we can leverage dollars to result in
constructing projects faster, we are expected to do so. He asked if there was a way to
communicate with the parishes when they have a project they would like to bring forward to the
Task Force.

Ms. Goodman replied that they would have to further develop the concept and SOP.

Mr. Kirk Rhinehart added that the concept was developed strictly for the PPL projects
ready for Phase Il that the State would construct. The possibility of parishes doing the same is a
third angle that wasn’t considered in developing the concept. He assumed that parishes could go
through the annual CWPPRA Regional Planning Team meetings and nominate their O&M
project in the normal project PPL nomination process. Mr. Rhinehart added that there is an
existing mechanism through the normal PPL selection process for selecting non-CWPPRA
projects for O&M.

Mr. Gohmert suggested that if parishes want to construct CWPPRA projects and have
CWPPRA fund O&M, they should not have to go through the PPL planning process and that the
CWPPRA-CIAP partnership should be available to them since a majority of the planning and
designing is already done. We do not want to exclude parishes from the partnership concept if
they are willing to participate.

Mr. Rhinehart said that he was not aware of any parishes moving forward on proposing
CWPPRA projects like that. The discussion has been focused on the State picking the project up
and being the leader on those activities.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Dr. John Lopez, Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation, asked if the construction for the
projects would be 100 percent CIAP-funded. Ms. Melanie Goodman responded in the
affirmative. Dr. Lopez then asked if CIAP would be excluded from pursuing other Federal
funding sources outside of CWPPRA. Ms. Goodman clarified that CIAP can use additional
funds for partnering as long as the law provides according to the granting agency’s guidelines.
There is currently no information on this in the SOP.



Colonel Wagenaar added that he does not see this as an issue and Mr. Podany suggested
that the CWPPRA-CIAP Partnership does not necessarily exclude the CIAP from seeking
additional funding to contribute to the construction, that this is really a CIAP issue.

Dr. Lopez said that this may be clarified in the SOP. Dr. Lopez asked if CIAP is going to
develop a one time 4-year plan in which potential CWPPRA projects to be captured under CIAP
would be defined up-front. Ms. Goodman responded that this is correct, but there are
possibilities for the plan to be modified from year to year. There maybe projects on the CIAP
plan still in CWPPRA E&D, so the State may have to wait for a year before the projects are
eligible for consideration.

Mr. Hamilton moved to approve the concept of the CWPPRA-CIAP partnership and the
SOP. Mr. Gohmert seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

The Task Force asked the Technical Committee to perform an analysis of O&M
emphasizing that it be by project type.

E. Decision: Request for Funding for Administrative Costs for those Projects Beyond
Increment 1 Funding (Agenda Item #7)

Ms. LeBlanc presented the Technical Committee’s recommendation to the Task Force for
approval of $17,586 for administrative costs of projects beyond Increment | funding for projects
on PPL9 and above.

Dr. Zobrist moved to approve the Technical Committee’s recommendation for
administrative costs in the amount of $17,586 and Mr. Honker seconded. The motion was
passed by the Task Force.

F. Decision: Request for Project-Specific Monitoring Funds for Projects on PPLs 9-11 and
FY10 Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS) — Wetlands Monitoring Funds
(Agenda Item #8)

Mr. Greg Steyer, USGS, provided a briefing on CRMS, which is co-sponsored by US
Geological Survey (USGS) and LA Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) and a cost share
agreement was finalized between the two partners in June 2004. CRMS is a monitoring system
designed to evaluate the effectiveness of CWPPRA restoration projects across coastal Louisiana.
The project provides significant data to support O&M, engineering and design (E&D), and
model validation and verification. Approximately $17 million has been authorized to date with
anticipated authorization totaling $20.2 million. Expenses to date total $4.7 million. The data
collection contractor is Coastal Estuary Services and all data collection equipment has been
acquired. All data will be accessed through the LDNR SONRIS system.

There are five major milestones: landrights, site characterization, site approvals, site
construction, and data collection. Landrights have been secured for 486 of 612 sites across the
coast. Site characterizations have been performed for 294 sites and 215 sites have been approved
for data collection. There are 153 sites constructed and 91 sites have full data collection



capability. Sixty benchmarks have been incorporated into the LDNR vertical control network.
There are 179 CRMS sites undergoing post-hurricane assessment. Coastwide aerial photography
and satellite imagery was collected in the fall of 2005. Land-water analysis has been completed
for 55 CRMS sites.

Projections for 2007 include meeting with the Monitoring Workgroup to discuss
landrights issues, installing the remaining 26 benchmarks, completing construction on all year
one sites, web enabling the vegetation and sediment data, and assembling the analysis team to
support basin-level assessments. Mr. Steyer requested CRMS FY 10 monitoring funds in the
amount of $3.185 million in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of funding.

Mr. Steyer also requested project-specific monitoring funding beyond Increment 1
funding of $121,507 in order to maintain a 3-year funding cash-flow through FY10 for four
CWPPRA projects that have project specific monitoring plans, including the GIWW - Perry
Ridge West Bank Stabilization (CS-30), New Cut Dune and Marsh Restoration (TE-37), Four
Mile Canal Terracing and Sediment Trapping (TV-18), and Delta Management at Fort St. Phillip
(BS-11).

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar asked about the financial impact on the CRMS system from
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and if CWPPRA has been reimbursed by FEMA? Mr. Steyer
replied that out of those 179 CRMS stations that were re-evaluated, 49 required some level of
rehabilitation. Mr. Steyer stated that Mr. Rhinehart could answer the question regarding FEMA
reimbursement. Mr. Rhinehart stated that $175,000 was spent on post-hurricane damage
assessment for CRMS sites and that the direct costs associated with the damages were not
reimbursable by FEMA.

Mr. Gohmert acknowledged the need for system-wide monitoring and evaluation and
asked when we will get past the startup, i.e., when CRMS will be fully operational coastwide to
provide real meaningful that we can use in our reports back to Congress. He asked if the website
provided analysis capabilities or just raw data.

Mr. Steyer advised that the data currently collected is meaningful as a starting point for
the implementation of the program. By March 2007, 375 sites across the coast will be collecting
data. Currently, hydrology, end of season vegetation, sediment elevation, land change, and
coastwide satellite imagery data can be accessed from the LDNR website for 91 CRMS stations.
However, data has only been collected for the first cycle. Once the data passes quality control it
is put into a graphics program on SONRIS that illustrates hydrographs and salinity. Vegetation
data is available for only one point in time, and technically there won’t be sufficient data to
analyze until the next cycle. CWPPRA agency personnel have been trained to access the CRMS
data online through the LDNR SONRIS system, which is accessible through the LaCoast.gov
website

Mr. Hamilton asked if all efforts had been exhausted in securing landrights for the
remaining 20-25 percent of the stations.
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Mr. Steyer said that there are only a handful of sites that are off the table because of the
lack of commitment from the landowners. We will only be able to collect aerial photography
and satellite data from these sites. The remaining sites are under discussion. The pending
landrights will be discussed with the Monitoring Workgroup.

Dr. Zobrist said that CWPPRA has made a sizeable investment for a number of years and
there are a fair number of stations collecting data. He echoed Mr. Gohmert’s concern that we
need to generate reports that evaluate whether projects are working or not to help guide us to
make better decisions in the future. He asked if there is a threshold for the minimum number of
stations providing data before a coherent coastwide perspective can be given. Mr. Steyer said
that as part of the CRMS design, the total planned 612 sites would be on rotation with a target of
368-375 sites collecting data annually to provide the coastwide assessment.

Dr. Zobrist asked why only $4.7 million had been expended to date and questioned if the
additional money is needed now when there is currently a $12.3 million balance. Mr. Steyer
explained that they are following the cash-flow approach, and that hurricanes and other issues
prohibited the expenditure of funds. The CRMS Program is in the ramp-up stage in terms of
expenditures to get back on the expected target. The original projection estimated that $10.1
million would be expended at this point.

Dr. Zobrist clarified that he was not questioning the level of CWPPRA program
commitment to CRMS, but asked the Task Force to consider the financial commitment requested
at this point and whether that money could be used elsewhere for immediate needs.

Mr. Rhinehart said the Task Force may be suffering from CRMS fatigue. CRMS had
been talked about since 1999, but the contract was not approved until 2005. The program is still
in its infancy. One benefit of CRMS was evident immediately after the storms. The coastwide
aerial photography was able to be performed very quickly because the program was in place. It
is in the SOP to have requests for three years and he would hate to see CRMS treated differently
by going to a shorter cash-flow type scenario. This is not a funding increase; this is just the out-
year funding request and it is consistent with the way the CWPPRA program works.

Dr. Zobrist conceded that with the program ramp-up that is expected, the request may be
appropriate.

Mr. Gohmert moved to approve the monitoring request up for and Mr. Hamilton
seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force. The approval included:

e $17,863 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL9-GIWW-Perry Ridge West
Bank Stabilization Project (CS-30) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount
of funding.

e $77,808 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL9-New Cut Dune/Marsh
Restoration Project (TE-37) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of
funding.
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e $3,215 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL9-Four Mile Canal Terracing
and Sediment Trapping Project (TV-18) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling
amount of funding.

e $22,621 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL10-Delta Management at Fort
St. Phillip (BS-11) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of funding.

e $3,185,809 in FY10 CRMS funding in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount
of funding.

G. Decision: Selection of the 16™ Priority Project List (Agenda Item #9)

Mr. Podany presented the Technical Committee’s recommendation for Task Force
approve for Phase | of four candidate projects (Alligator Bend Marsh Restoration and Shoreline
Protection, Southwest LA Gulf Shoreline Nourishment and Protection, Madison Bay Marsh
Creation and Terracing, and West Belle Pass Barrier Headland Restoration) and one
demonstration project (Enhancement of Barrier Island Vegetation Demo). The recommendation
includes a provision to add the next project on the list, which would be Violet Siphon
Enlargement Project, if any of the recommended four projects were adopted by CIAP.

Mr. Gohmert made a motion to approve selection of the 16" Priority Project List and Mr.
Honker seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force. The approval included:

e Alligator Bend Marsh Restoration and Shoreline Protection $1,660,985
e Southwest LA Gulf Shoreline Nourishment and Protection $1,266,842
e Madison Bay Marsh Creation and Terracing $3,002,170
e West Belle Pass Headland Restoration $2,694,363
e Enhancement of Barrier Island Vegetation Demo $ 919,599

H. Decision: Creation of a Contingency Fund for ‘Storm Recovery Procedures’ (Agenda
Item #10)

Ms. LeBlanc stated that in response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, LDNR completed
post-storm assessments that exceeded the FY06 Planning Budget for “Storm Recovery
Procedures”. The total cost of the post-storm assessments was approximately $398,400. LDNR
asked the Technical Committee to recommend approval of the unused budgeted FY05 Planning
funds for storm recovery in the amount of $97,534 plus an additional $203,358.92 as part of the
Planning Program to cover the completed post-storm assessments. The Technical Committee
recommends approval of the use of the budgeted FY05 Planning funds in the amount of $97,534
for this effort, in addition to the FY06 budget that was approved. Rather than recommend an
additional $203,358.92 under the Planning Program budget, the Technical Committee
recommends that a “Storm Recovery Procedures Contingency Fund” be developed under the
Construction Program to include immediate approval of $203,358.92 to cover the remaining cost
of FY06 expenses and an additional $100,000 for assessments of future storm damage. The
Federal sponsor would be USGS.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:
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Colonel Wagenaar said that there is a process issue and a funding issue. The State
exceeded what was authorized. He is concerned that the contingency fund could also be
exceeded. How do we fix this process so there is a vote before funding is exceeded? Colonel
Wagenaar suggested that the Task Force could vote to approve additional funding via Fax.

Dr. Zobrist said that with the two hurricanes, the cost is justified and that kind of effort
needed to be done. He agrees that there should be a process and he does not see why there
cannot be a Fax vote. We should learn from this experience. There is an expectation that there
should be a certain level of communication. Just come and ask the Task Force between
hurricanes if more money is needed.

Mr. Duszynski added that there was a Technical Committee discussion directly after the
first storm. He recalled that they were told to do what was needed and worry about it later. In
hindsight, that might not have been a good idea. LDNR does not have a problem alerting the
partners when more funds are needed. It was a particularly bad occasion because the evaluation
process had already begun when the second storm hit and some projects had to be re-evaluated.
Mr. Duszynski added that LDNR coordinates post-storm assessments with all agencies.

Mr. Gohmert questioned whether contingency funds would remain in the budget if they
are not used and if the budget would build over time.

Ms. LeBlanc suggested that a process similar to the monitoring contingency fund could
be setup. A dollar amount threshold of $50,000 per storm could be set and funds could be added
as needed. She indicated that USGS agreed to be the Federal sponsor to manage the funds.
Colonel Wagenaar suggested capping and maintaining the Storm Recovery Procedures
Contingency Fund at $100,000. Ms. LeBlanc asked if the P&E would need to approve
expenditures for the contingency fund, since this wasn’t confirmed. Colonel Wagenaar stated
that approval for anything in excess of the $100,000 will require Task Force approval.

Mr. Gohmert motioned to approve use of $97,534 from the FY05 Planning Budget to
cover costs for LDNR post-storm assessments following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, in
addition to the FY06 Planning funds budgeted for two storms ($97,534). Mr. Hamilton
seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

Dr. Zobrist moved to create a ““Storm Recovery Procedures Contingency Fund” for
$303,358.92 to be sponsored by the USGS. A sum of $203,358.92 would be immediately
approved for Katrina/Rita expenditures and the contingency fund would maintain a balance of
$100,000. Expenditure of anything in excess of $100,000 would require a fax vote by the Task
Force. Mr. Gohmert seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

I. Decision: PPL5 Mississippi River Reintroduction into Bayou Lafourche Project — BA-
25b (Agenda Item #11)

Mr. Podany stated that at the Task Force meeting in July, the Task Force voted to defer a

decision to allow or deny approval to proceed to 95 percent design and a $5 million increase in
Phase | funding for BA-25b, until three issues were addressed by the project sponsors and the
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Corps. The issues included: 1) identifying $2.5 million in existing CWPPRA Federal
construction funds to use for the Federal Share of the proposed budget increase; 2) answering the
legal question on whether Federal funds should be obligated to construct a project without a
feasibility determination, and 3) conducting an Independent Technical Review (ITR) to evaluate
modeling efforts and benefit. Mr. Podany advised that in August, the Task Force Chairman was
notified that the State would fund 100 percent of the remaining Engineering and Design and
proposed that EPA complete NEPA compliance documentation using CWPPRA funds. He
explained that after considering various options for moving forward with the project, the
Technical Committee is recommending that the Task Force approve EPAS proposal to complete
the EIS under CWPPRA subject to receipt of an accounting of fiscal expenditures to date and a
budget for completion of the NEPA documentation.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar acknowledged that progress has been made on the project, but
asserted that the challenge is to decide when it is proper to obligate Federal dollars to a project
that is potentially not feasible. He has concerns regarding the project benefits being presented to
the Task Force and indicated that he wanted the ITR to evaluate the modeling and resulting
reported benefits.

Mr. Honker contended that the question is simple: Does EPA continue with the
investment made with the EIS or do we stop and lose the investment that has been made? He
asserted that the Corps was impressed enough with earlier benefit estimates to include the project
in the LCA near-term plan, and that it would not be appropriate to invest CWPPRA funds for an
ITR as suggested since the State has agreed to fund the remaining E&D cost. He further asserted
that the NEPA review is prudent, that it should be continued to complete the preliminary EIS
rather than lose about a half million dollar investment if the work is terminated because the
contract has already been paid, and that starting the EIS again down the road by someone else
would potentially delay the project.

Ms. Coffee agreed with Mr. Honker that the ITR is an inappropriate action and would set
an unreasonable precedent. She urged the Task Force to let the EPA finish the NEPA exercise.

Mr. Hamilton asked about the economics related to the costs of the EIS. There are
technical concerns about the reported benefits and the amount of sediment that will reach the
marshes. Addressing those technical issues should be the first step to make sure this is a sound
project and then go through the NEPA analysis.

Mr. Honker stated that Mr. Tim Landers, EPA, could answer questions about the EIS.

Mr. Landers said that the EPA is about halfway through the half million dollar contract to
complete the final EIS. It is estimated that an additional $457,000 is needed to complete the EIS,
including $242,800 for contract obligations, $200,000 for administrative costs and $15,000 for a
Phase | Cultural Resources Survey. Additional conditional expenditures would include $200,000
for a possible Phase 2 cultural resources survey if needed as determined by the Phase | survey,
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and $500,000 for sediment testing if needed as determined by the final design, bringing the total
estimate to $1.16 million.

Mr. Honker added that if the EPA continued with the EIS, it would be with the
understanding that work would stop if it became apparent that it would be a good time to stop
and transition the project to another agency.

Mr. Gohmert questioned if it would be legitimate to proceed with an EIS if there are still
questions about the technical reasonableness and logic of the expected benefits and alternatives.
Mr. Gohmert stressed that the discussions and reports about the model, the data that went into it
were not very transparent for individuals trying to understand how the resulting estimated
benefits would be derived from a 1,000 cfs diversion and asked how an EIS can be completed
without answering these concerns.

Mr. Honker stated that this is a reason for continuing an EIS in tandem with E&D. The
environmental impact issues are assessed as we go through that process. If the EIS is stopped at
this point, you would loose the ability to impact the E&D based on environmental impact factors.

Mr. Gohmert asked if a preferred alternative had been selected.
Both Mr. Duszynski and Ms. Coffee answered yes.

Mr. Duszynski added that 144 alternatives have gone through a serious screening process
and that the State’s preferred alternative is a 1,000 cfs freshwater diversion with moderate
dredging and expected low rise in water levels in the bayou. He indicated that LDNR has
requested a meeting with all the agencies to review and explain the WVA results compared to
modeled salinity changes and sediment transport. Once this is done, the agencies will be
satisfied with the results of the model runs. Mr. Duszynski expressed willingness to discuss
these details with the agencies and that the project has completed 30 percent design review
requirements and is ready to move forward.

Dr. Zobrist said that when the suggestion to conduct an ITR was first brought up, it made
sense because there were many questions about the project benefits and other things. He agreed
that in general it is not necessarily appropriate to conduct ITRs on CWPPRA projects; however,
the fact that it is being considered for the Bayou Lafourche project indicates that the project is
not a CWPPRA project. He also said that he is not convinced that a satisfactory EIS could be
completed at the 30 percent design level and has reservations about any further CWPPRA
funding commitment.

Mr. Landers said that the EPA would maintain a schedule that would run concurrently
with the State’s E&D efforts. The goal is to complete the E&D and EIS in 2-3 years.

Ms. Coffee said that this is a perfect example of the Federal agencies being able to help
the State complete a portion of this CWPPRA project. The Federal money has already been
allocated and the State is committed to moving forward with the project. She urged the Federal
partners to honor their previous commitments.
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Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Mr. Windell Curole, Coastal Zone Management Coordinator for Lafourche Parish, said
that this was a dual purpose project from the beginning. Right now, chloride levels in the
drinking water from Bayou Lafourche are high. Salinity levels have been increasing, so any
freshwater will benefit us. The estuary system is broken and the Gulf comes in anytime it wants.
Mr. Curole asked the Task Force to look at this from a business point of view. Providing fresh
drinking water for society is a critical thing. It is disappointing that it has taken 11 years and we
still do not know where to go with this project. Decisions need to be made a lot quicker, and we
need to allocate 75 cents for every dollar to construct coastal projects. From a person living in
the community, you want to use all the benefits you can from any kind of project.

Ms. Charlotte Randolph, Lafourche Parish President, thanked the State for stepping up to
take on this issue. This is the reason the Task Force should continue to fund this EIS. We do not
have a lot of time and there are projects being studied to potentially help us in the future.
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita taught us that if we wait any longer, we will be sorry rather than
safe. Completion of the EIS will parallel what the State is doing with the E&D and will parallel
efforts to get funding. When we receive the WRDA and OCS funding, we will be ready. This
project will also help with the salinity levels which are dangerously high. Any benefit to the
marsh is more than we are getting right now.

Mr. Wayne Keller, Director of the Grand Isle Port Commission, reported recent flooding
in Chenier Caminada. This flooding occurred because of a non-storm event (strong south winds
for a few days). One week ago there was a 2,500 foot gap at EImer’s Island; after two days of 15
to 30 mile per hour winds, the gap is now 3,500 feet. As this continues, there will be a breach in
Highway 1. Because of recent events, he feels that it is best to concentrate on the barrier islands
in the short-term. He added that the dynamics are much worse than people realize. We need to
look at the beneficial use of dredging more efficiently and stop using the word “demo.” The
Chenier’s need more freshwater and this project will help.

Ms. Leslie Suazo, Director of Costal Restoration in Terrebonne Parish, urged the Task
Force to continue with this project. She appreciates the State stepping up to the plate. She sees
the needs for and the possibilities for this project to enhance the Terrebonne Basin

Ms. Gay Browning asked how much had been obligated for the NEPA contract and about
the potential NEPA cost. Mr. Landers replied that approximately $560,000 is obligated to the
NEPA contractor. Additional “conditional” expenses are expected to cost $700,000, making the
total $1.475 million.

Mr. Honker read a quote from the Chief of Engineer’s Report to Congress about
completion of the feasibility study and EIS. He feels that the best thing to do is continue with the
EIS process.

Ms. Coffee agreed with Mr. Honker. She said that the intent of this program was to assist

the State in moving out projects. This is a small amount to help the State move projects forward
for the benefit of people in Louisiana and the rest of the nation.
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Mr. Honker moved to approve use of available funds by the EPA to complete the EIS for
the Mississippi River Reintroduction into Bayou Lafourche Project and return the remainder of
funds that are non-NEPA related. Colonel Wagenaar asked for a second. No one seconded.
The motion was not passed by the Task Force.

J. Decision: Modification of the Scope of the PPL10 East Sabine Lake Hydrologic
Restoration Project (Agenda Item #12)

Mr. Podany said that this project is being constructed in two units. The USFWS and
others have determined that construction of Unit 2 would not produce the benefits that were
originally envisioned. The plan is to discontinue further design of the Construction Unit 2 water
control structures at Willow, Three, Greens and Right Prong Black Bayous; transfer $250,000 in
surplus construction funding to O&M to repair the Pines Ridge Weir damaged by Hurricane
Rita; add additional duck-wing earthen terraces using Construction Unit 1 surplus budget funds;
and modify the recently constructed terraces 3,000 linear foot foreshore dike to add four 50-foot
wide gaps, using surplus construction funds. The Technical Committee recommends that the
Task Force approve the change in scope with no cost increase.

Mr. Hamilton moved to adopt the changes in scope for PPL10 East Sabine Lake
Hydrologic Restoration Project and Dr. Zobrist seconded. The motion was approved by the
Task Force.

K. Decision: Final CWPPRA Strategic Vision Document (Agenda Item #13)

Ms. LeBlanc said that the purpose of the Strategic Vision Document was to evaluate
where the program stands and where it fits into the existing landscape given all the other efforts
in the State. The document was sent to Parishes Against Coastal Erosion (PACE), parish CZM
Committees, and other coastal program coordinators including CIAP, LaCPR, State Master Plan,
and LCA for comment. The Task Force is asked to approve the final version of the document.
Once approved, the document will be incorporated into the 2006 Report to Congress.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Dr. Zobrist complimented the people who have worked hard to get the strategic document
to this point.

Ms. Coffee asked how much was spent on the document and Ms. LeBlanc answered that
the current version of the document was done within existing agency budgets.

Mr. Honker moved to approve the final version of the CWPPRA Strategic Vision
Document and Mr. Gohmert seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.
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VI. INFORMATION
A. Report: Status of Breaux Act Program Funds and Projects (Agenda Item #3)

Ms. Browning stated that the Planning Program has a current surplus of $1.1 million.
With receipt of $5 million in FY07, the Planning Program has $6.1 million available for FY07
planning activities. The Construction Program received a total of $643 million in Federal funds
through FY06. Total obligations are $587 million and total expenditures are $313 million.
There are 138 active projects: 68 have completed construction, 19 are under construction, and 51
have not yet started construction. Twenty-two projects are scheduled for construction in FYQ7;
one project has started construction and there are four non-cash flow and five cash flow projects
funded and scheduled to start construction in FYO07. The remaining 12 cash-flow projects
scheduled for FYQ7 construction are not yet funded but will request Phase 11 approval in January
2007. Available funding in the Construction Program is currently $30,000. Estimated total
funds in the Construction Program for FY07 will be $83.5 million (Federal and non-Federal).
Construction Program items up for Task Force funding approval today total $17.3 million. If all
Technical Committee recommendations are adopted, the remaining available Federal and non-
Federal funding in the Construction Program will be $66.1 million. The total Phase Il Increment
1 cost estimate for the 12 projects scheduled to request Phase 11 approval in January 2007 is $219
million, leaving a shortfall of $153 million in the Construction Program.

Ms. LeBlanc stated that the current total program unobligated balance is $123.7 million
at the close of FY06. Cumulative funds into the program through FY06 total $786 million, of
which $785 million is set aside. The remaining available funds total $1.13 million, which
includes $1.1 million in the Planning Program and $30,000 in the Construction Program. Based
upon the latest projection, the total program funding is estimated to be $2.4 billion over the life
of the program. The total fully funded costs for all projects on PPLs 1-15 including planning is
$1.8 billion. Approximately $1.02 billion is required for construction and 20-years of O&M for
all projects that have been approved for Phase 11, to date. The gap between the total funds into
the program ($2.4 billion) and the funding required for those projects already approved for
construction ($1.0 billion; includes funds for 20 years O&M) is $1.4 billion. If the 12 projects
that are eligible for Phase Il approval in January are funded, the gap between expected funds into
the program and total project costs would become $1.1 billion.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments and questions from the Task Force:
Mr. Honker asked where the surplus of $1.1 million in the Planning Budget came from.
Ms. Browning replied that this money was originally obligated, but has been de-obligated from

previous year budgets because not all of the estimated funding was needed.

Dr. Zobrist commended the financial staff in the various agencies for finding the money
to return to the program.
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B. Report: Transitioning Projects from CWPPRA to Other Authorities (Agenda Item #15)

Mr. Podany updated the Task Force that the P&E Subcommittee has been working to
refine the procedure for transitioning projects from CWPPRA to other authorities. They are
working on streamlining the process and making it less bureaucratic. The P&E Subcommittee
should have a revision ready for Task Force review and potential approval at the next Task Force
meeting.

C. Report/Request for Public Comments: PPL10 Delta Building Diversion at Myrtle
Grove Project (BA-33) (Agenda Item #16)

Mr. Podany said that at the last meeting, the Task Force agreed to initiate the process of
transferring the Myrtle Grove Project to the LCA. A letter was sent out to solicit comments on
the transition. It appears that the LCA would not be in a position to accept this project until the
Spring of 2007.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments and questions from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar said that LCA is stuck in WRDA and WRDA is stuck between a rock
and a hard place. Mr. Podany noted that if LCA is not authorized for project construction, there
will not be any movement beyond the study phase. Mr. Troy Constance added that there is
always the option of submitting the feasibility report independent of an LCA Program.

Mr. Tim Axtman stated that all of the design and scoping information developed under
CWPPRA has been combined and put into an electronic file cabinet to provide password
protected common access for individuals interested in the project. It is estimated that the
modeling may take six months or longer because the super computer needed to make the model
runs is not immediately available. No letters have been received at this point, although Mr.
Axtman has received a number of telephone calls indicating that letters would be coming.

Colonel Wagenaar asked that if LCA does not go anywhere, is it possible to get the
projects into the LaCPR as separable projects? The mark on the wall has got to be LaCPR as a
separable element of South Louisiana protection. Mr. Axtman replied that in terms of integrating
Myrtle Grove into LaCPR, the State’s Master Planning and Corps efforts include all LCA
recommended, so it could be a component of these proposals. There are a number of ways to
engineer and construct this project.

Mr. Honker asked about the status of the EIS for this project and Mr. Axtman answered
that the scoping document has been produced. They are currently working on updating existing
conditions information from the LCA for the programmatic EIS.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Ms. Marnie Winter, Jefferson Parish, presented the Task Force with a letter from

Jefferson Parish President Aaron Broussard asking the Task Force not to transfer the Myrtle
Grove Project to the LCA at this time.
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Mr. Andrew Maclnnes, Coastal Zone Administrator for Plaquemines Parish, supports
keeping the Myrtle Grove Project in the CWPPRA Phase | process. The Task Force and
Technical Committee made a commitment to fully expend monies set aside for CWPPRA Phase
I development. Mr. Maclinnes believes it is safest to continue nurturing the project through the
CWPPRA program as the other theoretical programs may or may not materialize. LCA is not a
guarantee. He prefers to keep the project in CWPPRA and not move it until LCA is ready.

D. Report: Land Loss since the 2005 Hurricanes (Agenda Item #17)

Dr. Jimmy Johnston, USGS, said that the regional post hurricane land-water assessments
were funded through CRMS and announced that Mr. John Barras, USGS, would provide the
update. Mr. Barras stated that the purpose of this assessment was to provide preliminary
information on land changes shortly after the hurricane and serve as a regional baseline for
monitoring. This is not an assessment of permanent loss. He presented the preliminary land-
water change between October 2004 and October 2005. The Chenier Plain analysis has been
problematic due to surge retention and flooding duration. There was a net land area change of 62
square miles in the Mermentau Basin and 41 square miles in Breton Sound. The total land area
change from October 2004 to October 2005 was 217 square miles. There was a 67 percent land
change in the Chandeleur Islands from 2004 to 2005. In the Mississippi River Delta, the Garden
Island Bay and Pass a Loutre areas had the most significant land change.

E. Report: Public Outreach Committee Quarterly Report (Agenda Item #18)

Mr. Scott Wilson, USGS Public Outreach Chairman, presented the Public Outreach
Committee’s quarterly report. He announced that Ms. Ann Burruss has been hired as the new
Outreach Coordinator. The committee had an exhibit at the Clean Gulf Conference in New
Orleans and is a major sponsor of the Restore America’s Estuary Conference in December. The
committee has also been involved in helping with the land loss maps. Also, approximately 22
gigabytes of data is transferred daily on the LaCoast website.

F. Report: Envisioning the Future of the Gulf Coast (Agenda Item #19)

Dr. Denise Reed presented a report for the sustainable restoration of Louisiana’s coast. A
technical group of 35 engineers and scientists from around the world provided their thoughts on
the future of the Louisiana coast for the report. The group felt that the issue of climate change
needed to be taken very seriously. Sea levels and storm intensity would continue to rise, and
therefore, we would need higher and wider levees to retain the level of protection we have now.
Outlying communities and evacuation routes would become more frequently flooded. The
change in the fundamental processes in the coast would intensify our existing problems by
affecting wave action, eroding marshes, and damaging infrastructure. If current management
practices continue, more than 120 million tons of river sediment that could be used to rebuild the
coast would be lost to the Gulf of Mexico each year. The group recommended that the most
fundamental and essential action needed to sustain the coast is to reduce the amount of sediment
and freshwater flowing directly into the deep water of the Gulf. Trying to maintain the existing
or historic landscape is futile and would deny the inherently dynamic nature of the Mississippi
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River Delta Plain and Chenier Plain. This is not a new idea. If we want to tell the rest of the
country that we are serious about restoring our coast, then we have to take this issue seriously.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments and questions from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar said that this has to be an option in the LaCPR. The biggest challenge
is going to be the users and the competition between navigation and the coast. Dr. Reed replied
that the best way forward is to see how this is in the best interest of all of us. This is a new era
for the coast of Louisiana and everybody has to make adjustments; this is not about eliminating
navigation

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Mr. Robert Tannin wondered if the RAND Corporation could be asked to carry this
concept further and evaluate it from a policy standpoint to support Dr. Reed’s work.

Mr. Honker said that Dr. Reed presented some very interesting ideas. The impact to the
nutrient redistribution needs to be evaluated; this is a major issue in creating hypoxic zones in the
Gulf.

VII. ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS

Colonel Wagenaar announced that this meeting would be the last for Dr. Johnston and
presented a Task Force Certificate to him for the support and work he has done for the Task
Force.

Mr. Hamilton said that he recently had the opportunity to do a helicopter fly-over of the
Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. The amount of debris on the refuge after Hurricane Rita was
unbelievable. Under the EPA’s leadership, cleanup of debris at the refuge is ahead of schedule
and the refuge should be reopened this spring.

VIIl. REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS
There were no public comments.
IX. CLOSING
A. Dates and Locations of Upcoming CWPPRA Meetings

Ms. LeBlanc announced that the next Task Force Meeting is scheduled for January 31,
2007 in Baton Rouge, LA. The next Technical Committee Meeting will be held on December 6"
in Baton Rouge, LA.

B. Adjournment

Colonel Wagenaar adjourned the meeting at 1:45 p.m.
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Colonel Wagenaar added that he does not see this as an issue and Mr. Podany suggested
that the CWPPRA-CIAP Partnership does not necessarily exclude the CIAP from seeking
additional funding to contribute to the construction, that this is really a CIAP issue.

Dr. Lopez said that this may be clarified in the SOP. Dr. Lopez asked if CIAP is going to
develop a one time 4-year plan in which potential CWPPRA projects to be captured under CIAP
would be defined up-front. Ms. Goodman responded that this is correct, but there are
possibilities for the plan to be modified from year to year. There maybe projects on the CIAP
plan still in CWPPRA E&D, so the State may have to wait for a year before the projects are
eligible for consideration.

Mr. Hamilton moved to approve the concept of the CWPPRA-CIAP partnership and the
SOP. Mr. Gohmert seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

The Task Force asked the Technical Committee to perform an analysis of O&M
emphasizing that it be by project type.

E. Decision: Request for Funding for Administrative Costs for those Projects Beyond
Increment 1 Funding (Agenda Item #7)

Ms. LeBlanc presented the Technical Committee’s recommendation to the Task Force for
approval of $17,586 for administrative costs of projects beyond Increment | funding for projects
on PPL9 and above.

Dr. Zobrist moved to approve the Technical Committee’s recommendation for
administrative costs in the amount of $17,586 and Mr. Honker seconded. The motion was
passed by the Task Force.

F. Decision: Request for Project-Specific Monitoring Funds for Projects on PPLs 9-11 and
FY10 Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS) — Wetlands Monitoring Funds
(Agenda Item #8)

Mr. Greg Steyer, USGS, provided a briefing on CRMS, which is co-sponsored by US
Geological Survey (USGS) and LA Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) and a cost share
agreement was finalized between the two partners in June 2004. CRMS is a monitoring system
designed to evaluate the effectiveness of CWPPRA restoration projects across coastal Louisiana.
The project provides significant data to support O&M, engineering and design (E&D), and
model validation and verification. Approximately $17 million has been authorized to date with
anticipated authorization totaling $20.2 million. Expenses to date total $4.7 million. The data
collection contractor is Coastal Estuary Services and all data collection equipment has been
acquired. All data will be accessed through the LDNR SONRIS system.

There are five major milestones: landrights, site characterization, site approvals, site
construction, and data collection. Landrights have been secured for 486 of 612 sites across the
coast. Site characterizations have been performed for 294 sites and 215 sites have been approved
for data collection. There are 153 sites constructed and 91 sites have full data collection



capability. Sixty benchmarks have been incorporated into the LDNR vertical control network.
There are 179 CRMS sites undergoing post-hurricane assessment. Coastwide aerial photography
and satellite imagery was collected in the fall of 2005. Land-water analysis has been completed
for 55 CRMS sites.

Projections for 2007 include meeting with the Monitoring Workgroup to discuss
landrights issues, installing the remaining 26 benchmarks, completing construction on all year
one sites, web enabling the vegetation and sediment data, and assembling the analysis team to
support basin-level assessments. Mr. Steyer requested CRMS FY 10 monitoring funds in the
amount of $3.185 million in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of funding.

Mr. Steyer also requested project-specific monitoring funding beyond Increment 1
funding of $121,507 in order to maintain a 3-year funding cash-flow through FY10 for four
CWPPRA projects that have project specific monitoring plans, including the GIWW - Perry
Ridge West Bank Stabilization (CS-30), New Cut Dune and Marsh Restoration (TE-37), Four
Mile Canal Terracing and Sediment Trapping (TV-18), and Delta Management at Fort St. Phillip
(BS-11).

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar asked about the financial impact on the CRMS system from
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and if CWPPRA has been reimbursed by FEMA? Mr. Steyer
replied that out of those 179 CRMS stations that were re-evaluated, 49 required some level of
rehabilitation. Mr. Steyer stated that Mr. Rhinehart could answer the question regarding FEMA
reimbursement. Mr. Rhinehart stated that $175,000 was spent on post-hurricane damage
assessment for CRMS sites and that the direct costs associated with the damages were not
reimbursable by FEMA.

Mr. Gohmert acknowledged the need for system-wide monitoring and evaluation and
asked when we will get past the startup, i.e., when CRMS will be fully operational coastwide to
provide real meaningful that we can use in our reports back to Congress. He asked if the website
provided analysis capabilities or just raw data.

Mr. Steyer advised that the data currently collected is meaningful as a starting point for
the implementation of the program. By March 2007, 375 sites across the coast will be collecting
data. Currently, hydrology, end of season vegetation, sediment elevation, land change, and
coastwide satellite imagery data can be accessed from the LDNR website for 91 CRMS stations.
However, data has only been collected for the first cycle. Once the data passes quality control it
is put into a graphics program on SONRIS that illustrates hydrographs and salinity. Vegetation
data is available for only one point in time, and technically there won’t be sufficient data to
analyze until the next cycle. CWPPRA agency personnel have been trained to access the CRMS
data online through the LDNR SONRIS system, which is accessible through the LaCoast.gov
website

Mr. Hamilton asked if all efforts had been exhausted in securing landrights for the
remaining 20-25 percent of the stations.
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Mr. Steyer said that there are only a handful of sites that are off the table because of the
lack of commitment from the landowners. We will only be able to collect aerial photography
and satellite data from these sites. The remaining sites are under discussion. The pending
landrights will be discussed with the Monitoring Workgroup.

Dr. Zobrist said that CWPPRA has made a sizeable investment for a number of years and
there are a fair number of stations collecting data. He echoed Mr. Gohmert’s concern that we
need to generate reports that evaluate whether projects are working or not to help guide us to
make better decisions in the future. He asked if there is a threshold for the minimum number of
stations providing data before a coherent coastwide perspective can be given. Mr. Steyer said
that as part of the CRMS design, the total planned 612 sites would be on rotation with a target of
368-375 sites collecting data annually to provide the coastwide assessment.

Dr. Zobrist asked why only $4.7 million had been expended to date and questioned if the
additional money is needed now when there is currently a $12.3 million balance. Mr. Steyer
explained that they are following the cash-flow approach, and that hurricanes and other issues
prohibited the expenditure of funds. The CRMS Program is in the ramp-up stage in terms of
expenditures to get back on the expected target. The original projection estimated that $10.1
million would be expended at this point.

Dr. Zobrist clarified that he was not questioning the level of CWPPRA program
commitment to CRMS, but asked the Task Force to consider the financial commitment requested
at this point and whether that money could be used elsewhere for immediate needs.

Mr. Rhinehart said the Task Force may be suffering from CRMS fatigue. CRMS had
been talked about since 1999, but the contract was not approved until 2005. The program is still
in its infancy. One benefit of CRMS was evident immediately after the storms. The coastwide
aerial photography was able to be performed very quickly because the program was in place. It
is in the SOP to have requests for three years and he would hate to see CRMS treated differently
by going to a shorter cash-flow type scenario. This is not a funding increase; this is just the out-
year funding request and it is consistent with the way the CWPPRA program works.

Dr. Zobrist conceded that with the program ramp-up that is expected, the request may be
appropriate.

Mr. Gohmert moved to approve the monitoring request up for and Mr. Hamilton
seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force. The approval included:

e $17,863 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL9-GIWW-Perry Ridge West
Bank Stabilization Project (CS-30) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount
of funding.

e $77,808 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL9-New Cut Dune/Marsh
Restoration Project (TE-37) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of
funding.
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e $3,215 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL9-Four Mile Canal Terracing
and Sediment Trapping Project (TV-18) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling
amount of funding.

e $22,621 in project-specific monitoring for the PPL10-Delta Management at Fort
St. Phillip (BS-11) in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount of funding.

e $3,185,809 in FY10 CRMS funding in order to maintain a 3-year rolling amount
of funding.

G. Decision: Selection of the 16™ Priority Project List (Agenda Item #9)

Mr. Podany presented the Technical Committee’s recommendation for Task Force
approve for Phase | of four candidate projects (Alligator Bend Marsh Restoration and Shoreline
Protection, Southwest LA Gulf Shoreline Nourishment and Protection, Madison Bay Marsh
Creation and Terracing, and West Belle Pass Barrier Headland Restoration) and one
demonstration project (Enhancement of Barrier Island Vegetation Demo). The recommendation
includes a provision to add the next project on the list, which would be Violet Siphon
Enlargement Project, if any of the recommended four projects were adopted by CIAP.

Mr. Gohmert made a motion to approve selection of the 16" Priority Project List and Mr.
Honker seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force. The approval included:

e Alligator Bend Marsh Restoration and Shoreline Protection $1,660,985
e Southwest LA Gulf Shoreline Nourishment and Protection $1,266,842
e Madison Bay Marsh Creation and Terracing $3,002,170
e West Belle Pass Headland Restoration $2,694,363
e Enhancement of Barrier Island Vegetation Demo $ 919,599

H. Decision: Creation of a Contingency Fund for ‘Storm Recovery Procedures’ (Agenda
Item #10)

Ms. LeBlanc stated that in response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, LDNR completed
post-storm assessments that exceeded the FY06 Planning Budget for “Storm Recovery
Procedures”. The total cost of the post-storm assessments was approximately $398,400. LDNR
asked the Technical Committee to recommend approval of the unused budgeted FY05 Planning
funds for storm recovery in the amount of $97,534 plus an additional $203,358.92 as part of the
Planning Program to cover the completed post-storm assessments. The Technical Committee
recommends approval of the use of the budgeted FY05 Planning funds in the amount of $97,534
for this effort, in addition to the FY06 budget that was approved. Rather than recommend an
additional $203,358.92 under the Planning Program budget, the Technical Committee
recommends that a “Storm Recovery Procedures Contingency Fund” be developed under the
Construction Program to include immediate approval of $203,358.92 to cover the remaining cost
of FY06 expenses and an additional $100,000 for assessments of future storm damage. The
Federal sponsor would be USGS.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:
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Colonel Wagenaar said that there is a process issue and a funding issue. The State
exceeded what was authorized. He is concerned that the contingency fund could also be
exceeded. How do we fix this process so there is a vote before funding is exceeded? Colonel
Wagenaar suggested that the Task Force could vote to approve additional funding via Fax.

Dr. Zobrist said that with the two hurricanes, the cost is justified and that kind of effort
needed to be done. He agrees that there should be a process and he does not see why there
cannot be a Fax vote. We should learn from this experience. There is an expectation that there
should be a certain level of communication. Just come and ask the Task Force between
hurricanes if more money is needed.

Mr. Duszynski added that there was a Technical Committee discussion directly after the
first storm. He recalled that they were told to do what was needed and worry about it later. In
hindsight, that might not have been a good idea. LDNR does not have a problem alerting the
partners when more funds are needed. It was a particularly bad occasion because the evaluation
process had already begun when the second storm hit and some projects had to be re-evaluated.
Mr. Duszynski added that LDNR coordinates post-storm assessments with all agencies.

Mr. Gohmert questioned whether contingency funds would remain in the budget if they
are not used and if the budget would build over time.

Ms. LeBlanc suggested that a process similar to the monitoring contingency fund could
be setup. A dollar amount threshold of $50,000 per storm could be set and funds could be added
as needed. She indicated that USGS agreed to be the Federal sponsor to manage the funds.
Colonel Wagenaar suggested capping and maintaining the Storm Recovery Procedures
Contingency Fund at $100,000. Ms. LeBlanc asked if the P&E would need to approve
expenditures for the contingency fund, since this wasn’t confirmed. Colonel Wagenaar stated
that approval for anything in excess of the $100,000 will require Task Force approval.

Mr. Gohmert motioned to approve use of $97,534 from the FY05 Planning Budget to
cover costs for LDNR post-storm assessments following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, in
addition to the FY06 Planning funds budgeted for two storms ($97,534). Mr. Hamilton
seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

Dr. Zobrist moved to create a ““Storm Recovery Procedures Contingency Fund” for
$303,358.92 to be sponsored by the USGS. A sum of $203,358.92 would be immediately
approved for Katrina/Rita expenditures and the contingency fund would maintain a balance of
$100,000. Expenditure of anything in excess of $100,000 would require a fax vote by the Task
Force. Mr. Gohmert seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.

I. Decision: PPL5 Mississippi River Reintroduction into Bayou Lafourche Project — BA-
25b (Agenda Item #11)

Mr. Podany stated that at the Task Force meeting in July, the Task Force voted to defer a

decision to allow or deny approval to proceed to 95 percent design and a $5 million increase in
Phase | funding for BA-25b, until three issues were addressed by the project sponsors and the
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Corps. The issues included: 1) identifying $2.5 million in existing CWPPRA Federal
construction funds to use for the Federal Share of the proposed budget increase; 2) answering the
legal question on whether Federal funds should be obligated to construct a project without a
feasibility determination, and 3) conducting an Independent Technical Review (ITR) to evaluate
modeling efforts and benefit. Mr. Podany advised that in August, the Task Force Chairman was
notified that the State would fund 100 percent of the remaining Engineering and Design and
proposed that EPA complete NEPA compliance documentation using CWPPRA funds. He
explained that after considering various options for moving forward with the project, the
Technical Committee is recommending that the Task Force approve EPAS proposal to complete
the EIS under CWPPRA subject to receipt of an accounting of fiscal expenditures to date and a
budget for completion of the NEPA documentation.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar acknowledged that progress has been made on the project, but
asserted that the challenge is to decide when it is proper to obligate Federal dollars to a project
that is potentially not feasible. He has concerns regarding the project benefits being presented to
the Task Force and indicated that he wanted the ITR to evaluate the modeling and resulting
reported benefits.

Mr. Honker contended that the question is simple: Does EPA continue with the
investment made with the EIS or do we stop and lose the investment that has been made? He
asserted that the Corps was impressed enough with earlier benefit estimates to include the project
in the LCA near-term plan, and that it would not be appropriate to invest CWPPRA funds for an
ITR as suggested since the State has agreed to fund the remaining E&D cost. He further asserted
that the NEPA review is prudent, that it should be continued to complete the preliminary EIS
rather than lose about a half million dollar investment if the work is terminated because the
contract has already been paid, and that starting the EIS again down the road by someone else
would potentially delay the project.

Ms. Coffee agreed with Mr. Honker that the ITR is an inappropriate action and would set
an unreasonable precedent. She urged the Task Force to let the EPA finish the NEPA exercise.

Mr. Hamilton asked about the economics related to the costs of the EIS. There are
technical concerns about the reported benefits and the amount of sediment that will reach the
marshes. Addressing those technical issues should be the first step to make sure this is a sound
project and then go through the NEPA analysis.

Mr. Honker stated that Mr. Tim Landers, EPA, could answer questions about the EIS.

Mr. Landers said that the EPA is about halfway through the half million dollar contract to
complete the final EIS. It is estimated that an additional $457,000 is needed to complete the EIS,
including $242,800 for contract obligations, $200,000 for administrative costs and $15,000 for a
Phase | Cultural Resources Survey. Additional conditional expenditures would include $200,000
for a possible Phase 2 cultural resources survey if needed as determined by the Phase | survey,
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and $500,000 for sediment testing if needed as determined by the final design, bringing the total
estimate to $1.16 million.

Mr. Honker added that if the EPA continued with the EIS, it would be with the
understanding that work would stop if it became apparent that it would be a good time to stop
and transition the project to another agency.

Mr. Gohmert questioned if it would be legitimate to proceed with an EIS if there are still
questions about the technical reasonableness and logic of the expected benefits and alternatives.
Mr. Gohmert stressed that the discussions and reports about the model, the data that went into it
were not very transparent for individuals trying to understand how the resulting estimated
benefits would be derived from a 1,000 cfs diversion and asked how an EIS can be completed
without answering these concerns.

Mr. Honker stated that this is a reason for continuing an EIS in tandem with E&D. The
environmental impact issues are assessed as we go through that process. If the EIS is stopped at
this point, you would loose the ability to impact the E&D based on environmental impact factors.

Mr. Gohmert asked if a preferred alternative had been selected.
Both Mr. Duszynski and Ms. Coffee answered yes.

Mr. Duszynski added that 144 alternatives have gone through a serious screening process
and that the State’s preferred alternative is a 1,000 cfs freshwater diversion with moderate
dredging and expected low rise in water levels in the bayou. He indicated that LDNR has
requested a meeting with all the agencies to review and explain the WVA results compared to
modeled salinity changes and sediment transport. Once this is done, the agencies will be
satisfied with the results of the model runs. Mr. Duszynski expressed willingness to discuss
these details with the agencies and that the project has completed 30 percent design review
requirements and is ready to move forward.

Dr. Zobrist said that when the suggestion to conduct an ITR was first brought up, it made
sense because there were many questions about the project benefits and other things. He agreed
that in general it is not necessarily appropriate to conduct ITRs on CWPPRA projects; however,
the fact that it is being considered for the Bayou Lafourche project indicates that the project is
not a CWPPRA project. He also said that he is not convinced that a satisfactory EIS could be
completed at the 30 percent design level and has reservations about any further CWPPRA
funding commitment.

Mr. Landers said that the EPA would maintain a schedule that would run concurrently
with the State’s E&D efforts. The goal is to complete the E&D and EIS in 2-3 years.

Ms. Coffee said that this is a perfect example of the Federal agencies being able to help
the State complete a portion of this CWPPRA project. The Federal money has already been
allocated and the State is committed to moving forward with the project. She urged the Federal
partners to honor their previous commitments.
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Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Mr. Windell Curole, Coastal Zone Management Coordinator for Lafourche Parish, said
that this was a dual purpose project from the beginning. Right now, chloride levels in the
drinking water from Bayou Lafourche are high. Salinity levels have been increasing, so any
freshwater will benefit us. The estuary system is broken and the Gulf comes in anytime it wants.
Mr. Curole asked the Task Force to look at this from a business point of view. Providing fresh
drinking water for society is a critical thing. It is disappointing that it has taken 11 years and we
still do not know where to go with this project. Decisions need to be made a lot quicker, and we
need to allocate 75 cents for every dollar to construct coastal projects. From a person living in
the community, you want to use all the benefits you can from any kind of project.

Ms. Charlotte Randolph, Lafourche Parish President, thanked the State for stepping up to
take on this issue. This is the reason the Task Force should continue to fund this EIS. We do not
have a lot of time and there are projects being studied to potentially help us in the future.
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita taught us that if we wait any longer, we will be sorry rather than
safe. Completion of the EIS will parallel what the State is doing with the E&D and will parallel
efforts to get funding. When we receive the WRDA and OCS funding, we will be ready. This
project will also help with the salinity levels which are dangerously high. Any benefit to the
marsh is more than we are getting right now.

Mr. Wayne Keller, Director of the Grand Isle Port Commission, reported recent flooding
in Chenier Caminada. This flooding occurred because of a non-storm event (strong south winds
for a few days). One week ago there was a 2,500 foot gap at EImer’s Island; after two days of 15
to 30 mile per hour winds, the gap is now 3,500 feet. As this continues, there will be a breach in
Highway 1. Because of recent events, he feels that it is best to concentrate on the barrier islands
in the short-term. He added that the dynamics are much worse than people realize. We need to
look at the beneficial use of dredging more efficiently and stop using the word “demo.” The
Chenier’s need more freshwater and this project will help.

Ms. Leslie Suazo, Director of Costal Restoration in Terrebonne Parish, urged the Task
Force to continue with this project. She appreciates the State stepping up to the plate. She sees
the needs for and the possibilities for this project to enhance the Terrebonne Basin

Ms. Gay Browning asked how much had been obligated for the NEPA contract and about
the potential NEPA cost. Mr. Landers replied that approximately $560,000 is obligated to the
NEPA contractor. Additional “conditional” expenses are expected to cost $700,000, making the
total $1.475 million.

Mr. Honker read a quote from the Chief of Engineer’s Report to Congress about
completion of the feasibility study and EIS. He feels that the best thing to do is continue with the
EIS process.

Ms. Coffee agreed with Mr. Honker. She said that the intent of this program was to assist

the State in moving out projects. This is a small amount to help the State move projects forward
for the benefit of people in Louisiana and the rest of the nation.
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Mr. Honker moved to approve use of available funds by the EPA to complete the EIS for
the Mississippi River Reintroduction into Bayou Lafourche Project and return the remainder of
funds that are non-NEPA related. Colonel Wagenaar asked for a second. No one seconded.
The motion was not passed by the Task Force.

J. Decision: Modification of the Scope of the PPL10 East Sabine Lake Hydrologic
Restoration Project (Agenda Item #12)

Mr. Podany said that this project is being constructed in two units. The USFWS and
others have determined that construction of Unit 2 would not produce the benefits that were
originally envisioned. The plan is to discontinue further design of the Construction Unit 2 water
control structures at Willow, Three, Greens and Right Prong Black Bayous; transfer $250,000 in
surplus construction funding to O&M to repair the Pines Ridge Weir damaged by Hurricane
Rita; add additional duck-wing earthen terraces using Construction Unit 1 surplus budget funds;
and modify the recently constructed terraces 3,000 linear foot foreshore dike to add four 50-foot
wide gaps, using surplus construction funds. The Technical Committee recommends that the
Task Force approve the change in scope with no cost increase.

Mr. Hamilton moved to adopt the changes in scope for PPL10 East Sabine Lake
Hydrologic Restoration Project and Dr. Zobrist seconded. The motion was approved by the
Task Force.

K. Decision: Final CWPPRA Strategic Vision Document (Agenda Item #13)

Ms. LeBlanc said that the purpose of the Strategic Vision Document was to evaluate
where the program stands and where it fits into the existing landscape given all the other efforts
in the State. The document was sent to Parishes Against Coastal Erosion (PACE), parish CZM
Committees, and other coastal program coordinators including CIAP, LaCPR, State Master Plan,
and LCA for comment. The Task Force is asked to approve the final version of the document.
Once approved, the document will be incorporated into the 2006 Report to Congress.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to questions and comments from the Task Force:

Dr. Zobrist complimented the people who have worked hard to get the strategic document
to this point.

Ms. Coffee asked how much was spent on the document and Ms. LeBlanc answered that
the current version of the document was done within existing agency budgets.

Mr. Honker moved to approve the final version of the CWPPRA Strategic Vision
Document and Mr. Gohmert seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force.
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VI. INFORMATION
A. Report: Status of Breaux Act Program Funds and Projects (Agenda Item #3)

Ms. Browning stated that the Planning Program has a current surplus of $1.1 million.
With receipt of $5 million in FY07, the Planning Program has $6.1 million available for FY07
planning activities. The Construction Program received a total of $643 million in Federal funds
through FY06. Total obligations are $587 million and total expenditures are $313 million.
There are 138 active projects: 68 have completed construction, 19 are under construction, and 51
have not yet started construction. Twenty-two projects are scheduled for construction in FYQ7;
one project has started construction and there are four non-cash flow and five cash flow projects
funded and scheduled to start construction in FYO07. The remaining 12 cash-flow projects
scheduled for FYQ7 construction are not yet funded but will request Phase 11 approval in January
2007. Available funding in the Construction Program is currently $30,000. Estimated total
funds in the Construction Program for FY07 will be $83.5 million (Federal and non-Federal).
Construction Program items up for Task Force funding approval today total $17.3 million. If all
Technical Committee recommendations are adopted, the remaining available Federal and non-
Federal funding in the Construction Program will be $66.1 million. The total Phase Il Increment
1 cost estimate for the 12 projects scheduled to request Phase 11 approval in January 2007 is $219
million, leaving a shortfall of $153 million in the Construction Program.

Ms. LeBlanc stated that the current total program unobligated balance is $123.7 million
at the close of FY06. Cumulative funds into the program through FY06 total $786 million, of
which $785 million is set aside. The remaining available funds total $1.13 million, which
includes $1.1 million in the Planning Program and $30,000 in the Construction Program. Based
upon the latest projection, the total program funding is estimated to be $2.4 billion over the life
of the program. The total fully funded costs for all projects on PPLs 1-15 including planning is
$1.8 billion. Approximately $1.02 billion is required for construction and 20-years of O&M for
all projects that have been approved for Phase 11, to date. The gap between the total funds into
the program ($2.4 billion) and the funding required for those projects already approved for
construction ($1.0 billion; includes funds for 20 years O&M) is $1.4 billion. If the 12 projects
that are eligible for Phase Il approval in January are funded, the gap between expected funds into
the program and total project costs would become $1.1 billion.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments and questions from the Task Force:
Mr. Honker asked where the surplus of $1.1 million in the Planning Budget came from.
Ms. Browning replied that this money was originally obligated, but has been de-obligated from

previous year budgets because not all of the estimated funding was needed.

Dr. Zobrist commended the financial staff in the various agencies for finding the money
to return to the program.
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B. Report: Transitioning Projects from CWPPRA to Other Authorities (Agenda Item #15)

Mr. Podany updated the Task Force that the P&E Subcommittee has been working to
refine the procedure for transitioning projects from CWPPRA to other authorities. They are
working on streamlining the process and making it less bureaucratic. The P&E Subcommittee
should have a revision ready for Task Force review and potential approval at the next Task Force
meeting.

C. Report/Request for Public Comments: PPL10 Delta Building Diversion at Myrtle
Grove Project (BA-33) (Agenda Item #16)

Mr. Podany said that at the last meeting, the Task Force agreed to initiate the process of
transferring the Myrtle Grove Project to the LCA. A letter was sent out to solicit comments on
the transition. It appears that the LCA would not be in a position to accept this project until the
Spring of 2007.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments and questions from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar said that LCA is stuck in WRDA and WRDA is stuck between a rock
and a hard place. Mr. Podany noted that if LCA is not authorized for project construction, there
will not be any movement beyond the study phase. Mr. Troy Constance added that there is
always the option of submitting the feasibility report independent of an LCA Program.

Mr. Tim Axtman stated that all of the design and scoping information developed under
CWPPRA has been combined and put into an electronic file cabinet to provide password
protected common access for individuals interested in the project. It is estimated that the
modeling may take six months or longer because the super computer needed to make the model
runs is not immediately available. No letters have been received at this point, although Mr.
Axtman has received a number of telephone calls indicating that letters would be coming.

Colonel Wagenaar asked that if LCA does not go anywhere, is it possible to get the
projects into the LaCPR as separable projects? The mark on the wall has got to be LaCPR as a
separable element of South Louisiana protection. Mr. Axtman replied that in terms of integrating
Myrtle Grove into LaCPR, the State’s Master Planning and Corps efforts include all LCA
recommended, so it could be a component of these proposals. There are a number of ways to
engineer and construct this project.

Mr. Honker asked about the status of the EIS for this project and Mr. Axtman answered
that the scoping document has been produced. They are currently working on updating existing
conditions information from the LCA for the programmatic EIS.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Ms. Marnie Winter, Jefferson Parish, presented the Task Force with a letter from

Jefferson Parish President Aaron Broussard asking the Task Force not to transfer the Myrtle
Grove Project to the LCA at this time.
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Mr. Andrew Maclnnes, Coastal Zone Administrator for Plaquemines Parish, supports
keeping the Myrtle Grove Project in the CWPPRA Phase | process. The Task Force and
Technical Committee made a commitment to fully expend monies set aside for CWPPRA Phase
I development. Mr. Maclinnes believes it is safest to continue nurturing the project through the
CWPPRA program as the other theoretical programs may or may not materialize. LCA is not a
guarantee. He prefers to keep the project in CWPPRA and not move it until LCA is ready.

D. Report: Land Loss since the 2005 Hurricanes (Agenda Item #17)

Dr. Jimmy Johnston, USGS, said that the regional post hurricane land-water assessments
were funded through CRMS and announced that Mr. John Barras, USGS, would provide the
update. Mr. Barras stated that the purpose of this assessment was to provide preliminary
information on land changes shortly after the hurricane and serve as a regional baseline for
monitoring. This is not an assessment of permanent loss. He presented the preliminary land-
water change between October 2004 and October 2005. The Chenier Plain analysis has been
problematic due to surge retention and flooding duration. There was a net land area change of 62
square miles in the Mermentau Basin and 41 square miles in Breton Sound. The total land area
change from October 2004 to October 2005 was 217 square miles. There was a 67 percent land
change in the Chandeleur Islands from 2004 to 2005. In the Mississippi River Delta, the Garden
Island Bay and Pass a Loutre areas had the most significant land change.

E. Report: Public Outreach Committee Quarterly Report (Agenda Item #18)

Mr. Scott Wilson, USGS Public Outreach Chairman, presented the Public Outreach
Committee’s quarterly report. He announced that Ms. Ann Burruss has been hired as the new
Outreach Coordinator. The committee had an exhibit at the Clean Gulf Conference in New
Orleans and is a major sponsor of the Restore America’s Estuary Conference in December. The
committee has also been involved in helping with the land loss maps. Also, approximately 22
gigabytes of data is transferred daily on the LaCoast website.

F. Report: Envisioning the Future of the Gulf Coast (Agenda Item #19)

Dr. Denise Reed presented a report for the sustainable restoration of Louisiana’s coast. A
technical group of 35 engineers and scientists from around the world provided their thoughts on
the future of the Louisiana coast for the report. The group felt that the issue of climate change
needed to be taken very seriously. Sea levels and storm intensity would continue to rise, and
therefore, we would need higher and wider levees to retain the level of protection we have now.
Outlying communities and evacuation routes would become more frequently flooded. The
change in the fundamental processes in the coast would intensify our existing problems by
affecting wave action, eroding marshes, and damaging infrastructure. If current management
practices continue, more than 120 million tons of river sediment that could be used to rebuild the
coast would be lost to the Gulf of Mexico each year. The group recommended that the most
fundamental and essential action needed to sustain the coast is to reduce the amount of sediment
and freshwater flowing directly into the deep water of the Gulf. Trying to maintain the existing
or historic landscape is futile and would deny the inherently dynamic nature of the Mississippi
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River Delta Plain and Chenier Plain. This is not a new idea. If we want to tell the rest of the
country that we are serious about restoring our coast, then we have to take this issue seriously.

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments and questions from the Task Force:

Colonel Wagenaar said that this has to be an option in the LaCPR. The biggest challenge
is going to be the users and the competition between navigation and the coast. Dr. Reed replied
that the best way forward is to see how this is in the best interest of all of us. This is a new era
for the coast of Louisiana and everybody has to make adjustments; this is not about eliminating
navigation

Colonel Wagenaar opened the floor to comments from the public:

Mr. Robert Tannin wondered if the RAND Corporation could be asked to carry this
concept further and evaluate it from a policy standpoint to support Dr. Reed’s work.

Mr. Honker said that Dr. Reed presented some very interesting ideas. The impact to the
nutrient redistribution needs to be evaluated; this is a major issue in creating hypoxic zones in the
Gulf.

VII. ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS

Colonel Wagenaar announced that this meeting would be the last for Dr. Johnston and
presented a Task Force Certificate to him for the support and work he has done for the Task
Force.

Mr. Hamilton said that he recently had the opportunity to do a helicopter fly-over of the
Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. The amount of debris on the refuge after Hurricane Rita was
unbelievable. Under the EPA’s leadership, cleanup of debris at the refuge is ahead of schedule
and the refuge should be reopened this spring.

VIIl. REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS
There were no public comments.
IX. CLOSING
A. Dates and Locations of Upcoming CWPPRA Meetings

Ms. LeBlanc announced that the next Task Force Meeting is scheduled for January 31,
2007 in Baton Rouge, LA. The next Technical Committee Meeting will be held on December 6"
in Baton Rouge, LA.

B. Adjournment

Colonel Wagenaar adjourned the meeting at 1:45 p.m.

21



ATTENDANCE RECORD
DATE(S) SPONSORING ORGANIZATION LOCATION
District Assembly Room
October 18, 2006 COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
9:30 am. RESTORATION ACT Orleans District
7400 Leake Avenue
New Otleans, Louisiana
PURPOSE
MEETING OF THE
CWPPRA TASK FORCE
PARTICIPANT REGISTER*
NAME JOB TITLE AND ORGANIZATION TELEPHONE NUMBER
%m/v Moert/e. Mo, M E<77és, Mellhinn, G (%S ) 572 (389
oy Meiwo RO PMNES T3P ~R0OF
Kevis Ruq USFWS 337-24(- 3120
Cipre Warrms Benn) DREOGNG Lt C 50%-587- 8720
A7) DAR 228342 $/57
©7r \ L Ad (
LA« \Z\r\,\,-o»\» O — 21§ ML 27

MMM@M

aDINI%

)

At thae Zairi

PUAR. Czm, | 725

04 7475327

PAND Boglewpe0e]

pNE

275-342- L8 1

AP. Chgidson

2 oYou L\G(‘)D mche ?T‘eo h Wale, D by FBE - B HNSE

A
"V\(\ 6v\r )

T HE LS

O uthrtotly /)MT'H——L‘« e

237 " 2¢v50 23

,//; ¢4 fv)*/'«/"/

uled ¢ mede

(720

G,(JN\/ ’9"\‘(0 n <

NinY e,

%y

370/ }7/.)7 L’)/f 7%

T T

%dv% ners
Vel

USENS

557-24(1 -3

HHM)W

| INEES

ﬁ/t/\ﬂ\f A

DA (Lﬁw

C)o% 70|~ 4l

/\Bb\m el ,kw%w\

WA AJ0s

3 413 g

L —

—

N/ RAS

;’/5’~§é7 3-775/

/2»0 N/%/{

MLes

35 Y7377 <0

_>9\\\:\L~& Q'e} %R% U Xu b %i-*{‘qu
Ky Fo Stexr G lel]e E0d 90>+ 1950

LKV FORM 583-R
JAN 88

* If you wish to be furnished a copy of the attendance record,
please indicate so next to your name.



ATTENDANCE RECORD

ED Slumrert

Se VP, DMIM MARRIS

DATE(S) SPONSORING ORGANIZATION . 'LOCATION
October 18, 2006 COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND U.S. Alz;f;né:);s::fngfll;iizzz, New
930 a.m. RESTORATION ACT Janeans District
New Orleans, Louisiana
PURPOSE
MEETING OF THE
CWPPRA TASK FORCE
PARTICIPANT REGISTER*
NAME JOB TITLE AND ORGANIZATION TELEPHONE NUMBER
anf/) p/ﬁ OSFa/S 337-09/- 3/(7
D) L@‘r(m.@dmsj\ US EPvt  PlankeWefled DY -lL5-FI?S
Wo@,w‘{ Ebe, Rep: R gy [ B Ker 225~ 529-77(/
: WL E/A 9 ¢es” 908 [
Yol u CofF SOA-Be— 25 L
j‘o A P@m’m‘lﬁ COE SOY-§62 -) 932
T Cades £ PA 204445 -6 603
Heaticr Fovex LoWF 225,865,295
/VL., o Ge L\L@ ﬁﬁlﬁh Mg /'7 /‘U‘yw—v( SoH - €26~33
//&W" W afus o (osonrnar's e &« ste ] Ak 925 -3 3~ 3ee§
Seey sy S Grth (ot (SHATEA0BN
Lt U GO 22534239, ¢
’ 77, _ﬁ/m(%)z &g S0% &0 1y 9
Cam [Covhe CoE sevlpez-2 590
dhda Vion DV RO 342 4200,
DIVE _ 125 B4 2
(nN ; ZDM (< 725" :5’242%/6‘0?
%@m Sm({#g/m Cu F@uzmwg,q—p\,,,AﬁOL, foif-5g2-22p
[sive KeceeR (Cpawd de/e Yert Comim, S ~78 7-2229

225 - 2O 3-SESR

Z.U e CoPP

N2, D Haw s

il

DALE Hun v

CR.Dro, M- Phison s B aiNcen ek

Sed—s1L-7143

LMV FORM 583-R
JAN 88

* If you wish to be furnished a copy of the attendance record,
please indicate so next to your name.




ATTENDANCE RECORD
DATE(S) SPONSORING ORGANIZATION LOCATION
District Assembly Room
October 18, 2006 COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
9:30 a.m. RESTORATION ACT Orleans District
7400 Leake Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana
PURPOSE
MEETING OF THE
CWPPRA TASK FORCE
PARTICIPANT REGISTER*
NAME JOB TITLE AND ORGANIZATION TELEPHONE NUMBER
Tora AT AN HLEZD MEFFATT ~ MiCHoL- 225 4233393
ML oy der.pwaeton, QACL P (S A
) %
1ysA) TAMP WYYINI LAY &% 1B Y5

Y

Wiz Cuvele |l G S Lyfouche Lesero B [98€- 632267
(Uaslotfe Kasbaly k| Lad Lo sh Gt )85 Lk & V27
Bian Forimon . (/W,u,\ (@am\a(/\ Lcf |ass 586 1552

/4)@« Wotd

/((/‘&4/(74/ 'Omxé

R (03RO

(AS6X

2\ W«»\/M
\L\I\A M!{(—«.

C,tl,' f /\fw D,

bag-70 7@

331 UG 1)

m/;lfﬁ\e b)\/\W

13/-46 [ 2=

/‘/AJ&A§M

5/—( ¥ ra é//ibé

, LI
S botia,

327 A s 9

-

Loy WM Coe S04 -$62-27565
Leo Q céarc/fodir_\: Loke Cavtierise Civic Assn $p¥-P38-21,2
CVV\“HM& D\)Q/b A'/Zcpr ®/S 215 292 (60K

—= - /A 84 - 482107

Joan Lan:ex USAcE - P-O0 R S04 -BL=- 1819

Juwle LeBlanc O/t%lpsz P-p 2. SOY-$L2-/57 7

LMV FORM 583-R
JAN 88

* If you wish to be furnished a copy of the attendance record,
please indicate so next to your name.




COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

STATUS OF BREAUX ACT PROGRAM FUNDS AND PROJECTS

For Information and Discussion:

Ms. Gay Browning and Ms. Julie LeBlanc will present an overview of the available funding in
the Planning and Construction Programs, the status of CWPPRA accounts, and will provide an
update on the Phase Il requests expected in Dec 06/Jan 07. This information will aid the Task
Force in making funding decisions during the meeting.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DECISION: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL PHASE Il INCREMENT 1 FUNDING FOR
THE WEST LAKE BOUDREAUX PROJECT (TE-46)

For Decision:

The Task Force will make a decision to approve the request by the FWS and LDNR additional
funding for the West Lake Boudreaux Project due to the increased costs of rock and hydraulic
dredging after the 2005 hurricanes. Phase Il Increment 1 funding in the amount of $14.6 million
was approved by the Task Force on February 8, 2006. It is anticipated that additional Phase 11
Increment 1 funding in the amount of $1,916,859 is needed because rock and hydraulic dredging
costs have increased as a result of the 2005 hurricanes.

Technical Committee Recommendation:

The Technical Committee recommends an increase in Phase Il Increment 1 funding in the
amount of $1,916,859.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DECISION: REQUEST ADDITIONAL PHASE Il INCREMENT 1 CONSTRUCTION
FUNDS FOR THE LAKE BORGNE SHORELINE PROTECTION PROJECT (PO-30)

For Decision:

The Task Force will consider the request for additional funding on the Lake Borgne Shoreline
Protection Project, based on the Technical Committee’s recommendation. The Lake Borgne
Shoreline Protection Project received Phase Il Increment 1 funding in the amount of $16.6
million from the CWPPRA Task Force on February 8, 2006. EPA and LDNR final project
review efforts prior to bid solicitation (anticipated in early 2007) indicate pre-Katrina/Rita cost
estimates for the authorized project should be made consistent with post-hurricane material costs
and recent project awards. In order to avoid likely construction bid overruns in 2007, EPA is
seeking an increase in Phase Il Increment 1 funding in the amount of $6,925,824.

Technical Committee Recommendation:

The Technical Committee recommends an increase in Phase Il Increment 1 funding in the
amount of $6,925,824.
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Lake Borgne Shoreline Protection
Project (PO-30) - Status

May to September dredging window

Project not constructed in 2006 due to oyster issues
— oyster policy has now been finalized by State

— no longer presents an issue for construction
LDNR ready to advertise early 2007

Task Force approved $16,622,590 Phase Il funds
February 8, 2006

— based upon pre-hurricane material costs

Material costs have nearly doubled in the past year
Additional funds ($6,925,825) requested to avoid
overbid




COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DECISION: REQUEST FOR PHASE Il AUTHORIZATION AND APPROVAL OF
PHASE Il INCREMENT 1 FUNDING

For Decision:

The Task Force will consider requests for Phase 11 Authorization and Phase 11 Increment 1 funding
based on the Technical Committee’s recommendation. The Technical Committee reviewed and
took public comment on December 6, 2006 on the twelve projects shown in the table, and Phase Il
authorization and recommends approval of Phase Il Increment 1 funding for two projects to the
Task Force within available FY07 funding (see table on next page). With approval of these two
projects, and approval of the funding increases in prior agenda items, it is estimated that
approximately $22.0 million in Federal/non-Federal funding will still be available in the
construction program. The Task Force will consider the Technical Committee’s recommendation
and make a final decision on Phase Il authorization and approval of Phase Il Increment 1 funding
for FY07.



Project Comparison/Contrast
The Present vs. PPL # 11

Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Phase 1 Current Percent
Authorization Phase 2 Difference

Net Acres 182 195 7.10%
AAHUs 191 269 40.80%
Fully
Funded $38,985,100 $52,603,881 34.90%
First Cost
Total Fully
Funded
Cost
(millions)

$39,302,900  $52,925,372 34.70%

Why Should You Fund
this Project Now?

Barrier Islands are first line of defense against storm surge

Determine the feasibility of mining Ship Shoal for future
restoration projects

Potential use of Ship Shoal Sand for levee base material

Rapidly changing shoreline of the Isle Dernieres

Infuses new sediment into system

Limited Plans and Specifications shelf life




Questions?

Brad Crawford, P.E. { . S Brad Miller,
US Environmental a, : Project Manager
Protection Agency LA Dept. of Natural
(214) 665 - 7255 Cal W Resources

: (225) 342 - 4122
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1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733
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MNovember 21, 2006
Mr. Greg Breerwood, P.E.
Deputy District Enginger
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District
Office of the Chief

P.O. Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Mr. Breerwood:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources (LDNR) hereby resubmit our request for Phase 2 approval and funding of the Ship
Shoal: Whiskey West Flank project (TE-47). The project was authorized by the Coastal Wetland
Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) Task Force to proceed with Phase 1,
Engineering and Design on Priority Project List 11. A summary of information required for the
Phase 2 Authorization Request including the Phase 2 Checklist is included in Enclosure A.

The project is substantively the same as submitted last year with the exception that the
cost estimate has been updated to reflect current market conditions. EPA and LDNR re-surveyed
the island in August 2006 to verify the validity of the current design. While the island has rolled
back on itself slightly, the quantity of sediment needed for the design is still within design
parameters.

As noted in last year's request, because project modeling indicated a difference in the
project's estimated performance coupled with the increase in scope with the inclusion of the
dune extension, EPA performed a revised Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) using the
information obtained thru the E&D process. A summary of the project benefits and cost, both
Phase 1 and Phase 2, are as follows:

Phafe 1 2 Current Phase 2 Percent Difference
Authorization

Net Acres 182 195 +7.1%
AAHUs 191 269 +40.8%
EllyRuest Sirs¢ $38,985,100 $52,604,450 +34.9%

Cost (millions)

Total'Fully:Fynded $39,302,900 $52,925,941 +33.8%
Cost (millions)

Intarnat Addrass (URL) - hitpafewaww. epa.goviearth 1 né
Recyclad/Recyclable - Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)




Also enclosed herein are the original Fact Sheet and Project Map, the revised Fact Sheet
and Project Map, and, the revised Cost estimate spreadsheet required in Appendix C of the
CWPPRA Standard Operating Procedures.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Brad Crawford, P.E., at (214) 665-7255.

Sincerely,

Pk

William K. Honker, P.E.
Deputy Director
Water Quality Protection Division

Enclosures:

ce: (See Next Page)



c: via electronic copies

Mr. Troy Constance (Acting Chairman)

Chief, Restoration Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District
Office of the Chief

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Mr. Darryl Clark

Senior Field Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd.

Suite 400

Lafayette, Louisiana 70506

Mr. Gerry DuszynskKi

Acting Asst. Secretary

Dept. of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 44027, Capital Station
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-4027

Mr. Rick Hartman

Fishery Biologist

Chief, Baton Rouge Field Office

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service

c/o Louisiana State University

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803-7535

Ms. Sharon Parrish

Acting Chief, Marine & Wetlands Section
Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI
Water Quality Protection Division (6WQ-EM)
1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Mr. Britt Paul, P.E.

Assistant State Conservationist/Water Resources
Natural Resources Conservation Service

3737 Government Street

Alexandria, Louisiana 71302

Ms. Julie Z. LeBlanc, P.E.

Senior Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District
Planning & Project Management - Coastal Restoration
Branch

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Mr. Kevin Roy

Senior Field Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd.

Suite 400

Lafayette, Louisiana 70506

Mr. Tim Landers

CWPPRA Team Leader (Acting)
Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI
Water Quality Protection Division (6BWQ-EMC)
1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Mr. John Jurgensen, P.E.

Civil Engineer

Natural Resources Conservation Service
3737 Government Street

Alexandria, Louisiana 71302

Mr. Dan Llewellyn

Coastal Restoration Scientist Supervisor
DNR/Coastal Restoration Division

P.O. Box 44027, Capital Station

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-4027

Ms. Rachel Sweeney

Ecologist

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service

c/o Louisiana State University

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803-7535



Enclosure
Phase 2 Authorization Information

(Appendix C of the SOP)



PHASE 2 CHECKLIST

Phase 1 Project Description

Phase 1 was authorized by the CWPPRA Task Force on January 16, 2002, as part of Priority
Project List 11. The candidate project included mining and placing Ship Shoal sand from the Minerals
Management Service (MMS) Block 88 by cutterhead or hopper dredge to rebuild the west flank of
Whiskey Island, a distance of about 8-10 miles. The area to be restored included 57 acres of dunes, 7 feet
high and 150 feet wide, 114 acres of supratidal habitat at 4 feet in elevation, 208 acres of intertidal habitat
at a 2 foot elevation, and 8 acres of subtidal habitat from 0 to minus 1.5 feet in elevation. All areas would
be planted and sand fencing placed to trap wind-blown sediment. The original Phase 1 fact sheet, map,
fully funded cost estimate and Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) results are included in Enclosure 1.

Overview of Phase 1 Tasks, Process and Issues
LDNR contracted with the company of DMJM Harris for the Engineering and Design (E&D).
DMJM Harris conducted the following tasks:

. Delineated a borrow area on Ship Shoal by conducting a geophysical investigation.

. Surveyed the project area.

. Applied the appropriate modeling to optimize the cross section and to ensure the project
does not have a negative impact on adjacent areas.

. Developed project Plans, Specifications, Permit Drawings and Design Report.

Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is being addressed in two
separate tracks. To address potential impacts to the dredging borrow site, the MMS completed an
Environmental Assessment (EA) dated April 2004 addressing both this project and the Morganza to the
Gulf Levee project. That EA included information regarding cultural resources obtained from the remote
sensing survey completed by EPA in December 2003. NEPA compliance regarding the island fill site is
being addressed in a separate EA developed by EPA. The Draft EA was posted along with the 95% E&D
documents, and the NEPA documentation was completed with the issuance of a Finding of No Significant
Impact dated December 1, 2005. LDNR and EPA investigated the potential for cultural resource areas
and determined there are not any in the delineated borrow area or the project footprint.

The project site was affected by hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005. EPA and LDNR performed
an aerial survey of the island after each event and re-surveyed the island in August 2006. While the
storms disturbed the existing sediments, the quantities were not significantly affected. However, the cost
estimates based on current market conditions have been revised.

Description of the Phase 2 Project
The overall project objectives as enumerated in the 95% E&D report are:

. Demonstrate the feasibility of moving Ship Shoal sand to the Isles Dernieres for future
restoration projects;

. Restore the integrity of the West Flank of Whiskey Island to retain its structural function;

. Add offshore sediment to the West Flank of Whiskey Island from Ship Shoal to increase
sediment supply and strengthen island formation;

. Rebuild the natural structural framework within the coastal ecosystem to provide for

separation of the gulf and the estuary;

Create a continuous protective barrier for back bays and inland marshes;

Reduce wave energies thereby helping to reduce land loss;

Strengthen the longshore transport system of sediment for continuous island building;
Provide a unique and sustainable barrier island habitat for numerous biological species;
Restore roughly 500 acres of barrier island habitat on the island’s West Flank.

The proposed restoration template would restore the west flank of Whiskey Island through the



direct creation of approximately 415 acres of new intertidal, supratidal, and dune habitat plus 134 acres of
subtidal habitat. Once the project data was gathered and computer models developed, we realized the
project may concentrate over-wash toward existing marsh. We therefore decided to extend the dune
feature to protect this existing marsh. The project extension to the east will create approximately 85 acres
of additional new intertidal, supratidal, and dune habitat plus 69 acres of additional subtidal habitat.
Therefore, the total acreage created for the preferred alternative (Alternate “B” Extended) will be 500
acres of new intertidal, supratidal, and dune habitat plus 203 acres of subtidal habitat. The estimated
volume of sand needed, based on fill volume, is 3.85 million cubic yards. A revised fact sheet and project
map are included in Enclosure 3.

Phase 2 Checklist:

A.

List of Project Goals and Strategies.

. Demonstrate the feasibility of moving Ship Shoal sands to the Isles Dernieres for future
restoration projects;

. Restore the integrity of the West Flank of Whiskey Island to retain its structural function;

. Add offshore sediment to the West Flank of Whiskey Island from Ship Shoal to increase
sediment supply and strengthen island formation;

. Rebuild the natural structural framework within the coastal ecosystem to provide for

separation of the gulf and the estuary;

Create a continuous protective barrier for back bays and inland marshes;

Reduce wave energies thereby helping to reduce land loss;

Strengthen the longshore transport system of sediment for continuous island building;
Provide a unique and sustainable barrier island habitat for numerous biological species;
and,

. Restore roughly 400 acres of barrier island habitat into the island’s West Flank

A Statement that the Cost Sharing Agreement between the Lead Agency and the Local Sponsor
has been executed for Phase 1.

EPA and the LDNR entered into a cooperative agreement effective January 27, 2003, and revised
on February 25, 2004.

Notification from the State or the Corps that landrights will be finalized in a short period of time
after Phase 2 approval.

The project property is owned by the State of Louisiana and is managed by the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF). The landrights agreement between the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources was
sign and approved on October 26, 2005.

A favorable Preliminary Design Review (30% Design Level). The Preliminary Design shall
include completion of surveys, borings, geotechnical investigations, data analysis review,
hydrologic data collection and analysis, modeling (if necessary), and development of preliminary
designs.

The 30% E&D review was held in LDNR offices on November 8, 2004. In an email dated
January 12, 2005, EPA and LDNR informed the Technical Committee of the results of the 30%
E&D and our intent to move forward with the project.



E. Final Project Design Review (95% Design Level). Upon completion of a favorable review of the
preliminary design, the Project plans and specifications shall be developed and formalized to
incorporate elements from the Preliminary Design and the Preliminary Design Review. Final
Project Design Review (95%) must be successfully completed prior to seeking Technical
Committee approval.

The 95% E&D review was held in LDNR offices on September 28, 2005. The 95% concurrence
letter from LDNR was transmitted to the Technical Committee and P&E Subcommittee on
October 25, 2005.

F. A draft of the Environmental Assessment of the Project, as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act must be submitted thirty days before the request for Phase 2 approval.

The NEPA documentation was completed with the issuance of a "Finding of No Significant
Impact” dated December 1, 2005.

G. A written summary of the findings of the Ecological Review.

The final ER was posted as required prior to the 95% Design review. The document stated the
following:

Based on information gathered from similar restoration projects, engineering designs and related
literature, the proposed strategies in the Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration project will
likely achieve all of the desired goals. It is therefore recommended that this project progress
towards construction following a favorable 95% Design Review. However, prior to construction
the following needs to be addressed.

It is believed that the sandy material used to create the back barrier marsh component
will experience minimal settlement and consolidation over the life of the project.
However, a settlement analysis may be useful to determine how long the restored area
will remain at the intertidal target elevation range of 1.0-2.0 feet NAVD-88.

. Answer: The mash construction elevation ranges from +2° NAVD 88 to a +1’
NAVD. Instantaneous settlement of this high quality sand will occur prior to
construction being complete. If the material settles beyond the range of marsh
elevation more material can be placed to offset this settlement. Other barrier
island processes such as island rollover and cross shore sediment transport will
far out weigh settlement of the underlying materials. The question concerning
settlement was raised after the field data was collected. The design team did not
feel the cost to remobilize equipment out weighted the benefits from the data.
Permitting and regulations prevent LDNR from constructing marsh platforms at
significantly higher elevations than +2’ in the anticipation of settlement of the
underlying materials. Also, with no money for maintenance or re-nourishment,
settlement of the marsh can not be addressed once it settles out of the healthy
marsh range. Based on the quality of material being placed, and the minimal
amount of material being placed (less than 2’ on average) the design team did
not feel a geotechnical investigation on the marsh platform was warranted.

H. Application for and/or issuance of the public notices for permits. If a permit has not been
received by the agency, a notice from the Corps of when the permit may be issued.

The LDWF will be the permit holder and LDNR will act as their agent. The permit has been sent



for processing and should be approved within 3 months.

A hazardous, toxic and radiological waste (HTRW) assessment, if required, has been prepared.
An HTRW survey was not required.

Section 303(e) approval from the Corps.

EPA sent the approval request along with the appropriate documentation to the USACE in a
letter dated October 17, 2005. A Response is pending.

Overgrazing determination from the NRCS (if necessary).

In a letter dated August 26, 2005, NRCS concluded that overgrazing is not of concern in this
area.

Revised cost estimate of Phase 2 activities, based on the revised Project design.

The island was re-surveyed in August 2006 and a revised cost estimate developed based on
current conditions. The Fully Funded Cost (FFC) estimate was received from USACE on
November 17, 2006. Attached as Enclosure 4L is the revised spreadsheet from Appendix C of the
CWPPRA standard operating procedures (SOP). The revised estimate did not change the
prioritization score.

A Wetland Value Assessment reviewed and approved by the Environmental Work Group.

A revised WVA was completed by EPA and reviewed by the Environmental Work Group. As a
result of that effort, EPA received revised benefit numbers from the chairman of the
Environmental Work Group in an email dated August 25, 2005.

A breakdown of the Prioritization Criteria ranking score, finalized and agreed upon by all
agencies during the 95% design review.

A revised draft Prioritization Criterion ranking fact sheet and score was provided to the
Engineering and Environmental Workgroups for review on October 5, 2005, less the fully funded
cost information which had not yet been returned from the Economic Workgroup. The FFC
estimate was received on October 21, 2005, and the Prioritization Fact Sheet was finalized and
transmitted to the TC and P&E on October 25, 2005.



Enclosure 1

Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Phase 1 - Fact Sheet, Map,
Fully Funded Cost Estimate, and WVA
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LOUISIANA COASTAL WETLANDS CONSERVATION AND RESTORATION
TASK FORCE

JULY 2003



Project Name - Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration

Coast 2050 Strategy - Regional Ecosystem Strategy #14: Restore and maintain the Isles
Dernieres barrier island chain.

Project Location - Region 3 - Terrebonne Basin, Terrebonne Parish, west spit area
Whiskey Island.

Problem - The Isles Dernieres Chain, which has been considered one of the most rapidly
deteriorating barrier shorelines in the U.S., is losing its structural framework functions for
the coastal/estuarine ecosystem including storm buffering capacity and protection for
inland bays, estuary and wetlands, human populations and infrastructure. Chain breakup
has resulted from both major storm actions and from loss of nourishing sediment from the
natural system due to human alterations. Whiskey Island changes from 1978 to 1988
include loss of 31.1 acres per year.

Goals - 1) restore the integrity of the west flank of Whiskey Island to retain its structural
function to the coastal/estuary ecosystem; 2) add new offshore prime quality sediment into
the west flank; 3) initially restore approximately 387 acres of barrier island habitat to the
western flank.

Proposed Solution - The project entails mining and placing Ship Shoal sand from the
Minerals Management Service Block 88 by cutterhead or hopper dredge to rebuild the west
flank of Whiskey Island, a distance of about 8 miles. The area to be restored includes 57
acres of dunes 7 feet high and 150 feet wide, 114 acres supratidal habitat at 4 feet in
elevation, 208 acres intertidal habitat at a 2-foot elevation, and 8 acres subtidal habitat
from 0 to minus 1.5 feet in elevation. All areas would be planted and sand fencing placed
to trap wind-blown sediment.

Project Benefits - Benefits include prevention of loss of sediment from the system into
deeper Gulf waters or into bayside deeper water. The project would benefit a total of 398
acres of barrier island and shallow water. At the end of 20 years, there would be a net of
182 acres of island over the without-project condition.

Project Costs - The fully funded first cost is $38,985,100 and the total fully funded cost is
$39,302,900.

Risk/Uncertainty and Longevity/Sustainability - There is a moderate degree of risk
associated with this project due to greater storm effects in this area of the coast and
difficulty in engineering and construction. Benefits should continue for more than 20
years due to the high quality and compatibility of Ship Shoal sand.

Sponsoring Agency/Contact Persons - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Jeanene Peckham (225) 389-0736; peckham.jeanene@epa.gov

Wes Mcquiddy (214) 665-6722; mcquiddy.david@epa.gov

Brad Crawford (214) 665-7255; crawford.brad@epa.gov

36
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Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Plan
Whiskey Island West Flank -West Flank (TE-14-1w)

Fully Funded Costs Total Fully Funded Costs $39,302,900 Amortized Costs $3,461,459
Fiscal Land Federal LDNR Corps Construction Total First
Year Year E&D Rights S&A S&A Proj. Man.  Monitoring S&l Contingency Costs Cost
Phase |
5 1.000 2001 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
4 1.032 2002 $603,989 $3,141 $147,307 $125,635 $684 $0 $0 $0 $0 $880,756
3 1.065 2003  $1,068,543 $5,557 $260,607 $222,266 $706 $17,892 $0 $0 $0 $1,575,571
2 1.099 2004 $367,579 $1,911 $89,649 $76,459 $729 $6,306 $0 $0 $0 $542,633
TOTAL $2,040,111 $10,609 $497,562 $424,360 $2,120 $24,198 $0 $0 $0 $2,998,960
Phase Il
4 1.032 2002 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3 1.065 2003 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2 1.099 2004 $0 $0 $343,653 $293,095 $0 $0 $193,442 $4,580,519  $18,322,076  $23,732,786
1 1.134 2005 $0 $0 $177,325 $151,237 $752 $6,507 $99,816 $2,363,548 $9,454,191  $12,253,377
TOTAL $0 $0 $520,979 $444,331 $752 $6,507 $293,259 $6,944,067 $27,776,268  $35,986,163
Total Cost $2,040,100 $10,600 $1,018,500 $868,700 $2,900 $30,700 $293,300 $6,944,100 $27,776,300  $38,985,100
Year FY Monitoring O&M Corps PM Other
-1 1.171 2006 $6,716 $4,542 $776
-2 1.208 2007 $6,930 $4,687 $801 Total Phase | Phase Il Ph Il Incr 1 Ph 1l Balance
-3 1.247 2008 $7,152 $4,837 $827 Engr & Des| $2,040,111 | $2,040,111
-4 1.287 2009 $7,381 $4,992 $853 Lands $10,609 $10,609
-5 1.328 2010 $7,617 $5,152 $881 Fed S&A $1,018,541 $497,562 $520,979 $520,979
-6 1.370 2011 $7,861 $5,317 $909 LDNR S&A $868,692 $424,360 $444,331 $444,331
-7 1.414 2012 $8,113 $5,487 $938 COE PM $2,872 $2,120 $752 $752
-8 1.459 2013 $8,372 $5,662 $968 S&l $293,259 $293,259 $293,259
-9 1.506 2014 $8,640 $5,843 $999 Contg $6,944,067 $6,944,067 $6,944,067
-10 1.554 2015 $8,917 $6,030 $1,031 Const $27,776,268 $27,776,268 || $27,776,268
-11 1.604 2016 $9,202 $6,223 $1,064 Monitoring $30,705 $24,198 $6,507 $6,507
-12 1.655 2017 $9,496 $6,423 $1,098 Monitoring $171,948 $171,948 $20,798 $151,150
-13 1.708 2018 $9,800 $6,628 $1,133 0&M $124,554 $124,554 $14,066 $110,488
-14 1.763 2019 $10,114 $6,840 $1,169 COE PM $21,290 $21,290 $2,404 $18,886
-15 1.819 2020 $10,438 $7,059 $1,207 Total $39,302,916 | $2,998,960 | $36,303,956 || $36,023,432 $280,524
-16 1.878 2021 $10,772 $7,285 $1,245 $39,302,916
-17 1.938 2022 $11,116 $7,518 $1,285
-18 2.000 2023 $11,472 $7,759 $1,326
-19 2.064 2024 $11,839 $8,007 $1,369 w/o CRMS
-20 2.130 2025 $0 $8,263 $1,412
Total $171,900 $124,600 $21,300 $0
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 4 of 6 November 20, 2001




WETLAND VALUE ASSESSMENT

Benefits Summary Sheet

Project Ship Shoal: West Flank Restoration

The WVA for this project includes 1 area. Total benefits for this project are as follows:

Area AAHUs
A 191
TOTAL BENEFITS = 191 AAHUS
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WETLAND VALUE ASSESSMENT COMMUNITY MODEL

West Flank Area

Barrier Island
Project: Ship Shoal: Whiskey Pass Closure and Whiskey Island West Flank

Condition: Future Without Project

TYO TY 1 TY 10
Variable Value Si Value Si Value Si
Via % Dune 0 0.10 0 0.10 0 0.10
V1b % Dune Vegetated 0 0.10 0 0.10 0 0.10
V2a % Supratidal 47 0.90 47 0.90 47 0.90
V2b % Supratidal Vegetated 5 0.17 5 0.17 30 0.49
V3a % Intertidal 53 1.00 53 1.00 53 1.00
V3b % Intertidal Vegetated 5 0.18 5 0.18 20 0.40
V4 % Subtidal 59 1.00 58 1.00 47 1.00
V5 % Woody Cover 0 0.10 0 0.10 0 0.10
V6 Interspersion % 0.40 % 0.40 % 0.40
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4 100 100 100
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.525 HSI = 0.525) HSI = 0.564]
Project..... Ship Shoal: Whiskey Pass Closure and Whiskey Island West Flank
FWOP
TY 11 TY 20 TY
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value S
Via % Dune 0 0.10 0 0.10
V1b % Dune Vegetated 0 0.10 0 0.10
V2a % Supratidal 47 0.90 47 0.90
V2b  [% Supratidal Vegetated 27 0.45 5 0.17
V3a % Intertidal 53 1.00 53 1.00
V3b % Intertidal Vegetated 18 0.37 5 0.18
V4 % Subtidal 48 1.00 63 1.00
V5 % Woody Cover 0 0.10 0 0.10
V6 Interspersion % 0.40 % 0.40 %
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4 100 100
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.559 HSI = 0.525 HSI =
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WETLAND VALUE ASSESSMENT COMMUNITY MODEL

Area A

Barrier Island
Project: Ship Shoal: Whiskey Pass Closure and Whiskey Island West Flank

Condition: Future Without Project

TYO TY 1 TY 3
Variable Value S Value S Value SI
Via % Dune 0 0.10 15 1.00 15 1.00
V1b % Dune Vegetated 0 0.10 25 0.48 60 1.00
V2a % Supratidal 47 0.90 30 1.00 30 1.00
V2b % Supratidal Vegetated 5 0.17 25 0.43 70 1.00
V3a % Intertidal 53 1.00 55 1.00 55 1.00
V3b % Intertidal Vegetated 5 0.18 25 0.48 60 1.00
V4 % Subtidal 59 1.00 5 0.33 5 0.33
V5 % Woody Cover 0 0.10 5 0.55 5 0.55
V6 Interspersion % 0.40 % 0.60 % 0.60
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3 100 100
Class 4 100
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.525 HSI = 0.754] HSI = 0.861
Project..... Ship Shoal: Whiskey Pass Closure and Whiskey Island West Flank
FWP
TY S5 TY 10 TY 11
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value S
Via % Dune 15 1.00 15 1.00 15 1.00
V1b % Dune Vegetated 65 1.00 70 1.00 70 1.00
V2a % Supratidal 30 1.00 29 1.00 29 1.00
V2b  |% Supratidal Vegetated 75 1.00 50 0.75 70 1.00
V3a % Intertidal 55 1.00 56 1.00 56 1.00
V3b % Intertidal Vegetated 65 1.00 60 1.00 70 1.00
V4 % Subtidal 5 0.33 5 0.33 5 0.33
V5 % Woody Cover 10 1.00 10 1.00 10 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.68 % 0.90 % 0.90
Class 1 20 50 50
Class 2 50 50
Class 3 80
Class 4
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.918 HSI = 0.939 HSI = 0.951
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Project.......

FWP
TY 20 TY
Variable Value Si Value Si Value
Via % Dune 13 1.00
V1b % Dune Vegetated 60 1.00
V2a % Supratidal 27 1.00
V2b % Supratidal Vegetated 60 0.88
V3a % Intertidal 60 1.00
V3b % Intertidal Vegetated 65 1.00
V4 % Subtidal 6 0.37
V5 % Woody Cover 10 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.80 % %
Class 1
Class 2 100
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00
HSI = 0.933 HSI = HSI

AAHU CALCULATION

Project: Ship Shoal: Whiskey Pass Closure and Whiskey Island West Flank
West Flank Area

Future Without Project | Total | Cumulative
TY Acres x HSI HUs HUs

0 242 0.525[ 127.08
1 246 0.525[ 129.18 128.13
10 280 0.564 157.89 1289.82
11 276 0.559 154.26 156.07
20 234 0.525[ 122.88 1245.01
AAHUs = 140.95
Future With Project | Total | Cumulative

TY Acres x HSI HUs HUs

0 242 0.525[ 127.08
1 398 0.754 299.99 207.59
3 387 0.861[ 333.30 633.69
5 379 0.918[ 348.02 681.47
10 372 0.939 349.22 1743.20
11 369 0.951 351.01 350.12
20 345 0.933[ 321.71 3026.58
AAHUs 332.13

[NET CHANGE IN AAHU'S DUE TO PROJECT

[[A. Future With Project AAHUs = 332.13
[B. Future Without Project AAHUs = 140.95
([Net Change (FWP - FWOP) = 191.18
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Enclosure 3

Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Revised Fact Sheet and Map



Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration

Eleventh Priority Project List
of the
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Proposed by

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
and

LA Department of Natural Resources

Contacts: Brad Crawford - US EPA - (214) 665-7255
Kenneth Teague - US EPA - (214) 665-6687
Chris Williams - LDNR - (225) 342-7549



Project Name - Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration

Coast 2050 Strategy - Regional Ecosystem Strategy #14: Restore and maintain the IslesDernieres barrier
island chain.

Project Location - Region 3 - Terrebonne Basin, Terrebonne Parish, west spit area
Whiskey Island.

Problem - The Isles Dernieres Chain, which has been considered one of the most rapidly deteriorating
barrier shorelines in the U.S., is losing its structural framework functions for the coastal/estuarine
ecosystem including storm buffering capacity and protection for inland bays, estuary and wetlands,
human populations and infrastructure. Chain break up has resulted from both major storm actions and
from loss of nourishing sediment from the natural system due to human alterations. Whiskey Island
changes from 1978 to 1988include loss of 31.1 acres per year.

Goals - 1) Demonstrate the feasibility of moving Ship Shoal sands to the Isles Dernieres for future
restoration projects; 2) Restore the integrity of the West Flank of Whiskey Island to retain its structural
function; 3) Add offshore sediment to the West Flank of Whiskey Island from Ship Shoal to increase
sediment supply and strengthen island formation; 4) Rebuild the natural structural framework within the
coastal ecosystem to provide for separation of the gulf and the estuary; 5) Create a continuous protective
barrier for back bays and inland marshes; 6) Reduce wave energies thereby helping to reduce land loss;
7) Strengthen the long shore transport system of sediment for continuous island building; 8) Provide a
unique and sustainable barrier island habitat for numerous biological species; and, 9) Restore roughly 500
acres of barrier island habitat into the island’s West Flank.

Proposed Solution - The proposed conceptual restoration template would restore the west flank of
Whiskey Island through the direct creation of approximately 415 acres of new intertidal, supratidal, and
dune habitat plus 134 acres of subtidal habitat. In order to control flow training effects on the western
most existing marsh lobe, the project footprint includes an extension the dune feature eastward. The
project extension to the east would create approximately 85 acres of additional new intertidal, supratidal,
and dune habitat plus 69 acres of additional subtidal habitat. Therefore, the total acreage created for the
preferred alternate (Alternate “B”-Extended) would be 500 acres of new intertidal, supratidal, and dune
habitat plus 203 acres of subtidal habitat.

Project Benefits - Benefits include evaluation of the feasibility of using Ship Shoal sand for coastal
restoration as well as, adding sediment to the longshore transport system. The project would benefit a
total of 703 acres of barrier island and shallow water. At the end of 20 years, there would be a net of 195
acres of island over the without-project condition.

Project Costs - The fully funded first cost is $42,613,143 and the total fully funded cost is $42,918,821.

Risk/Uncertainty and Longevity/Sustainability - There is a moderate degree of risk

associated with this project due to greater storm effects in this area of the coast and difficulty in
construction. Benefits should continue for more than 20 years due to the high quality and compatibility
of Ship Shoal sand.

Sponsoring Agency/Contact Persons - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Brad Crawford, P.E., (214) 665-7255; crawford.brad@epa.gov

Kenneth Teague (214) 665-6687: teague.kenneth@epa.gov

Chris Williams P.E. (225)342-7549
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Enclosure 4C
Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Landrights Agreement



SCOTT A. ANGELLE
SECRETARY

KATHLEEN BABINEAUX BLANCO
GOVERNGR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT

December 28, 2005

Mr. Wes McQuiddy

U. 8. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re:  Ship Shoal - Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47
DWTF Letter Agreement
Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana

Dear Mr. McQuiddy:

Enclosed for your records is a certified original of the captioned document between the
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
for the above captioned project. This document has been recorded and certified by the Terrebonne
Parish Clerk of Count.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 225-342-5068.

. Montgomery
RD Land Specialist IIT

JMM

ci{w/o attachment)  Chris Williams, CRD Project Manager

Final distribution letter agreement dwf.wpd

COASTAL RESTORATION DIVISION
F. 0. BOX 44027 + BATON ROUGE, LA 70B04-4027 « 617 N, THIRD STREET » 10TH FLOOR = BATON ROUGE, LA 70802
PHOME (225) 342-7308 » FAX (225) 342-9417 « WEB hitp:/fwww.dnr.state la.us
AN EQUAL OFFORTUNITY EMFPLOYER



Terrebonne Parish Recording Page

I. Robert "Bobby" Boudreaux
Clerk Of Court
P.O. Box 1569
Houma, La 70361-1569
(985) 868-5660

Received From :
COLLING, DAN S CPL & ASSOCIATES INC
P.O. BOX 66773
BATON ROUGE, LA 70828

First VENDOR
[LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES ]

First VENDEE
[LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES |

Index Type : Conveyances File # : 1224363

Type of Document : Agreement
Book : 1844 Page : 520

Recording Pages : 13

Recorded Information
| hereby certify that the attached document was filed for registry and recorded in the Clerk of Court's office for

Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana

Cledk Of Court
- CLERK OF COURT
On {Recorded Date) : 11/23/2005 . ROBERT "BOBEY" BOUDREAUX
. Parish of Terebonne
At (Recorded Time) : 11:11:34:000 AM | certify that this is a true copy of the attached

document that was filed for registry and
Recorded 11/23/2005 at 11:11:34

OO A AN e Sk 145, P05
Flba Mumber 1224363

Doc ID - 004420600013 Moy (3 CLo 1%&512.34,‘.«_‘_

Daputy Clerk |

Retum To :
COLLINS, DAN & CPL & ASSOCIATES INC

P.O. BOX 66773
BATON ROUGE, LA 70896

Do not Detach this Recording Page from Original Document



SCOTT A. ANGELLE
SECRETAEY

KATHLEEN BABRINEAUX BLANCO
GOVERNORE

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT

August 23, 2005

Mr, Dwight Landreneau, Secretary
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Post Office Box 98000

Baton Rouge, La. 70898-9000

RE: Letter Agreement
Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47
Isles Dernieres Barrier Islands Refuge
Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana

Dear Mr. Landreneau;

When executed by you, this letter shall constitute an agreement (the “Agreement™ by and
between the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (“DNR™) and the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries (“D'WF”) whereby DWF authorizes DNR to conduct construction and monitoring
operations for the Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47 (“Project”) being a portion of
the Isles Dernieres Barrier Islands Refuge (“IDBIR™) as shown on Exhibit B attached hereto and made a

part hereof.

DWF has no objection to DNR, or its assigns, proceeding with the proposed Project for the
purposes authorized by Federal (16 U.S.C. 3951, et seq.) and State (R.S. 49:213-214) law within the
Project area shown on Exhibit A and pursuant to the Project Activity Summary on Exhibit C, both
attached hereto and made a part hereof, provided however, that DNR complies with the following
stipulations:

1. This Agreement pertains to the IDBIR as shown on Exhibit B.

2. Prior to any activities on the IDBIR, DMR shall contact Mr. Ed Mouton, or his assignee
{Programs Manager), at (337} 373-0032 to coordinate Project details.

3. DNR shall abide by the IDBIR regulations as set forth in Exhibit B, attached hereto and made a
part hereof, unless otherwise agreed to by DWF.

COASTAL RESTORATION DIVISION
F. 0. BOX 44027 » BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-4027 » 617 M. THIRD STREET + 10TH FLOOR « BATON ROUGE, LA T0802
PHONE (225) 342-T308 » FAX (225) 342-9417 « WEB http:/fwww.dnr.state.la.us
AN EQUAL OPFORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47
D'WF Letter Apgreement

Page 2

10.

11.

All equipment and routes shall be approved by the Programs Manager.

No activities will be allowed within 1500 feet of nesting bird colonies unless approved by the
Programs Manager.

It shall be the responsibility of DNR to repair any damages which may occur as a result of the
Project.

DNR agrees to defend, indemnify and hold DWF harmless from and against any and all claims,
demands, expense and liability arising out of injury or death fo any person or the damage, loss or
destruction of any property which may occur or in any way grow out of the proposed Project.

This agreement allows DNR to make minor modifications to the Project, but only insofar as
changes pertain to materials for project features and minor changes to project features locations,
as may be deemed necessary to fully and properly implement and maintain the Project. Further,
DNR will notify DWF of such modifications and allow DWF to comment on the modifications
prior to the implementation of such modifications, and shall, when practicable, consider and
include any comments by DWF,

DNR is responsible for all maintenance and repair of all project features. In the event DWF
notifies DNR that project features require maintenance or repair, DNR will provide such
maintenance or repair in a time frame that ensures that the objectives of the Project are not
compromised.

DNR agrees that any use of mechanized equipment must be pre-approved by the DWF Programs
Manager referenced in number 2 above.

DNR will provide a fulltime, onsite construction inspector 'to ensure compliance with the project
plans, specs, and the terms and conditions of this Agreement. If, in the opinion of DWF, DNR’s
operations conflict with the plans, specs and/or the terms of this Agreement, DWF shall contact
DNR fully describing what is in conflict. DNR will immediately contact the contractor to remedy
said conflict. If the conflict is not remedied to DWF’s satisfaction within 2 days, DWF may
suspend DNR’s operations until such time that conflict can be appropriately addressed and
remedied.



Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47

DWF Letter Agreement
Page 3

12.  In the event any change or condition should develop that affects IDBIR and that would affect
DNR’s ability to perform the activities granted under this Agreement, DWF agrees to notify DNR
at the following address:

Department of Natural Resources
Coastal Restoration Division

P. O. Box 44027

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4027
Phone: 225-342-7308

Fax: 225-342-9417

13.  The final plans will require approval by DWF and DNR, prior to construction.

The terms of this Agreement, where applicable, and except for Paragraph 7 above, are subject to
the availability of funds as stated in the CWPPRA Task Force Standard Operation Procedures. Should
funds not be available to comply with the terms of this Agreement, DNR agrees to use its best efforts to
secure funding to meet the terms stated herein.

This Agreement shall become effective upon the signature of DWF and shall remain in effect for
twenty (20) years from the date hereof unless sooner terminated by the mutual consent of DNR and

DWF,

DNR may assign or transfer, in whole or in part, any or all of its rights hereunder, but only to the
extent necessary to implement the purposes of the Project on the said Lands.

This Agreement shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties hcrefo, their
successors in interest, transferees and assigns,

If the foregoing accurately reflects your understanding of the agreement between DNR and DWF
relative to the referenced Project activities on the IDBIR, please evidence your approval by signing the
three (3) originals and returning the executed originals to this office. The documents will be recorded in
the public records of Terrebonne Parish, and a certified duplicate will be returned to your office upon
completion. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter,



Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47

DWF Letter Agreement
Page 4

Very truly ;

SCOTE A} ANGELLE

SEC RY

DEFARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES

Wl Z:; ESSES: é) ;
"

Print Name:[afe M W

ACCEPTED AND APPROVED THIS G‘;)é#’ DAY OF CDCJ-‘S‘{S‘:'V' 2{}@.

WITNESSES:

Iy
LANDRENEAU
Print Namecﬂ“;’ 5. G‘“ﬁﬁ-ﬁah Title: SECRETARY,
Print Name: - usan . Falcon




Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47

DWF Letter Agreement
Page 5

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF EAST BATON ROUGE

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, duly commissioned and qualified in and for said Parish
and State aforesaid, on this_%wh—day of QA 200 personally came and appeared Scott
A. Angelle, to me known, who declared that he is the Secretary of the Department of Natural
Resources, State of Louisiana, that he executed the foregoing instrument on behalf of said State Agency
and that the instrument was signed pursuant to the authority granted to him by said State Agency and that
he acknowledged the instrument to be the free act and deed of said State Agency.

A A

prin Name®”_ John F, Parker
Identification Number: 01117 NOTARY PUBLIC
My commission expires: ___ with life
(SEAL).




Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47

DWF Letter Agreement
Page 6

STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF EAST BATON ROUGE

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, duly commissioned and qualified in and for said
Parish/County and State aforesaid, on this 26 day of f&fober , 2085 , personally came and
appeared Dwight Landreneau, to me known, who declared that he is the Secretary of the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, State of Louisiana, that he executed the foregoing instrument on behalf of said
State Agency and that the instrument was signed pursuant to the authority granted to him, by said State
Agency and that he acknowledged the instrument to be the free act and deed of said S

e o

Print Name:
Notary Number: mem&r I
My commission expires: __ with life Notz- EE&B%IR
c i
(SM} “ Bar . - i43

; My Commission Expires At Death

State Bar
My Commission Expires At Death

c: DWF: Greg Linscombe
DME: Herbert Juneau, Helen Hoffpauir

FAUSERS\LANDProjectsiTEVTE4 Tshipshoalwhiskes\Agreements\DWF letter agreement. doc



Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47

DWF Letter Agreement
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Exhibit A
Exhibit B

Exhibit C

List of Exhibits

Project Area
Regulations for Isles Dernieres Barrier Islands Refuge

Project Summary
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EXHIBIT B

Lovisiana Register Vol. 25, No. 5 May 20, 1599 {PAGE }
DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries

Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

Isles Dernieres Barrier Islands Refuge
(LAC 76:111.321 and 331}

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby
establish emergency regulations for the management
of the Isles Dernieres Barrier Islands Refuge which
includes Wine Island, East Island, Trinity Island,
Whiskey Island, and Raccoon Island. Formerly, three
of these islands, Le., Wine, Whiskey, and Raccoon
Islands, were included within the Terrebonne Barrier
Islands Refuge and were regulated under provisions
of LAC 7611321, By promulgation of this
declaration of emergency, the Terrebonne Barrier
Islands Refuge regulations found at LAC 76:111.321
are hereby repealed.

A declaration of emergency is necessary to

" regulate public access to the Isles Demieres Barrier
[slands Refuge in order to ensure that those members
of the public utilizing the public use area on Trinity
Island enjoy a clean and healthful environment and in
order to minimize contact with the numerous species
of colonial seabirds that utilize the islands as nesting
habitat in the spring and summer months. This
declaration of emergency will become effective on
May 6, 1999 and shall remain in effect for the
maximum period allowed under the Administrative
Procedure Act or until adoption of the final rule.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part III. State Game and Fish Preserves and
Sanctuaries
Chapter 3. Particular Game and Fish Preserves
and Commission
§321. Terrebonne Barrier Islands Refuge
Repealed.

AUTHORITY MOTE: Promulgated in
accordance with R.5. 3&:6(18), R.8. 536:76] and R.5.
500785

HISTORICAL MNOTE: Promulgated by the
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission, LR 19910 (July 1993), repealed LR
23:

§331. Isles Dernieres Barrier Islands Refuge

A, Regulations for Isles Dernieres Barrier [slands
Refuge

1. Regulations for Wine Island, East [sland,
Whiskey Island, and Raccoon Island a. Public access
by any means to the exposed land areas, wetlands and
interior waterways of these islands iz prohibited.

¢. Disturbing, injuring, collecting, or attempting to

Requests to access exposed land areas, wetlands and
interior waterways shall be considered on a case-by-
case basis and may be permitted by the Secretary or
his designee in the interest of conducting research on
fauna and flora, of advancing educational pursuits
related to barrier islands, or of planning and
implementing island restoration projects.
b. Disturbing, injuring, collecting, or attempting to
disturb, injure, or collect any flora, fauna, or other
property is prohibited, unless expressly permitted in
writing by the Secretary or his designee for the uses
provided for in Paragraph 1.a. above.
c. Boat traffic is allowed adjacent to the islands in
the open waters of the Gulf and bays;, however, boat
traffic is prohibited in waterways extending into the
interior of the islands or within any land-locked open
waters or wetlands of the islands,
d. Fishing from boats along the shore and wade
fishing in the surf areas of the islands is allowed.
e. Littering on the islands or in Louisiana waters or
wetlands is prohibited.
f. Proposals to conduct oil and gas activities,
including seismic exploration, shall be considered on
a case-by-case basis and may be permitted by the
Secretary or his designee, consistent with provisions
of the Act of Donation executed by the Louisiana
Land and Exploration Company on July 24, 1997,

2. Regulations for Trinity Island
a. Public access is allowed in a designated public use
area. An area approximately 3,000 linear feet by 500
linear feet is designated as a public use area, the
boundaries of which will be marked and maintained
by the Department. The designated public use area
shall extend westward from the western boundary of
the servitude area reserved by Louisiana Land and
Exploration Company in the Act of Donation a
distance of approximately 3,000 linear feet and
northward from the southern shoreline within this
area by a distance of approximately 500 linear feet.
Public recreation such as bird-watching, picnicking,
fishing and overnight camping is allowed in this area.
Travel on or across this area shall be limited o foot
or bicycle traffic only. No use of all-terrain vehicles
or other vehicles powered by internal combustion
engines or electric motors shall be allowed.
b. Public access to all exposed land areas of Trinity
[sland, other than the public use area, is prohibited.
Requests to access these exposed land areas shall be
considered on a case-by-case basis and may be
permitted by the Secretary or his designee in the
interest of conducting research on fauna and flora, of
advancing educational pursuits related to barrier
islands or of planning and implementing island
restoration projects.

disturb, injure, or collect any flora, fauna, or other
property is prohibited, unless expressly permitted in
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writing by the Secretary or his designee for the uses
provided for in Paragraph 2.b. above.

d. Any member of the public utilizing the designated
public use area shall be required to have a portable
waste disposal container to collect all human wastes
and to remove same upon leaving the island.
Discharge of human wastes, including that within the
disposal container, onto the island or into Louisiana
waters or wetlands is prohibited.

e, Littering on the island or in Louisiana waters or
wetlands is prohibited.

f. Carrying, possessing, or discharging firearms,
fireworks, or explosives in the designated public use
ar¢a is prohibited.

g. Boat traffic is allowed adjacent to the island in
open waters of the Gulf and bays and within the man-
made canal commonly known as California Canal for
its entire length to its terminus at the bulkhead on the

B. Violation of any provision of these regulations
shall

be considered a Class Two Vielation, as described in
R.5.

56:115(D), 56:764, and 56:787.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with
RS

56:6(18), R.S. 56:109, and R.S. 56:781 et seq.
HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission,
LR 25:

Bill &. Busbice, Jr.
Chairman
QUS04

western end of the canal. No boat traffic is allowed in
other man-made or natural waterways extending into
the interior of the island or in any land-locked open
waters or wetlands of the island.

h. Fishing from boats or wade fishing in the surf
areas of the island is allowed.

i. Houseboats may be moored in designated areas
along the California Canal. An annual permit shall be
required to moor a houseboat in the canal. The
required permit may be obtained from the
Depariment of Wildlife and Fisheries New Iberia
Office.

j. Proposals to conduct oil and gas activities,
including seismic exploration, shall be considered on
a case-by-case basis and may be permitted by the
Secretary or his designee, consistent with provisions
of the Act of Donation executed by the Louisiana
Land and Exploration Company on July 24, 1997,



Exhibit “C”

Project Summary

Ship Shoal — Whiskey Island West Flank Project TE-47

Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana

Location
The project is located on Whiskey Island, a barrier island in the Isles Dernieres chain in south Terrebonne
Parish, Louisiana. The Whiskey West Flank project will extend Whiskey Island westward.

Problems

The Isles Dernieres barrier island chain, which is considered one of the most rapidly deteriorating barrier
shorelines in the United States, is losing its structural functions for the coastal/estuarine ecosystem. Chief
among these is the chain's storm buffering capacity and the protection it provides human populations, oil
and gas infrastructure, inland bays, estuaries, and wetlands. Chain breakup has resulted from both major
storm actions and, due to human alterations, the loss of nourishing sediment from the natural system.
Whiskey Island changes from 1978 to 1988 include the average loss of 31.1 acres per year.

Restoration Strategy

The project's objectives include: 1} restoring the integrity of the west flank of Whiskey Island to retain its
structural function; 2} adding new offshore sediment into the west flank; and 3} restoring roughly 387 acres
of barrier island habitat into the island's western flank.

One approach to the problem includes mining and importing offshore Ship Shoal sediment into the
Louisiana coastal ecosystem to increase the sediment supply and strengthen island formation. Other
approaches involve rebuilding the natural structural framework within the coastal ecosystem to provide for
separation of the gulf and the estuary, and creating a continuous protective barrier for back bays and inland
marshes to reduce wave energies, thereby helping to reduce land loss and restore the longshore transport
system. One final approach towards meeting these goals is to provide a unique and sustainable barrier
island habitat for numerous biological species, several of which are endangered, in areas that are presently
open water,

Ship Shoal sand would be mined by a cutterhead hydraulic dredge and/or hopper dredge. It would then be
transported approximately 8 miles to Whiskey Island. Restored areas will include: 1) 52 acres of 7-foot
high, 150-foot wide dunes; 2} 114 acres of above-tide habitat at an elevation of 4 feet; 3) 208 acres of
intertidal habitat at an elevation of 2 feet; 4) 8 acres of subtidal habitat, All areas will be planted and have
sand fencing placed in order to trap wind-blown sediment.

Deetails for pipes and booster pumps or additional equipment for hopper dredge operations will be analyzed
during engineering and design. Conventional equipment is expected to be used for earth moving to obtain
island design elevations, widths, and slopes. Approximate design features for the west flank restoration
include beach platform, dune, and marsh platform.

Maintenance is not proposed for this project. If a disastrous storm event should cause significant damage, a
restoration project would be proposed.



Progress to Date

This project was selected for Phase I {engineering and design) funding at the January 2002 Breaux Act
Task Force meeting, It is included as part of Priority Project List 11.
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KATHLEEN BABINEAUX BLANCO SCOTT A. ANGELLE

GOVERNOR SECRETARY
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT
October 20, 2005
Mr. Wes McQuiddy Via Facsimile
Team Leader
Marine and Wetlands Section (6 WQ-EM) (214) 665-6689

Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, Texas 75202

Re: 95% Design Review for Ship Shoal Whiskey Island West Flank, (TE-47)
Statement of Local Sponsor Concurrence

Dear Mr. McQuiddy:

We are in receipt of your October 11, 2005 letter regarding the captioned project. In that letter you indicated that
EPA has concluded the project is still viable and is recommending the advancement of the project to construction.

Based on our review of the technical information compiled to date, the Ecological Review, the preliminary land
ownership investigation, and the preliminary designs, we, as local sponsor, are in concurrence with proceeding
to construction. We have instructed the engineering and design firm (DMJM+Harris) to generate the final
construction bid documents.

In accordance with the CWPPRA Project Standard Operating Procedures manual, we request that you forward
this letter of concurrence along with the revised project cost estimate to the Technical Committee and the Planning
and Evaluation Subcommittee.

Please do not hesitate to call if I may be of any assistance.

Sincerely,
Christopher P. Knotts, P. E.
Director

CPK:LCW:dpg

cc: John Hodnett, Engineer Manager
Chris Williams, Project Manager
Luke Le Bas, Engineer Manager

COASTAL ENGINEERING DIVISION
P. 0. BOX 44027 « BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-4027 - 617 N. THIRD STREET » 10TH FLOOR « BATON ROUGE, LA 70802
PHONE (225) 342-7308 » FAX (225) 342-9417 » WEB http://www.dnr.state.la.us
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



KATHLEEN BABINEAUX BLANCO

GOVERNOR
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT
December 28, 2004
Mr. Wes McQuiddy Via Facsimile
Acting Chief
Marine and Wetlands Section (6WQ-EM) (214) 665-6689

Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, Texas 75202

Re: 30% Design Review for Ship Shoal Whiskey Island West Flank, (TE-47)
Statement of Local Sponsor Concurrence

Dear Mr. McQuiddy:

SCOTT A. ANGELLE

SECRETAEY

We are in receipt of your November 29, 2004 letter regarding the captioned project. In that letter you indicated
that EPA has concluded the project is still viable and is recommending the advancement of the project to the 95
Percent level, Questions were asked in the Ecological Review conceming the projects goals and objectives; these
issues will be addressed in the 95 Percent Design report prior to holding the 95 Percent Design Review.

Based on our review of the technical information compiled to date, the Ecological Review, the preliminary land
ownership investigation, and the preliminary designs, we, as local sponsor, are in concurrence with proceeding
to final design. We have instructed the engineering and design firm (DMIM+Harris) to bring the project to the

95 Percent level.

In accordance with the CWPFPRA Project Standard Operating Procedures manual, we request that you forward
this letter of concurrence along with the revised project cost estimate to the Technical Committee and the Planning

and Evaluation Subcommittee,

Please do not hesitate to call if I may be of any assistance.

Sincerely,

Christopher P. Knotts, P. E. jﬁ
Director

CPK:LCW:dpg

cc: John Hodnett, Engineer Manager
Chris Williams, Project Manager
Luke Le Bas, Engineer Manager
COASTAL ENGINEERING DIVISION

F. O. BOX 44027 « BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-4027 « 617 M. THIRD STREET » 10TH FLOOE » BATON ROUGE, LA TO802

PHONE (225) 342-T308 « FAX (225) 342-9417 » WEB http:/fwww.dnr.state.la.us
AN EQUAL OPFORTUNITY EMPLOYER

e,
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S0 St UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION &

% 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200

i??ﬁ 3 DALLAS, TX 75202-2733
L Fnu‘“@f

December 1, 2005

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

To All Interested Agencies and Public Groups:

In accordance with the environmental review guidelines of the Council on Environmental
Quality at 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1500, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has performed a Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the following proposed
action under the authority of the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
(CWPPRA) of November 1990, House Document 646, 101* Congress (Public Law 101-646).

Project Name: Ship Shoal Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

Sponsors: U.S. Environmental Protection Ageney, Region 6
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources

Total estimated funding 5o &b $42,175,800

Phase 1 (Engineering and Design) funding $ 2,999,000

Phase 2 (Construction) funding $39,176,800
Location: The proposed project is located on Whiskey Island in the Isles Dernieres

Barrier Island chain, centered at approximate coordinates 29° (03' 457
north latitude, and 90° 49’ 41" west:longitude:' The proposed sand borrow
site is located approximately 10:miles south-southwest of Whiskey Island
in the Gulf of Mexico, entirely within Block 88 of Ship Shoal.

Introduction; The EPA prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in December1993 for the
restoration of Isles Derniers Barrier Island which included Racoon Island, Whiskey Island,
Trinity Island and East Island. OnSeptember 4, 1997 EP A'issued an'addendum to the EA and a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) for the Whiskey Island Barrier Island Restoration and
Coastal Wetland Creation (TE-27) project, addressing the direct creation of approximately 355
acres (ac) of emergent marsh platform, and four major breach closures; including the Coupe
Nouvelle. The Statement of Findings was issued on November 6, 1997! ‘In April 2004, the U.S.
Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service (MMS), prepared an EA analyzing
the proposed action to dredge sand within Block 88 in the Ship Shoal area for placement on the
west flank of Whiskey Island (TE-47). Based on the EA, the MMS concluded that the proposed
action would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment and that preparation
of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was not warranted.

Proposed Action. The objective of project TE-47 is to continue the restoration of Isles
Dernieres. Offshore Ship Shoal sand would be excavated and transported a distance of

Intemet Address (URL) - httpuwaww.epa goviearth ré’
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approximately 10 miles to restore the west flank of Whiskey Island. The restoration includes a
600-foot (ft) wide berm at +3 ft North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD), and 300-ft
wide at +6 ft NAVD, and will require about 2.8 million cubic yards {cy) of sand. There is an
existing east flank restoration area which includes a 450-ft wide berm at +3 ft NAVD, and a 100-
ft wide dune transitioning from the west flank’s +6 ft NAVD to the east flank’s +4 ft NAVD.
Approximately 1.1 million cy of sand will be required for the transition. The existing back
barrier marsh habitat will be protected during the transition into the adjacent east dune to
mitigate overwash-breaching (i.e., western marsh lobe) and to retain the island structural
function.

After the construction, the west flank would be restored to approximately 415 ac of

" intertidal, supratidal, and dune habitat, and the extension to the east would be restored to
approximately 835 ac of additional intertidal, supratidal, and dune habitat, for a total of 500 ac.
The total benefits from the project would be the direct creation of approximately 85 ac of dune
platform, a net increase of 98 ac of supratidal and a net increase of 131 ac of intertidal habitats.
All areas will be planted and sand fencing placed to trap wind-blown sediment.

The proposed TE-47 project is part of and consistent with the Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force, and the Wetlands Conservation and
Restoration Authority ecosystem strategy to restore barrier islands and gulf shorelines.
CWPPRA provides Federal funds for planning and implementing projects that create, protect,
restore and enhance wetlands in coastal Louisiana. Under CWPPRA; the project cost is shared
by the Federal sponsoring agency and the State of Louisiana. The Federal government provides
85 percent of the project cost and the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDINR})
provides the remaining 15 percent,

Finding.. On the basis of this-Supplemental EA performed by the EPA of the proposed project,
and other findings and available information, the Regional Administrator has determined that the
proposed project is not a major Federal action significantly adversely affecting the quality of the
human environment, and that preparation of an EIS is not warranted. This preliminary FNST will
become final;30 days after the issuance of the publicinotice if no new information is received to
alter this finding. No administrative action will be taken on this decision during the 30-day
comment period. Comments regarding this preliminary decision not to prepare an EIS, requests
for copies of the EA, or review of the Administrative Record containing the information
supporting this decision, may be submitted inwriting to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency; Office of Planning and Coordination {6EN-XP); 1445 Ross Avenue, Suite'1200; Dallas,
Texas 75202-2733, or by telephone at (214) 665-8150.

Responsible Official,

g/é,ﬁ

‘'ohn Blevins
Director
Compliance Assurance
and Enforcement Division
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ECOLOGICAL REVIEW

Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration
CWPPRA Priority Project List 11
(State No. TE-47)

August 2005

Mark A. Stead
Restoration Technology Section
Coastal Restoration Division
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
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Ecological Review
Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

In August 2000, the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) initiated the Ecological
Review to improve the likelihood of restoration project success. This is a process whereby each
restoration project’s biotic benefits, goals, and strategies are evaluated prior to granting
construction authorization. This evaluation utilizes environmental data and engineering
information, as well as applicable scientific literature, to assess whether or not, and to what
degree, the proposed project features will cause the desired ecological response.

L Introduction

The proposed Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration (TE-47) project is adjacent to
the constructed Whiskey Island Restoration (TE-27) project located on the southernmost
boundaries of Lake Pelto and Caillou Bay in the Terrebonne Basin (Figure 1). Whiskey Island is
part of the Isles Dernieres barrier island chain which stretches for 20 miles along the Louisiana
coast, approximately 63 miles west of the mouth of the Mississippi River and 75 miles southwest
of New Orleans, Louisiana. The project area encompasses the western flank of Whiskey Island
which is the second island from the western end of the Isle Dernieres barrier island chain. The
total area of the Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration project is approximately 257 acres
of open water and 152 acres of land (United States Environmental Protection Agency [EPA
2001]). Approximately 700 acres of dune, subtidal, intertidal, and subtidal habitat will be
restored through the beneficial use of sand mined from the offshore bar known as Ship Shoal
located 10 miles south of Whiskey Island.

Caillou Bay

Lake Pelto

TE-47 Project Boundary
TE-27 Project Boundary

0 2 Miles

Figure 1. Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration (TE-47) project boundary
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The Isles Dernieres barrier island chain shoreline is one of the most rapidly deteriorating
barrier shorelines in the United States (Williams et al. 1992). It is estimated that most of
Louisiana’s barrier islands have naturally decreased in land mass by approximately 40% over the
last 100 years (Monteferrante and Mendelssohn 1982). Historically, tropical storms and
hurricanes have caused beach erosion and overwash of these islands. In addition, winter storms
and cold front passages contribute to the erosion of the islands, most notably the back barrier salt
marsh shorelines (LCWCRTF & WCRA 1999). Erosion of the gulf and bay shorelines is
causing the islands to narrow. From the 1890’s to 1988, island width had decreased
approximately 2,612 feet (Williams et al. 1992). Historical landloss estimates in the area have
averaged between 32.8 and 49.2 feet per year (LCWCRTF & WCRA 1999). Future landloss
projections estimate that none of the Isles Dernieres chain will remain by 2050 and some of the
islands will become sub-aqueous by 2007 (LCWCRTF & WCRA 1999). Mining of sand from
the Ship Shoal and using this material to nourish the beaches on the western flank of Whiskey
Island will aid in reducing storm surge and in protecting interior marsh and infrastructure
(LCWCRTF & WCRA 1999). This objective is in accordance with Coast 2050 Region 3
Ecosystem Strategies which include maintaining and restoring the Isles Dernieres barrier island
chain.

I1. Goal Statement
e Maintain approximately 125 acres of the created/restored dune, intertidal, and supratidal
habitat by the end of the 20-year project life (Table 1).
o Prevent breaching of the barrier island throughout the 20-year project life.
e Assess the effectiveness of mining offshore Ship Shoal sand for use in future barrier
island restoration projects.

Table 1. Acreage targets for the west flank of Whiskey Island with and without project (EPA 2003)

Target Year Future Without Project (Acres) Future With Project (Acres)
TY-0 186 186
TY-1 (as built) 179 500
TY-10 126 322
TY-20 60 125

III.  Strategy Statement
e Create a 200-foot wide gulfside beach berm at an elevation of +3.0 feet NAVD-88 and a
100 to 300-foot wide dune at an elevation of +4.0 to +6.0 feet NAVD-88.
e Create back barrier marsh on the bay side of the island at an elevation of +2.0 feet
NAVD-88 at the toe of the dune to +1.0 foot NAVD-88 at the toe of the platform.
e Sand fencing and vegetative plantings will be implemented to stabilize dune and back
barrier components.

IV.  Strategy-Goal Relationship

Project goals will be achieved by mining and transporting offshore Ship Shoal sand to
restore the west flank of Whiskey Island. Material would be transported a distance of
approximately 10 miles via pipeline and booster pumps to the island and used to create dune,
marsh and intertidal habitat. Conventional earth moving equipment would be used to obtain
design elevations, widths, and slopes. A design template which was selected through the
numerical modeling of alternatives was used to achieve the goal of preventing island breaching
over the life of the project.
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V. Project Feature Evaluation
Alternative Designs

Three alternative island designs were modeled by Moffat & Nichol Engineers, Inc.
(2004) to determine the best method for restoring the west flank of Whiskey Island. The
alternatives include three designs of differing dune width and height, back barrier marsh width

and height, and berm width and height are presented in detail below (Table 2).

Table 2. Alternative design parameters for the west flank of Whiskey Island

Alternatives| Berm Berm Height Dune Dune Height Back Barrier Back Barrier Total
Width (feet NAVD-88) | Width (feet NAVD-88) | Marsh Width | Marsh Height Acres
(feet) (feet) (feet) (feet NAVD-88) Created
A 100 3.0 200 7.0 975-1325 1.0-2.0 547
B 200 3.0 300 6.0 825-1225 1.0-2.0 549
C 300 3.0 400 5.0 675-1025 1.0-2.0 542

Alternative A (Figure 2 and Appendix A) involves the construction of a marsh platform,
beach berm, and dune. Because the design widths of the dune and beach berm are relatively
small, this alternative design allows for the creation of more back barrier marsh habitat (204
acres) in lieu of beach and dune habitat (126 and 83 acres, respectively) and 134 acres of
intertidal habitat. A total of 547 acres of subtidal gulf beach, dune, and intertidal marsh would
be created and or restored using this design alternative.

Figure 2. Alternative A (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)

Alternative B (Figure 3 and Appendix B) involves the same components as Alternative A
except that dune height is at a slightly lower elevation and dune and beach berm widths are
increased. This alternative will allow for the creation of more beach and dune habitat (144 and
90 acres, respectively) then Alternative A, but less back barrier marsh habitat (181 acres) and a
similar acreage of intertidal habitat (134 acres). A total of 549 acres of subtidal, gulf beach,
dune, and intertidal marsh would be created and or restored using this design alternative.
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Figure 3. Alternative B (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)

Alternative C (Figure 4 and Appendix C) also involves the same components as
Alternatives A and B except dune height will be further reduced than Alternative B and the width
of the beach berm and dune will be increased. Alternative C will result in the least amount of
back barrier marsh creation (146 acres) but the largest acreage of beach berm and dune habitat
(163 and 99 acres, respectively) and a similar total of intertidal habitat (134 acres). A total of
542 acres of subtidal gulf beach, dune, and intertidal marsh would be created and or restored
using this design alternative.

675" = 1025 (VARIES) 100

. , CONSTRUCTION TEMPLATE
BACK BARRIER MARSH PLATFORM i e ; ’
i 1.0 2 NAVD R -~ MO
Sy

Figure 4. Alternative C (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)

Model Discussion

Numerical models were developed by Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, Inc. (2004) to
examine hydrodynamics, waves, sediment transport, and morphological changes under “future
with-project” and “future without-project” conditions. In addition, the models were used to
compare the performance of the three alternatives under design storm conditions and during a
series of other storm scenarios over the 20-year project life. The models were developed using
the Delft3D modeling system, an integrated surface water modeling system by WL|Delf
Hydraulics in the Netherlands (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005).

Design Storm and Alternative Performance

Hurricanes and the associated storm surge play a large role in determining design
parameters for barrier island restoration projects. Dune height and width often reduce the
frequency of overwashing and breaching events that may occur and allow for the establishment

4
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of back barrier marsh vegetation. Using a developed stage of storms versus frequency estimate
for East Timbalier Island (Suhayda 1991) and Grand Isle (USACE 1979), Moffat & Nichol
Engineers, Inc. estimated that a Category 2 storm was a reasonable design storm for this project.
A design storm is essentially a storm that would recur over or near Whiskey Island once every
thirty years and have an estimated storm surge of +5.0 feet NAVD-88. Storm surge combined
with wave setup would increase the total height of surge to an estimated +7.0 feet NAVD-88.
Moffat & Nichol Engineers, Inc. modeled the effects of the design storm and a major storm
(Category 3-4), which is estimated to impact Whiskey Island once every 30 to 100 years,
respectively, in the three alternative designs.

The model showed that the three alternatives would likely survive the design storm
without catastrophic damage. However, Alternative C would experience overwashing and
breaching and would be vulnerable to smaller tropical systems. In addition, Alternative C has an
extremely wide dune, thereby reducing the acreage of the back barrier marsh. Alternative A was
estimated to prevent breaching and experience less inundation and erosion than both Alternatives
B and C during a design storm but caused increased flow-training effects on the central and
eastern sections of Whiskey Island outside of the project area. Alternative B also prevented
breaching but caused less flow-training effects, compared to Alternative A, on the central marsh
lobe and eastern portions of the island. Also, the dune height of Alternative B (+6.0 feet NAVD-
88) is consistent with the recommendations of Penland et al., (2003) that natural dune height
(3.0-6.0 feet NAVD-88) results in a significant increase in biodiversity. Therefore, the
Alternative B template was chosen by Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, Inc. as a superior design for
the reconstruction of the Whiskey Island western flank.

In the event of a major storm (Category 3-4), the hydrodynamic and morphological
impacts on the restored western flank of Whiskey Island are significantly more severe (DMJM +
HARRIS, Inc. 2005). It is estimated that the entire island would be under more than +7.0 feet
NAVD-88 of water. Significant breaching and subsequent erosion of the restored island area
would occur (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005).

Alternative B-Extended

As mentioned previously, modeling results of Alternatives A, B, and C showed that the
central marsh lobe (Figure 5) would experience increased overwash and possible breaching
(flow-training effects) if the island experienced a storm surge associated with a Category 2
hurricane. Therefore, a fourth alternative was formulated by Moffat & Nichol Engineers Inc. by
modifying Alternative B (Appendix D) with the intention of protecting the central marsh lobe
from inundation. This fourth alternative was called Alternative B-Extended. Modeling results
show that by extending the beach berm and dune template of Alternative B eastward, flow over
the marsh lobe in the middle section of the island would be reduced during a design storm. This
extended beach berm and dune template (Figure 6) would tie in with the previously constructed
TE-27 project. Additionally, this extension would, through longshore transport processes, act as
a feeder beach for the western flank. Alternative B-Extended was chosen as the preferred
alternative by the project team at the 30% Design Review Meetings.
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Alternative B-Extended involves the same components as Alternative B except that dune
and beach berm length extends farther east and dune height transitions from +6.0 feet NAVD-88
to +4.0 feet NAVD-88 to protect the central marsh area of Whiskey Island (Table 3). This
alternative will allow for more subtidal (203 acres), beach (198 acres), dune (121 acres), and
intertidal marsh habitat creation (181 acres) compared to the other alternatives. A total of 703
acres of subtidal gulf beach, dune, and intertidal marsh would be created and/or restored using
this design alternative.

Table 3. Design parameters of Alternative B and Alternative B-Extended for the west flank of Whiskey
Island (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)

Alternatives| Berm Berm Height Dune Dune Height Back Barrier Back Barrier Total
Width (feet NAVD-88) Width (feet NAVD-88) | Marsh Width | Marsh Height Acres
(feet) (feet) (feet) (feet NAVD-88) | Created
B 200 3.0 300 6.0 825-1225 1.0-2.0 549
B-Extended| 100-200 3.0 100-300 4.0-6.0 0-1225 1.0-2.0 703

The model also showed that significant losses of the restored western flank can be expected
over the life of the project. At the end of the project life it is estimated that only 20-30%, or
roughly 100 to 150 acres of the restored subaerial portion of the western flank using the
Alternative B-Extended design will remain without a maintenance event (Moffatt & Nichol
Engineers, Inc. 2004). In addition, the habitat type will change significantly over the life of the
project. Following construction, the restored western flank will likely have a habitat distribution
of 40% supratidal beach, 20% intertidal beach, and 40% intertidal marsh. At year 20 the
distribution would be similar to conditions today in that 20% supratidal beach, 60% intertidal
beach, and 20% intertidal marsh, would still exist. The relatively high loss of material is a direct
result of overwash during storm events, longshore transport, and other natural erosional
processes. Alternatives A, B, and C were estimated to have a similar percent of restored area
remaining at the end of the project life (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005).

Geotechnical Analysis of Borrow Site

The proposed borrow site is located approximately 10 miles due south of Whiskey Island
and is contained entirely within Ship Shoal-Block 88. Ship Shoal is an east-west linear offshore
bank 31 miles long by 3 miles wide and up to 16 feet thick and submerged in approximately 10-
30 feet of water (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005). In order to determine a suitable borrow site
within Ship Shoal, a preliminary geophysical survey was conducted by C & C Technologies
(2003). C & C Technologies determined that the west central section of Ship Shoal-Block 88
contained material suitable for restoring the west flank of Whiskey Island. A subsequent sand
source investigation of Ship Shoal-Block 88 was conducted by Soil Testing Engineers, Inc.
(STE) in late March and early April of 2004. The purpose of this investigation was to further
asses the suitability of the offshore borrow site material within Block 88 for the restoration of the
west flank of Whiskey Island (STE 2004). Thirty-five vibracores were collected from a 5,500-
foot by 6,500-foot plan view area of the middle to southern half of Block 88. The depth at which
the vibracores were collected ranged from 18 to 23 feet.

Analysis of grain size, Atterber limits determinations, moisture content determinations,
and specific gravity revealed that the upper sands were the most suitable sediment type present
within the area of Block 88 for island restoration. Typically, an upper fine sand layer was
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located at the crest or top of the shoal while a central silty sand to sandy silt layer and a lower
clay layer were contained underneath. It was determined that within the investigated area that
the upper sands ranged in thickness from 4 feet at the northeast corner to 20 feet or greater at the
northwest corner. A total of approximately 17,300,000 cubic yards of sand is contained within
the investigated area of Block 88. Mean grain size of the upper crest of the shoal was
determined to be 0.20 mm, with a 2.3 PHI value. These values were used to determine the
compatibility of the sediments at the borrow site to those contained at the western flank of
Whiskey Island.

Geotechnical Analysis of Whiskey Island West Flank

Soil Testing Engineers (STE 2004) performed a sampling investigation of the sediments
on and around both the eastern and western flanks of Whiskey Island in May of 2004. The
purpose of this sampling investigation was to compare the sediment characteristics of Whiskey
Island to those of the borrow site using a sediment suitability assessment. Forty-nine “grab”
samples were collected across the subaerial profile, south Gulf side, and back barrier of Whiskey
Island. Grain size sieve analyses and moisture content determinations were performed by STE to
classify sediments collected. Results of the geotechnical analysis indicated that the average
grain size of the material collected at or above MLW from the west flank of Whiskey Island was
approximately 0.20 mm.

Sediment Suitability Index

A sediment suitability assessment was conducted to determine how texturally similar the
borrow material in Ship Shoal-Block 88 was compared to the native material on Whiskey
Island’s western flank (STE 2004). If the material added to the western flank of Whiskey Island
is coarser or finer than the native material the performance of the project will be significantly
reduced. The borrow material placed on the beach of Whiskey Island will undergo a natural
sorting process as a result of coastal processes and will eventually approach the native grain-size
distribution. The finer material that does not match the native material will be lost offshore
(USACE 2002).

The mean grain size of samples taken from at or above MLW of the west flank of
Whiskey Island was approximately 0.20 mm, while deeper Gulf and bay subtidal samples were
significantly finer. Therefore, it was determined that the samples collected in Ship Shoal-Block
88 were similar to those collected at Whiskey Island and contained primarily fine sand with a
mean grain size of 0.20 mm. An overfill factor was used in order to estimate the volume of
borrow material needed to produce a stable unit of usable fill material with similar grain size
characteristics as the native material. If the overfill factor is estimated to be 1.0, the borrow and
native material are nearly identical. Overfill factors were computed using data from each of the
borrow area vibracores and samples from the MLW and shallow crest of the west flank. The
average overfill factor was calculated to be 1.2, meaning 1.2 volumetric units of borrow material
would be required to create 1.0 unit of stable Whiskey Island beach material.

Dredging Alternative Analysis

An estimated 2-4 million cubic yards of sand will be dredged and transported nearly 10
miles from Ship Shoal-Block 88. Dredging and transport alternatives were chosen based on
several factors including production rates, transport distance, water depth, environmental factors,
cost, and equipment availability (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005). Three dredging and transport
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options were chosen for further evaluation after completion of the Preliminary 30% Design
Review Meeting.

o Hydraulic suction cutterhead dredge with pipeline/booster station to shore: Transport
of sediments will be accomplished by pumping material through twenty to thirty-six
inch pipelines to shore. Floating and fixed booster pumps will be situated along the
pipeline and spaced to optimize cost. Once the sediment is transported, the material
will be placed along the front of the restoration project for final placement and
grading.

o Hopper dredges to intermediate point for transfer to pipeline/booster station to shore:
The pipeline to shore, with booster stations, would be similar to the first option but
shorter in overall length. Dredges will be chosen based on the operating drafts and
transfer points from the hopper dredge to pipeline to the shore of Whiskey Island.

e Hydraulic cutterhead dredge filling hopper barge for delivery to intermediate transfer
point to pipeline/booster station to shore: This approach is similar to the second
option substituting a cutterhead dredge and barges for the hopper dredges. This
option offers more flexibility and assurance of production output by using multiple
units as well as the ability to locate the transfer point in shallower water closer to
shore.

Dredging cost estimates were computed based on a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CEDEP estimating system, and included the costs of performing the dredging, transport and
placement of material. Based on these cost estimates DMJM+HARRIS determined that the
hydraulic suction cutterhead dredge with pipeline/booster station to shore is the most cost
effective and efficient alternative for the construction of this project.

Borrow Site Impacts

The Moffat & Nichol Engineers, Inc. model evaluated the changes in shoal geometry and
the resulting impacts on local wave conditions following mining of sediments from the shoal
(DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005). One concern with removing sand from Ship Shoal was the
impacts on regional and local wave conditions. Stone et al. (2003) found that removal of the
shoal (1.6 billion cubic yards) would increase significant wave heights during severe storms as
much as 90-100% over the shoal and 50% in the lee of the shoal, but that shoal removal would
not measurably increase near-shore wave energies or erosion on the Isles Dernieres. It can be
expected that impacts from removing 2-4 million cubic yards of material for this project would
be less severe then removal of the entire shoal.

Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, Inc. used SWAN for both existing and post-dredge
conditions to better understand the hydrodynamic impacts of removing 17 million cubic yards of
sediment (entire volume of Block 88) from the shoal, although only 2-4 million cubic yards
would be required for the restoration of the western flank of Whiskey Island. It was determined
that during a severe storm the change in wave height was estimated at 1.4 feet or a 7.0% increase
compared to current conditions. However, the extent of these impacts were localized and limited
to an area of approximately 4 miles wide by 6 miles long. Waves associated with fair weather
conditions travel over the existing shoal without dissipating. It can therefore be assumed that
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removing sand from Ship Shoal-Block 88 would have only a small localized impact on wave
climate under storm conditions.

Back Barrier Marsh Creation

Back barrier marsh will be created using coarse material mined from Ship Shoal. The
elevation of the back barrier will be +2.0 feet NAVD-88 at the back toe of the dune and +1.0 feet
NAVD-88 at the bay shoreline. Vegetation will be used to further stabilize the material. No
settlement analysis was conducted on the back barrier component but it is estimated that the
coarse material being used will experience little dewatering and consolidation. The back barrier
marsh elevation for this project is significantly lower than design elevations of similar barrier
island projects. However, many of the previous constructed back barrier marsh components
were built at an elevation to high to be considered function subtidal marsh (DMJM + HARRIS,
Inc. 2005).

Sand Fencing
Sand fencing aides in the formation of dunes and traps sand that otherwise would be lost

(Khalil and Lee 2004). The Barrier Island Comprehensive Monitoring (BICM) Program,
recommends installing sand fencing 4 feet high with 50% porosity (i.e., ratio of area of open
space to total projected area) placed parallel to shore along the entire length of the dune. The
purpose of the sand fencing design is to capture wind-blown sand and help build and stabilize
mounds. Sand fencing will be constructed on the western flank of Whiskey Island after the
construction of the dune, intertidal and supratidal components of the project are completed.

Vegetation
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) recommended the use of both

marshhay cordgrass (Spartina patens) and bitter panicum (Panicum amarum) in dune restoration
projects (USDA 1992). These plants should stabilize sand particles when used in conjunction
with sand fencing. A slightly altered protocol was recently formulated by LDNR’s Coastal
Engineering Division’s Planting Section. This protocol is based on reviews of previous planting
plans, specifications, and is meant to improve survival and coverage for the vegetative planting
of future projects. The new planting strategy includes increasing the diversity of the plants used
on berm and dune habitat and installing the plants earlier in the growing season. The added
species are thought to better tolerate the dry harsh conditions found on the berm and dune areas
of barrier islands during the summer months (Ken Balingher, LDNR, Personal Communication
April 2005). By installing the dune plants earlier in the season (early spring), the vegetation will
have time to establish root systems before summer begins and disturbances to bird nesting areas
will be minimized.

VI.  Assessment of Goal Attainability

Environmental data and scientific literature documenting the effects of the proposed
project features in field application are evaluated below to assess whether or not, and to what
degree the project features will elicit the desired ecological response.

Dune Building
According to the Louisiana Gulf Shoreline Restoration Report (Campbell and Benedet

2003), the basic design for beach nourishment should place enough sediment in the island system
to produce a volumetrically stable and sediment-rich barrier complex. The most important
parameter when developing an optimal design is to compensate for the amount of sediment

10
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typically lost naturally by the system. The initial increase in volume should also include natural
components of barrier islands, such as berm, dune, and back barrier marsh.

Historically, the height of artificial dunes is a controversial subject. Some hold the view
that dune height should mimic the natural surroundings and allow for overwash of the islands.
Penland et al. (2003) recommends building dunes at an elevation that mimics natural barrier
island conditions (+3.0 to +6.0 feet NAVD-88) to facilitate an increase in biodiversity. Others
believe that dune height should be significantly higher than natural dunes to protect
infrastructure and prevent overwashing during storm events (LGSRR 2003). Therefore, dune
height should be a function of specific project goals. If the goal of the project is to prevent
overwashing and breaches, higher dunes are needed. In contrast, if the goals of the project are to
maximize island and marsh footprints while maintaining the island area and its environment,
then lower and wider dunes should be constructed. The overall objective of the TE-47 project is
to maintain island area and mimic natural barrier island habitat; therefore, lower wider dunes that
allow some island rollover would be the favorable design specification.

There are several recently constructed Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and
Restoration Act (CWPPRA) barrier island projects that have included the design and
implementation of dune and marsh platforms. However, it is difficult to evaluate these projects
due to the fact that environmental monitoring data are limited. A list of constructed projects
along the Isle Dernieres barrier island chain and their respective design parameters are listed
below.

Isles Dernieres Restoration East Island (TE-20)
e Approximately 242 acres of supratidal, intertidal, and dune habitat was created using
sediments dredged from Whiskey Pass
e Marsh platform constructed to an elevation of +4 feet NAVD-88
e Dune elevation of +8 feet NAVD-88 with a dune width of 300 to 500 feet
o Construction completed in July 1999

Isles Dernieres Restoration Trinity Island (TE-24)
e Included the creation of approximately 353 acres of supratidal, intertidal, and dune
habitat using sediments dredged from Whiskey Pass
e Marsh platform constructed to an elevation of +4 feet NAVD-88 and 800 feet wide
e Dune elevation of +8 feet NAVD-88 with a dune width of 300 feet
e Construction completed in July 1999

East Timbalier Island Sediment Restoration — Phase 1 (TE-25)
e Included the creation of approximately 226 acres of barrier island habitat.
e Marsh platform constructed to an elevation of +2.0 feet NAVD-88 and 500 feet wide
e Dune elevation of +5 feet NAVD-88 and dune width of 200 feet
e A 7,000 foot seawall was constructed along the Gulf shoreline.
o Construction was completed in May 2001

Whiskey Island Restoration (TE-27)

e Included the creation of approximately 355 acres of supratidal, intertidal, and dune
habitat using sediments dredged from Whiskey Pass

11
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e Dune and Marsh elevations ranging from +3 to +4 feet NAVD-88 with a width of
300-500 feet
e Construction completed in July 1999

Timbalier Island Dune and Marsh Creation (TE-40)
e Marsh platform constructed to an elevation of 1.4 feet NAVD-88 and 800 feet wide
e Dune elevation of +8 feet NAVD-88 and a dune width of 400 feet
e Construction recently completed

Preliminary observations show that these barrier island restoration projects were effective
at reducing island erosion and initially succeeded in increasing the height and volume of the
islands (West 2004). However, sampling trips after the arrival of Hurricane Isidore and Lili have
shown that the previously mentioned barrier islands have sustained considerable loss of land on
both the gulf and bay sides of the island to open water. Although a significant amount of
sediment has been lost, the island chain has yet to become sub-aqueous due to the preventative
sediment fill before the arrival of two major storms. Sand fencing and vegetation plantings have
been shown to reduce sediment loss on the islands and should be installed as soon as possible
following construction. Increasing species richness and vegetative cover may promote increased
sediment stability and facilitate further synergistic effects of vegetation growth and volume
maintenance (West 2004).

Although the previously listed projects differ in design, the general objectives of creating
dune and marsh habitat, preventing breaching and overwashing and establishing vegetation are
similar. Future performance evaluations are needed for each of these projects to determine an
optimized design for island and marsh restoration in the barrier island systems.

Vegetation Plantings and Sand Fencing

Factors that may affect vegetative planting projects include soil characteristics, wave
fetch, herbivore threats, and many other site specific conditions (Bahlinger 1995). The USDA
recommends the use of both marshhay cordgrass (Spartina patens) and bitter panicum (Panicum
amarum) in dune restoration projects (USDA 1992). The following studies support the use of
vegetation plantings in barrier island restoration projects, when used in combination with sand
fencing.

e Mendelssohn et al. (1991) demonstrated the success of effectively building dunes in low
sediment supply systems such as Pass La Mer to Chaland Pass and Pelican Island by
combining vegetation plantings with sand fencing to decrease wind velocity along the dune.
The three species of plants used in the study were bitter panicum (Panicum amarum), sea
oats (Uniola paniculata), and seashore paspalum (Paspalum vaginatum). In addition,
Mendelssohn et al. (1991) concluded that straight fences with spurs were initially more
successful at accumulating sand and promoting dune height. Additionally, straight fences
arranged parallel to the shoreline were more effective overall when compared to those angled
perpendicularly to the shoreline.

e The Timbalier Island Planting Demonstration (TE-18) project was a 5-year demonstration of
sediment trapping fences used in conjunction with vegetative plantings to build dunes along
the gulf shoreline of Timbalier Island, in Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana. Over 7,390 linear
feet of sand fencing was constructed parallel to the Gulf of Mexico shoreline and each fence

12
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site had perpendicular spurs added every 50 feet that extended 25 feet from the fence
bayward. Marshhay cordgrass (Spartina patens) and Atlantic panicgrass (Panicum amarum
var. amarulum) were planted on the bay side of the fences. Both Panicum amarum var.
amarulum and Spartina patens displayed excellent transplant survival when sand fences
remained intact, approximately 93% and 53% respectively. Fenced and planted sections of
the project area experienced a 0.8 foot per year increase in average dune height between 1995
and 1999, while the reference areas experienced a 0.5 foot per year increase. Sand fencing
along with vegetative plantings appeared to be successful in trapping sediment and increasing
overall dune height particularly in the first one to two years after construction (Townson et
al. 1999).

In 1992, the LDNR performed a restoration study which incorporated the use of marshhay
cordgrass (Spartina patens) planted on 1-foot centers at Trinity Island, one of the four islands
within Isles Dernieres. By 1994, this and other native vegetation such as salicornia
(Salicornia virginica), baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), black mangrove (Avicennia
germinans), and seaside goldenrod (Solidago sempervirens) had propagated and assisted in
stabilizing the island (Bahlinger 1995).

Preliminary analyses of data from two similar CWPPRA barrier island projects showed only
a slight increase in vegetation cover two years following construction. At Isles Dernieres
Restoration East Island (TE-20), there was a slight increase in vegetation from 1999
(immediate post-construction) to 2001 (2 year post-construction) for bay, spur, and areas left
unplanted. Data for Isles Dernieres Restoration Trinity Island (TE-24) showed that vegetation
slightly increased in cover between 1999 (immediate post-construction) and 2001 (2 year
post-construction) for unplanted areas and for bay, dune, and spur areas planted (Krumrine
and Brass 2003).

Success of marshhay cordgrass (Spartina patens) has been demonstrated in many studies but
high mortality rates occurred in plantings for TE-25 and TE-30 on East Timbalier Island. The
drought conditions of 2001 could have negatively affected the vegetation in these projects. A
site visit in 2001 revealed that bitter panicum (Panicum amarum) was vigorous in most areas.
The advantages of bitter panicum as stabilizing vegetation far outweigh those of marshhay
cordgrass, thus bitter panicum is planted more often (Keith Lovell, LDNR, Personal
Communication, October 2003).

The Whiskey Island Restoration (TE-27) project included vegetative plantings of dune, berm
and back barrier marsh areas with smooth cordgrass (Spartina patens), bitter panicum
(Panicum amarum) and marshhay cordgrass (Spartina patens). Initial monitoring indicated
that vegetative survival one growing season after planting was very low (30.0%), possibly
due to drought after planting (Khalil and Lee in press). Additionally, vegetative cover in
planted areas was low (<15.0%), indicating alternate planting designs need to be considered
in future projects to maximize cover of bare sediment faster (West 2003). In 2003, thirty of
the fifty-six vegetation plots were underwater. Elevation models from the surveys indicated
volume loss of sediment 1.5 years after deposition to be approximately 21,6000 cy,
indicating the need for sand fencing used in conjunction with vegetative plantings soon after
construction.

13
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Vegetative plantings used in conjunction with sand fencing have been successfully
implemented to conserve and stabilize barrier island material that might otherwise be lost
through natural erosion processes. In most instances, vegetation plantings of bitter panicum
(Panicum amarum) and marshay cordgrass (Spartina patens) appeared to be the most successful
type of vegetation, in terms of survival and coverage, used on barrier islands. However, species
diversity should be a consideration in future plantings. Both sand fencing and vegetation
plantings should be installed soon after construction completion to conserve as much barrier
island material as possible.

Summary and Conclusion

The purpose of the Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration project is to rebuild and
nourish the western end of Whiskey Island using sand mined from the offshore submerged bar
known as Ship Shoal. Storm impacts, inadequate supply of sediments, and relative sea level rise
have left the western flank of the island in a critical state. Future landloss projections estimate
that none of the Isles Dernieres chain will remain in 2050 and that some of the islands will
become sub-aqueous by 2007 (LCWCRTF & WCRA 1999).

Numerical models developed by Moffatt and Nichol Engineers Inc. were used to mimic
surrounding hydrology, evaluate project design alternatives, and determine the effects of mining
sand on the Ship Shoal borrow site. The model predicted that both Alternatives A and B would
withstand a possible design storm (Category 2 hurricane). The model determined that
Alternative A would experience less inundation and erosion during storm conditions, but
previous literature has suggested the dune height of Alternative B would mimic natural dune
height (+3.0-+6.0 feet NAVD-88) and result in an increase in biodiversity. Alterative B was
selected as the most feasible means of restoring the western flank of Whiskey Island. However,
in order to prevent water from inundating the central marsh lobe and eastern section of the
island, an extension to Alternative B has been included in the designed. Analysis of model
results indicated that the consequences of removing sand from Ship Shoal would be relatively
insignificant and the hydrodynamic effects would be localized (Moffat and Nichol Engineers Inc.
2004).

Observations from past Isle Dernieres restoration projects have shown some initial
success was achieved in reducing erosion and increasing the height and volume of these systems.
Thus far, these projects have prevented the restored islands from becoming sub-aqueous despite
impacts from two major hurricanes. However, narrowing on both the bay and gulf sides of the
islands has been reported due to natural erosional forces, including longshore and crosshore
losses and loss due to storm impacts.

Monitoring results and literature reviews have revealed that sand fencing and vegetation
plantings aided in the formation of dunes and in conserving material that otherwise would be
lost. In order to increase survival and percent coverage rates of vegetation on barrier islands the
Coastal Engineering Division plans to increase the diversity of plants used on dune habitat and
back barrier marsh areas and plant vegetation earlier in the season to allow root systems to
develop before the harsh summer months (Ken Balingher, LDNR, Personal Communication
April 2005). Monitoring reports have advised installing sand fencing and vegetation plantings as
soon as possible after construction completion to conserve sediment (West 2005).
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VII. 95% Design Review Recommendations

Restoration of Louisiana’s barrier islands using offshore borrow material has been used
with great initial success, albeit at a high cost. Barrier islands will continue to erode, narrow and
migrate landward and experience loss due to storm events over time. However, without the
addition of new sand material to Louisiana’s barrier island systems valuable oil infrastructure,
coastal communities and interior marsh areas would be more vulnerable to flooding and wave
energies associated with hurricanes. Alternative restoration techniques, including the use of rock
shoreline protection structures on barrier islands, have proven largely ineffective. The
exceptions to this statement are the rock breakwaters constructed to protect Raccoon Island. In
this instance, a submerged shoal offshore of the island resulted in net accretion behind
constructed breakwaters. In most cases, rock breakwaters used to protect barrier islands inhibit
island rollover and in some cases interfere with longshore transport process resulting in increased
erosion effects down drift of the shoreline protection structure.

Based on information gathered from similar restoration projects, engineering designs and
related literature, the proposed strategies in the Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration
project will likely achieve all of the desired goals. It is therefore recommended that this project
progress towards construction following a favorable 95% Design Review. However, prior to
construction, the following issue needs to be addressed.

o [t is believed that the sandy material used to create the back barrier marsh component
will experience minimal settlement and consolidation over the life of the project.
However, a settlement analysis may be useful to determine how long the restored area
will remain at the intertidal target elevation range of 1.0-2.0 feet NAVD-88.
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Appendix A
Alternative A-Plan View (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)
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Appendix B
Alternative B-Plan View (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)
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Appendix C
Alternative C-Plan View (DMJM + HARRIS, Inc. 2005)
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Appendix D
Alternative B-Extended Plan View (DMJM + HARRIS

Inc. 2005)
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Enclosure 4K
Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Overgrazing Determination



Unitel States Dopartment of Agricufture

ONRCS |

Natural Reaources Cansaenvation Service
737 Govarnment Straat
Alexandria, LA 71302 :

August 26, 2005

Mr. Brad Crawford :
Environmental Protection Agency

Region VI

Water Quality Protection Division r{ﬁWQ EMC)
1445 Ross Avenue ;

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 g

Dear Mr. Crawford: ;

RE: Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

I am in receipt of your request for An overgrazing determination for the Ship Shoal: Whiskey
West Flank Restoration (TE-47). ] contacted our local district conservationist and our state
resource conservationist to d:scussj the grazing in the prnjﬁct area. Currently, livestock are not
grazing in the arca, nor do we see 4 potential for grazing once the project is installed. Therefore,
it is our opinion, overgrazing is n-::-i a problem in this project arca. If you have any questions
please let me know.

Sincerely, |

N/

W. Britt Paul I

Assistant State Conservationist |

for Water Resources and Rural Ddvelopment
|

1
1

ce: Randolph Joseph, Area Consedvationist, NRCS, Lafayette, Louisiana
Michael Trusclair, District Conservationist, NRCS, Thibodaux, Louisiana
Johanna Paic, State Grazing Lhnds Specialist, NRCS, Alexandria, Louisiana
John Jurgensen, Civil Eugmeel NRCS, Alexandria, Lovisiana

i
i
i
[
|
L
i

The Matural Resaimges Cund:rvmmn Szrvice provides leadership I 8 partnership effort 1o hefp people
conserva, me}mtafn and Improve aur adtursl resources and apvirermant,

! An Equal Spportunity Frovider and Emplayer
|



Enclosure 4L
Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Revised FFC Estimate



REQUEST FOR PHASE Il APPROVAL

PROJECT: Ship Shoal Whiskey West Flank Restoration
PPL: 11 Project No. TE-47
Agency: EPA
Phase | Approval Date: 16-Jan-02
Phase Il Approval Date: 25 Jan 2007 (Proposed) Const Start: Mar-07
Original Current Original Original Current Recommended | Recommended
Approved Approved Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline
Baseline Baseline Phase | Phase Il Phase | Phase Il Phase Il Incr 1
(100% Level) (100% Level) (100% Level) (125% Level) (100% Level)
(Col1+Col 2) (Col 3+ Col4) 1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 5/

Engr & Des 2,040,111 2,550,139 2,040,111 2,550,139
Lands 10,609 13,261 10,609 13,261
Fed S&A 1,018,541 832,592 497,562 520,979 621,952 210,640 210,640
LDNR S&A 868,691 741,592 424,360 444,331 530,952 210,640 210,640
COE Proj Mgmt - -

Phase | 2,120 2,120 2,120 2,120

Ph Il Const Phase 752 553 752 553 553

Ph Il Long Term 21,290 18,696 21,290 18,696 2,334
Const Contract 27,776,268 38,389,075 27,776,268 38,389,075 38,389,075
Const S&l 293,259 447,609 293,259 447,609 447,609
Contingency 6,944,067 9,597,269 6,944,067 9,597,269 9,597,269
Monitoring - -

Phase | 24,198 24,198 24,198 24,198

Ph Il Const Phase 6,507 6,042 6,507 6,042 6,042

Ph Il Long Term 171,948 153,227 171,948 153,227 19,127
O&M - State 124,554 77,455 124,554 77,455 9,669
O&M - Fed - 72,113 72,113 9,002
Total 39,302,915 52,925,941 2,998,960 36,303,955 3,742,622 49,183,319 48,901,960
Total Project 39,302,915 52,925,941 52,644,582
Percent Over Original Baseline 135%
Prepared By: B. Crawford Date Prepared: 21-Nov-06
NOTES:

cash flow\ SOP Append C - REVISED FINAL- Ship Shoal - Whiskey West Flank_Revised for Ph II_Nov 20, 2006.xls 11/21/200611:01 AM




Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Plan

PPL 11
Ship Shoal: Whiskey Island West Flank (TE-47)
Fully Funded Costs Total Fully Funded Costs $52,925,941 Amortized Costs $4,202,019
Fiscal Land Federal LDNR Corps Construction Total First
Year Year E&D Rights S&A S&A Admin Monitoring S&l Contingency Costs Cost
Phase |
7 0.827 2002 $415,139 $2,159 $101,248 $86,434 $345 $3,939 $0 $0 $0 $609,264
6 0.851 2003 $711,667 $3,701 $173,568 $148,173 $592 $6,753 $0 $0 $0 $1,044,453
5 0.871 2004 $711,667 $3,701 $173,568 $148,173 $592 $6,753 $0 $0 $0 $1,044,453
4 0.939 2005 $711,667 $3,701 $173,568 $148,173 $592 $6,753 $0 $0 $0 $1,044,453
3 1.000 2006 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $2,550,139 $13,261 $621,952 $530,952 $2,120 $24,198 $0 $0 $0 $3,742,622
Phase Il
2 1.043 2007 $0 $0 $115,889 $115,889 $304 $3,324 $246,264 $5,280,188  $21,120,750 $26,882,608
1 1.066 2008 $0 $0 $94,751 $94,751 $249 $2,718 $201,345 $4,317,081  $17,268,325  $21,979,220
0 1.088 2009 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
-1 1.111 2010 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
-2 1.135 2011 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $210,640 $210,640 $553 $6,042 $447,609 $9,597,269  $38,389,075  $48,861,828
Total Cost $2,550,139 $13,261 $832,592 $741,592 $2,673 $30,240 $447,609 $9,597,269  $38,389,075  $52,604,450
Year FY Monitoring )&M & State Ins;  Corps Admin Fed S&A & Insp
0 1.0883 2009 $6,244 $3,156 $762 $2,938
-1 1.1112 2010 $6,375 $3,222 $778 $3,000
-2 1.1345 2011 $6,509 $3,290 $794 $3,063
-3 1.1583 2012 $6,645 $3,359 $811 $3,128
-4 1.1827 2013 $6,785 $3,430 $828 $3,193
-5 1.2075 2014 $6,927 $3,502 $845 $3,260
-6 1.2329 2015 $7,073 $3,575 $863 $3,329
-7 1.2588 2016 $7,221 $3,650 $881 $3,399
-8 1.2852 2017 $7,373 $3,727 $900 $3,470
-9 1.3122 2018 $7,528 $3,805 $919 $3,543
-10 1.3397 2019 $7,686 $3,885 $938 $3,617
-11 1.3679 2020 $7,847 $3,967 $958 $3,693
-12 1.3966 2021 $8,012 $4,050 $978 $3,771
-13 1.4259 2022 $8,181 $4,135 $998 $3,850
-14 1.4559 2023 $8,352 $4,222 $1,019 $3,931
-15 1.4864 2024 $8,528 $4,311 $1,041 $4,013
-16 1.5177 2025 $8,707 $4,401 $1,062 $4,098
-17 1.5495 2026 $8,890 $4,494 $1,085 $4,184
-18 1.5821 2027 $9,076 $4,588 $1,107 $4,272
-19 1.6153 2028 $9,267 $4,684 $1,131 $4,361
Total $153,227 $77,455 $18,696 $72,113
11/21/2006
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 4 of 8



Enclosure 4M
Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Revised WVA



WETLAND VALUE ASSESSMENT COMMUNITY MODEL
Barrier Island

Project:

Condition: Future Without Project

Ship Shoal - Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

TYO TY 1 TY 10
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value Sl
V1 % Dune 0 0.10 0 0.10 0 0.10
V2 % Supratidal 30 1.00 30 1.00 28 1.00
V3 % Intertidal 70 1.00 70 1.00 72 0.94
V4 % Vegetative Cover 33 0.56 33 0.56 36 0.60
V5 % Woody Cover 15 1.00 15 1.00 16 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.72 % 0.72 % 0.65
Class 1 44 44 28
Class 2 15
Class 3 26 26 13
Class 4 30 30 44
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.742 HSI = 0.742 HSI = 0.731
Project....... Ship Shoal - Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)
FWOP
TY 20 TY TY
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value Sl
V1 % Dune 0 0.10
V2 % Supratidal 22 1.00
V3 % Intertidal 81 0.67
V4 % Vegetative Cover 20 0.38
V5 % Woody Cover 16 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.54 % %
Class 1
Class 2 30
Class 3 10
Class 4 60
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00
HSI = 0.624 HSI = HSI =




Project.......

FWOP
TY TY TY
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value Sl
V1 % Dune
V2 % Supratidal
V3 % Intertidal
V4 % Vegetative Cover
V5 % Woody Cover
V6 Interspersion % % %
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone

HSI

HSI

HSI

11/21/2006



WETLAND VALUE ASSESSMENT COMMUNITY MODEL
Barrier Island

Project:

Condition: Future With Project

Ship Shoal - Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

TYO TY 1 TY 2
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value Sl
V1 % Dune 0 0.10 7 1.00 7 1.00
V2 % Supratidal 30 1.00 30 1.00 30 1.00
V3 % Intertidal 70 1.00 63 1.00 63 1.00
V4 % Vegetative Cover 33 0.56 24 0.43 29 0.50
V5 % Woody Cover 15 1.00 11 1.00 11 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.72 % 0.69 % 0.70
Class 1 44 24 26
Class 2
Class 3 26 73 70
Class 4 30 3 4
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.742 HSI = 0.840 HSI = 0.854
Project....... Ship Shoal - Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)
FWP
TY 3 TY 5 TY 10
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value Sl
V1 % Dune 7 1.00 7 1.00 5 1.00
V2 % Supratidal 30 1.00 30 1.00 29 1.00
V3 % Intertidal 63 1.00 64 1.00 65 1.00
V4 % Vegetative Cover 30 0.51 45 0.72 46 0.73
V5 % Woody Cover 12 1.00 12 1.00 12 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.70 % 0.82 % 0.75
Class 1 27 40 30
Class 2 30 30
Class 3 68 30 25
Class 4 5 15
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
HSI = 0.858 HSI = 0.917 HSI = 0.909

11/21/2006



Project.......

FWpP
TY 20 TY TY
Variable Value Sl Value Sl Value Sl
V1 % Dune 0 0.10
V2 % Supratidal 28 1.00
V3 % Intertidal 72 0.94
V4 % Vegetative Cover 29 0.50
V5 % Woody Cover 10 1.00
V6 Interspersion % 0.66 % %
Class 1
Class 2 45
Class 3 40
Class 4 15
Class 5
V7 Beach/surf Zone 1 1.00
HSI = 0.713 HSI = HSI =

11/21/2006



AAHU CALCULATION

Project:  Ship Shoal - Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

Future Without Project [ Total Cummulative
TY Acres x HSI HUs HUs

0 1041 0.742 772.92
1 1007 0.742 747.68 760.30
10 758 0.731 554.30 5854.69
20 437 0.624 272.73 4077.80
AAHUs = 534.64
Future With Project [ Total Cummulative

TY Acres x HSI HUs HUs

0 1041 0.742 772.92
1 1249 0.840| 1048.84 907.51
2 1216 0.854| 1039.00 1044.00
3 1181 0.858| 1012.71 1025.87
5 1114 0.917] 1021.76 2035.80
10 946 0.909 860.35 4704.19
20 608 0.713 433.41 6358.02
AAHUs 803.77

NET CHANGE IN AAHU'S DUE TO PROJECT

A. Future With Project AAHUs = 803.77
B. Future Without Project AAHUs = 534.64
Net Change (FWP - FWOP) = 269.13

11/21/2006
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Ship Shoal/Whiskey West Flank (TE-47)

Prioritization Score



PRIORITIZATION FACT SHEET
Revised November 21, 2006

Project Name and Number:
Ship Shoal: Whiskey West Flank Restoration (TE-47)

Goals and Objectives:

e Demonstrate the feasibility of moving Ship Shoal sands to the Isles Dernieres for
future restoration projects;

e Restoring the integrity of the West Flank of Whiskey Island to retain its structural
function;

e Adding offshore sediment to the West Flank of Whiskey Island from Ship Shoal
to increase sediment supply and strengthen island formation;

e Rebuilding the natural structural framework within the coastal ecosystem to
provide for separation of the gulf and the estuary;

e Creating a continuous protective barrier for back bays and inland marshes;

e To reduce wave energies thereby helping to reduce land loss;

e Strengthen the longshore transport system of sediment for continuous island
building;

e Provide a unique and sustainable barrier island habitat for numerous biological
species; and,

e Restoring roughly 500 acres of barrier island habitat into the island’s West Flank

Proposed Solution

The Whiskey West Flank Restoration Project has completed the Phase 1 engineering and
design evaluations. The project entails mining and transporting offshore Ship Shoal
sediment to restore the west flank of Whiskey Island. A cutterhead suction dredge and/or
hopper dredge would be used at Ship Shoal. Material would be transported a distance of
approximately 8-10 miles with pipeline and booster pumps or as necessary to the island
area. The proposed design features include: a 600 ft wide beach berm at +3 ft, a 300 ft
wide dune at +6 ft elevation, and, a marsh platform which varies between 825 to 1225 ft
wide. Transition to existing east flank restoration includes: a 450 ft wide berm at +3 ft
and 100 ft wide dune that will transition in elevation from +6 ft from the west flank dune
to +4 ft onto the adjacent east dune.

Proposed Prioritization Criteria Scores and Justification

Cost Effectiveness (cost/net acre)

Score: 1

Net wetland acres protected on the west flank of Whiskey Island: TY20 = 195 acres
Current total fully-funded cost estimate: $ 52,925,941

$52,925,941/195 acres = $271,415/acre




Area of Need, High Loss Area

Score: 10

Based on the Memo Dated May 27, 2005, from Moffatt & Nichol, the projected historic
shoreline erosion rate for the West Flank for FWOP, is 80 ft/yr and 86 ft/yr for the dune
extension. The FWOP modeled shoreline erosion rates are 30 ft/yr for both the West
Flank and the extension. The project is in the Terrebonne basin, hence, the score is 10.

An alternate method for estimating the existing erosion rate is as follows: Per the
95% E&D report, FWOP @ TY 0 (850 acres)/FWOP @ TY 20 (358 acres) =
42.1% remaining. Converting to an average annual loss rate; (1- Loss Rate)® =
42.1% , hence, the average annual loss rate = 4.23%.

Implementability

Score: 10

No known serious impediments that would preclude the project’s timely implementation
have emerged.

Certainty of Benefits
Score: 7
Traditional barrier island project

Sustainability of Benefits

Score: 1

Based on information in the 95% E&D report, for FWP, the area remaining at TY20 =
553 acres of the original 1135 acres, (i.e. 48.72% remaining). Since the FWP loss rate is
based on the quality of sand, the FWP loss rates are used for this calculation rather than
converting back to the FWOP loss rate. Converting to an average annual loss rate is as
follows:

(1- Loss Rate)?® = 48.72%, results in a land loss rate of 3.53%. Applying a
3.53% loss rate to TY21-TY30 results in (1-0.0353)* = 69.8% remaining, or a
30.2% loss. This is a relatively conservative method to calculating % loss, hence,
other methods would likely result in an even greater loss, all indicating a score of
1. (Converting back to the FWOP loss rate would still result in a score of 1).

Increasing riverine input in the deltaic plain or freshwater input and saltwater
penetration limiting in the Chenier plain

Score: 0

The project will not result in increases in riverine flows.

Increased sediment input




Score: 10

The project will result in the significant placement of sediment from an offshore source.
The proposed project would input approximately 3.85 MCY (in place) of Ship Shoal
sediment into the Louisiana nearshore system.

Maintaining landscape features critical to a sustainable ecosystem structure and
function

Score: 10

The project serves to protect, for at least the 20 year life of the project, features which are
critical to maintaining the integrity of the Terrebonne Basin (e.g., barrier islands).

Preparer of Fact Sheet
Brad Crawford, EPA, 214-665-7255,

Resulting Score:
(1*2.0) + (10*1.5) + (10*1.5) + (7*1.0) + (1*1.0) + (0*1.0) + (10*1.0) + (10*1.0) = 60

References

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. October 2001. Ship Shoal: Whiskey Pass
Closure and Whiskey Island West Flank: Wetland Value Assessment Project Information
Sheet.

DMJM+Harris, Inc. 2005. Ship Shoal: Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration (TE-47)
Design Report. Revised for 95% Submittal. New Orleans, LA. 88 pp.
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Coastal Wetlands Planning, (%?@
Protection and Restoration Act = >N

SOUTH LAKE DECADE
FRESHWATER INTRODUCTION
(TE-39)

Phase Il Request

Technical Committee Meeting
December 6, 2006

Project Overview

Project Location: Region 3, Terrebonne Basin, Terrebonne
Parish, south shore of Lake Decade.

Problem: Interior marshes have suffered dramatic losses of
emergent vegetation and currently consists of fragmented
wetlands surrounded by open water areas. Shoreline erosion
along the south shore of Lake Decade threatens to breach the
existing levee that separates the lake from degraded marshes.

Goals:
1) Reduce interior marsh loss rates.
2) Increase the occurrence and abundance of SAV’s.




SOUTH LAKE DECADE - CU #1

PROJECT FEATURES

« Construction of 8,700 LF of Shoreline Rock Revetment
along the south existing embankment of Lake Decade
from the Transcontinental Pipeline crossing extending
westward to the mouth of Bayou Decade.

*The revetment will have a crest elevation of (+)3.5 ft.
NAVDS8, blanket width of 2 feet, 2:1 side slope, and an
average height of 4 feet.

Lake Decade :

Lapeyrous e
_ Canal.

TE-39 South Lake Decade
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SOUTH LAKE DECADE - CU #1

Project Benefits & Costs

e The 8,700 LF of rock revetment will benefit 823 acres of
intermediate /brackish marsh and 862 acres of open water
(total 1685 ac.).

* Within the 20 year life of the project (@ TY20), interior
marsh loss rates will be reduced and it’s projected that 202
acres will be protected.

* The fully funded cost of the project is $3,841,826. The
Phase II request amount is $2,221,042.

¢ The Prioritization Score is 74.95.

SOUTH LAKE DECADE - CU #1

Rapid Loss of Fresh/Interm/Brackish Marsh
Immediate Need

Initial Attention to a Critically Eroding Area
100% Landowner Support

Low Cost <$2,221,042>

High Prioritization Score <74.95>

Ready for Implementation
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United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service
3737 Government Street
Alexandria, LA 71302

December 3, 2006

Mr. Troy Constance, Acting Chairman
CWPPRA Technical Committee

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Dear Mr. Constance:

RE:  South Lake Decade Freshwater Introduction Project (TE-39)
Phase Two Authorization Request

Pursuant to Revision 11.0 of the CWPPRA Standard Operating Procedures (Section 6.j. and
Appendix C), please find enclosed the Phase Two Authorization Request package. This request
is for the construction of Construction Unit 1 (CU #1) of the South Lake Decade Freshwater
Introduction Project (TE-39). This project was authorized in January 2000 under Priority Project
List 9 (PPL9) by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation Task Force under the authority of
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA).

If you or any members of the Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee, Technical Committee or
Task Force have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Loland Broussard at (337)
291-3060.

Sincerely,

/sl W. Britt Paul
Assistant State Conservationist
for Water Resources and Rural Development

Enclosures

The Natural Resources Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer



2006 Phase Il Authorization Request

South Lake Decade Freshwater Introduction Project (TE-39)
Construction Unit 1

Description of Phase | Project

The South Lake Decade Freshwater Introduction Project (TE-39) was approved for Phase 1
funding by the CWPPRA Task Force on the 9™ Priority Project List. This project is located in
Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana, within the Terrebonne Hydrologic Basin, approximately ten miles
southeast of the community of Theriot. The project is bordered on the north by the southern
bank of Lake Decade and Small Bayou LaPointe ridge, to the east and southeast by an unnamed
oilfield location canal, on the south and southwest by undifferentiated marsh, and to the west by
an unnamed north - south oilfield canal and Bayou Decade. The purpose of the project is to
reduce current interior marsh loss rates and increase the occurrence and abundance of submerged
aquatic vegetation (SAV).

The proposed project, as selected for Phase | authorization, featured the construction of 5,200
linear feet of shoreline protection along the southern bank of Lake Decade, the installation of a
freshwater introduction structure in the southern bank of Lake Decade, and removal of an
existing weir in Lapeyrouse Canal. The Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) benefits attributed
to these features were a net increase of 201 acres by the end of the 20 year project life.

The total fully funded cost of the project at the time of Task Force approval was $3,968,577.
The estimated amount for Phase 1 costs was $396,489 and for Phase Il costs was $3,572,088.
Individual budget item costs are listed in the second column in the table on page 9.

During the Phase I planning process, NRCS conducted several field trips with an
interdisciplinary team of technical specialists to survey, evaluate, and collect data on vegetative
marsh types, emergent/submergent vegetative communities and predominance of each, wildlife
usage and habitat conditions, hydrologic conditions, and other physical and biological
parameters. As a result of this planning effort, the revision of and addition to initial project
features were identified (refer to Figure 1). The current proposed features for the TE-39 Project
are as follows:

(A) 3 Multi-gated Diversion Structures on south perimeter of Lake Decade;

(B)  Approximately 8,700 ft. of rock revetment along south shoreline of Lake Decade;

(C)  Enlargement of Lapeyrouse Canal from Lake Decade southward to interior open
water areas;

(D)  Approximately 2,900 ft. of oilfield canal embankment restoration;

(E) Installation of 2 low-level rock weirs;

(F) Installation of 1 armored plug closure;

(G)  Vegetative protection.
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Overview of Phase | Tasks, Process and Issues

It was proposed by NRCS and approved by the Engineering & Environmental Workgroups and
Technical Committee (26 Mar 2003) to separate the TE-39 Project into two “independent”
construction units. The purpose was to accelerate the E&D timetable on those project
components requiring less planning and design effort. Construction Unit No. 1 (CU #1) involves
the shoreline protection component of the project and Construction Unit No. 2 (CU #2) will
encompass the remaining freshwater introduction and outfall management features.

To-date the following tasks have been completed for the Phase 1 portion of Construction Unit
No. 1:

1) Plan of Work

2) Cost Share Agreement between NRCS and DNR

3) Cultural Resources & Oyster Investigations & Assessment

4) Landrights Work Plan

5) Prioritization Evaluation

6) Plan/Environmental Assessment & FONSI

7) Section 303(e) Approval

8) NRCS Overgrazing Determination

9) Draft Ecological Review

10) Design Surveys — NRCS

11) Geotechnical Investigation, Analysis, & Report

12) 30% Design Review

13) Draft Construction Plans & Specifications

14) Current Construction Cost Estimate

15) 95% Design Review

16) 404 and CUP Permits

Engineering and Design Tasks

Design surveys were completed by NRCS Construction Survey Crews and are included in the
95% Design Report posted on LDNR’s ftp server at the following link:

ftp://ftp.dnr.state. la.us/pub/CED%20Project%20Management/NRCS/TE-39-
CU1%20SLD/Phase2Request%20TC2005-12-07/

The surveys were completed using Ashtech Z-Extreme Dual Frequency Receivers operating in
RTK (Real-Time Kinematic) mode. The survey occupied DNR benchmark “TE-39-SM-A” for
control. Design survey cross sections were taken at approximately 200’ intervals along the
proposed earthen embankment and at 250 intervals along the lake rim of the project area. From
the survey data, an alignment was developed for the revetment and embankment. The survey
cross sections, survey profiles, and proposed alignment were used for calculating quantities.

Initial pipeline investigations have been initiated with known pipeline companies as shown on

the design drawings. Refer to the Design Drawings and LDNR Landrights Memo in the 95%
Design Report for established pipeline information.
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Geotechnical investigation and analyses have been performed. The geotechnical reports are
included in the 95% Design Report. The initial geotechnical report (August 2001) prepared by
Soil Testing Engineers, Inc. (STE) contains all boring and soils analysis along with predicted
settlement and stability for the proposed project features. A supplemental report (May 2004)
was provided by Burns Cooley Dennis, Inc. (BCD) with respect to additional settlement and
stability analysis on a rock/lightweight aggregate weir section for the proposed fixed crested weir
and rock revetment on the earthen embankment.

Evaluation of the two reports cited above resulted in a design decision to utilize the proposed
armored earthen embankment to configure the geometry of a proposed weir section with a solid
rock over flow section. A consideration given in the selection of the proposed weir design was
that the structure could be easily modified in the event an O&M contingency plan must be
implemented. The plan would be put in effect if the monitoring of interior wetland conditions
showed progressive land loss and deterioration due to increased water levels.

The shoreline protection feature for the south bank of Lake Decade was changed to a foreshore
dike during phase 1 planning and was analyzed in the STE report. However, after conducting
additional site visits to the project area, an observation was made that the foundation area of the
existing earthen embankment is pre-consolidated from the many years of direct loading applied
by the embankment. Therefore, a revetment of the existing embankment was chosen as the
preferred approach for shoreline protection.

Hydrologic and hydraulic calculations were performed by NRCS to insure that the proposed
embankment restoration and weir project features would not adversely affect the marsh interior
within construction unit number 1 (CU #1). A conservative approach was taken in the
calculations. Only existing significant hydraulic conveyance openings within the system were
used to compute discharge. The discharge area of the proposed weir was neglected. The
calculations confirm that the existing additional openings along the perimeter of the marsh
interior would adequately convey selected storm event capacities. Conversely, it was also
determined that the discharge capacity of the weir alone is sufficient to provide adequate
drainage for the identified watershed.

30% Design Review Meetings were held on September 17, 2003, and July 19, 2004. NRCS
received a letter from LDNR, dated August 2, 2004, stating they concur with proceeding with the
design of the project to the 95% design level. A 95% Design Review Meeting was held on
September 2, 2004. No outstanding engineering issues were identified and minor comments
were made regarding supporting data included in the 95% Design Report.

On October 13, 2004 the CWPPRA Task Force held their first annual funding cycle meeting to
select projects for Phase 2 funding. The TE-39-1 South Lake Decade Project was submitted for
funding consideration but was not selected. However, the TE-44 North Lake Mechant Project,
sponsored by USFWS and serves as a southwest extension of the TE-39 Project, was selected for
Phase 2 funding. It’s anticipated that the TE-44 Project will have a synergistic effect in abating
salinity and tidally induced problems that have direct impact to the CU #1 project area. The two
lower structural components in CU #1 (i.e. weir & embankment restoration) were targeted to
prohibit the same problems as stated above. As such, NRCS, DNR and landowner
representatives have agreed to remove the two lower components from 2005 Phase 2 approval
consideration for CU #1. These structural measures however, will remain as components of the
project due to their “potential” need as outfall management features for construction unit no. 2.
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Supplemental Tasks

Preliminary landrights have been executed with the landowner (Apache Louisiana Minerals
Inc.). The landowner has acknowledged intent to sign necessary documents once the project has
obtained Phase Il Task Force approval. Landrights with affected utilities and pipelines are
proceeding without interruption and are expected to be finalized in the near future. LDNR has
determined that no oyster seed grounds or leases will be affected by project implementation.

A review of the Louisiana Department of Culture, Recreation & Tourism, Office of Cultural
Development files indicated that two (2) cultural resource sites are located within the boundaries
of the TE-39 Project. Both of the sites are described as shell middens experiencing deterioration
due to many of the same impacts causing marsh loss (i.e. wave wash, scouring, subsidence, and
physical disturbance from canal dredging). A letter, dated May 24, 2001, was received from the
Louisiana Department of Culture, Recreation & Tourism stating that, due to the nature of this
project the sites will not be affected, therefore they have no objections to its implementation.

Comments relative to other significant task items are addressed in the attached “Checklist of
Phase Two Requirements”.

Construction Unit No. 1 Project Issues

At the September 17, 2004, 30% Design Review Meeting, concerns were raised and post-
meeting comments were received regarding the negative hydrologic impact the proposed
embankment restoration and low level weir may have on affected wetlands (i.e. increased water
levels). NRCS conducted an engineering survey of the CU #1 area which identified existing
perimeter boundary conditions and normal marsh elevations within the interior. An onsite field
trip was held on October 22, 2003, with various agency personnel to visually survey the
perimeter and interior conditions of the area. NRCS conducted hydrologic and hydraulic
mathematical modeling assessments on the proposed project features in question based on
collected survey data. Results of these assessments indicated that discharge removal rates of the
CU #1 area, with the proposed features in place, would not cause impoundment conditions that
would in turn negatively impact emergent wetland vegetation.

A second 30% Design Review Meeting was held on July 19, 2004. DNR and attending federal
agencies acknowledged their acceptance of NRCS’s modeling assessments. Agency comments
and NRCS responses, as a result of the 30% meeting are included in the 95% Design Report
posted on LDNR’s ftp server.

The 95% Design Review meeting for this candidate project was held on September 2, 2004. At
this meeting, reviewing agencies had the opportunity to provide comments regarding the 95%
Design Report and supporting documents that were posted on DNR’s ftp server on August 19,
2004. No significant outstanding issues were identified at the meeting and only minor comments
were made regarding Plans and Specifications in the Final Design Report.

NRCS consulted with DNR regarding the project changes made for CU #1 since the September
2004, 95% Design Review meeting. It was decided that another 95% Design Review meeting
was not necessary due to the revisions made were only exclusions to the prior reviewed project.
At NRCS’s request, DNR has re-posted the 95% Design Report along with updated project plans
and specifications at the following link:
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ftp://ftp.dnr.state.la.us/pub/CED%20Project%20Management/NRCS/TE-39-
CU1%20SLD/Phase2Request%20TC2005-12-07/

Description of Phase Il Candidate Project

The Phase Il candidate project consists of constructing an 8,700 linear foot shoreline protection
feature along the southern bank of Lake Decade (Figure 2). This shoreline protection feature
shall be a rock revetment that is built upon the existing embankment along the lake shoreline.
The revetment shall have 2(H):1(V) side slopes and be built to an elevation of +3.5° NAVD88
with a minimum rock thickness of 2 feet. All rock used in this construction shall be ASTM
6092-97 R-300 gradation.

Phase Il Funding

Construction for this project is tentatively scheduled to commence in August 2007 and proceed
for approximately 6 months. The estimated Phase Il cost of the project at the 100% funding
level is $3,171,215. Individual budget item costs are listed in the seventh column in the table on
page 9.

NRCS will formally request permission for Phase 2 approval and funding at the December 6,
2006 Technical Committee Meeting and subsequent approval from the Task Force at their
January 31, 2007 meeting. The total 2006 funding request will be $2,221,042. Individual budget
item costs are listed in the eighth column in the table on page 9.

Sponsoring Agency and Contact Person

“USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service”
Loland Broussard

Project Manager

646 Cajundome Blvd — Suite 180

Lafayette, LA 70506

(337) 291-3060 offc

(337) 291-3085 fax

Loland.broussard@Ia.usda.gov

“La. Department of Natural Resources”
Ismail Merhi

Project Manager

P. O. Box 44027

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4027

(225) 342-4127 offc

(225) 342-6801 fax
ismailm@adnr.state.la.us
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Checklist of Phase Il Requirements
South Lake Decade Freshwater Introduction (TE-39) CU# 1

A. List of Project Goals and Strategies.

The goals of this project are to reduce interior marsh loss rates and increase the
occurrence and abundance of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). The strategy
proposed to accomplish these goals is the construction of a rock revetment along the
south shoreline of Lake Decade.

B. A statement that the Cost Sharing Agreement between the Lead Agency and Local
Sponsor has been Executed for Phase I.

A Cost Sharing Agreement has been executed between NRCS (NRCS Agreement No.
CWPPRA-00-01) and DNR (DNR Agreement No. 2511-01-02), dated July 25, 2000.

C. Notification from the State or the Corps that landrights will be finalized in a short
period of time after Phase Il approval.

LDNR-CRD Land Manager sent a letter to the Chairman of the Planning and Evaluation
Subcommittee, dated September 2, 2004, which stated substantial progress had been
made regarding landrights acquisition, that no significant landrights acquisition problems
are anticipated, and that DNR is confident that landrights will be finalized in a reasonable
period of time after Phase Two Approval. A copy of the letter can be obtained by
contacting one of the sponsoring agency persons listed on page 5.

NRCS re-confirmed the above with LDNR Landrights Section via email correspondence
on November 9, 2005.

D. A favorable Preliminary Design Review (30% Design Level).

A 30% Design Review meeting was held on September 17, 2003. Issues were raised by
DNR and some federal agencies concerning the hydrologic impact that the proposed
project measures may have on interior wetlands. NRCS addressed these issues by
conducting hydrologic and hydraulic mathematical modeling assessments which
concluded no negative impacts are anticipated as a result of project construction. A
second 30% Design Review Meeting was held on July 19, 2004, in which DNR and
participating agencies concurred with NRCS’s assessments. Concurrence to proceed
with project designs to the 95% level was received by DNR in a letter dated August 2,
2004. A copy of the letter can be obtained by contacting one of the sponsoring agency
persons listed on page 5. All written comments received from the 30% Design Review
are addressed in the 95% Design Review Package posted on DNR’s ftp server.
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. Final Project Design Review (95% Design Level).

A 95% Design Review Meeting was held on September 2, 2004. No substantial
outstanding issues were identified and minor comments were made regarding supporting
data to the Final Design Report. In 2005, NRCS revised the project plans, specifications,
and construction cost estimate to reflect recent project changes. Revised data and the
95% Design Report are available on DNR’s ftp server.

. A draft of the Environmental Assessment of the Project, as required under the
National Environmental Policy Act, must be submitted two weeks before the
Technical Committee meeting at which Phase 2 approval is requested.

A Final Environmental Assessment of the TE-39 Project was released for public review
on June 2001. The Final EA was developed after comments were received and
incorporated in the draft Environmental Assessment which was submitted for interagency
review in April 2001. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was published in the
Federal Register on July 25, 2001, and in the local newspaper on July 31, 2001. No
comments were received regarding the FONSI. A copy of the Final Environmental
Assessment can be obtained by contacting one of the sponsoring agency personnel listed
on page 5 of this package.

. A written summary of the findings of the Ecological Review.

A draft Ecological Review, submitted August 2004, stated that the “proposed strategies
of the South Lake Decade Freshwater Introduction - CU 1 Project will likely achieve the
desired ecological goals.” A revised draft Ecological Review was submitted in August
2005, in which Section VII — Recommendations of the report concluded “At this time, the
level of design of the project’s physical effects and confidence in goal attainability
warrant continued progress toward construction authorization (pending a second
favorable 95% Design Review meeting, if required)”.

. Application for and/or issuance of the public notices for permits.

A Joint Permit Application with appropriate attachments, dated November 4, 2005, was
submitted to LDNR-Coastal Management Division (CMD) for processing. A letter,
dated January 19, 2006, was received from CMD stating the TE-39-1 Project was
reviewed for consistency with the approved Louisiana Coastal Resources Program
(LCRP) and complies. The COE 404 Permit was issued on July 17, 2006. The letter of
consistency and 404 Permit are available upon request at the sponsoring agency offices
listed on page 5.

A hazardous, toxic and radiological waste (HTRW) assessment, if required, has
been prepared.

NRCS has determined that an HTRW assessment is not required.
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J. Section 303(e) approval from the Corps.
Section 303e approval was granted by the Corps Real Estate Division on August 4, 2004.
A copy of the approval letter can be obtained by contacting one of the sponsoring agency
personnel listed on page 5 of this package.

K. Overgrazing determination from the NRCS (if necessary).

NRCS has determined that overgrazing is not a problem within the project area, nor is
there future potential for such problem.

L. Revised fully funded cost estimate, approved by the Economic Work Group, based

on the revised Project design and the specific Phase 2 funding request as outlined in
below spreadsheet.
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REFER TO ATTACHED FILE “South Lake Decade_Phll Revised_30 Nov 2006.xIs”
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1) The specific Phase 2 funding request (updated Phase 2 costs, three years of Corps
Administration and O&M) is $2,221,042.

2) The current estimated fully funded cost for TE-39 CU #1 is $3,841,825. This cost
was provided by Bill Waits (EconWG) and Loland Broussard (EngWG), and confirmed
by John Petitbone (EngWG Chairman) and Allan Hebert (EconWG Chairman) on
November 17, 2006. The revised fully funded budget spreadsheets, with the anticipated
schedule of expenditures, are provided as an attachment.

. A Wetland Value Assessment, reviewed and approved by the Environmental Work
Group.

A Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) was specifically prepared for the CU #1 portion of
the TE-39 South Lake Decade Project on March 20, 2003. A revised WV A was not
necessary at the 30% or 95% level of review because no changes were made in project
features that would have resulted in a change in projected project benefits.

Due to the removal of 2 structural components from CU #1 in 2005, NRCS revised the
2003 Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) accordingly. The result was a reduction in net
acreage from 207 to 202 acres. Kevin Roy, Environmental Workgroup (EnvWG)
Chairman, assisted in the re-assessment and determined the WVA revisions were minor
enough to negate a review by the EnvWG. A copy of the revised WVA is available upon
request by contacting the NRCS Lafayette Water Resources office at (337)291-3060.

. A breakdown of the Prioritization Criteria ranking score, finalized and agreed upon
by all agencies during the 95% review.

A revised Prioritization Fact Sheet was submitted to CWPPRA agencies for review on
November 4, 2005. Based on comments received, no corrections to the submitted fact
sheet were made. A final fully funded cost for the 2006 Phase Il request was confirmed
by the Economic Work Group on November 17th, therefore the Prioritization Fact Sheet
dated 30 November 2005 was revised to reflect such cost.

Listed below are current prioritization criterion and associated scores for the TE-39 CU
#1 Project:

Criteria Score Weight Final Score

Cost Effectiveness 10 2 20
Area of Need 9.3 1.5 13.95
Implementability 10 1.5 15
Certainty of Benefits 8 1 8
Sustainability of Benefits 8 1 8
HGM - Riverine Input 0 1 0
HGM — Sediment Input 0 1 0
HGM - Landscape Features 10 1 10

Total Score 74.95
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REQUEST FOR PHASE Il APPROVAL

PROJECT: South Lake DeCade Freshwater Introduction
PPL: 9 Project No. TE-39
Agency: NRCS
Phase | Approval Date: 11-Jan-00
Phase Il Approval Date: 31-Jan-07 Const Start: Aug-07
Original Current Original Original Current Recommended | Recommended
Approved Approved Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline
Baseline Baseline Phase | Phase Il Phase | Phase Il Phase Il Incr 1
(100% Level) (100% Level) (100% Level) (100% Level) (100% Level)
(Col 1+ Col 2) (Col 3+ Col 4) 1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 5/

Engr & Des 217,297 341,860 217,297 341,860
Lands 51,008 63,760 51,008 63,760
Fed S&A 74,486 84,818 37,243 37,243 46,555 38,263 38,263
LDNR S&A 37,244 184,380 18,622 18,622 146,117 38,263 38,263
COE Proj Mgmt - -

Phase | 973 973 973 973

Ph Il Const Phase 974 308 974 308 308

Ph Il Long Term 19,179 18,696 19,179 18,696 2,334
Const Contract 1,538,742 1,530,517 1,538,742 1,530,517 1,530,517
Const S&l 53,354 197,193 53,354 197,193 197,193
Contingency 384,686 382,629 384,686 382,629 382,629
Monitoring - -

Phase | 71,346 71,346 71,346 71,346

Ph Il Const Phase - -

Ph Il Long Term 740,757 - 740,757
O&M - State 778,531 921,160 778,531 921,160 27,067
O&M - Fed - 44,185 44,185 4,468
Total 3,968,577 3,841,825 396,489 3,572,088 670,611 3,171,215 2,221,042
Total Project 3,968,577 3,841,826 2,891,653
Current Estimate Compared to Original 97%
Prepared By: L Broussard Date Prepared: 30-Nov-06
NOTES:

cash flow\ TE-39_South Lake DeCade_Ph Il Revised_30 Nov 2006 12/3/200610:31 AM




Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Plan
South Lake Decade-CU#1 (TE-39-1)

PPL 9

Project Construction Years: 2 Total Project Years 22
Interest Rate 4.875% Amortization Factor 0.07939
Fully Funded First Costs $2,857,785 Total Fully Funded Costs $3,841,826

Present Average
Total Charges Worth Annual
First Costs $3,142,505 $249,497
Monitoring $0 $0
State O & M Costs $460,301 $36,545
Other Federal Costs $31,040 $2,464
Average Annual Cost $288,507 $288,507
Average Annual Habitat Units 60
Cost Per Habitat Unit $4,808
Total Net Acres 202

12/3/2006

All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 1 of 6



Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Plan
South Lake Decade-CU#1 (TE-39-1)

Project Costs $3,841,826 PPL 9
Fiscal Land Federal LDNR Corps Construction Total First
Year Year E&D Rights S&A S&A Admin Monitoring S&l Contingency Costs Cost
Phase |
9 2000 $43,509 $8,115 $5,925 $18,597 $124 $9,080 - $0 $85,350
8 2001 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 - $0 $146,315
7 2002 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 - $0 $146,315
6 2003 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 - $0 $146,315
5 2004 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 - $0 $146,315
TOTAL $341,860 $63,760 $46,555 $146,117 $973 $71,346 $0 $0 $0 $670,611
Phase Il
2 2007 - $0 $14,483 $14,483 $117 $0 $74,640 $144,830 $579,320 $827,873
1 2008 - $0 $21,725 $21,725 $175 - $111,960 $217,245 $868,980 $1,241,810
0 2009 - $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0
-1 2010 - $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0
-2 2011 - $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $36,208 $36,208 $292 $0 $186,600 $362,075 $1,448,300 $2,069,683
Total First Costs $341,860 $63,760 $82,763 $182,325 $1,265 $71,346 $186,600 $362,075 $1,448,300 $2,740,294
Year FY Monitoring )&M & State Ins;  Corps Admin Fed S&A & Insp
0 Discount 2009 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-1 Discount 2010 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-2 Discount 2011 $0 $15,715 $700 $2,000
-3 Discount 2012 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-4 Discount 2013 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-5 Discount 2014 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-6 Discount 2015 $0 $330,014 $700 $6,082
-7 Discount 2016 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-8 Discount 2017 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-9 Discount 2018 $0 $15,715 $700 $2,000
-10 Discount 2019 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-11 Discount 2020 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-12 Discount 2021 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-13 Discount 2022 $0 $257,826 $700 $6,082
-14 Discount 2023 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-15 Discount 2024 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-16 Discount 2025 $0 $15,715 $700 $2,000
-17 Discount 2026 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-18 Discount 2027 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-19 Discount 2028 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
Total $0 $697,985 $14,000 $33,164
12/3/2006
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 2 of 6



Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Plan

South Lake Decade-CU#1 (TE-39-1)

PPL 9
Present Valued Costs Total Discounted Costs $3,633,847 Amortized Costs $288,507
Fiscal Land Federal LDNR Corps Construction Total First
Year Year E&D Rights S&A S&A Admin Monitoring S&l Contingency Costs Cost
Phase |
9 1.535 2000 $66,778 $12,455 $9,094 $28,542 $190 $13,936 $0 $0 $0 $130,995
8 1.463 2001 $109,155 $20,358 $14,865 $46,655 $311 $22,781 $0 $0 $0 $214,124
7 1.395 2002 $104,081 $19,412 $14,174 $44,486 $296 $21,722 $0 $0 $0 $204,171
6 1.331 2003 $99,243 $18,510 $13,515 $42,418 $282 $20,712 $0 $0 $0 $194,680
5 1.269 2004 $94,630 $17,649 $12,887 $40,446 $269 $19,749 $0 $0 $0 $185,630
Total $473,886 $88,384 $64,534 $202,547 $1,349 $98,900 $0 $0 $0 $929,599
Phase Il
2 1.100 2007 $0 $0 $15,930 $15,930 $128 $0 $82,095 $159,295 $637,180 $910,558
1 1.049 2008 $0 $0 $22,784 $22,784 $184 $0 $117,418 $227,836 $911,343 $1,302,348
0 1.000 2009 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
-1 0.954 2010 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
-2 0.909 2011 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $0 $0 $38,714 $38,714 $312 $0 $199,513 $387,131 $1,548,523 $2,212,906
Total First Cost $473,886 $88,384 $103,248 $241,261 $1,661 $98,900 $199,513 $387,131 $1,548,523 $3,142,505
Year FY Monitoring )&M & State Ins;  Corps Admin Fed S&A & Insp
0 1.000 2009 $0 $4,200 $700 $1,000
-1 0.954 2010 $0 $4,005 $667 $954
-2 0.909 2011 $0 $14,288 $636 $1,818
-3 0.867 2012 $0 $3,641 $607 $867
-4 0.827 2013 $0 $3,472 $579 $827
-5 0.788 2014 $0 $3,310 $552 $788
-6 0.752 2015 $0 $248,028 $526 $4,571
-7 0.717 2016 $0 $3,010 $502 $717
-8 0.683 2017 $0 $2,870 $478 $683
-9 0.652 2018 $0 $10,239 $456 $1,303
-10 0.621 2019 $0 $2,609 $435 $621
-11 0.592 2020 $0 $2,488 $415 $592
-12 0.565 2021 $0 $2,372 $395 $565
-13 0.539 2022 $0 $138,864 $377 $3,276
-14 0.514 2023 $0 $2,157 $359 $514
-15 0.490 2024 $0 $2,057 $343 $490
-16 0.467 2025 $0 $7,338 $327 $934
-17 0.445 2026 $0 $1,870 $312 $445
-18 0.425 2027 $0 $1,783 $297 $425
-19 0.405 2028 $0 $1,700 $283 $405
Total $0 $460,301 $9,247 $21,794
12/3/2006
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 3 of 6



Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Plan

South Lake Decade-CU#1 (TE-39-1)

PPL 9
Fully Funded Costs Total Fully Funded Costs $3,841,826 Amortized Costs $305,019
Fiscal Land Federal LDNR Corps Construction Total First
Year Year E&D Rights S&A S&A Admin Monitoring S&l Contingency Costs Cost
Phase |
9 0.799 2000 $43,509 $8,115 $5,925 $18,597 $124 $9,080 $0 $0 $0 $85,350
8 0.817 2001 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 $0 $0 $0 $146,315
7 0.827 2002 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 $0 $0 $0 $146,315
6 0.851 2003 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 $0 $0 $0 $146,315
5 0.871 2004 $74,588 $13,911 $10,157 $31,880 $212 $15,566 $0 $0 $0 $146,315
TOTAL $341,860 $63,760 $46,555 $146,117 $973 $71,346 $0 $0 $0 $670,611
Phase Il
2 1.043 2007 $0 $0 $15,106 $15,106 $122 $0 $77,850 $151,058 $604,231 $863,472
1 1.066 2008 $0 $0 $23,157 $23,157 $187 $0 $119,343 $231,571 $926,286 $1,323,702
0 1.088 2009 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
-1 1.111 2010 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
-2 1.135 2011 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $38,263 $38,263 $308 $0 $197,193 $382,629 $1,530,517 $2,187,174
Total Cost $341,860 $63,760 $84,818 $184,380 $1,281 $71,346 $197,193 $382,629 $1,530,517 $2,857,785
Year FY Monitoring )&M & State Ins;  Corps Admin Fed S&A & Insp
0 1.0883 2009 $0 $4,571 $762 $1,088
-1 1.1112 2010 $0 $4,667 $778 $1,111
-2 1.1345 2011 $0 $17,829 $794 $2,269
-3 1.1583 2012 $0 $4,865 $811 $1,158
-4 1.1827 2013 $0 $4,967 $828 $1,183
-5 1.2075 2014 $0 $5,072 $845 $1,208
-6 1.2329 2015 $0 $406,862 $863 $7,498
-7 1.2588 2016 $0 $5,287 $881 $1,259
-8 1.2852 2017 $0 $5,398 $900 $1,285
-9 1.3122 2018 $0 $20,621 $919 $2,624
-10 1.3397 2019 $0 $5,627 $938 $1,340
-11 1.3679 2020 $0 $5,745 $958 $1,368
-12 1.3966 2021 $0 $5,866 $978 $1,397
-13 1.4259 2022 $0 $367,640 $998 $8,672
-14 1.4559 2023 $0 $6,115 $1,019 $1,456
-15 1.4864 2024 $0 $6,243 $1,041 $1,486
-16 1.5177 2025 $0 $23,850 $1,062 $3,035
-17 1.5495 2026 $0 $6,508 $1,085 $1,550
-18 1.5821 2027 $0 $6,645 $1,107 $1,582
-19 1.6153 2028 $0 $6,784 $1,131 $1,615
Total $0 $921,160 $18,696 $44,185
12/3/2006
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 4 of 6



E&D and Construction Data

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST 1,448,300
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION + 25% CONTINGENCY 1,810,375
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS
PHASE |
Federal Costs
Engineering and Design $341,860
Engineering $236,860
Geotechnical Investigation $40,000
Hydrologic Modeling $30,000
Data Collection $15,000
Cultural Resources $5,000
NEPA Compliance $15,000
0 $0
Supervision and Administration $46,555
Corps Administration $973
State Costs
Supervision and Administration $146,117
Ecological Review Costs $0
Easements and Land Rights $63,760
Monitoring $71,346
Monitoring Plan Development $0
Monitoring Protocal Cost * $0
Total Phase | Cost Estimate $670,611
* Monitoring Protocol requires a minimum of one year pre-construction monitoring at a specified cost based on project type and area.
PHASE 11
Federal Costs
Estimated Construction Cost +25% Contingency $1,810,375
Lands or Oyster Issues 0 lease acres $0
Supervision and Inspectic 200 days @ 933 per day $186,600
Supervision and Administration $36,208
State Costs
Supervision and Administration $36,208
Total Phase Il Cost Estimate $2,069,391
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT FIRST COST 2,740,002
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 5 of 6



Annual Costs

O&M Data

Federal State
Annual Inspections $1,000 $4,200 $5,200
Annual Cost for Operations $0 $0 $0
Structural Assessment Survey @ Yr 3,10 & 17 $1,000 $11,515 $12,515
0 $0
Specific Intermittent Costs:
Construction Items Year 3 Year 7 Year 10 Year 14 Year 20
Contractor Mobilization/Demobilization $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 $0
Replace 15% of rock on Shoreline Revetment $0 $173,250 $0 $0 $0
Replace 10% of rock on Shoreline Revetment $0 $0 $0 $115,500 $0
0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal $0 $203,250 $0 $145,500 $0
Subtotal w/ 25% contin. $0 $254,063 $0 $181,875 $0
Engineer, Design & Administrative Costs
Aministrative Costs $0 $5,000 $0 $5,000 $0
As-built costs $0 $10,012 $0 $10,012 $0
Eng Survey 5 days @ $2,503 per day $0 $12,515 $0 $12,515 $0
Construction 300 days @ $45 per day $0 $13,500 $0 $13,500 $0
Engineering and Design Cost $0 $30,724 $0 $30,724 $0
Subtotal $0 $71,751 $0 $71,751 $0
Federal S&A $0 $5,082 $0 $5,082 $0
Total $0 $330,896 $0 $258,708 $0
Annual Project Costs:
0 0 0
Corps Administration $700 $0 $0
Monitoring $0 $0 $0
Construction Schedule:
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Plan & Design Start March-00 7 12 12 12 12 0 0 0 0 0
Plan & Design End November-06
Const. Start August-07
Const. End January-08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0
12/3/2006
All dates are in Federal Fiscal Years (October 1 to September 30) Page 6 of 6
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{713) 2968 600D
WM APACHEDDRPCIM
December 1, 2005
Col. Richard Wagenaar
of the Army
New Orieans District, Corps of Engineers
‘Western Evaluation Section
P. 0. Box 60267
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267
RE: CWPPRA TE-39
South Lake Decade Project
Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana
Dear Colonel:
Apache owns i 267,000 acres of coastal marsh lands throughout

comprehensive protection
thmﬂpﬂwmm A portion of this activity has
Mmmwnwmmdmmm-aﬁummm
mmm&mmm-ﬂm

Lake DeCade. mwhnumiﬂnhmﬁmﬂmm
Mﬁmmumﬂmw-lm-m We are 30 excited
Mﬁnpﬂmmdﬁ:hﬁnﬁhwnﬁhhmmwuil
uphdumapd:'-mwmh&#': 15% of the cost share for Phase Il
funding of Conservation Unit #1 for this project.

Wemmmymmmmumdwwsum
time frame possible. wammdmmwmumm

Sincerely,
A RATION

ri



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DECISION: REQUEST FOR ONE YEAR EXTENSION FOR PHASE Il FUNDING FOR
A PROJECT NOT YET UNDER CONSTRUCTION WITHIN TWO-YEARS OF PHASE
Il APPROVAL

For Decision:

According to the CWPPRA Standard Operating Procedures (SOP): “If construction award has
not occurred within 2 years of Phase 2 approval, the Phase 2 funds will be placed on a revocation
list for consideration by the Task Force at the next Task Force meeting.” The Task Force
approved Phase Il funding on October 13, 2004 on the North Lake Merchant Landbridge
Restoration Project (TE-44). The Task Force is asked to approve the USFWS’ request for a
project extension of 1 year. The USFWS and LDNR are available to present project information

related to this request.
Technical Committee Recommendation:

The Technical Committee recommends the Task Force to approve a one year extension for the
project.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DECISION: TRANSITIONING PROJECTS TO OTHER AUTHORITIES

For Decision:

The Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee met and revised the draft transfer process to
transition CWPPRA projects to other authorities.

Technical Committee Recommendation:

The Technical Committee recommends that the Task Force approve the process to transfer
projects to other authorities.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DISCUSSION: FUNDING OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS
(EIS)/NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) FOR TRANSFERABLE
CWPPRA PROJECTS

For Discussion:

The Technical Committee discussed the issue of the CWPPRA Program funding all, part, or
none of EIS/NEPA development for projects that may be potentially transferred to other
authorities. The results of the discussion will be reported to the Task Force.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DISCUSSION: STATUS OF UNCONSTRUCTED PROJECTS

For Discussion:

As directed by the Task Force, the Technical Committee compiled a spreadsheet to begin the
discussion on the status of unconstructed CWPPRA projects which may be experiencing project
delays. The Technical Committee will present the information in general terms and will brief the
Task Force on the actions to be completed by the Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee to
further discuss and document individual project status, issues, available funding, timelines, etc.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

DISCUSSION: LONG-TERM O&M OF CWPPRA PROJECTS INCLUDING A
BREAKDOWN OF O&M BY PROJECT TYPE

For Discussion:

As directed by the Task Force, the Technical Committee discussed the funding of long-term
O&M of CWPPRA projects. This discussion included issues such as increases in O&M cost over
time, breakdown of O&M cost by project type, and the cost/benefit of continuing O&M
activities. This information will be presented to the Task Force. The Technical Committee will
request additional guidance from the Task Force on any additional actions necessary on this issue
(e.g. development of a process/evaluation to aid in determining if increases to individual project
O&M funding is “justifiable” based on a project’s observed benefits, performance
(effectiveness), and total costs.)



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

REPORT: PUBLIC OUTREACH COMMITTEE QUARTERLY REPORT

Report:

Ms. Burruss will present the Public Outreach Committee’s Quarterly Report.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT
TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

ANNOUNCEMENT: DATE AND LOCATION OF NEXT TASK FORCE MEETING

Announcement:

The next meeting of the Task Force is scheduled for 9:30 a.m., April 11, 2007 in Lafayette,
Louisiana.



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT

TASK FORCE MEETING

February 15, 2007

ANNOUNCEMENT: DATES AND LOCATIONS OF UPCOMING CWPPRA

Announcement:

March 14, 2007
April 11, 2007
June 13, 2007

July 11, 2007
August 29, 2007
August 30, 2007
September 12, 2007
October 17, 2007
December 5, 2007

January 8, 2008
January 9, 2008
January 10, 2008
January 10, 2008
January 30, 2008
February 13, 2008
March 19, 2008
April 23, 2008
June 18, 2008
July 16, 2008
August 27, 2008
August 28, 2008
September 10, 2008
October 15, 2008
December 3, 2008

9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
7:00 p.m.
7:00 p.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.

10:00 a.m.
9:00 a.m.

9:00 a.m.

1:00 p.m.

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
7:00 p.m.
7:00 p.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m.

MEETINGS

2007

Technical Committee
Task Force

Technical Committee
Task Force

PPL17 Public Meeting
PPL17 Public Meeting
Technical Committee
Task Force

Technical Committee

2008

RPT Region IV

RPT Region Il

RPT Region Il

RPT Region |
Coast-wide RPT voting Mtg.
Task Force

Technical Committee
Task Force

Technical Committee
Task Force

PPL 18 Public Meeting
PPL 18 Public Meeting
Technical Committee
Task Force

Technical Committee

New Orleans
Lafayette

Baton Rouge
New Orleans
Abbeville

New Orleans
New Orleans
New Orleans
Baton Rouge

Rockefeller Refuge
Morgan City
New Orleans
New Orleans
Baton Rouge
Baton Rouge
New Orleans
Lafayette
Baton Rouge
New Orleans
Abbeville
New Orleans
New Orleans
New Orleans
Baton Rouge



2009
February 4, 2009 9:30 a.m. Task Force Baton Rouge

* Dates in BOLD are new or revised dates.
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