






CWPPRA 
COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

AGENDA 
April 19, 2012, 9:30 a.m. 

 
Location: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Office 
District Assembly Room (DARM) 

7400 Leake Avenue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

 
Documentation of Technical Committee meetings may be found at: 

http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/pd/cwppra_mission.htm 
 
 

Tab Number    Agenda Item 
 

1. Meeting Initiation 9:30 a.m. to 9:40 a.m. 
a. Introduction of Technical Committee or Alternates 
b. Opening remarks of Technical Committee Members 
c. Request for Agenda Changes/Additional Agenda Items/Adoption of Agenda 

 

2. Report:  Status of Breaux Act Program Funds and Projects (Gay Browning, USACE) 9:40 
a.m. to 9:55 a.m.  Ms. Gay Browning will provide an overview of the status of CWPPRA 
accounts and available funding in the Planning and Construction Programs. 
 

3. Decision:  Selection of Ten Candidate Projects and up to Three Demonstration Projects to 
Evaluate for PPL 22 (Brad Inman, USACE) 9:55 a.m. to 10:25 a.m.  The Technical 
Committee will consider preliminary costs and benefits of the 22nd Priority Project List (PPL) 
project and demonstration project nominees listed below.  The Technical Committee will select 
10 projects and up to 3 demonstration projects as PPL 22 candidates to be evaluated for Phase 0 
analysis, which will be considered later for final selection of projects that will be approved for 
Phase I (Planning and Engineering and Design). 
 

Region Basin PPL 22 Nominees 
1 Pontchartrain Small Mississippi River Reintroduction into LaBranche Wetlands 
1 Pontchartrain Triangle- Restoring Cypress-Tupelo Swamp & Marsh  
1 Pontchartrain New Orleans Landbridge Shoreline Stabilization & Marsh Creation 
2 Mississippi River Delta Pass a Loutre Crevasse 
2 Mississippi River Delta Pass a Loutre Hydrologic Restoration 
2 Breton Sound Lake Lery Marsh Creation & Terracing 
2 Breton Sound Terracing & Marsh Creation South of Big Mar 
2 Barataria Elmer’s Island Restoration 
2 Barataria Northeast Turtle Bay Marsh Creation & Critical Area Shoreline Protection 
2 Barataria Bayou Dupont Sediment Delivery – Marsh Creation 3 
3 Terrebonne North Catfish Lake Marsh Creation 
3 Terrebonne Lake Tambour Marsh Creation 
3 Terrebonne Grand Bayou Freshwater Enhancement/Introduction & Terraces 



3 Atchafalaya West Wax Lake Wetlands Diversion 
3 Teche-Vermilion South Little Vermilion Bay Terracing & Planting 
3 Teche-Vermilion Cote Blanche Freshwater & Sediment Introduction & Shoreline Protection 
4 Calcasieu-Sabine Cameron Meadows Marsh Creation & Wetland Restoration 
4 Calcasieu-Sabine West Cove Marsh Creation & Nourishment 
4 Mermentau East Pecan Island Marsh Creation – Increment 1 
4 Mermentau Front Ridge Freshwater Introduction & Terracing 
 Coastwide Coastwide Competitive Voluntary Canal Backfilling 

 

 PPL 22 Demonstration Project Nominees 
DEMO Hay Bale Demo 
DEMO Reconnection of Hydrologically Isolated Wetlands 
DEMO CREPS: Coastal Restoration & Energy Production System 
DEMO Bioengineering of Shorelines & Canal Banks using Live Stakes 

 
 

4. Report:  Draft 2012 Report to Congress (Karen McCormick, EPA) 10:25 a.m. to 10:30 a.m.  
Ms. Karen McCormick will present the draft 2012 Report to Congress.  The U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), and Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) have been leading the 
2012 Report to Congress efforts. 

 

5. Discussion:  Initial Discussion of FY13 Planning Budget Development (Process, Size, 
Funding, etc.) (Brad Inman, USACE) 10:30 a.m. to 10:45 a.m.  The FY13 Planning Program 
Budget development, including the PPL 23 Process, will be initiated. 
 

6. Report/Discussion:  Decision Structure for Projects Reaching 20-Year Life Span (Brad 
Inman, USACE) 10:45 a.m. to 10:55 a.m.  At the October 13, 2011 meeting, the Task Force 
directed the Technical Committee to develop a decision structure (a course of action for the 
CWPPRA Standard Operating Procedure) to be used as a tool for making logical decisions for 
projects reaching their 20-year life span.  The Planning & Evaluation (P&E) Subcommittee will 
report on their ongoing efforts with the decision structure. 

 

7. Report/Discussion:  Standard Operating Procedure for Project Transfers Between Federal 
Agencies (Brad Inman, USACE) 10:55 a.m. to 11:05 a.m.  At the June 8, 2011 meeting, the 
Task Force directed the Technical Committee to develop a standard operating procedure to 
address the situation where a project is transferred from one Federal Sponsor to another.  Draft 
language has been presented to the committees.  Mr. Brad Inman will present an updated draft 
that incorporates the P&E Subcommittee’s comments. 

 

8. Discussion:  Transfer of the PPL 12 -- Avoca Island Fresh Water Diversion and Land 
Building Project (TE-49) (Britt Paul, NRCS) 11:05 a.m. to 11:15 a.m.  The landowner of the 
PPL 12 -- Avoca Island Fresh Water Diversion and Land Building Project (TE-49) requests to 
transfer this project from the current federal sponsor, the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), to another agency.  The project’s construction has been delayed due to challenges 
with the cost share agreement. 

 

9. Report:  Status of the PPL 1 – West Bay Sediment Diversion Project (MR-03) (Nick Sims 
USACE) 11:15 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.  Mr. Nick Sims will provide a status update on the West Bay 
Work Plan and Closure Plan.   
 
 



10.  Decision:  Request for a Change in Scope for the PPL 16 -- Madison Bay Marsh Creation 
and Terracing Project (TE-51) (Dr. John Foret, NMFS) 11:30 a.m. to 11:40 a.m.  The 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and CPRA request a project scope change to proceed 
with the design to 30% and 95% for the Madison Bay project.  The project location is proposed 
to be moved 3 miles to the northeast.  The constructed acres restored are estimated at 470 acres, 
while the original concept was targeting 688 constructed acres restored.  The NMFS and CRPA 
also request a cost estimate increase from the original $32,353,377 to an estimated $38,798,788.  
No additional funds are needed to complete phase 1 of this project.  The Technical Committee 
will vote on a recommendation to the Task Force to approve the request scope change for the 
Madison Bay Marsh Creation and Terracing Project (TE-51). 

 
11. Decision:  Request for Approval to Initiate Deauthorization of the PPL 10 -- Benneys Bay 

Diversion Project (MR-13) (Scott Wandell, USACE) 11:40 a.m. to 11:45 a.m.  USACE and 
the CPRA are requesting formal deauthorization procedures be initiated for the Benneys Bay 
Diversion Project (MR-13) based on the high cost of dredging associated with the project.  At the 
December 13, 2012 meeting, the Technical Committee recommended to “suspend” this project; 
however, the Task Force did not approve the recommendation for a suspension category.  The 
Technical Committee will vote on a recommendation to the Task Force to initiate 
deauthorization of the Benneys Bay Diversion Project (MR-13). 

 

12. Additional Agenda Items (Tom Holden, USACE) 11:45 a.m. to 11:50 a.m. 
 

 Decision: Request for Approval to Initiate Deauthorization of the PPL 9 -- Little Pecan 
Hydrologic Restoration Project (ME-17) (Britt Paul, NRCS).  NRCS and the CPRA are 
requesting formal deauthorization procedures be initiated for the Little Pecan Hydrologic 
Restoration Project (ME-17).  As a result of the Phase I Engineering and Design Analysis the 
project team has determined the current ME-17 project features do not yield sufficient 
wetland benefits to warrant a Phase II request for the construction and 20 years of 
maintenance.  The Technical Committee will vote on a recommendation to the Task Force to 
initiate deauthorization of the Little Pecan Hydrologic Restoration Project (ME-17). 

 

13. Request for Public Comments (Tom Holden, USACE) 11:50 a.m. to 11:55 a.m. 
 

14. Announcement:  Date of Upcoming CWPPRA Project Meeting (Brad Inman, USACE) 
11:55 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.  The Task Force meeting will be held June 5, 2012 at 9:30 a.m. at the 
Estuarine Fisheries and Habitat Center, 646 Cajundome Blvd., Lafayette, Louisiana. 
 

15. Announcement:  Scheduled Dates of Future Program Meetings (Brad Inman, USACE) 
12:00 p.m. to 12:05 p.m.  

2012 
April 19, 2012  9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee              New Orleans 
June 28, 2012              9:30 a.m.       Task Force               Lafayette 
June 5, 2012 
September 12, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee             Baton Rouge 
October 11, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Task Force               New Orleans 
November 14, 2012 7:00 p.m.       PPL 22 Public Comment Meeting       Abbeville 
November 15, 2012 7:00 p.m.       PPL 22 Public Comment Meeting       New Orleans 
December 12, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee Meeting             Baton Rouge  

 

16. Decision:  Adjourn 



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

MEETING INITIATION 
 

a. Introduction of Technical Committee or Alternates 
b. Opening remarks of Technical Committee Members 
c. Request for Agenda Changes/Additional Agenda Items/Adoption of Agenda 

  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

STATUS OF BREAUX ACT PROGRAM FUNDS AND PROJECTS 
 

For Report: 
 

Ms. Gay Browning will provide an overview of the status of CWPPRA accounts and 
available funding in the Planning and Construction Programs. 



Tab 3 - CWPPRA Funding Status

1

Tab 2 Tab 2 –– CWPPRA Financial Status CWPPRA Financial Status 
Tech Committee MeetingTech Committee Meeting

19 April 201219 April 2012

Gay B. Browning, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Tab 3 - CWPPRA Funding Status
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• The following 6 slides illustrate potential 
scenarios to decrease our program current 
estimate:

Potential Program Cleanup   

estimate:

Ph II Estimate             Project
$159,195,400                 Maurepas Swamp
$  94,058,749                 Rockefeller Refuge
$  62,347,496                 Ship Shoal, Whiskey West Flank
$                   0                Scofield    [Deauthorized]
$  29,220,777                 Benneys Bay
$  28,797,968                 Weeks Bay
$    5,280,031                 Little Pecan
$378,900,421                 TOTAL

$2,200

$2,400

$2,600

CWPPRA, Program Commitments and Capacity
Tech Committee Meeting, 19 April 2012

Total Estimate Decrease of $ 378.9M

Projected total

Current estimate for PPL 1-21 & 
Plng thru 2019:  $2,676.0M -
$378.9M = $2,297.1 M

Potential Future 
surplus thru FY19:    
$50.3M
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Projected total 
funding into 
program thru FY19: 
$2,347.4M

$1,602.4M

Estimated costs of FY12-FY19 Planning 
and Phase II (construction and 20 
years O&M and Monitoring) for 
projects in Phase I = $694.7M
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Date Created: 4.18.2012

Includes cost of Planning through FY 12 and 
all  Task Force approved project phases, 
including 20 years of O&M and Monitoring for 
projects in Phase 2 = $1,602.4M. 



CWPPRA PROGRAM CAPACITY

Current Estimate

No. of 

Projects Deauthorized Active

Phase I 

Approved 

Projects

Phase II 

Approved 

Projects Current Estimate

Approved 

Estimate Funded Estimate

Future Approved 

Funding

Unapproved 

Estimate/Funding

NON-CASH FLOW PROJEC $415,476,706

Special Programs

Conservation Plan $191,807 $191,807 $191,807 $0

Monitoring Contg Fund $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $0

Storm Recovery Fund $569,583 $569,583 $569,583 $0

Const Prog Tech Services $372,036 $372,036 $372,036 $0

Total 4 4 $2,633,426 $2,633,426 $2,633,426 $0

PPL 1 - 8  Projects 95 25 70 95 $412,843,280 $412,843,280 $384,262,503 $28,580,777

Subtotal Non-Cash Flow Projs 99 25 70 0 99 $415,476,706 $415,476,706 $386,895,929 $28,580,777

CASH FLOW PROJECTS $2,115,537,197

CRMS 1 1 $114,607,082 $114,607,082 $66,375,508 $48,231,574

PPL 9 - 21 Projects 1 34 34 $1,116,250,191 $92,760,847 $92,760,847 $0 $1,023,489,344

PPL 9 - 21 Projects 92 11 47 47 $884,679,924 $874,589,807 $777,252,335 $97,337,472 $10,090,117

Subtotal Cash Flow Projs 93 11 81 34 47 $2,115,537,197 $1,081,957,736 $936,388,690 $145,569,046 $1,033,579,461

Construction Program $2,531,013,903 192 36 151 34 146 $2,531,013,903 $1,497,434,442 $1,323,284,619 $174,149,823 $1,033,579,461

Planning Program $145,000,000 $145,000,000 $105,000,000 $105,000,000 $0 $40,000,000

TOTAL CWPPRA PROGRA $2,676,013,903 $2,676,013,903 $1,602,434,442 $1,428,284,619 $174,149,823 $1,073,579,461

Purple Line Blue Box Appvr Est - Fund Est Cur est - Appr Est

Other Projects

Maurepas $159,195,400

Rockefeller $94,058,749

Ship Shoal $62,347,496

Little Pecan $5,280,031

Total $320,881,676

M:\CWPPRA\CWPPRA_Data\Excel\Meetings\Tech Committee\2012\(1) 19 Apr 2012\CWPPRA Program Capacity_Purple Line_19 Apr 2012.xlsx



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 

 
SELECTION OF TEN CANDIDATE PROJECTS AND UP TO THREE 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO EVALUATE FOR PPL 22 
 
For Decision: 
 

1. The Technical Committee will consider preliminary costs and benefits of the 22nd Priority 
Project List (PPL) project and demonstration project nominees listed below.  The 
Technical Committee will select 10 projects and up to 3 demonstration projects as PPL 
22 candidates to be evaluated for Phase 0 analysis, which will be considered later for 
final selection of projects that will be approved for Phase I (Planning and Engineering 
and Design). 
 

Region Basin PPL 22 Nominees 
1 Pontchartrain Small Mississippi River Reintroduction into LaBranche Wetlands 
1 Pontchartrain Triangle- Restoring Cypress-Tupelo Swamp & Marsh  
1 Pontchartrain New Orleans Landbridge Shoreline Stabilization & Marsh Creation 

2 Mississippi River 
Delta Pass a Loutre Crevasse 

2 Mississippi River 
Delta Pass a Loutre Hydrologic Restoration 

2 Breton Sound Lake Lery Marsh Creation & Terracing 
2 Breton Sound Terracing & Marsh Creation South of Big Mar 
2 Barataria Elmer’s Island Restoration 

2 Barataria Northeast Turtle Bay Marsh Creation & Critical Area Shoreline 
Protection 

2 Barataria Bayou Dupont Sediment Delivery – Marsh Creation 3 
3 Terrebonne North Catfish Lake Marsh Creation 
3 Terrebonne Lake Tambour Marsh Creation 
3 Terrebonne Grand Bayou Freshwater Enhancement/Introduction & Terraces 
3 Atchafalaya West Wax Lake Wetlands Diversion 
3 Teche-Vermilion South Little Vermilion Bay Terracing & Planting 

3 Teche-Vermilion Cote Blanche Freshwater & Sediment Introduction & Shoreline 
Protection 

4 Calcasieu-Sabine Cameron Meadows Marsh Creation & Wetland Restoration 
4 Calcasieu-Sabine West Cove Marsh Creation & Nourishment 
4 Mermentau East Pecan Island Marsh Creation – Increment 1 
4 Mermentau Front Ridge Freshwater Introduction & Terracing 
 Coastwide Coastwide Competitive Voluntary Canal Backfilling 

 

 PPL 22 Demonstration Project Nominees 
DEMO Hay Bale Demo 
DEMO Reconnection of Hydrologically Isolated Wetlands 
DEMO CREPS: Coastal Restoration & Energy Production System 
DEMO Bioengineering of Shorelines & Canal Banks using Live Stakes 



26-Mar-12

Region Basin Type Project C
O

E

E
P

A

F
W

S

N
M

F
S

N
R

C
S

S
ta

te No. of 

votes

Sum of 

Point 

Score

2 BA MC Bayou Dupont Sediment Delivery -- Marsh Creation 3 10 5 1 8 10 5 34

3 TE MC North Catfish Lake Marsh Creation 7 7 9 9 2 5 34

4 ME FD/TR Front Ridge Freshwater Introduction & Terracing 3 2 2 10 7 5 24

2 BS TR/MC Terracing & Marsh Creation South of Big Mar 9 6 6 6 4 27

2 BA BI Elmer's Island Restoration 2 4 10 8 4 24

3 TE FD/TR

Grand Bayou Freshwater Enhancement/Introduction & 

Terraces 4 8 4 4 4 20

4 CS MC Cameron Meadows Marsh Creation & Nourishment 2 8 4 3 4 17

3 TV TR/VP South Little Vermilion Bay Terracing & Planting 3 3 2 1 4 9

2 BS MC/TR Lake Lery Marsh Creation & Terracing 4 10 7 3 21

2 BA MC/SP

Northeast Turtle Bay Marsh Creation & Critical Area 

Shoreline Protection 8 6 7 3 21

3 TV FD/SP

Cote Blanche Freshwater & Sediment Introduction & 

Shoreline Protection 10 1 5 3 16

CWPPRA PPL 22 Candidate Vote - Technical Committee

3 TV FD/SP Shoreline Protection 10 1 5 3 16

1 PO MC Triangle- Restoring Cypress-Tupelo Swamp & Marsh 1 9 5 3 15

4 ME MC East Pecan Island Marsh Creation -- Increment 1 8 9 2 17

1 PO MC/SP

New Orleans Landbridge Shoreline Stabilization & 

Marsh Creation 9 3 2 12

4 CS MC West Cove Marsh Creation & Nourishment 6 5 2 11

1 PO HR

Small Mississippi River Reintroduction into LaBranche 

Wetlands 7 3 2 10

3 TE MC Lake Tambour Marsh Creation 5 1 5

2 MR FD/MC Pass a Loutre Crevasse 1 1 1

3 AT FD West Wax Lake Wetlands Diversion 1 1 1

2 MR HR Pass a Loutre Hydrologic Restoration 0 0

4 CW MC Coastwide Competitive Voluntary Canal Backfilling 6 5 2 11

NOTES:
- Projects are sorted by: (1) "No. of Votes" and (2) "Sum of Point Score"















26-Mar-12

Project C
O

E

E
P

A

F
W
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F
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S

S
ta

te No. of 

votes

Sum of 

Point 

Score

CREPS: Coastal Restoration & Energy Production System 1 1 1 3 3 5 9

Bioengineering of Shorelines & Canal Banks using Live Stakes 1 2 2 1 1 5 7

Hay Bale Demo 3 3 2 2 4 10

Reconnection of Hydrologically Isolated Wetlands 2 3 3 2 4 10

NOTES:
- Projects are sorted by: (1) "No. of Votes" and (2) "Sum of Point Score"

CWPPRA PPL 22 Demonstration Candidate Vote - Technical Committee



























CWPPRA PPL 22 Nominee Voting Results 
 
 

Region  Basin   Project Nominees 
1  Pontchartrain  Small Mississippi River Reintroduction into LaBranche 

      Wetlands 
1  Pontchartrain  Triangle- Restoring Cypress-Tupelo Swamp & Marsh  
1  Pontchartrain  New Orleans Landbridge Shoreline Stabilization & Marsh 
     Creation  
2  Mississippi River Pass a Loutre Crevasse 
2  Mississippi River Pass a Loutre Hydrologic Restoration 
2  Breton Sound  Lake Lery Marsh Creation & Terracing 
2   Breton Sound  Terracing & Marsh Creation South of Big Mar 
2  Barataria  Elmer’s Island Restoration 
2  Barataria  Northeast Turtle Bay Marsh Creation & Critical Area Shoreline 

      Protection 
2  Barataria  Bayou Dupont Sediment Delivery – Marsh Creation 
3  Terrebonne  North Catfish Lake Marsh Creation  
3  Terrebonne  Lake Tambour Marsh Creation 
3  Terrebonne  Grand Bayou Freshwater Enhancement/Introduction & Terraces 
3  Atchafalaya  West Wax Lake Wetlands Diversion 
3  Teche-Vermilion South Little Vermilion Bay Terracing & Planting 
3  Teche-Vermilion Cote Blanche Freshwater & Sediment Introduction & Shoreline 

      Protection 
4  Calcasieu-Sabine Cameron Meadows Marsh Creation and Wetland Restoration 
4  Calcasieu-Sabine West Cove Marsh Creation & Nourishment 
4  Mermentau   East Pecan Island Marsh Creation – Increment 1 
4  Mermentau  Front Ridge Freshwater Introduction & Terracing 

 N/A  Coastwide  Coastwide Competitive Voluntary Canal Backfilling  
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PPL22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 23, 2012 

 
Project Name 
Small Mississippi River Reintroduction into La Branche Wetlands 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy 
Coastwide Strategy: Coastwide Common Strategy- Diversions and Riverine Discharge; 
Management of Diversion Outfall for Wetland Benefits; Region1 Regional Ecosystem Strategy- 
Small Diversion of Mississippi River into La Branche wetlands.  
 
Project Location 
Region 1, Lake Pontchartrain Basin, St. Charles Parish, La Branche Wetlands Mapping Unit 
 
Problem 
As with many other locations in the Mississippi River Deltaic Plain, the La Branche Wetlands’ 
primary problem is that it has been cut off from the Mississippi River for nearly 100 years.  
Without the nourishing sediment, nutrients, fresh water, and flow from the river, the La Branche 
Wetlands have not been able to maintain their elevation relative to water levels, causing the 
vegetation to drown.  Early wetland losses here were caused by even higher rates of subsidence 
than that due to the accretion deficit, due to soil oxidation, in turn due to agricultural drainage.  
Construction of the MRGO increased salinities in Lake Pontchartrain and the La Branche 
Wetlands dramatically, causing stress and death to swamp vegetation further south, and to low 
salinity marsh vegetation closer to Lake Pontchartrain.  Access canals dredged in the 1960s for 
construction of Interstate 10 caused some direct marsh loss, but perhaps more importantly, 
facilitated saltwater intrusion from Lake Pontchartrain and the MRGO. In addition, the La 
Branche Wetlands are impounded by the railroad crossing and various water control structures, 
which probably also contributes to wetland loss here.  Finally, the Bayou Trepagnier area in the 
southwestern corner of the LaBranche Wetlands, were contaminated by industrial discharges.  
Subsequently, the requirement that those discharges cease compounded the problems of the lack 
of Mississippi River water and the resulting increased salinity, by eliminating the primary 
remaining freshwater sources- the contaminated industrial discharge.  
 
Goals 

 Eliminate wetland loss in the La Branche Wetlands, protecting approximately 219 ac 
from loss 

 Create approximately 907 ac of new emergent marsh in the La Branche Wetlands 
 Improve swamp habitat quality 
 Increase flow through the La Branche Wetlands 
 Increase accretion and sediment and nutrient loading to the La Branche Wetlands 
 Decrease salinities in the La Branche Wetlands 
 Increase SAV cover/production 

 
Proposed Solution 
Project features will include a diversion structure (pump-siphon), a conveyance system (pipe + 
open conveyance channel), road and railroad crossings, and outfall management features.  We 
propose reintroducing Mississippi River water into the LaBranche Wetlands directly from the 
Mississippi River into the southeast corner of the LaBranche Wetlands, using the existing 
parish/levee district-owned servitude (if possible) all the way from the river into the La Branche 



Wetlands.  We propose using the existing parish drainage pumps to lift the water over the 
hurricane protection levee.  Maximum design flow is proposed to be 1000 cfs, with estimated 
maximum average annual flow about 750 cfs. It could however, be operated for lower flows.   
 
Preliminary Project Benefits 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

The total acreage that would be benefited directly and indirectly is 15,152 ac. 
 

2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
 Approximately 1126 ac of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life.   
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
 The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits is >75%. 

 
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 

ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc? 

 The project will not maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem.   
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 
 The project will have a net positive impact on critical and non-critical infrastructure in the 

benefit area, including the hurricane protection levee, Interstate 10 (hurricane evacuation 
route), a railroad, pipelines, and oil and gas wells.  

 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects? 
 The project would provide a great deal of synergism with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects, including Bayou La Branche Wetland Creation (PO-17), 
La Branche East Marsh Creation (PO-75), and LaBranche Central Marsh Creation (PO-
133).  The diversion should help to make all of these marsh creation projects sustainable 
by increasing accretion and plant production.  It will also help to shift these marshes 
towards fresher marsh types, which is one of the goals for this area.   

 
Identification of Potential Issues 
Potential issues include land rights, pipelines, O&M, and endangered species concerns (pallid 
sturgeon. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs 
The estimated construction cost including 35% contingency is $29,083,779.  The fully-funded 
cost range is >$50 million. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet:   
Kenneth Teague, EPA (214) 665-6687; teague.kenneth@epa.gov 
Adrian Chavarria, EPA (214) 665-3103; chavarria.adrian@epa.gov 
Paul Kaspar, EPA (214) 665-7459; kaspar.paul@epa.gov 
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PPL22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 31, 2012 

 
Project Name 
Baldcypress – Water Tupelo Forested Wetland and Floating Marsh Ecosystem Creation in the Triangle 
Area of the Central Wetlands Unit 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy 
Coastwide Strategy: Vegetative Planting 
Region 1 Regional Ecosystem Strategy: Restore Swamps, Restore/Sustain Marshes, Dedicated delivery of 
sediment for marsh building.  
 
Project Location 
Region 1, Lake Pontchartrain Basin, St. Bernard Parish, Central Wetlands Mapping Unit.  
 
Problem 
First, construction of the Mississippi River Levee cut off the Central Wetlands from freshwater, sediment, 
and nutrient input from the Mississippi River. Subsidence is relatively high.  Construction of the MRGO 
beginning in 1958, resulted in many acres of wetlands being filled, greatly increased salinity, and 
impoundment of the Central Wetlands.  By 1978, the baldcypress – water tupelo swamps were dead, and 
remaining marsh had become brackish.  In the Triangle Area, this previously impounded area largely 
subsided into open water.  
 
Goals 

 Implement a unique suite of restoration approaches in a former coastal cypress-tupelo swamp 
near the Mississippi River in the Mississippi River Deltaic Plain 

 Convert the approximate 427 ac of open water in the triangle area to a combination of cypress-
tupelo swamp “islands”, surrounded by floating marsh and open water 

 Convert approximately 110 acres of shallow open water habitat to 40 islands of varying size and 
convert these to baldcypress – water tupelo swamps with centers of live oak.  

 Use an innovative method to create 301 ac of floating marsh by year 20, to improve habitat value 
and biodiversity. 

 Monitor the environmental benefits of this unique suite of restoration approaches 
 
Proposed Solution 
Convert 110 acres of shallow open water habitat to 40 islands of varying size and convert these to 
baldcypress – water tupelo swamps with centers of live oak. This is the strongest-standing habitat type in 
hurricanes and this methodology could be implemented in many areas of coastal Louisiana to increase 
hurricane protection, a key component of the Draft 2012 Master Plan.  We will create forty 1 – 11 acre 
"islands" with sediment dredged from the Mississippi River.  Absolutely no biosolids/sewage sludge will 
be used.  These islands will be planted with baldcypress and water tupelo grown on-site.  Then floating 
marsh will be established around the islands using “marsh pillows”, similar to the methods developed by 
Sasser et al. (2010) in their CWPPRA demonstration project.  Giant bullwhip (Schoenoplectus 
californicus) will be interspersed within this.  The floating marsh initially established on the marsh 
pillows will spread rapidly, eventually filling an estimated 301 ac of the remaining open water in the 
triangle by year 20.  All wastewater used at the site will be compliant with federal regulations and 
prohibitions. 
 
 
 
 



Preliminary Project Benefits 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

The total acreage that would be benefited directly and indirectly is about 427 ac. 
 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
 Approximately 110 ac of cypress tupelo swamp will be created initially along with a small 

amount of floating marsh as the marsh pillows are initially deployed.  We assume the 
swamp acreage will be lost at 50% of the background land loss rate, as per CWPPRA 
WVA convention.  We assume the marsh pillows (e.g. floating marsh) will expand at the 
rate of 0.8 ft/yr on all sides.  Thus, over the project life we estimate 409 net acres of 
wetlands, 108 of these as swamp, 301 ac floating marsh.  

 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
 The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits is >75% (50% for 

marsh creation, >100% for floating marsh=108/409 (26%=50% reduction in landloss 
rate); 301/409 (74%=36%/yr increase in wetland area).  
 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 
ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc? 

 No project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem.  
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 
 The project will have a net positive impact on critical infrastructure (Florida Avenue flood 

wall).  The cypress-tupelo swamp created will provide significant hurricane protection to 
the flood wall.   

   
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects? 
 The project will provide no synergy with other approved and constructed restoration 

projects.  
   
Identification of Potential Issues 
The proposed project has potential land rights, borrow/access, and mitigation site issues. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $23,642,947.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $30M - $35M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet:   
Kenneth Teague, EPA (214) 665-6687; teague.kenneth@epa.gov 
Paul Kaspar, EPA (214) 665-6687; kaspar.paul@epa.gov 
Gary Shaffer, Southeastern Louisiana University (985) 549-2865; shafe@selu.edu 
Peggy McClain, City of New Orleans (504)-658-7035; mamcclain@nola.gov 
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PPL 22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 30, 2012  

 
Project Name: 
New Orleans Landbridge Shoreline Stabilization & Marsh Creation Project (Hospital Wall Area) 
 
Coast 2050 Strategies: 
Basin Strategies:   
10. Maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Pontchartrain to protect regional ecosystem values. 
15. Maintain Eastern Orleans Land Bridge by marsh creation and shoreline protection. 
 
Project Location: 
The project is located in Region 1, in the Pontchartrain Basin.  The project site is located along 
the east portion of Lake Pontchartrain west of HWY 90 between Hospital Road and Greens 
Ditch in Orleans Parish, Louisiana. 
 
Problem: 
Since 1956, the project area has lost more than 110 acres of wetlands along the east shore of 
Lake Pontchartrain between Hospital Road and the Greens Ditch area.  The shoreline in the 
Hospital Wall Area has retreated approximately 450 feet since 1956. Wetland losses were 
accelerated by winds and storm surge caused by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.  Within the project 
area, these storms alone converted approximately 50 acres of interior marsh to open water ponds.  
Flooding of nearby communities during strong northwest winds may be partially attributed to 
these high wetland losses.  Stabilizing the shoreline and protecting the remaining marsh would 
protect natural coastal resources, communities and infrastructure. 
 
The average shoreline retreat in the project area is approximately 5 ft year (retreat was measured 
via Google Earth imagery from 1989 to 2009).  Some areas have a shoreline retreat as great as 15 
ft year and have broken into the interior marsh.  The continued loss of wetlands in the area has 
the potential to breach this land bridge into Lake St. Catherine if no action is taken to stabilize 
this shoreline.   
 
Goals: 

1. Stop shoreline erosion. 
2. Create/restore/nourish/protect  ~ 107.5 acres of wetlands.  
3. Protect the New Orleans Landbridge 

 
Proposed Solution: 

1. Install approximately 6,628 linear feet of rock along the northwestern shoreline of the 
New Orleans Landbridge to protect wetlands. 

2. Dredging- fill placement to create/restore/nourish wetlands  
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
The following questions should be addressed:  
1) What is the total acreage benefitted both directly and indirectly?   

Directly benefitted:  Approximately 28.5 acres of marsh will be protected via the 
shoreline protection feature (12,406 ft of existing shoreline  x 5 ft rate of shoreline retreat 
x 20 yrs/43,560 = 28.5 ac.)  Approximately 92.1 acres of marsh will be restored via the 
marsh creation/nourishment feature.   



Indirectly: Approximately 200 acres in the project area would be protected from the 
shoreline protection.  Additionally, Hwy 90 would be protected from encroachment from 
Lake Pontchartrain.  

 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  

At the end of 20 years, approximately 28.5 acres of marsh should remain due to the 
shoreline protection feature. The marsh creation/nourishment feature would result in an 
estimated 79 net acres at end of 20 years. The net acres benefited would be 107.5 acres.  

  
3)  What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%)? 

The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the project 
life would be 100% for the shoreline protection and 50% for marsh 
creation/nourishment.  Most of the interior land loss has been due to areas where the 
shoreline has broken into the interior marsh.  

 
4)  Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc? 

The project maintains a portion of the rims of Lake Pontchartrain, which are structural 
components of the coastal ecosystem.  The project also protects the New Orleans Land- 
bridge.  
   

5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 
One key feature of this project is the protection of Hwy 90 which is used by the local 
communities as a hurricane evacuation route.  The project site is also located in a 
critical area that provides one of the last lines of defense against storm surge coming into 
the Lake Pontchartrain system.    

 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects?  

The project continues to protect the Lake Pontchartrain Rim which serves as the 
remaining critical reach that protects the west side of the New Orleans Landbridge.  

 
Identification of Potential Issues:  
Rock shoreline protection projects historically require O&M. Consideration of possible impacts 
to gulf sturgeon at certain times of the year would be required.  Pipelines are a potential issue. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $10,518,449.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $15M - $20M.   
 
Preparers of Fact Sheet: 
Susan M. Hennington, USACE, 504-862-2504, Susan.M.Hennington@usace.army.mil 
Nathan S. Dayan, USACE, 504-862-2530, Nathan.S.Dayan@usace.army.mil 
John Petitbon, USACE, 504-862-2732, John.B.Petitbon@usace.army.mil  
 





PPL22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 29, 2012 

 
Project Name:  Pass a Loutre Crevasse Project 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Regional Strategy – Restore/Sustain Marshes – Continue building and maintaining delta splays 
Coastwide Strategy – Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands 
 
Project Location: 
Region 2, Mississippi River Delta, Plaquemines Parish, Pass a Loutre WMA approximately 12 
miles south of Venice, Louisiana. 
 
Problem: 
The parent passes and mouths of many existing crevasses on Pass a Loutre and South Pass have 
experienced significant shoaling due to dredge disposal practices and the high river stages over 
the past few years.  The shoaling of the mouths has decreased the continued land building 
potential of several crevasses on the Mississippi River Delta.   
 
Goals : 
The project goals are as follows: 

 Restore hydrology and land building potential in several existing crevasses 
 Create 38 acres of new marsh via beneficial use of dredge material 
 Create 341 acres of new emergent marsh via natural delta-building processes over 

the project life 
 Enhance approximately 2,000 acres of adjacent shallow bodies from increased 

freshwater, sediment and nutrients delivered by the crevasses 
 Create new waterbird nesting habitat that is in very limited supply on the MSR 

delta. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
Eight selected crevasses will be hydraulically dredged to original project dimensions and 
connected to the parent channel.  One new crevasse will be constructed.  The spoil material will 
be deposited unconfined to encourage accelerated delta growth in the outfall area and create new 
marsh in areas that may not be as strongly influenced by the natural delta process of the 
crevasses.  Some material will also be used in East Bay to create a colonial waterbird nesting 
island.  This habitat is in very limited supply on the Mississippi River delta and will be 
maintained by LDWF staff. 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?   
Approximately 38 acres of marsh will be directly created.  An additional 341 acres of marsh will 
be created over the project life by sediment depositions in adjacent open water area in the form 
of crevasse splays.  In addition, approximately 2000 acres of adjacent shallow open water and 
marsh will be enhanced by sediment, nutrients and freshwater delivered by the crevasses. 
 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?   



The net acres of marsh created over the project life is approximately 36 from beneficial use of 
excavated material and 341 acres of marsh created from crevasse deposition for a total project 
net of 377 acres. 
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%).   
The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefit is estimated to be 50 to 
74%.   
 
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc.  
The project will outpace subsidence and erosion that will maintain the pass banks of South Pass 
and Pass a Loutre.  It will also nourish existing marsh in the area again outpacing subsidence and 
maintaining existing features. 
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?   
The project will not have a significant impact on critical or non-critical infrastructure. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? 
This project will have a synergy with the Deltawide Crevasse Project by maintaining parent 
channels that feed them.  It will also maintain and extend the productive life of the original 
crevasses constructed by various state funding.   
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
There are a few pipelines and one power line that cross Pass a Loutre.  These few structures will 
need to be identified and avoided. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $6,979,167.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $5M - $10M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Todd Baker, LDWF, (225) 281-2066, tbaker@wlf.la.gov 
Shane Granier, LDWF, (504) 284-5267, sgranier@wlf.la.gov 
Ron Boustany, NRCS, (337) 291-3067, ron.boustany@la.usda.gov 
Jason Kroll, NRCS, (225) 389-0347, Jason.kroll@la.usda.gov 
 
 
  
 





PPL22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 29, 2012 

 
Project Name  
Pass a Loutre Restoration 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy 
Coastwide:  Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands 
Coastwide:  Utilize off-shore and riverine sand and sediment resources 
 
Project Location 
Region 2, Plaquemines Parish, Mississippi River Delta Basin, marshes north and south of Pass a 
Loutre on the Delta National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and Pass a Loutre Wildlife Management 
Area (WMA).  
 
Problem 
Historically, Pass a Loutre was a major distributary of the Mississippi River.  This pass carried 
sediments that created and maintained in excess of 120,000 acres of marsh.  Pass a Loutre is not 
a maintained navigation channel and over time has filled in considerably and carries much less 
flow than it did historically.  The Pass a Loutre channel has silted in and is now very shallow and 
narrow.  The decreased channel size has much less capacity to carry fresh water and sediments 
and marshes historically nourished by the channel are now being starved and are subsiding at an 
alarming rate.  In addition, a hopper dredge disposal site located at the head of Pass a Loutre has 
accelerated infilling of the channel. 
 
Goals  
The goal of this project is to restore an important distributary of the Mississippi River so that it 
will once again create new wetlands and nourish existing marsh.  Specific goals are: 1) Enhance 
marsh-building processes within the project area; 2) Create approximately 587 acres of marsh 
with dredged material from construction of a conveyance channel; and 3) Over the 20-year life 
of the project, create approximately 609 acres of marsh via the construction of 12 crevasses. 
 
Proposed Solutions 
Pass a Loutre would be dredged for approximately 5.6 miles from Head of Passes to Southeast 
Pass.  Preliminary design includes channel dimensions of -30.0ft NAVD88 by a 300-ft bottom 
width.  Approximately 5.0M yd3 of material would be dredged during construction of the 
conveyance channel.  That material will be used beneficially to create approximately 587 acres 
of marsh on Delta NWR and Pass a Loutre WMA.  In addition, 11 new crevasses would be 
constructed and cleanout of one existing crevasse. 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?  Approximately 587 acres of 
marsh would be created from initial channel construction.  Indirect benefits would occur over 
approximately 27,000 acres of marsh and open water habitats as a result of increased freshwater 
and sediment delivery. 
 



2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  Based on a 
revision of the Wetland Value Assessment conducted for the PPL18 candidate project, 1,102 net 
acres of marsh would result from this project. 
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%)?  The assumed reduction in marsh loss over the 
entire project area would be 25-49%. 
 
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc?   
The project would help maintain several natural levee ridges.  The project would introduce 
sediment along several passes that have been sediment starved for several decades and are 
subsiding.  
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?  No critical 
infrastructure would be benefited by the project.  Minor oil and gas facilities and several camps, 
including the Pass a Loutre WMA headquarters, would be benefited by the project.  Seven oil 
and gas companies have facilities and pipelines in this area which would benefit from an increase 
in marsh acreage. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects?  The project would provide a synergistic effect with the Delta 
Wide Crevasses Project (PPL6) which constructed several crevasses south of Pass a Loutre.  
Many of the crevasses constructed under that project depend on the sediment load delivered by 
Pass a Loutre.  With Pass a Loutre restored, the sediment carrying capacity of the channel will be 
increased which will accelerate crevasse growth in the area.  This project would also have a 
synergistic effect with an LDWF crevasse project on Pass a Loutre and several state mitigation 
projects that have been constructed on the WMA. 
 
Identification of Potential Issues  
Several pipelines are within the project area.  Impacts (e.g., induced shoaling) to the Mississippi 
River navigation channel would need to be investigated via modeling and other analyses. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $32,987,619.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $40M - $50M. 
 
Preparer of Fact Sheet 
Kevin Roy, USFWS, 337-291-3120   Kevin_Roy@fws.gov 
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Project Name: Lake Lery Shoreline Marsh Creation and Terracing 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy:  
Dedicated Dredging, to Create, Restore, or Protect Wetlands; Maintenance of Gulf, Bay and 
Lake Shoreline Integrity; and, Vegetative Planting (Coastwide Common Strategies) 
 
Project Location:  
Region 2, Breton Basin, St. Bernard Parish, along the northern and eastern rim of Lake Lery  
 
Problem:  
The marshes forming the northern and eastern shoreline of Lake Lery and directly to the north 
and east of the former lake shoreline were severely damaged by Hurricane Katrina. Wind-
induced waves within Lake Lery could further damage the shoreline and cause accelerated 
interior marsh loss. Without directly rebuilding these marshes, the lake itself will likely continue 
to grow and will coalesce with Bayou Terre aux Boeufs and newly open waters north of the lake. 
 
Goals: 

 Create/nourish 557 acres of marsh through dedicated dredging and vegetative plantings 
 Restore/stabilize 3 miles of north/east shoreline of Lake Lery  
 Construct 21,000 linear foot of terraces along north shore of lake 

 
Proposed Solutions: 
This project would create 434 acres and nourish an additional 123 acres of marsh along the 
northern and eastern shore of Lake Lery using material dredged from Lake Lery.  The marsh 
creation/nourish will restore approximately 3 miles of the lake shoreline.  The target elevation 
for the marsh creation areas will correspond with the elevation of healthy marsh in the 
surrounding area (1.4 ft NAVD 88 according to PPL21 Lake Lery Candidate project WVA).  
Temporary containment dikes will be constructed and gapped within three years of construction 
to allow greater tidal exchange and estuarine organism access.  The project will construct 21,000 
ft (15 acres) of terraces in 300 acres of shallow open water north of the lake rim. Terraces would 
be constructed to an elevation of +2.5 feet NAVD 88, with a 15-ft crown width, and would be 
planted. 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?   

557 acres of marsh creation/nourishment + 300-acre terrace field = 857 acres 
 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?   

403 acres (using USGS land loss estimate of 1.53 %/yr from PPL21 candidate project) 
 



3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life?   

50% reduction in loss rates for interior marsh creation/nourishment and terracing project 
 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, 
etc.? 

This project will reestablish the northern/eastern rim of Lake Lery.  This area was 
significantly damaged during Hurricane Katrina. 
 

5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?   
This project will have a moderate impact on non-critical infrastructure.   
 

6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? 

This project will complement the following projects: 
1) BS-16 Lake Lery Shoreline Restoration project, which will reestablish the 

south shoreline of Lake Lery through marsh creation;  
2) CIAP project that will reinforce a portion of the eastern shoreline of Lake 

Lery; and,  
3) Caernarvon 4th Supplemental project which will a provide freshwater shunt 

from Caernarvon to the 40 Arpent Canal to restore northwestern marshes of 
Lake Lery 

   
Identification of Potential Issues: 
There are potential pipelines/utilities issues in the project area. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $23,899,381.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $30M - $35M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Kimberly Clements, NOAA NMFS, 225.389.0508 ext 204, Kimberly.Clements@noaa.gov 
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Project Name:  
Terracing and Marsh Creation South of Big Mar  
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 

●  Coastwide:  Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands 
 ●  Coastwide:  Terracing 
 ●  Coastwide & Regional Ecosystem Strategy:  Manage outfall of existing diversions 
 
Project Location: 
Region 2, Breton Sound Basin, Plaquemines Parish, south of Big Mar and west of Lake Lery 
 
Problem: 
From 1932 to 1990, the Caernarvon Mapping Unit lost 14,240 acres of its marsh.  Prior to Hurricane 
Katrina, the greatest lost documented occurred between 1956 and 1974 and coincided with Hurricane 
Betsy and extensive canal building.  Hurricane Katrina devastated the area resulting in substantial marsh 
loss.  According to USGS Open File Report (2006-1274), approximately 39 square miles of marsh around 
the upper and central portions of Breton Sound were converted to open water by ripping of the marsh or 
by marsh submergence.   
 
Goals: 
The primary goal is to create terraces in the shallow open water areas within the Caernarvon Diversion 
outfall area.  Terraces will reduce wave fetch in the large open water areas and promote conditions 
conducive to growth of marsh vegetation and submerged aquatic vegetation.  Additional benefits may be 
achieved through capturing suspended sediments.  Marsh creation is also proposed to reestablish the 
western shoreline of Lake Lery in association with the Lake Lery Shoreline Restoration Project (BS-16).   
 
Proposed Solutions: 
Approximately 65,000 linear feet of terraces (50 acres) will be constructed with in-situ material to reduce 
fetch and turbidity and capture suspended sediment.  Sediments will be hydraulically dredged from Lake 
Lery and pumped via pipeline to create and restore approximately 335 acres of marsh in the project area. 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?   
 Approximately 1,365 acres would be benefited directly and indirectly.  Direct benefits include 335 

acres of marsh creation/nourishment and 50 acres of terraces.  Indirect benefits would occur within 
the 4 terrace fields which encompass approximately 1000 acres. 

 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  307 acres 
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%).   
 Background loss rates would be reduced by 50% in the marsh creation and nourishment and terracing 

areas. 
 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc.? 
Yes, 335 acres of marsh along the Lake Lery shoreline will be restored. 

 



 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?   
 None identified. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects?   
 This project will work synergistically with the following projects to 1) maintain the integrity of Lake 

Lery, 2) provide storm surge benefits to areas to the north, 3) protect and enhance fish and wildlife 
resources for Breton Sound Basin, and 4) better utilize sediments and freshwater delivered by the 
Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion: 

 Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion Project, 
 Caernarvon Diversion Outfall Management (BS-03a), and, 
 Lake Lery Shoreline Restoration (BS-16). 

 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
There are no known potential issues to this project.  The major landowner, Delacroix Corp., is fully aware 
of the project concept and has voiced their support.  There are several pipelines in the area which should 
be avoidable with no issue.  There are no oyster leases. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $17,771,016.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $20M - $25M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Angela Trahan, USFWS, 337/291-3137, angela_trahan@fws.gov 
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Project Name 
Elmer’s Island Restoration  
 
Coast 2050 Strategy 
Coastwide:  Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands; Maintenance of Gulf, bay, 
and lake shoreline integrity;  
Regional:  Restore/maintain barrier headlands, islands and shorelines 
 
Project Location 
Region 2, Barataria Basin, Jefferson Parish 
 
Problem 
As part of an erosional headland, Elmer’s Island is dominated by marine processes including 
overwash.  The island has narrowed and decreased in elevation escalating the rate of overwash 
and breaching near the confluence with the headland as well as along Caminada Pass.  As the 
island has become more vulnerable from overwash and breaching, island habitat has been lost 
and protection of mainland marsh and infrastructure has diminished.  Sand fencing efforts are 
helping portions of the island maintain hummocky dunes.  Extension of the spit into Camanida 
Pass and periodic closures of Bayou Thunder von Tranc at the Gulf (and siltation throughout) is 
altering the hydrologic connection of the lagoon and marshes north of Elmer’s island.  The spit 
along the pass is breached.  Although sediment transport will continue across the breach 
supporting extension of the spit towards Caminada Bay, the breach is likely to persist and worsen 
without corrective actions.  The 1985 to 2009 Port Fourchon subunit loss rate is -0.49% per year.     
 
Goals  
The project goal is to create approximately 326 acres of barrier headland habitat (300 acres of 
marsh and 26 acres of dune).  
 
Proposed Solution 
The proposed project goals are: 1) habitat, 2) hydrology, and 3) protection.  The proposed 
features include approximately 26 acres of spot dune repair at sites where overwash and 
breaching is reoccurring; breach closure, and 300 acres of back barrier marsh creation.  Sediment 
for marsh creation would be mined offshore of the headland at a distance to avoid inducing 
shoreline erosion.  Sand is necessary for the spot dune repair and the breach closure.  A search 
for sand sources of appropriate quantity and quality would be conducted during the engineering 
and design phase.  Potential sources could be offshore or the accreting spit near the bridge.  The 
spot dune repair and breach closure would be planted with dune vegetation and the marsh 
platform would be planted with marsh vegetation.  Various design alternatives will be considered 
for the breach closure.  A rock core with sand capping tentatively is assumed.  Consideration will 
be given to directly or indirectly create tidal flats to replace those that exist now, but would be 
filled with the dune and marsh restoration.   
 
Preliminary Project Benefits 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

This total project area is 326 ac. 
 



2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
Approximately 274 acres of island habitat will be protected/created over the project life.  
For simplicity at this time and to be conservative, the estimated benefits only include 
direct fill and excavation footprints and not any additional benefits from increased 
sediment supply during overwash and downdrift redistribution.    
 

3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
The anticipated land loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits will be 50-
74% over the projects life. 
 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 
ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc? 
The project will help maintain barrier headland and Gulf beach rim.  

 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 

The project would have moderate net positive impact to critical infrastructures which 
consists of LA1, a hurricane evacuation route, and residence of Chenier Caminada due to 
reducing the rate or frequency of flooding from south/southeast wind.   

 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects? 
The project will have a synergistic effect with sand fencing efforts and existing rock.  The 
project may have synergy with the portions of the Caminada Headland Project to be 
constructed with the State funds. 

 
Identification of Potential Issues 
The proposed project has potential oyster, piping plover, borrow source, and utility/pipeline 
issues. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $26,033,622.  The fully funded 
cost range is $30M-$35M.   
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet:   
Patrick Williams, NOAA Fisheries, 225-389-0508, ext 208, patrick.williams@noaa.gov 
Phillip Parker, NOAA Fisheries, 225-578-8341, phillip.parker@noaa.gov 
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Project Name: Northeast Turtle Bay Marsh Creation and Critical Area Shoreline Protection 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Dedicated Dredging to Create Marsh on the Landbridge; Preserve Bay and Lake Shoreline 
Integrity on the Landbrdge; Coastwide:  Dedicated Dredging for Wetland Creation. 
 
Project Location: 
Region 2, Barataria Basin, Jefferson Parish, northeast of Turtle Bay 
 
Problem: 
Historic wetland loss in the area stems from shoreline erosion along Turtle Bay and interior 
marsh loss stems from subsidence, sediment deprivation, and construction of access and pipeline 
canals.  Based on the hyper-temporal analysis conducted by USGS for the extended project 
boundary of the Northwest Turtle Bay project during PPL21 analysis, loss rates in the area are 
estimated to be -0.61% per year for the period 1984 to 2011. 
 
Goals : 
The goals of the project are to 1) create approximately 401 acres of marsh and nourish 
approximately 364 acres of marsh (765 acres total) with dredged material from Little Lake, 2) 
protect approximately 2,335 feet of critical shoreline, 3) prevent further enlargement of two 
primary water exchange points. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
The proposed project would create approximately 401 acres and nourish approximately 364 acres 
of marsh using sediment dredged from Little Lake.  Existing canal spoil banks, emergent marsh, 
and significant segments of containment dikes will be used to guide the distribution of the 
dredged material.  Containment dikes will be degraded as necessary to reestablish hydrologic 
connectivity with adjacent wetlands.  Approximately 2,335 feet of critical shoreline would be 
protected and two channel liners would be installed to prevent further enlargement of two 
primary water exchange points.  Maintenance of the shoreline protection feature and channel 
liners would be included.  
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? Approximately 765 acres 
would be benefited directly.  An additional 600 acres would be benefitted indirectly. 
 
 2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? The total net 
acres protected/created over the project life is approximately 398 acres. 
 
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%). 50% 
 
 4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc.  
This project would contribute to protection of the Central Barataria Basin Landbridge. 



 
 5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? The 
communities of Lafitte and Barataria lie to the north of this important landmass which serves to 
buffer the effect of tropical weather events.  Numerous pipelines would benefit from reducing 
land loss in the area. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? This project would work in sync with BA-2, BA-27, BA-20, 
BA-23, BA-03a, BA-26, BA-36 (and associated CIAP project), and BA-41, contributing to 
protection of the Central Barataria Basin Landbridge. 
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
The proposed project has the following potential issues: there are pipelines in the project area 
and in Turtle Bay / Little Lake.  Little Lake is designated as an oyster seed ground.  These are 
both manageable issues.  O&M is also included for the shoreline protection feature. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $27,755,035.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $35M - $40M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Quin Kinler    Jason Kroll    
USDA-NRCS   USDA-NRCS    
225-382-2047   225-389-0347    
Quin.kinler@la.usda.gov Jason.kroll@la.usda.gov 
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Project Name 
Bayou Dupont Sediment Delivery – Marsh Creation 3 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy 
Coastwide Common Strategies: Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands; Off-
shore and riverine sand and sediment resources. 
Region 2 Regional Ecosystem Strategies: Restore and Sustain Marshes. 
 
Project Location 
Region 2, Barataria Basin, Plaquemines and Jefferson Parishes. 
 
Problem 
The wetlands in the Barataria Basin were historically nourished by the fresh water, sediment and 
nutrients delivered by the Mississippi River and the many distributary channels.  Following the 
creation of levees along the lower river for flood control and navigation, these inputs ceased.  In 
addition, numerous oil and gas canals in the area contributed significantly to wetland losses.  
Data suggests that from 1932 to 1990, the basin lost over 245,000 ac of marsh, and from 1978 to 
1990, Barataria Basin experienced the highest rate of wetland loss along the entire coast.   
 
Goals  
The project goal is to create and/or nourish approximately 523 ac of emergent brackish marsh 
using sediment from the Mississippi River and 426 acres of emergent brackish marsh are 
expected to remain at the end of the 20-year project life.  This project is synergistic with the 
previously constructed BA-39 project and the BA-48 project approved for construction.  
Additionally a portion of the project area will provide additional protection to the Plaquemines 
Parish hurricane protection levee. 
 
Proposed Solution 
The proposed project’s primary feature is to create and/or nourish approximately 523 ac (503 ac 
created, 20 ac nourished) of marsh and approximately 5,000 linear ft of tidal creeks.  In order to 
achieve this, sediment will be hydraulically pumped from the Mississippi River into the shallow 
water marsh creation area.  The project will utilize the existing pipeline crossing that was 
constructed for an adjacent project (Mississippi River Sediment Delivery System (BA-39)).  
Containment dikes will be constructed around the marsh creation area to keep material on site 
during pumping, and the temporary containment dikes will be gapped and degraded after 
construction to promote the hydrologic connection of the constructed marsh platform to adjacent 
waters.  Additionally, the newly constructed marsh will be assessed to determine if vegetative 
plantings will be necessary.  Funds are budgeted to plant 50% of the created marsh acres (252 
ac). 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

This total project area is 523 ac. 
 

2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
Approximately 426 ac of brackish marsh will be protected/created over the project life. 
 



 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
The anticipated land loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits will be 50-
74% over the projects life. 
 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 
ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc? 
The project will help maintain the natural southern ridge along Cheniere Traverse Bayou. 

 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 

The project will have a net positive effect on critical flood protection levees. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects? 
The project will have a synergistic effect with several approved and/or constructed 
restoration projects.  Constructed projects that this project is expected to have a synergistic 
effect with include the Davis Pond Freshwater Diversion (BA-01), Naomi Freshwater 
Diversion (BA-03) and Mississippi River Sediment Delivery System (BA-39).  This 
project is expected to have a synergistic effect with several approved projects including the 
Myrtle Grove Delta Building Diversion (BA-33) and the Bayou Dupont Marsh and Ridge 
Creation (BA-48). 

 
Identification of Potential Issues 
The proposed project has potential pipeline and borrow availability issues. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $37,070,497.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $40M - $50M.  
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet:   
Paul Kaspar, EPA, 214-665-7459, kaspar.paul@epa.gov 
Chris Llewellyn, EPA, 214-665-7239, llewellyn.chris@epa.gov 
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Project Name:  North Catfish Lake Marsh Creation Project 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy:   
Region 3, Strategy 11:  Maintain Shoreline Integrity/Stabilize Critical Areas. 
 
Project Location: 
Region 3, Terrebonne Basin, Lafourche Parish, Northern Shoreline of Catfish Lake  
 
Problem: 
Eastern Terrebonne Basin is significantly isolated from the riverine influences of the Mississippi 
and Atchafalaya Rivers.  Consequently, both subsidence and erosion of shorelines have occurred 
at some of the highest rates in Louisiana.  The northern half of the Catfish Lake shoreline has 
experienced an average erosion rate of approximately 9.8 ft with some areas losing as much as 
40 ft per year.  Interior marsh loss along the lake rim has also formed a large pond on the east 
side of the lake shoreline that has breached and threatens to greatly accelerate wetland loss in the 
area.         
 
Goals: 
The goal of the project is to strategically create marsh and reduce shoreline loss by 
reconstructing the marsh along the lake rim of Catfish Lake, one of the most prominent interior 
lakes in the eastern Terrebonne Basin.   
 
Proposed Solutions: 
The project will create marsh along the lake rim of the northern half of Catfish Lake using a 
hydraulic dredge and plantings of smooth cordgrass along the lake shore-face to reestablish a 
healthy and stable lake rim marsh community.    
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?   
The project will directly benefit approximately 408 total acres including 212 of marsh creation 
and 196 acres of nourishment of existing marshes.   
 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?   
The total net acres protected/created over the project life is approximately 209 acres. 
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%).  The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout 
the area of direct benefit is estimated to be 50-74%. 
 
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc. 
Yes, the project would restore over 20,000 linear feet of lake rim.   
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?   
The Catfish Lake area is adjacent to the Lafourche protection levee and provides some measure 
of stability to the region during unusually high tides driven by storm events. 



 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects?  None located in immediate area.   
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
The proposed project has the following potential issues: oysters, oil and gas flowlines (mostly 
inactive).   
 
Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $16,001,205.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $20M - $25M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Archie Chaisson, Lafourche Parish, (985) 632-4666, chaissonap@lafourchegov.org 
Ron Boustany, NRCS, (337) 291-3067, ron.boustany@la.usda.gov 
John Jurgensen, NRCS, (337) 473-7694, john.jurgensen@la.usda.gov 
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Project Name: 
Lake Tambour Marsh Creation  
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coastwide Strategy:  Maintenance of Bay and Lake Shoreline Integrity 
Region 3 Strategy #8; Dedicated Dredging for Wetland Creation, #11- Maintain shoreline 
integrity of marshes adjacent to Caillou, Terrebonne, and Timbalier Bays  
 
Project Location: 
Region 3, Terrebonne Basin, Terrebonne Parish. South of Madison Bay and east of Highway’s 
55 and 56.  Beginning on the eastern side of TE-83 and continuing along the western and 
northern shoreline of Lake Tambour. 
 
Problem: 
Emergent marshes north of Terrebonne Bay have a very high rate of erosion which has been 
estimated by USGS to be 1.16% per year (1985-2009).  Shoreline erosion rates are moderate 
being calculated to be 5.9 ft per year.  The reasons for these high erosion rates include a lack of 
sediment input and a limited supply of freshwater coupled with past dredging of oil and gas 
canals.  This rapid loss of land has dramatically increased the tidal prism north of Terrebonne 
Bay and directly contributes to the increasing flooding problems of many communities along 
Bayou Terrebonne including the town of Montegut.  This rapidly increasing tidal prism is likely 
accelerating the interior marsh loss rates for those marshes directly north of Terrebonne Bay.  By 
filling in open water areas and nourishing broken marsh within the project area, it is hoped that 
this will begin to reduce the tidal prism therefore slowing the amount of high saline waters that 
move north causing flooding and damaging the lower saline marshes north of Madison Bay and 
even in Lake Boudreaux. 
 
Goals : 
The goal of this project would be to start reducing the tidal prism north of Terrebonne Bay that 
has been increasing for many years.  This overall goal would be realized by strengthening the 
northern shoreline of Terrebonne Bay by creating and nourishing the emergent marshes just 
north of Terrebonne Bay. All these components of the project would work synergistically to 
reduce water exchange between Terrebonne Bay and interior lakes during normal tidal events 
and small storm events. 
Specific goals:  1) Reduce shoreline erosion along 20,000 ft. of the northern shoreline of 
Terrebonne Bay and major bayous.  2) Create 425 ac of emergent marsh in shallow open waters 
and nourish an additional 420 ac of emergent marsh.   
 
Proposed Solution: 
This project would propose to strengthen approximately 20,000 ft. of shoreline along the 
northern bank of Terrebonne Bay and major bayous.  North of the shoreline, 425 acres of 
emergent marsh would be created in shallow open water and 420 acres of emergent marsh would 
be nourished though hydraulically dredging material from Terrebonne Bay.  Dredge material 
would be placed on interior marshes to a target height of +1.4 NAVD 88.  All constructed 
containment dikes would be sufficiently gapped or degraded no later than 3 years post 
construction to allow for fisheries access.  This would be the second part of a phased 



comprehensive plan to protect the northern shoreline of Terrebonne Bay from further erosion.  
The project would also work synergistically with the previously constructed CWPPRA 
Terrebonne Bay Demonstration Project (TE-45) which is near to the proposed project allowing 
that project to be expanded.  If the TE-45 project was expanded without this project first being 
built, there is a reasonable chance that the marshes could separate from the shoreline protection 
component and become isolated.  
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1)  What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 
This total project area is 845 ac. 

 
2)  How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
Approximately 420 ac of brackish marsh will be protected/created over the project life. 

 
3)  What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
The anticipated land loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits will be 50-74% 
over the projects life. 

 
4)  Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc? 
The project will help maintain the natural southern Terrebonne Bay shoreline and several major 
area Bayous. 
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 
This project would help protect several camps and some oil and gas infrastructure. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? 
This project would work synergistically with the already constructed Terrebonne Bay Shoreline 
Protection Demo project.  It would also work synergistically with the TE-83 Terrebonne Bay 
Marsh Creation Project if it were to receive Phase II approval. 
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
There are at least two pipelines and two wells within the footprint of the potential marsh creation 
sites.  There are also numerous oyster leases within the project area. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $31,744,173.  The fully-funded 
cost range is $40M - $50M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Robert Dubois, USFWS, (337) 291-3127, Robert_Dubois@fws.gov 
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Project Name: 
Grand Bayou Freshwater Enhancement and Terracing 
  
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coastwide Strategy: Maintain estuarine gradient to achieve diversity, Diversions and riverine 
discharge, Management of diversion outfall for wetland benefits 
Region 3 Strategy: Enhance Atchafalaya River water influence to Central Terrebonne Marshes, 
Restore and Sustain Marshes. 
 
Project Location: 
Region 3, Terrebonne Basin, Lafourche Parish; South of Highway 24 and the GIWW, north of 
Catfish Lake. 
 
Problem: 
High salinity Gulf waters are pushed northward into the marshes within the project area from 
Lake Felicity and Lake Raccourci.  The amount of high salinity waters moving north is 
increasing as the marshes continue to breakup.  The only freshwater inflows to this area originate 
from precipitation events and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) along the northern 
project boundary.  The freshwater inflow from the GIWW is restricted by the small cross-section 
of the channel above the Hwy. 24 bridge and the cross-section of the channel for several 
thousand feet below that bridge.  There is also a restriction (earthen plug) in Margaret’s Bayou 
which keeps freshwater from moving east from Grand Bayou into the broken marshes.   
 
Goals: 
The primary goal of this project is to increase the flow of freshwater from the GIWW down 
Grand Bayou into the wetlands south of the GIWW and north of Catfish Lake as well as restrict 
the mouth of high saline waters moving up north from the Catfish Lake area into the broken 
marsh of the project area.  Construction of terraces would help retain freshwater inputs from the 
north and slow the northern movement of higher salinity water from the south.  Terraces located 
along the levee will help protect those levees from erosion.   Specific goals:  1) Increase the flow 
of fresh water from the GIWW into Grand Bayou from a maximum of 500 cfs to 1,500 cfs; 2) 
redirect much of the freshwater from Grand Bayou into the marshes east of Grand Bayou, 3) 
Create 210,600 linear feet of terraces along the southern Point aux Chenes boundary and portions 
of the Lafourche flood protection levee system. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
Increase the cross sectional area of the Grand Bayou channel from 500 to 1,500 sq. ft. for the 
first 6,000 ft from its confluence with the GIWW south and increase the channel cross section 
from 900 to 1,500 sq. ft. from that point to the confluence with Margaret’s Bayou approximately 
25,000 ft. south of the GIWW.  This may require the replacement of the existing bridge over 
Bayou Blue.  A small wing wall structure would be built in Grand Bayou near Margaret’s Bayou, 
which would assist in directing water flow to the east.  A plug would also be required on a 
portion of a service canal to direct the flow of freshwater out of Margaret’s Bayou.  



Approximately 210,600 linear feet of terraces would be built along Point aux Chene’s southern 
boundary to help retain the freshwater and slow the northern movement of higher saline waters.  
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?  
The project will directly benefit 21,000 acres of marsh and open water habitat. 
 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  
There would be a net benefit of 96 acres of brackish marsh (terraces) and 417 of intermediate 
marsh (freshwater diversion) for a total of 513 net acres. 
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%).   
The project would have an anticipated loss rate reduction of 50% for the terraces and 25% for the 
marsh associated with the freshwater diversion features totaling an overall reduction is loss rate 
of 25-49%. 
  
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc.  
No. 
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?   
The project would help protect flood protection levees and some oil and gas facilities. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? 
None. 
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
There could be utility and pipeline issues.  This project will require O&M. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $16,550,068.  The fully funded 
cost range is $25-$30 million.   
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Robert Dubois, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, (337) 291-3127; robert_dubois@fws.gov 
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Project Name: 
West Wax Lake Outlet Wetlands Diversion 
 
Coastwide 2050 Strategy:   
Coastwide Strategy:  Dedicated Dredging for Wetland Creation 
Regional Strategies:  Restore and Sustain Marshes - Maximize Atchafalaya Land Building  
Mapping Unit Strategies (Wax Lake Wetlands Unit):  #61 Beneficial use of dredged material, 
#62 Maintain distributaries (e.g., Hog Bayou, Leopard Bayou and Bayou Blue) 
 
Project Location: 
Region 3 - Atchafalaya Basin, Wax Lake Wetlands mapping unit (western subunit between Wax 
Lake Outlet and Bayou Sale), St. Mary Parish.  The West Wax Lake Wetlands subunit is 
bordered on the north by the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW), on the east by the Wax Lake 
Outlet, on the south by the Atchafalaya Bay and emerging Wax Lake Delta and on the west by 
the Bayou Sale east bank natural levee and flood protection levee which extends from Gordy to 
the GIWW.  This environmental unit contains approximately 34,466 acres, predominantly in 
fresh marsh and swamp, with numerous bayous and small open water areas, a narrow strip of 
natural levee hardwoods and petroleum related development, oil and gas pipeline canals and 
access canals and associated spoil banks and spoil retention areas located on the west bank of the 
historic Wax Lake that were constructed to receive material generated by the dredging of Wax 
Lake Outlet in 1941.   
 
Problem: 
Three bayous (Hog, Leopard and Blue) that have functioned as distributary channels of the Wax 
Lake Outlet since its construction in 1941, and the dredging of a canal connecting Hog Bayou 
and East Cote Blanche Bay in the late 1930s, are becoming blocked by development of the 
Outlet’s west bank natural levee (evidenced through airphoto analysis and depth measurements). 
The blockage of these channels, if allowed to continue, will reduce the diversion of fresh water, 
nutrients and sediment to the West Wax Lake Wetlands located east of Bayou Sale and to East 
Cote Blanche Bay via Hog Bayou. 
 
Goals: 
The goal of this project is to help restore and maintain earlier levels of sediment and nutrient-
laden freshwater distribution from the Wax Lake Outlet throughout the West Wax Lake 
Wetlands subunit by:  1) dredging a new, direct channel from Wax Lake Outlet to the original 
mouth of Bayou Blue, 2) dredging a new direct channel from Wax Lake Outlet to the original 
mouth of Leopard Bayou and 3) performing maintenance dredging of existing Hog Bayou 
channel to Wax Lake Outlet.  Dredged material cast onto the shallow bottom of the historic Wax 
Lake north and south of newly dredged and/or maintained channels would create marsh.  High 
water overbank flooding would continue development of natural levees along the three major 
bayous as well as firm up banks of smaller, interior bayous and fill in abandoned access canals 
and storm damaged marsh off of major bayous with distributary channel sediments.  Through-
flow would enhance water quality and also offset tidal influence and substrate erosion associated 



 

with the access canal network in the western portion of the subunit by maintaining a westward 
moving head of fresh water and introducing sediments and nutrients that promote vigorous plant 
growth and sustain wetlands. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
Restore and maintain hydrologic connection between Wax Lake Outlet (Mississippi-Atchafalaya 
River water) and distributary channels to sustain hydrologic processes and freshwater wetlands.  
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

Approximately 25,360 acre of wetlands between the Bayou Sale natural levee / flood 
protection levee and the West Wax Lake Outlet west bank, influenced by these three major 
distributary channels, would be benefited. 

 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
 The proposed project would immediately create approximately 125 acres of wetlands through 

beneficial use of dredged material from Bayou Blue, Leopard Bayou and Hog Bayou.  
Additional acreage is expected to accrue throughout the project area and the 125 net acres are 
expected to remain through the 20-year project life. 

 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%)? 
The 20-year reduction in loss rate attributable to this project is estimated to be <25%. 

 
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 

such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc. 
This project helps sustain existing wetlands, especially those near the east Bayou Sale natural 
levee and flood protection levee, and north of the north-central and north-west Atchafalaya 
Bay shoreline, through delivery of fresh water, sediment and nutrient input via natural 
hydrologic processes.  Maintenance of these wetlands would help protect the eastern flood 
protection levee and development infrastructure along the eastern natural levee of Bayou Sale 
and along interior water bodies.  Overbank flow during high water periods would deposit 
mineral sediments and continue promotion of natural levee development along distributary 
channels, thus helping to protect interior wetlands from tidal and boat-generated wave action.  
Continuance of sediment input would facilitate repair of marsh impacted by natural and 
human-induced activities.  Through-flow via channel and overland movement from Wax 
Lake Outlet to East Cote Blanche Bay and Atchafalaya Bay would promote water quality 
enhancement in the project area as well as facilitate entrainment and southward movement of 
GIWW flow from the north. 

 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 

The net impact of the project is that it will help sustain the natural environment that supports 
both critical and non-critical infrastructure such as development along Bayou Sale and 
interior water bodies, LA HWY 317 to Burns and the Bayou Sale Flood Protection Levee. 

 



 

6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? 

 This project would function synergistically with other restoration projects in the area: 1) the 
active natural Wax Lake Outlet Delta formation, 2) CWPPRA TV-20: Bayou Sale Shoreline 
Protection Project - $32.1M (35,776 ft of foreshore rock dike along eastern side of East Cote 
Blanche Bay north of Burns Point), 3) CIAP Point Chevreuil Shoreline Protection Project - 
$1.9M (4,250 ft of coastline around Point Chevreuil) and 4) CIAP Burns Point Shoreline - 
$1.01M for protection of 8.5-ac recreational vehicle park and campground at Bayou Sale Bay 
(East Cote Blanche Bay).  While these proposed actions are designed to prevent future 
shoreline erosion and protect existing infrastructure, this PPL-22 project nominee is designed 
to sustain the interior wetlands, water quality and infrastructure using natural hydrologic 
processes to deliver fresh water, sediments and nutrients. With the blockage of Hog, Leopard 
and Blue Bayou channels at the Wax Lake Outlet, this area will be deprived of Mississippi 
River flow and the floating marsh east of Bayou Sale will breakup and could eventually look 
like the Penchant Basin freshwater wetlands in western Terrebonne Parish.   

 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
This project will require O&M.  No other issues have been identified. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost, including 25% contingency, is $5,641,645.  The fully funded 
cost range is $10M - $15 M.  
 
Preparer of Fact Sheet: 
Karen Wicker, Ph.D., Coastal Environments, Inc., (225) 383-7455 x 119, 
kwicker@coastalenv.com on behalf of SM Energy Co. (Kenneth Knott [281] 677-2810) 
Loland Broussard, P.E., USDA-NRCS, (337) 291-3060, loland.broussard@la.usda.gov  
Troy Mallach, USDA-NRCS, (337) 291-3060, troy.mallach@la.usda.gov  
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Project Name:  
South Little Vermilion Bay Terracing and Vegetative Planting 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Region 3. #12. Maintain shoreline integrity and stabilize critical areas 
 
Project Location: 
Region 3, Teche/Vermilion, Vermilion Parish, Northeastern shore of Vermilion Bay extending 
from Mud Point, around Little Vermilion Bay to State Wildlife Refuge. 
 
Problem: 
Continuous wind-wave energy in the bay is preventing sediments from the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway through Freshwater Bayou and Schooner Bayou from becoming sub-aerial features, 
and is also responsible for shoreline erosion.  Continued shoreline retreat in Vermilion Bay is 
threatening the integrity of Bay rim, which if compromised would expose surrounding marsh to 
open bay energies.  In addition, several oil and gas canals within the project area would be 
opened to Vermilion Bay, if the shoreline were compromised.  
 
Goals:  
Create approximately 26,000 LF of distributary channels in Little Vermilion Bay. 
Create approximately 22,000 LF of earthen terraces (25 acres). 
Increase sediment deposition to create emergent marsh base. 
Stabilize approximately 31,400 linear feet of bay shoreline through five years of intensive 
vegetative plantings 
Create approximately 11 acres of emergent marsh through the expansion of vegetative plantings 
Abate wind-driven wave erosion along Vermilion Bay  
 
Proposed Solutions: 
The project features includes terracing and intensive shoreline vegetation plantings.  Terraces 
would be constructed to diminish waves in Little Vermilion Bay, helping to increase sediment 
deposition and reduce the rate of shoreline erosion. A pattern of channels would be dredged 100-
feet wide and 6-feet deep to beneficially distribute sediment from the GIWW through the 
Freshwater and Schooner bayous.  Dredged sediments would be used to construct 22,000 LF of 
earthen terraces. Terraces would be constructed to +4.0 feet NAVD88 with a crown 20 feet wide.  
The slopes of the terraces would be planted with smooth cordgrass plugs.  The project design 
follows that of the Little Vermilion Bay Sediment Trapping Project (TV-12). 
 
The TV-13a Oak/Avery Hydrologic Restoration project included 5.1 miles of vegetative plants 
along the north Vermilion Bay shoreline between Oaks and Avery Canals.  In addition, Avery 
Island Inc. in conjunction with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has been 
planting the north shore of Vermilion Bay with smooth cordgrass since 1990.  The plantings 
have been highly successful in reducing the rate of shoreline erosion by capturing and accreting 
sediments from the Atchafalaya River and proving quite resilient in the wake to two major 



hurricanes – Lili and Rita.  Other reaches have not been addressed.  Based on the success and 
lessons learned from these effort this nominee project calls for annual vegetative planting of 
impacted areas along the north shore of Vermilion Bay through an intensive maintenance-
planting program. Smooth cordgrass plugs would be installed along 31,415 linear feet along the 
Vermilion Bay shoreline 5 rows at 2 feet on center * 31,415 LF of shoreline (~ 79,000 units).  
After the initial planting, maintenance plantings assuming replacement of 15% of initial length 
(or 11,800 plugs) would be installed each of the four following years.  Additionally, a 
maintenance replacement of 50% of shoreline (15,700 LF) is assumed.  The amount of rows and 
the reoccurring planting for four years distinguishes this project from coastwide planting 
projects/programs.   
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 

1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? This project would 
encompass approximately 379 acres benefited by the terrace field and shoreline plantings.     
 

2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  87 net acres  
 

3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life? A 33% loss rate reduction in shoreline erosion (-3 ft/yr, PPL18 Candidate) is 
assumed for the terraces.  An 85-100% loss rate reduction is assumed for the vegetative 
plantings (-3.77 ft/yr, PPL18 Candidate).   
 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc.? 
The project maintains bay rim.   

 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?  

The project would have net positive impact on non-critical infrastructure.  
 

6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects?   
The project would have synergy with the TV-12 Little Vermilion Bay Sediment Trapping 
Project and Rainey Refuge.   

 
Identification of Potential Issues:  
One potential landowner has been identified that could be an issue.  The Louisiana Department 
of Wildlife and Fisheries classifies little Vermilion Bay as an oyster seed ground.  Pipelines and 
utilities have been identified in the project area.  The project would include maintenance of the 
shoreline plantings.   
 
Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $2,733,097.   The fully-funded 
cost range is $5M - $10M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
John D. Foret. Ph.D., NOAA Fisheries, (337) 291-2107, john.foret@noaa.gov 



Kimberly Clements, NOAA Fisheries, (225)389-0508, ext 204, kimberly.clements@noaa.gov  



 

                 South Vermilion Bay terraces and Planting project 

Earthen Terraces 
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Project Name: 
Cote Blanche Freshwater & Sediment Introduction & Shoreline Protection Project 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coast wide: Goal 1 – Assure Vertical Accumulation to Achieve Sustainability  

Strategy 5 – Maintenance of Gulf, Bay and Lake Shoreline Integrity 
Strategy 11 –Utilize Diversion & Riverine Discharge 

Regional: 12. Maintain shoreline integrity and stabilize critical shoreline of the Teche-
Vermilion system 

15. Optimize Atchafalaya River flow in Gulf Intracoastal Waterway into marshes 
and minimize direct flow into bays & Gulf of Mexico 

17.  Reduce sedimentation into bays 
Mapping Units - 80.  Protect Bay/Lake Shorelines  
 
Project Location: 
The project is located in Region 3, Teche/Vermilion Basin, St. Mary Parish, in interior marshes 
southwest of the GIWW and along portions of the northern shoreline of East Cote Blanche Bay 
and southeastern shoreline of West Cote Blanche Bay. 
 
Problem: 
Substantial loss of emergent wetlands, up to .45% per year, was occurring in the project interior 
prior to TV-4 Project construction.  The TV-4 Project reduced water level variability and 
hydrologic energy, and is facilitating accretion of sediment entering from the adjacent bays and 
is measurably reducing the rate of interior marsh loss.  However, in 2002 Hurricane Lili caused 
immediate, direct removal of approximately 1,750 acres of emergent marsh within the project 
area, which was followed by additional loss from Hurricane Rita in 2005 (Barras 2004 & 2005). 
 
Significant quantity of freshwater and sediment is available to be tapped from the GIWW, but for 
several reasons only a small portion currently reaches adjacent interior marshes.  Continuous 
stretches of spoil banks bordering some canals prevent nourishing flows to the wetlands.  Also, 
storms blocked some avenues that previously allowed some low-level freshwater and sediment 
flows to interior marsh areas.  In other areas, some flows that should be circulating through the 
interior are short-circuiting back into large canal systems.  The TV-4 project structures continue 
to function as intended; however, increasing sediment inputs through improved paths would 
accelerate accretion and restoration of the damaged interior marsh areas adjacent to the GIWW. 
 
The targeted Marone Point shoreline area has historic shoreline erosion rates of 9-20 ft/year 
(OCPR Monitoring).  If left unchecked, the rapidly eroding shoreline along East Cote Blanche 
Bay will convert the highly organic interior wetlands to open bay.  Installing shoreline protection 
would also preserve the hydrologic integrity of water control structures installed under the TV-
04 Project. 
 



Goals: 
The goal is to eliminate shoreline erosion, reverse interior land loss and promote land building, 
protect critical marsh habitat and maintain lower energy hydrology of the East Cote Blanche Bay 
wetlands established through the TV-04 project.  The marsh habitat provides important habitat 
for wintering migratory waterfowl, alligator, bald eagles, black bear, and other furbearers.  These 
wetlands also provide vital protection from storm surges to vulnerable inland areas of St. Mary 
Parish.   
 
Proposed Solutions: 
Project features will include channel improvement or enlargement and a structural measure 
where necessary to increase freshwater & sediment input from the GIWW into interior Cote 
Blanche marshes.  This will optimize the distribution through multiple avenues to further reduce 
emergent marsh loss and accelerate sediment accretion to promote land building in isolated 
areas.  Benefits analysis estimated that project implementation would yield a net flow increase of 
930 cfs to be delivered to the project area’s interior marshes. 
 
Project features also include construction of approximately 27,150 linear feet of armored 
protection parallel to the northern shoreline of East Cote Blanche Bay.  The proposed location of 
the shoreline protection feature is approximately 21,950 linear feet, starting from 3300 feet west 
of Humble Canal and extending around Marone Point, and approximately 5,200 feet to the east 
of the Humble Canal between existing shoreline protection segments. 
 
Project O&M will include channel maintenance to maintain flow, and minor sheetpile and 
navigation aids repair if necessary.  The total O&M cost is estimated to be less than 10% of 
project cost.  
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?  
The proposed shoreline protection feature would directly benefit approximately 129 acres by 
eliminating the annual shoreline loss.  Approximately 375 acres of intermediate marshes would 
benefit indirectly by preventing the breaching of, and tidal exchange through, several natural 
bayous and open water ponds lying adjacent to the E Cote Blanche Bay shoreline.  Therefore the 
total acreage potentially benefitted by the shoreline protection would be 504 acres. 
 
With the estimated additional flows and improved distribution, the freshwater and sediment 
introduction component is expected to benefit 10,722 wetland acres, of which approximately 
9,411 acres is emergent marsh. 
 
Therefore, for both project components, the total acreage benefitted would be approximately 
11,251 acres. 
 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  
Approximately 120 emergent acres would be protected at the end of the project life due to the 
shoreline protection component. 
 



For the freshwater & sediment introduction component, a total of 194 acres of emergent 
wetlands is estimated to be protected and 449 acres is predicted to be created for a net total of 
643acres over the project life.  Therefore, for both project components, a total of 763 acres 
would be protected/created over the project life. 
 
3)  What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life? 
Shoreline protection will be provided by some form of foreshore structural protection which, 
when properly designed and installed, would reduce the shoreline erosion rates by 100% over the 
project’s life. 
 
The anticipated land loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the project’s 
20-year life is >75%.  That is because the current land loss rate would be reversed by the 
freshwater and sediment introduction component throughout the areas of direct benefit, and 
result in an estimated land gain rate of 0.25% per year (23.5 acres per year) over the project life. 
 
4)  Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc?   
Shoreline protection feature will provide protection and serve to maintain a significant critical 
section of the East & West Cote Blanche Bays’ shoreline rims, as well as Marone Point which is 
a key feature influencing the Cote Blanche bays’ current circulatory patterns.  The Cote Blanche 
marshes also help protect Chenier Maritime Forest in the vicinity that is listed as critically 
imperiled. 
 
5)  What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?   
The project area would serve to protect the inland flood protection levees, oilfield and well 
locations, and the GIWW transportation corridor from exposure to open bay conditions, and 
from increased wave energy generated by marsh fragmentation and expansion of interior open 
water areas.  In addition, the project area is a significant portion of the wetland area that buffers 
the vulnerable Franklin and Baldwin municipal areas and the tribal community of the Chitimacha 
Nation from storm impacts. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects?  
The project features will provide a synergistic effect with the TV-04 Cote Blanche Hydrologic 
Restoration Project (constructed), TV-20 Bayou Sale Shoreline Protection Project (Phase I), and 
TV-15 Sediment Trapping at the Jaws (constructed) by extending shoreline protection around the 
entire northern shore of East Cote Blanche Bay, and ultimately providing contiguous protection 
and promoting sustainable restoration to thousands of acres of deteriorating marsh in St. Mary 
parish. 
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
No significant potential issues are expected from project implementation.  St. Mary Parish and 
major landowners and the Chitimacha Indian tribe are in full support of the project.  This project 
will require O&M. 
 



Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost plus 25% contingency is $24,078,477.  The fully-funded cost 
range is $30M - $35M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Loland Broussard/NRCS/ (337) 291-3060 loland.broussard@la.usda.gov 
Cindy S. Steyer/NRCS/ (225) 389-0334  cindy.steyer@la.usda.gov 
Ron Boustany/NRCS (337) 291-3060 ron.boustany@la.usda.gov 
Patra Ghergich/NRCS (337) 828-1461 ext 3  patra.ghergich@la.usda.gov 
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PPL22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 30, 2012 

 
Project Name:  
Cameron Meadows Marsh Creation and Wetland Restoration Project 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Restore and Sustain Wetlands (Regional Ecosystem Strategy); Dedicated Dredging for Wetlands 
Creation (Coastwide Common Strategy); Terracing (Coastwide Common Strategy); Vegetative 
Plantings (Coastwide Common Strategy); Restore Hydrology in the Burton-Sutton Canal 
(Mapping Unit Strategy) 
 
Project Location: 
Region 4, Calcasieu/Sabine, Cameron Parish, approximately 18 miles west of Cameron, 5 miles 
north of Gulf of Mexico shoreline, northeast of Johnsons Bayou, immediately south of Cameron 
Meadows Gas Field. 
 
Problem: 
Significant marsh loss is attributed to rapid fluid and gas extraction beginning in 1931, 
Hurricanes Rita, Gustav and Ike.  Rapid fluid and gas extraction resulted in a surface down 
warping of the marsh surface along distinguished geologic fault lines.  In the decades that 
followed, organic matter filled the low area and an emergent marsh community became 
established.  During the hurricanes of 2005 and 2008, the physical removal of the marsh coupled 
with low rainfall after Hurricane Ike has resulted in the conversion of intermediate to brackish 
emergent marsh to approximately 7,000 acres of shallow open water. In addition to these direct 
losses, significant interior marsh loss has resulted from saltwater intrusion and hydrologic 
changes associated with storm damage and blocked drainages.  Habitat shifts and hydrologic 
stress reduce marsh productivity, a critical component of vertical accretion in intermediate 
wetlands.  It is unlikely that many of these areas will recover unaided. 
 
Goals: 

(1) Create approximately 372 acres of marsh with dredge material and terraces, 
(2) Restore coastal marsh habitat, and  
(3) Reverse the conversion of wetlands to shallow open water in the project area through 

reestablishment of hydrologic connectivity. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
Construct 350 acres of marsh in two areas reestablishing Old North Bayou utilizing dredge 
material from the Gulf of Mexico. Target marsh elevation is +1.4 feet NAVD 88. Construct 
35,000 linear feet of earthen terraces (or 22 acres); oriented in such a way as to reduce wind 
generated wave fetch.  Terraces would be constructed with +2.5 feet NAVD 88, 15 feet crown 
width and planted.  Project features would include cleaning out over 30,000 linear feet of (South 
Line and/or B1) canals to re-establish drainage patterns filled in as a result of the hurricanes. In 
addition, the project would build upon an existing HD model to assist in the identification of 
those canal reaches that need clearing to restore this system.  Water depths throughout the project 



area average 0.6-1.0 feet deep.  In addition, the marsh creation areas would be planted with 
appropriate species of wetland vegetation to reestablish the plant productivity.    
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 

1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?  The marsh creation and 
terrace footprint area is 800 acres.  The overall project boundary including areas 
benefited from drainage improvements could total over 18,000 acres. 

 
2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  A 50% loss 

rate reduction in the background loss rate of -1.18% (1985-2009, LCA, Magnolia Subunit 
Polygon) terracing and marsh creation would result in 333 net acres after 20 years.  In the 
event that benefits associated with the hydrologic connectivity are calculated, there could 
be an increase in anticipated net acres, but there would be some direct marsh impacts 
with disposal of canal debris/sediment. 

 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life? A 50% loss rate reduction is assumed for the marsh creation (from -
1.18%/year to -0.59%/year) and no loss is assumed for the terraces in the Chenier Plain.  
In the event that benefits associated with the hydrologic connectivity are calculated, there 
could be a minor decrease in anticipated loss rates for some portion of the 18,000 acre 
project area. 
   

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 
ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc.? No. 

 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? The 

project would provide positive impacts to non-critical (i.e., minor oil and gas facilities) 
infrastructure.  Two oil and gas companies have facilities and pipelines in this area, 
which would benefit from an increase in marsh acreage.  The loss of wetlands in this area 
exposes those facilities to open water wave energies resulting in expensive damages and 
oil spills.  Protecting/creating wetlands in this area may assist in reducing storm damages 
to oil and gas infrastructure.  In addition, US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Sabine Refuge 
boarders the project area to the north, and it would benefit from an increase in marsh 
acreage and restored drainage. 

 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects?  This project would provide a synergistic effect with the 
Holly Beach Sand Management Project (CS-31), which constructed approximately 300 
acres of beach dunes on the Gulf of Mexico shoreline.  The project could also provide a 
synergistic effect with the East Sabine Lake Hydrologic Restoration Project (CS-32), by 
increasing marsh acreage south of the CS-32 project. 

 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
Pipelines/utilities and operations and maintenance are potential issues.  The landowner has 
offered $1M as a cost share.   



Preliminary Construction Costs:  
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $26,767,841.  The fully funded 
cost range is $35M - $40M.  
 
Preparer of Fact Sheet: 
John D. Foret. Ph.D., NOAA Fisheries, (337) 291-2107, john.foret@noaa.gov;  
Patrick Williams, NOAA Fisheries (225)389-0508, ext 208, patrick.williams@noaa.gov 
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March 30, 2012 

 
Project Name: 
West Cove Marsh Creation and Nourishment 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coastwide:  Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands 
Regional:  Marsh Creation by Sediment Delivery or Dedicated Dredging 
 
Project Location: 
Region 4, Calcasieu-Sabine Basin, Cameron Parish 
 
Problem: 
The Calcasieu Ship Channel, immediately east of the project area, provides an avenue for the 
rapid movement of high-salinity water into the marshes around Mud Lake. This movement 
increased salinity in the area, resulting in plant death and marsh loss. The marshes located 
between Mud Lake and West Cove were decimated by Hurricane Rita in 2005 and Ike in 2008. 
Marshes that once provided a buffer to the southwest rim of West Cove are now shallow open 
water areas. 
 
Goals: 
The project goal is to create and/or nourish approximately 627 ac of marsh (265 ac created, 362 
ac nourished) of emergent brackish marsh using sediment from the Calcasieu River. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
The proposed project’s primary feature is to create and/or nourish approximately 627 acres of 
marsh (265 acres created, 362 acres nourished).  In order to achieve this, sediment will be 
hydraulically pumped from the Calcasieu River into the shallow water marsh creation area.  
Containment dikes will be constructed around the marsh creation area to keep material on site 
during pumping.  Once pumping has been completed, the containment dikes will be degraded to 
the current platform elevation and gaps will be excavated.  Additionally, the newly constructed 
marsh will be assessed to determine if vegetative plantings will be necessary.   
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

This total project area is 627 ac.  
 

2)  How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  Based on a 
50% rate reduction to the projected -.15%/yr land loss rate, marsh creation and 
nourishment in the project area would yield 266 net acres, 20 years after initial 
construction.  

 
3)  What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%)?  The anticipated land loss rate reduction 
over the project area is 50%. 

 



 

4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 
ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc? 
Yes, helps to restore the integrity of West Cove rim (west side of Lake Calcasieu) and 
prevent coalescence of Lake Calcasieu with Mud Lake.  

 
5)  What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?  No major 

impacts to critical infrastructure.  Oil and gas facilities in area would be benefited by the 
project acreage created.   
 

6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects? 
This project would have a synergistic effect with CWPPRA project CS-20, East Mud Lake 
Marsh Management, which was completed in 1997. The objective of that project is to 
create a hydrologic regime conducive to restoration, protection, and enhancement of the 
Mud Lake area by using various types of water control structures and vegetation plantings. 
Structural components include culverts with flap gates, two variable crest weirs, three 
earthen plugs, and repair of an existing levee (CPRA, 2009). 

 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
Pipelines utilities and state-designated oyster seed grounds have been identified as potential 
issues. 
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
Stand Alone Project 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $19,265,632.  The fully funded 
cost range is $20M-$25M. 
 
Incremental Project (if constructed during maintenance event on Calcasieu River) 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $9,573,778.  The fully funded cost 
range is $10M-$15M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet:   
Scott Wandell, USACE, 504-862-1878   Scott.F.Wandell@usace.army.mil 
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PPL 22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 30, 2012 

 
Project Name: 
East Pecan Island Marsh Creation – Increment 1 

Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coastwide: Dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands 
 
Project Location: 
The project is located in Region 4, Mermentau Basin, Vermilion Parish, west of the Freshwater 
Bayou Navigation Channel. 
 
Problem: 
The marshes to the west of the Freshwater Bayou Navigation Channel have experienced severe 
land loss and habitat conversion. What was once a productive fresh water marsh has been 
converted to open water due to the negative effects of exchange from the Freshwater Bayou 
Navigation Canal on soils followed by major hurricane impacts.  

Goals: 
The primary goal of this project is to create marsh through dedicated dredging and vegetative 
plantings on the western side of the Freshwater Bayou Navigation Channel. This project will also 
help to reduce the potential for exchange between the target marshes and the Freshwater Bayou 
Navigation Channel by working synergistically with the ME-31 Freshwater Bayou Marsh 
Creation Project. 

Proposed Solutions: 
This project intends to create and nourish 504 acres of marsh using approximately 3.5M C.Y. of 
marsh fill material borrowed from offshore within state waters. Some historical ponds will be 
retained and creeks will be included to promote exchange with the surrounding marsh and 
provide marsh functionality. Half of the acreage will be planted to encourage rapid vegetation. 
Earthen containment dikes will be gapped upon construction completion and included in the 
operations and maintenance. 

Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

This total project area is 520 ac. 
 

2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
Approximately 491 ac of brackish marsh will be protected/created over the project life. 
 

3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
The anticipated land loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits will be 50% 
over the projects life. 
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4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 
ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc? 
The project will help maintain the boundary between the Freshwater Bayou navigation 
channel and the wetlands to the west of the channel.  

 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 

The project will have a net positive effect on maintaining the integrity of the Freshwater 
Bayou navigation channel.  

 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects? 
The project will have a synergistic effect with two existing CWPPRA projects: the 
Freshwater Bayou Wetland Protection project (ME-04, constructed) and the Freshwater 
Bayou Marsh Creation project (ME-31, in engineering and design). 
 

Identification of Potential Issues: 
The proposed project has the following potential issues: pipelines/utilities and landowners. 

Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $34,181,697. The fully-funded 
cost range is $40M - $50M.   
 
Preparers of Fact Sheet: 
Chris Allen, CPRA; chris.allen@la.gov; (225) 342-4736 
Chris Llewellyn, EPA; Llewellyn.Chris@epa.gov; (214) 665-7239 
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Project Name: 
Front Ridge Freshwater Introduction and Terracing  
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coastwide Common Strategies:  Maintain, Protect, or Restore Ridge Functions; Terracing, 
accompanied by vegetative planting, is an effective means of marsh habitat creation.   
 
Regional Strategy 4:  Move water from Lakes Subbasin across Highway 82 with including 
outfall management and flood protection where needed.  Restore historic hydrologic and salinity 
conditions throughout Region 4 to protect wetlands from hydrologic modification.   
 
Project Location: 
Region 4, Mermentau Basin, Vermilion Parish, east of Pecan Island and south of Highway 82. 
 
Problem: 
Virtually all of the project area marshes have experienced increased tidal exchange, saltwater 
intrusion, and reduced freshwater retention associated with the Freshwater Bayou Canal and 
Humble Canal.  Highway 82 traverses cheniers wherever possible, however, low spots between 
cheniers historically allowed drainage from the Lakes Subbasin south into the Chenier Subbasin.  
Currently, Highway 82 forms a hydrologic barrier that isolates those sub basins.   
 
Goals: 
The project goals are two-fold:  1) to evacuate excess water from the Lakes Subbasin; and 2) to 
provide freshwater to the Chenier Subbasin.  The project would restore/improve hydrologic 
conditions and promote the expansion of emergent marsh vegetation throughout the project area.  
The terracing will be designed to reduce wave energies and promote growth of submerged 
aquatic vegetation.   
 
Proposed Solutions: 
The project proposes approximately 98,980 linear feet of terracing and freshwater introduction. 
 
The proposed freshwater introduction would restore/improve hydrologic conditions by allowing 
water from the Lakes Subbasin to drain south across Highway 82 into the Chenier Subbasin.  
The majority of the necessary infrastructure is existing and would only require cleanout and 
construction of an outlet structure under the gravel road at Front Ridge. 
    
Coastwide Reference Monitoring Stations indicate average salinities in the Lakes Subbasin near 
the freshwater introduction source were 2.9 ppt (CRMS 1130) in 2010 and salinities in the 
Chenier Subbasin near the receiving area were 6.6 ppt (CRMS 1965) 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly?  The total area benefitted is 
approximately 4,350 acres.   



2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life?  The project 
would protect/create approximately 155 net acres based on terrace construction (52.3 acres) and 
preliminary results from the Boustany Model (103 acres).     
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 
project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74% and >75%).  The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout 
the area of direct benefit is estimated to be 50-74%. 
  
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem 
such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, cheniers, etc.  
The project would protect the Front Ridge Chenier. 
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure?  The project 
would help protect Louisiana Highway 82. 
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 
constructed restoration projects?  The project would provide freshwater introduction across 
Highway 82 and benefit existing mitigation terracing projects.   
 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
Pipelines/utilities have been identified as a potential issue for this project.  This project will 
require O&M.   
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $3,889,827. The fully-funded cost 
range is $5M - $10M.   
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Troy Mallach, NRCS, (337) 291-3064, troy.mallach@la.usda.gov 
Wayne Henderson, (225) 922‐ 4600 , whenderson@pncpa.com 
Judge Edwards, Vermilion Corps, (337) 893-0268, vermilioncorporation@connections-lct.com 
 





PPL22 PROJECT NOMINEE FACT SHEET 
March 30, 2012 

 
Project Name: 
Coastwide Competitive Voluntary Canal Backfilling 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy: 
Coastwide Strategy: Restore/sustain marshes, Restore Swamps. 
 
Project Location: 
“Coastwide”, with locations to be selected through a competitive process.  Dependent on 
locations proposed and proposal selection criteria based on factors known to be related to 
successful canal backfilling.   
 
Problem: 
Canal dredging has contributed significantly to land loss in Louisiana, yet little has been done to 
reverse the damage caused by canals and spoil banks.  Canals have turned marsh and swamps to 
open water, and spoil banks have replaced wetlands with an upland environment.  Spoil banks 
also restrict water flow above and below the wetland surface and cause increased periods of 
flooding and drying of the wetlands behind them.  Increased flooding can lead to stress and 
mortality of wetland vegetation, while drying the soil increases subsidence through oxidation of 
organic matter. These hydrologic alterations also limit sediment deposition in the adjacent 
wetlands.   
 
Goals: 

 Backfill approximately 48 miles of canals by the end of year 41 
 Convert approximately 852 acres of upland spoil bank habitat to emergent wetlands by 

the end of year 92 
 Convert approximately 47 acres of open water (canal) to emergent wetlands by year 93 
 Achieve a net benefit of approximately 887 ac over 20 years through conversion of spoil 

bank and canal to emergent wetland habitat4 
 Convert open water (canal) to shallow water habitat 5 
 Increase SAV cover from 10% to 59% in shallow open water6 
 Partially restore hydrology over  76,352 ac of emergent wetlands and water (53,446 ac of 

wetlands), resulting in protection/restoration of an additional 83 net ac over 20 years7 
 Achieve a total net benefit of approximately 970 ac of emergent wetlands over 20 years8 

 
Proposed Solutions: 
This project will backfill oil and gas, pipeline, and/or residential development canals at locations 
to be determined. Actual backfilling locations and features will be based on proposals from 
willing landowners.  We want to stress the unique aspect of this proposed coastwide canal 
backfilling project, is to implement a completely voluntary program, to be based on proposals 
from landowners and mineral owners, to backfill canals.  Proposals will be competitively 
selected based on criteria to be developed, that would represent factors considered to be most 
important to successful backfilling.  This idea was specifically recommended last year by the 
CWPPRA Academic Assistance Group in response to a previous coastwide backfilling proposal.   
 
Backfilling will involve removing the existing spoil banks and disposing of the dredged material 
in the canals.  While there is not sufficient sediment volume remaining in most spoil banks to 



completely fill the canals to adjacent wetland elevation, typically there is enough to significantly 
shallow the canals, and over time some additional filling to the target elevation is observed.  
Those areas returned to adjacent wetland elevation rapidly revegetate without the need for 
planting.  In addition, removal of the spoil banks will restore natural hydrology across the 
wetland surface over a larger area in the vicinity of the canals. 
 
Preliminary Project Benefits: 
1) What is the total acreage benefited both directly and indirectly? 

The total acreage that would be benefited directly and indirectly is 77,678 ac9. 
 

2) How many acres of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life? 
 970 ac of wetlands will be protected/created over the project life8.   
 
3) What is the anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits over the 

project life (<25%, 25-49%, 50-74%, and >75%)? 
 The anticipated loss rate reduction throughout the area of direct benefits is <25%10. 

 
4) Do any project features maintain or restore structural components of the coastal 

ecosystem such as barrier islands, natural or artificial levee ridges, beach and lake rims, 
cheniers, etc.? 

 The project will not maintain or restore structural components of the coastal ecosystem.   
 
5) What is the net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure? 
 The net impact of the project on critical and non-critical infrastructure is uncertain at this 

time, since the locations of backfilling have not yet been determined.  
 
6) To what extent does the project provide a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects? 
 The extent to which the project provides a synergistic effect with other approved and/or 

constructed restoration projects is uncertain at this time, since the locations to be backfilled 
have not yet been determined.  

 
Identification of Potential Issues: 
Potential issues include pipelines.  Most potential issues, especially landrights, will be eliminated 
as part of the actual project selection process.  
 
Preliminary Construction Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is approximately $25 M11.  The 
fully-funded cost range is $30M-$35M. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet:   
Kenneth Teague, EPA (214) 665-6687; teague.kenneth@epa.gov 



Demonstration Project Nominees 
 
 

Coastwide DEMO  Hay Bale Demo 
Coastwide DEMO  Reconnection of Hydrologically Isolated Wetlands 
Coastwide DEMO  CREPS: Coastal Restoration & Energy Production System 
Coastwide DEMO  Bioengineering of Shoreline & Canal Banks using Live Stakes 
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Project Name: 
Hay Bale Restoration 
 
Coast 2050 Strategies: 
Coastwide strategies:  Maintenance of Gulf, Bay, and Lake Shoreline Integrity; Maintain, 
Protect, or Restore Ridge Functions; Stabilization of the Width and Depth of Major Navigation 
Channels and Other Water bodies at their Point of Intersection; Vegetative Planting; Terracing 
Regional Ecosystem strategies:  Restore Swamps; Restore/Sustain Marshes; Protect Bay and 
Lake Shorelines; Restore and Maintain Barrier Islands; Maintain Critical Landforms. 
 
Potential Demonstration Project Location: 
Any body of water, including ponds, lakes, bays, and the Gulf of Mexico, whose banks/shores 
and marsh edges need protection from erosive wave energy; any area where trapping sediment is 
desired to create conditions conducive to shallowing existing water depths, inducing marsh 
habitat development, and nourishing existing marsh areas; any area of broken marsh where 
conversion of open water areas back to marsh habitat & function is desired.  Possible 
applications include placement of hay or straw bales to act as barriers, islands/terraces, or 
containment around dredged material placed in open water sites, including open water areas 
within broken marsh.  These possible coastal restoration techniques could be applied statewide. 
 
Problem: 
With the construction of the levee system, the integrity of the natural flow of the Mississippi 
River has been compromised.  The use of hay bales in restoration efforts needs to be investigated 
as an all “natural” solution to help put back what the construction of the levees has taken away 
(i.e. return of sediment input from waterways back to the land to help counter land 
subsidence/add nutrients). 
 
Goals: 
Deploy & test various “green” approaches to restoring the eroding marsh/banks/shorelines. 
Demonstrate the versatility of hay bales in several restoration capacities, as an alternative to 
traditional methods.  
 
Proposed Solutions:  
1.  Build “barriers” of 800-lb round bales of hay, wheat, and/or rice straw (could use other-
shaped/other-weight  bales too) to suppress adverse erosive effects of wave action on shorelines 
and wick/trap sediment, forming a more “natural” barrier or buffer against erosive waves when 
compared to rocks, concrete, or metal structures traditionally used for erosion control. A total of 
1500’ of double row of hay bales would be placed in a linear “barricade alignment” near shore, 
with 3 replicate 500-foot sections and 20-foot gaps in between each section (see Figure 1; 3 reps 
= 750 bales total). 
2.  Utilization of haybales as a containment feature for dredged material in marsh creation, in 
place of traditional earthen dikes.  Demonstration intended to investigate different method of 
containment in areas of unsuitable dike construction conditions in open water. Build three 200- 



linear foot square test replicates- each side of replicate consisting of a double wall of bales and 
each replicate or “cell” consisting  of 400 bales (see Figure 2; 3 reps = 1200 bales total). Place 
dredged material within “cell” area with bales acting as containment. 
    
Project Benefits: 
1.  Cost effective when compared to other traditional means of erosion control (rock, concrete, 
metal, etc.) - there is a ready supply of hay bales- can always grow more  
2.  All natural and expected to be non-toxic to environment (biodegradable) 
3.  Reduce wave energy to help with soil stabilization/soil creation and reduce runoff from land 
4.  Hay bales would serve to protect new vegetative plantings as well as existing vegetation 
5.  Straw/hay as an excellent source of shelter for nesting/colonization of birds and animals 
6.  Hay bales in aquatic environments attract fish and other aquatic species 
7.  Use of hay bales can be used with other restoration techniques to help guide/direct 
water/sediment flow or keep placed dredged material in position 
8.  Creates a market for wheat and rice straw that currently has no market value at this time 
 
Project Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $1,477,648.  
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Susan Hennington, USACE, 504-862-2504, Susan.M.Hennington@usace.army.mil 
Nathan S. Dayan, USACE, 504-862-2530, Nathan.S.Dayan@usace.army.mil 
John B. Petitbon, USACE, 504-862-2732, John.B.Petitbon@usace.army.mil 
Scott F. Wandell, USACE, 504-862-1878,  Scott.F.Wandell@usace.army.mil 
Bryan Kemp, Gulf Coast Preservation and Reclamation, 225-931-3050, gcprhay@gmail.com 
Juli Kemp, Gulf Coast Preservation and Reclamation, 225-665-2825, gcprhay@gmail.com 
Sherrill Sagrera, Vermilion Parish, 337-652-0636, sherrillsagrera@bellsouth.net 

20 ‘

500 ‘ = 250 bales

Figure 1: Nearshore Barricade‐ Double Row (3 reps = 750 bales total)

Shoreline

Round Hay Bales

4’

Placements Near Shore:

Placements in Open Water Areas:

Figure 2: Double Row for Containment (3 reps = 1200 bales)

Dredged 
Sediment for 

Marsh 
Platform

200’ x 200’ = 400 bales
(0.9 acres)
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Demonstration Project Name:   
Reconnection of hydrologically isolated wetlands to improve ecological function 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy(ies): 
Regional:  Improve hydrology, restore hydrology 
 
Potential Demonstration Project Location(s): 
Swamps, intermediate, brackish, and salt marshes. 
 
Problem: 
The juxtaposition of canal spoils banks often results in the impoundment or partial 
impoundment of coastal wetlands (Figure 1) thus reducing the exchange between these 
wetlands and the surrounding areas (Figure 2).  This reduced exchange results in fewer 
but longer flooding and drying events (Swenson and Turner, 1987).  The increased 
flooding may be enough to increase the soil waterlogging to a point where plants may 
become stressed due to soil chemistry changes (e. g. Mendelssohn et al, 1981; McKee 
and Mendelssohn 1989) ultimately leading to plant death and wetland loss.  Excessive 
inundation of swamps has been shown to lead to increased stress, resulting in mortality to 
less flood tolerant species and eventually to loss of tree density (Conner et al. 1981, 
Visser and Sasser 1995).  A recent study of growth response of Baldcypress (Keim et al. 
2012) concluded that increased inundation was more important than nutrient limitations 
in controlling growth at their site. 
 
Goals: 
1.  The primary goal is to assess the size or number of connections necessary to re-

establish the hydrology within an isolated (impounded or semi-impounded) wetland 
and improve the connectivity to the surrounding wetland in order to restore 
ecological function. 

2.  Improve the soil chemistry by decreasing soil waterlogging. 
3.  Reduce stress on the vegetation. 
 

Proposed Solution: 
Re-establish the connectivity to the surrounding wetlands by opening hydrologic 
pathways.  This could be accomplished by (1) excavating gaps in existing spoil banks or 
(2)  degrading sections of spoil banks to re-establish overland flow.  The concept is to 
restore the system without using structural components.  The openings will be sized to 
keep the average flow velocities low enough to preclude any scouring of material. 
 
It is anticipated that 2-3 impounded sites will be used with a reconnected and non-
reconnected control at each location.  It is estimated about 500 feet of connections would 
be excavated during both a Phase I and Phase II construction events at each of three sites 
for a total of 3,000 linear feet.  The overall plan (at each site) would be to: 



1.  Monitor (~6 months) the baseline hydrology, vegetation, soil chemistry and 
fish assemblages. 

 
2.  Phase I:  excavate gaps, (or degrade spoil bank), to increase connectivity and 

monitor (~6 months) the hydrology, vegetation, soil chemistry and fish 
assemblages. 

 
3.  Phase II:  increase the size of the openings or increase the number of openings 

and monitor (~6 months) the hydrology and soil chemistry and fish 
assemblages. 

 
The Phase I gap width  would be 25 feet which corresponds to the gap width currently 
being used on CWPPRA projects. 
 
The hydrologic measurements would include continuous water level (and salinity) 
instruments within the marsh being re-connected, in the open water and in an adjacent 
non-impounded marsh area.  Discrete measurements of water velocity on the marsh, 
water velocity in the openings, and soil chemistry (eH, sulfides) would be made in the 
two marsh areas at each site.  The fish assemblages would be monitored (trap nets, flume 
nets, electro-shocking, depending on the marsh type) within the marsh being re-
connected, in the adjacent open water, and in an adjacent non-impounded marsh.  Fish 
assemblages would be monitored three times over each 6 month period.  The vegetation 
species and cover would be monitored once during the baseline period, once following 
the Phase I gapping and twice following the Phase II gapping.  A sampling time line is 
shown in Figure 3. 
 
Project Benefits: 
1.  The re-establishment of a natural hydrologic regime. 
2.  Lower (or eliminate) plant stress due to waterlogging. 
3.  Increase connectivity (water, material and organisms) to surrounding wetlands. 
4.  Provide data on transient fish and invertebrate species access to (stet) the marsh. 
5.  Provide information on optimal sizes of gaps that may be useful for marsh creation 

projects. 
 
Project Costs: 
The total estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $380,799. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Erick M. Swenson, LSU.  225-578-2730, eswenson@lsu.edu 
Patrick Williams, NOAA Fisheries, (225)389-0508, ext 208, 
patrick.williams@noaa.gov 
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Figure 1.  Example of an impounded site (surrounded by spoil banks) in an intermediate marsh in 
Terrebonne Parish.  The red arrows indicate possible locations to gap (or degrade spoil banks) to 
re-establish hydrologic connectivity. 
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Figure 2.  Example of marsh water levels (red) in an impounded marsh and in the adjacent open 
water (blue) at an intermediate marsh site in Terrebonne Parish (Figure 1).  The site floods and 
drains during high water level events but drainage is limited (by spoil banks) at lower water 
levels leading to increased waterloging. 



 

 
 
Figure 3.  Monitoring time line. 
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Demonstration Project Name: 
CREPS: Coastal Restoration & Energy Production System 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy(ies): 
Coastwide: Management of Pump and Gravity-flow Outfall for Wetland Benefits; Diversions 
and Riverine Discharge 
 
Potential Demonstration Project Locations: 
Plaquemines Parish, St. Bernard Parish, Orleans Parish, Jefferson Parish, St. Charles Parish, St. 
John the Baptist Parish, or St. James Parish.   
 
Problem: 
Over a century of leveeing and river management has isolated the Mississippi River from the 
wetlands that have historically depended on its periodic inputs of sediment and freshwater.  
Without massive-scale restoration of the Delta cycle, artificial nourishment of the wetlands is 
necessary to prevent their complete disappearance.  Existing methods of freshwater introduction 
and sediment nourishment include dedicated dredging, major diversions, and piping with or 
without siphons.  Each of these is expensive, negatively affect wildlife and fisheries, and can 
disrupt local communities and industries. 
 
Goals:  
The goal of this project is to demonstrate the potential use of the CREPS diversion technology 
for supplying degraded wetlands with fresh water and sediment. Specifically, the project will 
compare the efficiency and cost effectiveness of CREPS technology with existing diversions. 
Another goal of the project is investigate the potential capture and utilization of hydroelectric 
power from the diversion.  
 
Proposed Solution:  
CREPS consists of a pipe horizontally directional drilled (HDD) under a levee system (>80ft), 
with the input under water on the river side and the output outside of the levee.  Because the 
average level of the river is higher in elevation than the wetlands, hydrostatic forces will force 
river water through the pipe.  A hydrokinetic turbine will be fixed to the output and generate 
power.  This electricity can then be used to power pumps to further direct the diverted river water 
or uploaded to the transmission grid to generate revenue.   
 
The demonstration project would consist of one 30in pipe.  An average head differential from the 
river to the receiving area of 8ft would result in 50 cfs and 50 kw of power.  Volume and power 
would fluctuate with river level in relation to the pipe output.  The demonstration could stand 
alone as an isolated diversion, or be oriented to increase the sediment load of an existing 
diversion. 
 



Project Benefits: 
CREPS technology would introduce sediment-rich freshwater into coastal wetlands with low 
cost and fast installation, and the added benefit of generated power. CREPS has an advantage 
over existing pump/siphon systems, as the technology provides for a potential recurring return on 
investment.  It is similar in cost to install as a major diversion on a cfs basis, but can be 
constructed in a fraction of the time. It also minimizes the induced shoaling threat to the 
maritime industry, and does not hinder existing residential, commercial, or industrial operations 
during construction or operation. 
 
Project Costs:   
The estimated construction cost plus 25% contingency is $2,293,750. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
David Heap, CC-CleanTech LLC, 504-355-6860, dheap@cc-cleantech.com  
Stuart Brown, CPRA, 225-342-4596, stuart.brown@la.gov 
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Demonstration Project Name: 
Bioengineering of Shorelines and Canal Banks using Live Stakes 
 
Coast 2050 Strategy(ies): 
Maintain bay and lake shorelines.  Terracing and plantings. 
 
Potential Demonstration Project Location(s): 
Coastwide 
 
Problem: 
What problem will the demonstration project try to solve? 
The demonstration project would use natural materials to enhance the ability of the natural 
shoreline to absorb wave energy and attempt to protect existing shoreline features, using the 
abilities of nature to heal itself.  The demonstration project would help reduce shoreline retreat 
along bay and lake areas that have experienced excessive amounts of erosion and would also 
have the intent to offset increased rates of land loss to wetlands that become exposed due the loss 
of protective shorelines features. 
 
What evidence is there for the nature and scope of the problem in the project area? 
Historically Louisiana’s coastal shoreline, bays, and lake rims have experience high levels of 
retreat and land loss.  The approach to repairing these areas have utilized heavy, hard 
engineering methods that eventually settle into the substrate, which has not achieved the goal and 
even presented additional hazards.  Repair of these areas using sturdy but lighter, living materials 
and non-living natural materials will encourage self-repair with the goal of enhancing the native 
plant community. With no specific area identified it is difficult to quantify the exact amount of 
that loss or retreat the project would attempt to offset.  Shoreline erosion rates have been 
measured in excess of 30 feet per year in areas across the Louisiana coast.  The need for 
stabilization in critical areas was noted in all four Coast 2050 regions.  
 
Goals:  
What does the demonstration project hope to accomplish? 
The proposed demonstration project would stabilize existing shoreline features and attenuate 
shoreline retreat and potentially enhance interior marshes and also provide a natural substrate for 
plant propagation and an accretion platform.  The methodology would re-establish/jump start the 
plant community whose root systems forms the webbing that strengthens sediments and peat at 
and around the shorelines.   Surface portions of the plants absorb wave and precipitation energy 
that would otherwise impact surface soils. 
 
Proposed Solution: 
Describe demonstration project features in as much detail as possible.  
The Bioengineering of Shorelines and Canal Banks using Live Stakes project is a multi-faceted 
shoreline protection and restoration, marsh protection, restoration, and enhancement system that 



would absorb and deflect wave energy, protect and enhance vegetation, protect and create 
emergent marsh and woody shrub/forested wetlands, trap sediment and provide nursery habitat.   
 

1. The stabilization and protection materials have a variety of application possibilities 
that can be adjusted to best suit the problem area to best restore and enhance 
shorelines and marshes in many different types of coastal environments. 

2. The coir material that could be used is available planted at various densities but is 
also available unplanted so that native vegetation could be utilized. 

3. When used as a method of shoreline enhancement; it is cheaper than rock and could 
be considered a compromise between “hard” and “soft” shoreline protection methods.  

4. A staggered terrace-like orientation can break up wave action, reducing turbidity and 
allow sediment time to settle, potentially accreting and creating emergent marsh.  

5. The use of native woody materials obtained from naturally growing vegetation close 
to the restoration site ensures the use of native plants and provides a relatively 
inexpensive source of plant materials. 

6. In combination with the erosion control materials (that protects soils in the near-term) 
a variety of configurations in planting the shallows, shoreline and near shore areas 
will begin the reestablishment of a native plant community that will grow in strength 
with time. 

 
The demonstration would include the selection of 3 diverse application sites for treatment.  Each 
treatment would include 3 replicate 500-foot sections for a total project installation of 4,500 
linear feet.  Project effectiveness would be monitored and evaluated after construction according 
to the CWPPRA workgroups’ recommendation for this product in Phase 0.  The conceptual 
treatment is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Project Benefits: 
Describe demonstration project benefits in as much detail as possible.  
The proposed project would: 

1. Absorb and deflect wave energy; 
2. Protect and enhance existing or planted shoreline vegetation; 
3. Allow ingress and egress of aquatic species; 
4. Collect sediment by reducing wave energy. 
5. Reduce interior marsh loss 

 
Project Costs: 
The estimated construction cost including 25% contingency is $1,685,109. 
 
Preparer(s) of Fact Sheet: 
Paul Kaspar, EPA, (214) 665-6687; kaspar.paul@epa.gov 
Jane O. Rowan, Normandeau Associates, Inc, (610) 635-9359; jrowan@normandeau.com  
Doug Smith, Bioengineering Group, (919) 414-8091; dsmith@bioengineering.com 
 



Figure 1. Example of Conceptual Treatment      
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Region 1- Pontchartrain Basin
CWPPRA

Small Mississippi River Reintroduction 
into LaBranche Wetlands

CWPPRA

Pump-Siphon on 
Mississippi River

750 cfs750 cfs

Use of parish 
drainage pumps to 
deliver water over 
protection levees

>1,000 net acres

>$50M fully 
funded
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Triangle – Restoring 
Cypress-Tupelo 
Swamp & Marsh

CWPPRA

Restore 110 acres of cypress-
tupelo swamp

Create forested islands

Establish floating marsh 
around islands using “marsh 
pillows”p

400-450 net acres

$30M-$35M fully funded

New Orleans Landbridge Shoreline 
Stabilization & Marsh Creation

CWPPRA

92 acres of marsh creation

6,628 feet of shoreline 
protection

100-150 net acres

$15M - $20M fully funded
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Region 2- Mississippi River Basin
CWPPRA

Pass a Loutre
Crevasses

CWPPRA

Dredge a portion of the Pass g p
a Loutre channel

Create 1 new crevasse; 
restore 8 existing crevasses

Create 38 acres of marsh with 
dredged material

C  ill   Crevasses will create an 
estimated 341 acres

350-400 net acres

$5M-$10M fully funded
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Pass a Loutre
Hydrologic 
Restoration

CWPPRA

Dredge 5.6 miles of the Pass a 
Loutre channel to restore 
historic flows

Create 587 acres of marsh 
with dredged material

Construct 12 crevassesConstruct 12 crevasses

>1,000 net acres

$40M - $50M fully funded

Region 2- Breton Sound Basin
CWPPRA
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Lake Lery Marsh Creation & Terracing
CWPPRA

557 acres of marsh 
creation/nourishment

Restore 3 miles of Lake 
Lery shoreline

21,000 feet of terraces

400-450 net acres

$30M - $35M fully 
funded

Terracing & Marsh Creation South of Big Mar
CWPPRA

335 acres of marsh 
creation adjacent to BS-16 
shoreline restoration

65,000 feet of terraces to 
reduce fetch and increase 
sedimentation

300-350 net acres

$20-$25 M fully funded
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Region 2- Barataria Basin
CWPPRA

CWPPRA

300 acres of marsh 
creation

26 acres of dune creation26 acres of dune creation

Breach repair

250-300 net acres

$30M - $35M fully 
funded
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Northeast Turtle Bay 
Marsh Creation & 

Critical Area 
Shoreline Protection

CWPPRA

Shoreline Protection

765 acres of marsh creation 
and nourishment

2,300 ft of critical area 
shoreline protection

h l l2 channel liners to prevent 
further enlargement

350-400 net acres

$35M - $40M fully funded

Bayou Dupont
Sediment Delivery –

Marsh Creation 3

CWPPRA

523 acres of marsh creation 
and nourishment using 
Mississippi River sediment

5,000 ft of tidal creeks

Complements other Bayou 
Dupont projects

400-450 net acres

$40M - $50M fully funded
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Region 3- Terrebonne Basin
CWPPRA

North Catfish Lake 
Marsh Creation

CWPPRA

408 acres  of marsh creation 
and nourishment along the 
lake rim

Shoreline plantings to reduce 
erosion

200-250 net acres200-250 net acres

$20M - $25M fully funded
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Lake Tambour Marsh Creation
CWPPRA

845 acres of marsh creation 
and nourishment

Continues restoration efforts 
along Terrebonne Bay 
shoreline (TE-83)

400-450 net acres

$40M - $50M fully funded

Grand Bayou Freshwater 
Enhancement/Introduction & Terraces

CWPPRA

Increase flows from the 
GIWW by 500 cfs

210,600 feet of terraces

500-600 net acres

$25M-$30M fully funded



4/16/2012

11

Region 3- Atchafalaya Basin
CWPPRA

West Wax Lake Wetlands Diversion
CWPPRA

Reconnect Bayou Blue, 
Leopard Bayou and Hog 
Bayou to Wax Lake 
Outlet to restore historic Outlet to restore historic 
flows

125 acres of marsh 
creation

100-150 net acres

$10M $15M fully funded
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Region 3- Teche-Vermilion Basin
CWPPRA

South Little Vermilion 
Bay Terracing & 

Planting

CWPPRA

Create 26,000 ft of distributary 
channel from Freshwater Bayou 
Canal

Create 22,000 ft of terraces with 
dredged material

Add  i  l   fAddress erosion along 31,400 ft
of shoreline with intensive 
plantings

50-100 net acres

$5M - $10M fully funded
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Cote Blanche 
Freshwater & 

Sediment Introduction 
& Shoreline Protection

CWPPRA

& Shoreline Protection

Channel improvements to 
increase flows from the GIWW 
by 930 cfs

27,150 ft of shoreline 
protection

700-800 net acres

$30M - $35M fully funded

Region 4- Mermentau Basin
CWPPRA
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CWPPRA
East Pecan Island Marsh Creation

504 acres of marsh 
creation

5,800 feet of tidal creeks 
and 14 acres of pondsand 14 acres of ponds

450-500 net acres

$40M - $50M fully 
funded

Front Ridge Freshwater 
Introduction & 

Terracing

CWPPRA

Channel improvements to 
deliver 170 cfs from Lakes 
Subbasin into Chenier Subbasin

98,980 feet of terraces

150-200 net acres

$5M - $10M fully funded



4/16/2012

15

Region 4- Calcasieu-Sabine Basin
CWPPRA

CWPPRA

350 acres of marsh creation

35 000 ft of terraces35,000 ft of terraces

Channel cleanout to restore 
historical drainage patterns

300-350 net acres

$35M - $40M fully funded
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CWPPRA

627 acres of marsh 
creation and 
nourishment

Partner with 
maintenance dredging of 
CSC

250-300 net acres

$10M - $15M fully funded

Coastwide
CWPPRA
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Coastwide Competitive Voluntary 
Canal Backfilling

CWPPRA

Convert 47 acres of 
canal to marshcanal to marsh

Convert 852 acres of 
spoil bank to wetland 
habitat

Restore hydrology on 
over 53,000 acres of 
wetlands

900-1,000 net acres

$30M - $35M fully 
funded

CWPPRA PPL 22 

Demonstration Projectj
Nominees
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Hay Bale Demo
CWPPRA

Evaluate round bales as a shoreline 
protection feature

Evaluate hay bales as a 
containment system for dredged y g
material

$1.5M construction 
cost

Reconnection of Hydrologically
Isolated Wetlands

CWPPRA

Gap and/or degrade spoil 
banks in impounded 
marshes

Assess the number and 
size of connections 
necessary to restore 
hydrology and ecological 
function to impounded 
marshes

M it  h d l  Monitor hydrology, 
vegetation, soil chemistry, 
fish communities

$380,000 construction 
cost
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CREPS: Coastal Restoration & 
Energy Production System

CWPPRA

30-inch pipe directionally drilled 
under the levee system to deliver 
fresh water, sediments, and 
nutrients

Approximately 50 cfs with 8 ft of 
head differential

Turbine would generate power to 
transfer to the grid, power pumps, 

   tt h dor power a cutterhead

$2.3M construction cost

Bioengineering of 
Shoreline & 

Canal Banks using 
Live Stakes

CWPPRA

Live Stakes

Evaluate the effectiveness of 
natural materials to reduce 
shoreline erosion

Eroding shoreline would be 
re-shaped, coir fabric 
installed and anchored with installed and anchored with 
live willow stakes

4500 ft installed

$1.7M construction cost
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CWPPRA
Nominee Projects Per Region





COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

DRAFT 2012 REPORT TO CONGRESS 
 

For Report: 
 

Ms. Karen McCormick will present the draft 2012 Report to Congress.  The U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Coastal Protection and Restoration 
Authority (CPRA) have been leading the 2012 Report to Congress efforts.  
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Murry, Allison  MVN-Contractor

From: Inman, Brad L MVN
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 10:14 AM
To: Murry, Allison  MVN-Contractor
Subject: FW: Recommended Monitoring Reporting Projects for 2012 Report to Congress 

(UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: Draft TV04_template_RTC2012 3-22-2012.pdf; Draft TV04 Project Summary for 2012 RTC 

3-22-2012.docx

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Darryl_Clark@fws.gov [mailto:Darryl_Clark@fws.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2012 5:05 PM 
To: Richard.Hartman@NOAA.gov; Britt.Paul@la.usda.gov; Rachel.Sweeney@NOAA.gov; 
John.Jurgensen@la.usda.gov; Kirk.Rhinehart@la.gov; Holden, Thomas A MVN; Kevin_Roy@fws.gov; 
McCormick.Karen@epamail.epa.gov; Chris.Allen@la.gov; Inman, Brad L MVN; 
Kaspar.Paul@epamail.epa.gov 
Cc: dona.weifenbach@la.gov; sarai_piazza@usgs.gov; Scott_Wilson@usgs.gov; gsteyer@usgs.gov; 
LeighAnne.Sharp@LA.GOV; Robert_Dubois@fws.gov; Tommy.McGinnis@LA.GOV; 
McCormick.Karen@epamail.epa.gov 
Subject: Fw: Recommended Monitoring Reporting Projects for 2012 Report to Congress 
 
Technical and P&E committees, 
 
Attached are draft versions of the Cote Blanche Bay Hydrologic Restoration project (TV‐04) 
entries for the 2012 Report to Congress. USGS and the State CPRA monitoring managers are 
working on drafts for the others. The "pdf" document is a draft mock‐up of what it may might 
look in the final report. We would appreciate it if you would please review the format and 
submit comments by march 30, 2012. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Darryl 
 
(See attached file: Draft TV04_template_RTC2012 3‐22‐2012.pdf)(See attached file: Draft TV04 
Project Summary for 2012 RTC 3‐22‐2012.docx) 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded by Darryl Clark/R4/FWS/DOI on 03/22/2012 04:59 PM ‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
 
 
        Darryl Clark/R4/FWS/DOI  
 
        02/09/2012 05:08 PM 
 
 
 
To 
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Richard.Hartman@NOAA.gov, Britt.Paul@la.usda.gov, Rachel.Sweeney@NOAA.gov, 
John.Jurgensen@la.usda.gov, Kirk.Rhinehart@la.gov, Thomas.A.Holden@usace.army.mil, Kevin 
Roy/R4/FWS/DOI@FWS, McCormick.Karen@epamail.epa.gov, Chris.Allen@la.gov, 
Brad.L.Inman@usace.army.mil, Kaspar.Paul@epamail.epa.gov  
 
 
cc 
 
dona.weifenbach@la.gov, sarai_piazza@usgs.gov, Scott_Wilson@usgs.gov, gsteyer@usgs.gov, 
LeighAnne.Sharp@LA.GOV, Robert Dubois/R4/FWS/DOI@FWS   
 
 
Subject 
 
Recommended Monitoring Reporting Projects for 2012 Report to Congress   
     
 
Technical Committee and P&E Subcommitee, 
 
The CPRA, USGS, EPA, and FWS have been working to provide a short list of projects to include 
brief monitoring reports in the 2012 Report to Congress. Attached is a list of 6 projects, 
with available data, that were chosen using the following criteria: 1) sufficient monitoring 
data, 2) positive project results, 3) project includes CRMS sites, and 4) project has project 
specific monitoring in addition to CRMS. These projects were recommended by CPRA Operations 
Monitoring staff and reviewed by USGS, EPA, and FWS. The project list includes a mix of 
sediment diversions, hydrologic restoration, shore protection, marsh creation, and barrier 
island project types, sponsored by all CWPPRA agencies.  
 
The final list includes Atchafalaya Sediment Delivery (AT‐02), Delta Wide Crevasses (MR‐09), 
Cote Blanche Hydrologic Restoration (TV‐04), Little Lake Shore Protection/Dedicated Dredging 
(BA‐37), Sabine Refuge Marsh Restoration (CS‐28), and Trinity Island (TE‐24). 
 
A general format for reporting the monitoring results in the RTC could be to briefly describe 
the project, include a smaller project features map, include a paragraph or two monitoring 
summary and a couple of CRMS or project specific figures. Total length per project would be 
about 2 pages, totalling 10 to 12 pages for the monitoring section.  
 
Please review this list and indicate if your agency would recommend any changes or 
substitutions by next Tuesday February 14th. CPRA and USGS will need to begin gathering 
information and prepare reports for the Report to Congress monitoring section draft as soon 
as possible.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Darryl 
 
Darryl Clark 
CWPPRA Coordinator 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
337‐291‐3111 
291‐3139 fax 
 
[attachment "RTC Project Monitoring List 2‐8‐12.xlsx" deleted by Darryl Clark/R4/FWS/DOI]  
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 



TV-04  Cote Blanche Hydrologic Restoration (CWPPRA PPL 3)

Project Introduction and Description
The installation and unrestricted enlargement of 
numerous oilfield access canals since the mid-
1930s has increased water exchange between the 
Cote Blanche Bays of the Teche/Vermilion (TV) 
Basin and interior marsh between them (Fig. 1).  
Marsh degradation has been evident in aerial pho-
tography since 1952 as the increased water 
exchange easily eroded fragile soils in the interior 
marshes.  With the main goal of reducing marsh 
loss by reducing water exchange, the Cote 
Blanche Hydrologic Restoration (TV-04) project 
installed seven boat-bay weirs across openings of 
oil-field access canals and enlarged bayous to 
reduce and maintain channel cross-sections while 
maintaining access to oilfield infrastructure in 1999 
(Fig. 2).   To reduce shoreline erosion at select 
reaches of the TV-04 shoreline along East Cote 
Blanche Bay, foreshore structures were installed 
(PVC wall in 1999 and rock dike in 2007) (Fig. 1).

Project Assessment
The TV-04 project has been successful.  The low-
level weirs across the large pipeline canal open-
ings have reduced water exchange, and the land-
loss rate has decreased as the marsh interior is 
allowed to recuperate following storm surge distur-
bances.

Following installation of the weirs (Fig. 2), water-
level ranges relative to East Cote Blance Bay 
(TV04-01R) were reduced by 12.5% in the project 
area (TV-02/22) from 1999 to 2004 which included  
impacts from Hurricane Lili in 2002.  After a breach 
in the project area was repaired in 2007, water-
level ranges were reduced by 20% in the project 
area (CRMS0544) from 2007 to 2010 which 
included impacts from Hurricane Gustav in 2008.  
The CRMS Hydrologic Index (HI) shows that the 
TV-04 project area CRMS sites provide good 
hydrologic conditions for plant production potential 
based on flood duration and salinity threshholds 
and has higher HI scores than non-CWPPRA proj-
ect (reference) sites among fresh and intermediate 
marsh sites in the TV Basin.  Coastwide, the TV-04 
sites ranks within the top 50% of all CRMS sites 
(Fig. 3).Figure 2.  Cote Blanche Hydrologic Restoration (TV-04) proj-

ect area boundary and features.  Note the wide and straight 
access canals.

Figure 1.  Low-level weir with boat bay at opening of 
Humble Canal reduces water exchange between East 
Cote Blanche Bay and the Blanche Bay marshes.



Shoreline protection measures have significantly reduced erosion relative to unprotected shorelines along 
East Cote Blance Bay.  The PVC wall, constructed in 1999, actually gained shoreline until a string of hurricanes 
began in 2002.  The rock dike greatly reduced shoreline loss after construction in 2007 compared to previous 
time intervals and its unprotected counterpart (West None) (Fig. 4).  
The TV-04 project area’s historical (1957-1990) land-loss rate based on aerial photography was 0.24% per 
year (Britch and Kemp 1990) which is similar to the TV Basin’s historical land-loss rate (adapted from Couvil-
lion and others 2011).  After project construction, land loss decreased in the project area and, conversely, 
increased in the TV Basin (Couvillion and others 2011).  Much of the marsh loss has been attributed to exacer-
bation of hurricane impacts (Barras 2009) which have been buffered by the project features in the TV-04 proj-
ect area.   

Figure 3. Hydrologic Index scores of CRMS sites (mean ± 1 SE) within TV-04 (blue star, n=7) are shown 
over time relative to all other CRMS sites (within CWPPRA projects and References for CWPPRA proj-
ects) in fresh and intermediate vegetation types within the Teche / Vermilion Basin.  The green, yellow, red 
background represents the distribution of all CRMS sites coastwide over all years (2006-2010).

Figure 4.  Shoreline change rates for three-year intervals from protected and unprotected (None) shoreline 
reaches along East Cote Blanche Bay (negative values are loss; positive values are gain).  The PVC Wall 
(dark gray) was constructed in 1999, and the Foreshore Rock Dike (light blue) was constructed in 2007.
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Murry, Allison  MVN-Contractor

From: Inman, Brad L MVN
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 10:13 AM
To: Murry, Allison  MVN-Contractor
Subject: FW: Draft monitoring summaries for the Report to Congress (UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: BA37_Report_to_Congress_Draft.pdf; AT-02 Report_to_Congress Draft.pdf; CS28

_Report_to_Congress_ Draft.pdf; MR09_Report_to_Congress DRAFT.pdf; TE24
_Report_to_Congress DRAFT.pdf

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Darryl_Clark@fws.gov [mailto:Darryl_Clark@fws.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2012 4:04 PM 
To: Richard.Hartman@NOAA.gov; Britt.Paul@la.usda.gov; Rachel.Sweeney@NOAA.gov; 
John.Jurgensen@la.usda.gov; Kirk.Rhinehart@la.gov; Holden, Thomas A MVN; Kevin_Roy@fws.gov; 
McCormick.Karen@epamail.epa.gov; Chris.Allen@la.gov; Inman, Brad L MVN; 
Kaspar.Paul@epamail.epa.gov; John.Foret@noaa.gov; Cecelia.Linder@noaa.gov 
Cc: Sarai Piazza (piazzas@usgs.gov); Leigh Anne Sharp; Glen Curole; Bill Boshart; Greg Steyer 
<steyerg@usgs.gov> (steyerg@usgs.gov); David Burkholder; Scott_Wilson@usgs.gov 
Subject: Fw: Draft monitoring summaries for the Report to Congress 
 
Technical Committee and P&E Subcommittee, 
 
Attached are the 2‐page monitoring drafts for the remaining 5 projects selected for the 2012 
Report to Congress. We thank Dona, Sarai and the CPRA monitoring staff for their work in 
producing the drafts. We will highlight 6 projects in the report for a total of 12 pages. 
Sarai and the USGS staff will do the lay‐outs of the final drafts after comments are 
submitted.  
 
Please submit any comments, suggestions, and questions on these draft monitoring reports by 
May 15th, to Dona and Sarai, and copy Karen McCormick and myself.  
 
Karen will present a report on the rest of the draft RPT at the Technical Committee meeting. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Darryl 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded by Darryl Clark/R4/FWS/DOI on 04/10/2012 03:55 PM ‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
 
 
        Dona Weifenbach <Dona.Weifenbach@LA.GOV>  
 
        04/10/2012 11:02 AM 
 
 
 
To 
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"Darryl_Clark@fws.gov" <Darryl_Clark@fws.gov>   
 
 
cc 
 
"Sarai Piazza (piazzas@usgs.gov)" <piazzas@usgs.gov>, Leigh Anne Sharp 
<LeighAnne.Sharp@LA.GOV>, Glen Curole <Glen.Curole@LA.GOV>, Bill Boshart 
<Bill.Boshart@LA.GOV>, "Greg Steyer <steyerg@usgs.gov> (steyerg@usgs.gov)" 
<steyerg@usgs.gov>, David Burkholder <David.Burkholder@LA.GOV>  
 
 
Subject 
 
Draft monitoring summaries for the Report to Congress   
     
 
Darryl, 
Here are the draft monitoring summaries for the 5 remaining projects selected for the CWPPRA 
Report to Congress. The vegetation graphs may be reformatted for consistency for the final 
version. You can refer to the TV‐04 version that Sarai provided to visualize the format that 
may be used in the final document. Please review and distribute to Tech Committee members.  
Thanks, 
Dona 
 
Dona Weifenbach 
Coastal Resources Scientist Manager 
Operations Division 
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority 
PO Box 62027 
Lafayette, LA 70506‐2027 
Office (337) 482‐0688 
Fax (337) 482‐0687 
dona.weifenbach@la.gov <mailto:dona.weifenbach@la.gov>  
 
For CRMS website 
http://www.lacoast.gov/crms <http://www.lacoast.gov/crms2/Home.aspx>  
 
(See attached file: BA37_Report_to_Congress_Draft.pdf)(See attached file: AT‐02 
Report_to_Congress Draft.pdf)(See attached file: CS28_Report_to_Congress_ Draft.pdf)(See 
attached file: MR09_Report_to_Congress DRAFT.pdf)(See attached file: TE24_Report_to_Congress 
DRAFT.pdf) 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 



AT-02 Atchafalaya Sediment Delivery (CWPPRA PPL 2) 

Project Introduction and Description 

The Atchafalaya River, along with the Mississippi, serves as one of the major outlets for the Mississippi 

River floodplain, bringing fresh water and sediment to the southern continental United States.  Unlike 

the mouth of the Mississippi River (the ‘Birdsfoot’ delta), which lies at the edge of the continental shelf, 

the mouth of the Atchafalaya lies well within the continental shelf’s outlines.  Because of its location, 

sediment deposited at the mouth of the Atchafalaya River has significant delta-building potential.  The 

birth in 1952 of the Atchafalaya delta was followed by two decades of rapid growth.  Growth occurred 

first below the water’s surface; then, in the early ‘70s the delta breached the water’s surface and began 

growing as visible land.  In the late ‘70s, growth of the delta slowed and shoaling began in channels that 

formerly fed sediment to the delta’s edges.  The goal of the Atchafalaya Sediment Delivery project is to 

enhance growth of the eastern delta by restoring through dredging two arteries for sediment delivery 

(Natal Channel and Castille Pass; Fig.1).  Constructed in 1997, this project has 3 specific goals: 1) create 

approximately 230 acres of delta using dredged material; 2) increase the rate of delta growth to that 

measured since 1956; 3) increase the distributary potential of Natal Channel and Castille Pass. 

Project Assessment 

Analysis of high-resolution photography shows that restoration of Natal Channel and Castille Pass 

successfully created 249 acres of visible land, exceeding the first project goal of 230 acres of delta 

growth (data are as of 2008).  In addition to delta created through the beneficial use of dredged 

material, the Atchafalaya Sediment Delivery project area experienced natural delta growth through both 

conversion of shallow submerged flat to visible land and addition to existing pre-project delta, as well as 

conversion of open water to shallow submerged flat.   

Since project completion 16 acres/yr have converted from shallow submerged flat to visible land (brown 

areas in Figure 2).  The area just north of Natal Channel is particularly impressive, as here a large region 

that was formerly mud-flats and submerged aquatic vegetation has converted to freshwater marsh.  

Existing pre-project delta has grown at a rate of 4 acres/yr (green areas in Fig. 2), most of which has 

occurred on the eastern bank of the East Pass channel.  Vegetative species colonizing this newly 

developed land (particularly Sagittaria and Colocasia) are indicative of delta marsh (Fig. 3).  The total 

delta growth rate of 20 acres/yr far exceeds the historic rate of 9 acres/yr, thereby realizing project goal 

2.  In addition, the flood event of 2011, the largest since 1973 (the only previous time the Morganza 

Spillway was opened), is expected to have resulted in substantial additional growth. 

Lastly, 12 acres/yr have converted from open water to shallow submerged flat (blue areas in Fig. 2).  The 

most noteworthy area is the mid-channel bar forming on the eastern edge of the delta at the East Fork 

of Natal Channel.  This bar suggests that flow has been restored to this area and natural delta building 

processes are contributing to growth on the delta’s eastern edge.   



Figure 1.  The Atchafalaya Sediment Delivery (AT-02) project area in relation to the eastern lobe of the 

Atchafalaya delta. 



 

 

Figure 2.  Areas where post-construction delta growth has occurred.  Colors are: green-growth to 

existing pre-construction delta; brown-conversion of shallow submerged flat to visible land; blue-

conversion of open water to shallow submerged flat. 

  



Figure 3.  Vegetative cover at CRMS6304 for 2009-2011.  Percent cover exceeds 100% in total because 

some plant species occupy the same space in the sampling plot. 



 

BA-37  Little Lake Shoreline Protection/Dedicated Dredging Near Round Lake (CWPPRA PPL 11) 

Project Introduction and Description 

The Bayou L’Ours subdelta was formed during the Lafourche deltaic lobe.  There was very little marsh 
degradation in the Bayou L’Ours basin until the advent of canal dredging for pipeline construction and 
oil field access in the 1940's.  During the 1950's and 1960's, several rather deep access canals were 
allowed to breach the Bayou L’Ours ridge creating large gaps in the ridge which significantly altered the 
hydrology in the semi enclosed basin.  These canals decreased the marsh surface elevations of the highly 
organic marsh mats, and introduced saltwater into a fresh and intermediate marsh environment.  Land 
loss data indicate that the Bayou L’Ours basin decreased by 6,085 acres during the period from 1945 to 
1989.  The Little Lake Shoreline Protection/Dedicated Dredging Near Round Lake (BA-37) project was 

built to enhance a 1,374 acre portion of the Bayou L’Ours basin.  The goals of this project are to create, 
nourish, and maintain approximately 900 acres of intermediate or brackish marshes and to reduce the 
rate of marsh edge erosion along the Little and Round Lake shorelines.  To attain these goals, a marsh 
creation and nourishment area and a foreshore rock dike were constructed (fig. 1). 

Project Assessment 

The BA-37 project is currently achieving its goals.  The creation of a 920 acre marsh creation and 
nourishment area (disposal area) and constructing a 25,976 ft foreshore rock dike has enhanced and 
protected wetlands in the Bayou L’Ours basin (figs. 1 and 2). 

Five years after construction the BA-37 marsh creation and nourishment area seems to have created 

sustainable intermediate and brackish marsh habitats.  The initial elevation of the disposal area was 2.36 

ft NAVD 88.  Comparing the measured mean elevation changes to estimated values derived from 

consolidation curves reveal that disposal area is settling and subsiding in agreement with its fill elevation 

consolidation curve (fig. 3).  Therefore, these preliminary results provide evidence suggesting that the 

disposal area is condensing at a sustainable rate.  The CRMS6303 vegetation data confirms the 

classification of the BA-37 disposal area as intermediate and brackish marsh supporting the assumption 

that the BA-37 marsh creation and nourishment goals are being attained (fig. 4). 

Preliminary pre and post-construction shoreline position data indicate that the foreshore rock dike has 

reduced shoreline erosion rates in the BA-37 project area.  Shoreline erosion rates were calculated for 

the disposal area and the lake rim area (project shoreline outside of the disposal area) (fig. 1) 

independently.  Pre-construction data reveals that the BA-37 shoreline was transgressing at an alarming 

rate (fig. 5).  It is apparent from the shoreline erosion data that the 2005 hurricane season significantly 

altered and reshaped the project area shoreline.  The passage in quick succession of Hurricane Cindy (Jul 

2005) and Hurricane Katrina (Aug 2005) in close proximity to the project area probably eroded large 

sections of shoreline.  The initial (2007-2008) post-construction shoreline analysis suggests that the lake 

rim shoreline continued to transgress at the pre 2005 rate while the disposal area shoreline erosion rate 

was substantially reduced (fig. 5).  Later shoreline analysis (2008-2010) show considerable reductions in 

the lake rim erosion rates (fig. 5).  Signifying, the high post-construction shoreline erosion rate in the 

lake rim area was probably induced by Hurricane Gustav, which impacted the Louisiana coast in Sep 

2008.  Moreover, it appears that hurricanes, not cold fronts or wind generated waves are the dominant 

force reshaping these shorelines.  
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Figure 1.  The Little Lake Shoreline Protection/Dedicated Dredging Near Round Lake (BA-37) project area 
boundary and features.  



 

 

Figure 2.  Aerial view depicting a typical segment of the Little Lake Shoreline Protection/Dedicated 
Dredging Near Round Lake (BA-37) project.  The structure bordering the marsh creation and 
nourishment area is the foreshore rock dike.  Note the sizable acreage of open water areas in the 
background. 

 

 

  



 

 

Figure 3.  Estimated and actual sediment consolidation inside the Little Lake Shoreline 
Protection/Dedicated Dredging Near Round Lake (BA-37) disposal area. 



 

 

Figure 4.  Mean cover of the top five vegetation species populating the CRMS6303 200 m square inside 
the Little Lake Shoreline Protection/Dedicated Dredging Near Round Lake (BA-37) disposal area from 
2008 to 2011.  Ocular vegetation data were grouped by year. 

 



 

 

Figure 5.  Pre (1998-2005) and post-construction (2007-2010) shoreline change at the Little Lake 
Shoreline Protection/Dedicated Dredging Near Round Lake (BA-37) project.  Note the considerable 
erosion induced during the 2005 hurricane season. 



 

CS-28  Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation Increments 1, 2, and 3 (CWPPRA PPL 8) 

Project Introduction and Description 

The Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation (CS-28) project area suffered extensive land loss caused by 
hurricanes and canal building in the 1950s, 60s and 70s and salt water intrusion through the Calcasieu 
Ship Channel and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway.  Dredged material has been placed into three of five 
planned marsh creation cycles in the northeast corner of Sabine National Wildlife Refuge, and a 
permanent pipeline for transferring dredged material to the area has been constructed (Fig. 1).  The 
project cycles are designed to prevent saltwater intrusion, slow down windborne waves, and nourish the 
existing marsh in the project area.   

Project Assessment 

The three dredged cycles constructed to date have created at least 550 acres of emergent marsh and 
mudflat (Table 1).  Cycles 1 and 3 were constructed and monitored by the CWPRRA program and Cycle 2 
was constructed with state only funds and is not specifically monitored.  Cycle 1 converted from bare 
mudflat to vegetated emergent marsh within the first few years and then slowly continued to convert 
from water to land where elevations allow (Fig. 2).  The project is achieving its goals of creating land in 
each Cycle. 

Table 1.  Dredge Cycle construction dates and acreages from USGS aerial photography analyses 
conducted in 2002 and 2009.  

 

Emergent vegetation coverage in Cycles 1 and 3 has increased over time (Fig. 3).  Hurricane Rita 
impacted vegetation in Cycle 1 in 2005, but the area recovered quickly.  The impact of Hurricane Ike in 
2008 was negligible, most likely due to water levels prior to the storm.  Hurricane Rita came during a 
drought when water levels were very low, and the salty storm surge was absorbed in the soil.  Hurricane 
Ike came in on the tails of the flooding rains from Hurricane Gustav so the surface was already flooded 
and the storm surge was not absorbed.     

The CRMS Hydrologic Index (HI) shows that the CS-28 project area provides good hydrologic conditions 
for plant production potential based on flood duration and salinity threshholds (Fig 4). In 2010, the 
CRMS site in the project area did as well as other project sites within the marsh type (intermediate and 
brackish) and basin (CS).  All HI scores in the CS Basin were high relative to CRMS sites coastwide; the CS-
28 CRMS site was among the  lowest in the CS Basin because it was flooded 75% of the year.   The CS 
Basin has only 4 reference CRMS sites because CWPPRA projects occupy most of the basin. 

Each of the Cycles has a small delta formation element where the levees facing into project area are 
gapped to allow dredged material to flow out, create additional mudflat, and nourish existing marsh.  By 
2009, an additional 47 acres of land had been created outside of the dredge Cycles, some of it directly 
adjacent to Cycle 1 and some of it in the previously existing marsh.   

Dredge Cycle Year Constructed Acres 2002 Acres 2009 Total Acres Cycle

Cycle 1 2001 139 (mudflat) 171 (land) 200

Cycle 3 2007 133 (mudflat) 230

Cycle 2 2010
approx. 150 + 100 

outside cell (mudflat)*
230

*State Only.  No monitoring.



 

A permanent pipeline is in place and the last two dredge Cycles will be built in the coming years 
provided funds are available.  Cycles 4 and 5 are planned to be 230 acres each, have a potential for 
additional land gain from levee gapping, and should extend the collective benefit of the project to the 
existing marsh.  

 

Figure 1.  Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation (CS-28) Project rea showing areas of dredge placement for 
Cycles 1-5.  In this 2010 imagery, Cycles 1, 2, and 3 are constructed.     



 

 

Figure 2.  Cycle 1 of the Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation (CS-28) project October 2008.  The area 
recovered quickly from Hurricane Rita and continued to fill in areas that did not become immediately 
vegetated after project construction in 2001.  By 2009, the area was 86% vegetated. 

  



 

 

Figure 3.  Vegetative cover in Cycles 1 and 3 of Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation (CS-28) project over time.  
Note the impact of and recovery from Hurricane Rita in 2005.  CRMS6301 replaced project specific 
monitoring in Cycle 1 in 2009. 

 

 

  



 

 

Figure 4. Hydrologic Index score of CRMS site within CS-28 (blue star) is shown over time relative to all 
other CRMS sites (within CWPPRA projects and References for CWPPRA projects) in brackish and 
intermediate vegetation types within the Calcasieu/Sabine (CS) Basin.  The green, yellow, red 
background represents the distribution of all CRMS sites coastwide from 2006-2010. 

 



MR-09 Delta Wide Crevasses (CWPPRA PPL 6) 

Project Introduction and Description 

Rapid wetland deterioration that has occurred in the Mississippi River Delta basin is likely due to a 

combination of anthropogenic factors such as levee and canal construction and natural processes such 

as subsidence.  It is important, therefore, to mimic the natural crevasse formation process that is vital in 

delivering sediment and fresh water flow to the area.  Sediment carried in water that passes through 

newly created crevasses quickly settles out of the water column and accumulates in receiving areas, 

eventually forming new land, which serves as a foundation for colonization by marsh vegetation.  The 

MR-09 project is a series of small, uncontrolled sediment diversions (crevasses) located throughout the 

Mississippi River delta (fig 1).  The project, completed in phases, involved the creation of new crevasses 

(fig. 2), maintenance of existing crevasses, and the plugging of an existing crevasse to enhance flow 

downstream.        

 

Project Assessment 

The MR-09 project has been successful in increasing land to water ratios and sediment elevation in the 

project area. 

Land-water analysis conducted on post-construction aerial photography indicates a land gain of 59.4% 

(499 ac.) across all crevasse receiving areas within the MR-09 project from construction to 2007, with an 

average gain of 23 ac. per crevasse.  In fact, 21 of 22 crevasses in the MR-09 project area have shown an 

increase in land to water ratios.  Land-water analysis at CRMS2627, a monitoring station that is directly 

influenced by a MR-09 crevasse, showed a gain of 6% (15 ac.) between 2005 and 2008. 

Analysis of elevation survey data in 12 of the MR-09 crevasse receiving areas shows a positive trend in 

elevation for 11 of the 12 crevasses since construction (fig 3).  Much of the elevation gain occurred in 

the years immediately following crevasse construction.  There has been a mean elevation gain of 0.91 ft 

in the crevasse receiving areas from construction to 2008.  

Project specific vegetation surveys show that the percent cover of species such as Sagittaria lancifolia, 

Sagittaria latifolia, Colocasia esculenta, and Schoenoplectus americanus, which dominated the 1999 and 

2002 surveys decreased in the 2007 survey (fig 4).  Meanwhile, percent cover of other species such as  

Phragmites australis, Vigna luteola, and Typha sp.,  all typical fresh-to-intermediate marsh species, have 

increased from 1999 to 2007.    

 



 
Figure 1. MR-09 location and project features. 



 
Figure 2.  View of one of the MR-09 Crevasses (center) during the November 2009 annual inspection.   

The crevasse was constructed off of Pass a Loutre at a width of >150 ft and allows sediment to travel 

through and settle out into the receiving area.   

  



 
Figure 3. Elevation gain/loss for 12 crevasses within the MR-09 project 

 

 



 
 

Figure 4. Mean % cover of selected species across all 4-m2 plots within the MR-09 project area during 

August 1999 (N=46 plots), August 2002 (N=49 plots), and August 2007 (N=50 plots).  Vegetation was 

sampled using the Braun-Blanquet method. 
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TE-24 Isles Dernieres Restoration, Phase 0, Trinity Island (CWPPRA PPL 2) 

Project Introduction and Description 

Rapid land loss in the Isles Dernieres barrier island chain is a consequence of a complex interaction 
among global sea level rise, subsidence, wave and storm processes, inadequate sediment supply, and 
significant anthropogenic disturbances.  Currently, the Isles Dernieres arc is exhibiting some of the 
highest rates of erosion of any coastal region in the world.  The specific goals of the Isles Dernieres 
Restoration, Phase 0, Trinity Island (TE-24) project (fig. 1) are to first increase the height and width of 
Trinity Island and close breaches using dredged sediments and secondly to reduce loss of sediment 
through vegetative plantings, thus increasing the stability of the island. 
 
Project Assessment 
 
Results indicate that the TE-24 project has been successful in increasing elevation and volume of 
sediment in the project area and maintaining sediment through vegetative plantings and sand fencing, 
even though the project has been affected by storms and major hurricanes since construction. 
 
Completion of the TE-24 restoration project in 1999 increased island acreage by 45.3 acres.  The 2002 
BICM habitat analysis showed Trinity Island measured 662.6 acres and Hurricanes Katrina and Rita took 
a toll on Trinity Island, reducing the 2004 pre-storm acreage from 651.0 acres to 581.0 acres.  Currently 
the 2005 acreage is 6 % below the pre-project land area reported in 1996 of 617.3 acres. 
 
Interpretation of elevation data gathered post-construction shows that the TE-24 project fill area has 
retained more sediment than other projects constructed in the Isles Dernieres barrier island chain.  
Initial post-construction data collection efforts indicate the average elevation of the project area 
increased by 6.1 ft.  Eight years post-construction, the mean elevation remains 2.92 ft higher than 
average pre-construction elevations.  Furthermore, no breaches have formed as of 2011 in the project 
area, and the only major impact has been erosion of approximately 1500 ft of the western end. 
 
Shoreline change analysis was performed along Trinity Island as well as the entire Louisiana coastal 
shoreline through the Barrier Island Comprehensive Monitoring (BICM) program.  Post-construction 
shoreline change rates show that Trinity Island has eroded in the short-term (1998-2005) an average of 
40.8 ft.  This is a slight increase from the historic erosion rate (1880’s-2005) of 37.2 ft, but is a much 
lower increase in the short-term erosion rate compared to other areas of the coast.  Unlike most other 
sections of the coast, the Isle Dernieres as a whole is actually experiencing lower erosion in the short-
term period, likely a direct result of sediment additions from projects such as the TE-24 project.   
 
BICM habitat mapping analysis indicates that the restoration efforts have increased the islands size and 
created various vegetated habitats as per the goal.  Initial post-project analysis (2002) shows that there 
was a 97% increase in bare land habitat following construction.  However, by 2004, there was an 89 acre 
reduction in the bare land classification, while the barrier vegetation class increased by 118 acres.  
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita caused major disturbance and areas that were classified as bare land and 
barrier vegetation in 2004 have been mostly converted to beach and bare land habitats.   
 
It has been predicted that the Isles Dernieres of 1988 would disappear by 2017; however, the CWPPRA 
barrier island projects have increased life span of this barrier island chain by approximately 16 years., 
with land lasting until the year 2033 if current trends continue (fig 2).   
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Figure 1.  The Isles Dernieres Restoration, Phase 0, Trinity Island (TE-24) project area boundary and 
features. 

  



 

Figure 2.  BICM land area change analysis for the Isles Dernieres indicating reduced land change post  

CWPPRA project implementation (Martinez et al.  2009). 
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COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

INITIAL DISCUSSION OF FY13 PLANNING BUDGET DEVELOPMENT (PROCESS, 
SIZE, FUNDING, ETC.) 

 
For Discussion: 
 

The FY13 Planning Program Budget development, including the PPL 23 Process, will be 
initiated.  
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11-Apr-12

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)

General Planning & Program Participation [Supplemental Tasks Not Included]

State of Louisiana

OCPR (formerly DNR) 412,736 406,866 405,866 405,866 400,836

LDWF 96,879 96,879 99,879 99,879 96,124

Gov's Ofc 94,800 94,800 54,000 54,000 54,000

Total State 604,415 598,545 559,745 559,745 550,960

EPA 496,519 505,297 505,297 505,297 530,458

Dept of the Interior

USFWS 488,196 496,918 479,918 479,918 475,179

NWRC 63,656 63,656 55,907 55,907 55,907

USGS Reston

USGS Baton Rouge

USGS Woods Hole

Natl Park Service

Total Interior 551,852 560,574 535,825 535,825 531,086

Dept of Agriculture 609,650 630,302 630,302 630,302 627,136

Dept of Commerce 602,425 621,080 621,081 621,081 615,229

Dept of the Army 1,455,344 1,471,688 1,468,497 1,468,497 1,455,225

Agencies Total $4,320,205 $4,387,486 $4,320,746 $4,320,747 $4,310,095

Feasibility Studies Funding

Barrier Shoreline Study

WAVCIS (DNR) 

Study of Chenier Plain

Miss R Diversion Study

Total Feasibility Studies

Complex Studies Funding

Beneficial Use Sed Trap Below Venice (COE)

Barataria Barrier Shoreline (NMFS)

Diversion into Maurepas Swamp (EPA/COE)

Holly Beach Segmented Breakwaters (DNR)

Central & Eastern Terrebonne Basin (USFWS)

Delta Building Diversion Below Empire (COE)

Total Complex Studies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Summary

P&E Committee Recommendation, 
Technical Committee Recommendation, 

Task Force Approval,  

Planning_FY13\
FY13 Plan Budget_11 APR 12_removed.xlsx 
FY_summary 
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4/11/2012
 8:54 AM



11-Apr-12

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)

Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Summary

P&E Committee Recommendation, 
Technical Committee Recommendation, 

Task Force Approval,  

Outreach

Outreach 516,310 487,148 452,400 452,400 452,400

Supplemental Tasks

Academic Advisory Group 112,200 133,650 112,200 112,200 112,200

Database & Web Page Link Maintenance 64,026 64,153

Linkage of CWPPRA & LCA

Core GIS Support for Planning Activities 307,249 307,249 167,327 157,295 157,295

Evaulation Report to Congress 110,000               

Oyster Lease GIS Database-Maint & Anal

Oyster Lease Program Mgmt & Impl

Joint Training of Work Groups

Terrebonne Basin Recording Stations

Land Loss Maps (COE)

Storm Recovery Procedures (2 events)

Landsat Satellite Imagery

Digital Soil Survey (NRCS/NWRC)

GIS Satellite Imagery 

Aerial Photography & CD Production

Adaptive Management

Development of Oyster Reloc Plan

Dist & Maintain Desktop GIS System

Eng/Env WG rev Ph 2 of apprv Ph 1 Prjs

Evaluate & Assess Veg Plntgs Coastwide

Monitoring - NOAA/CCAP
 23

High Resolution Aerial Photography (NWRC)

Coast-Wide Aerial Vegetation Svy

Repro of Land Loss Causes Map

Model flows Atch River Modeling

MR-GO Evluation

Monitoring -

Academic Panel Evaluation

Brown Marsh SE Flight (NWRC)

Brown Marsh SW Flight (NWRC)

COAST 2050  (DNR)

Purchase 1700 Frames 1998

Photography (NWRC) 

CDROM Development (NWRC)

DNR Video Repro

Gov's Office Workshop

GIWW Data collection

GIWW Distributary Report (FY09)

Workshop Construction Projects 

Total Supplemental $483,475 $505,052 $279,527 $379,495 $269,495

Total Allocated $5,319,990 $5,379,686 $5,052,672 $5,152,642 $5,031,990

Unallocated Balance

Total Unallocated $498,059

Planning_FY13\
FY13 Plan Budget_11 APR 12_removed.xlsx 
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11-Apr-12

                                         Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
                      Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Refinement

P & E Tech Comm

P & E Approves/ Approves/

Initial P & E Recommends Recommends Task Force

Budget Input to Tech Comm to Task Force Approves/

20-Mar-12

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)
Activity (1) (2) (3) (4) (3)

General Planning & Program Participation 

State of Louisiana

DNR 400,836 400,836

Gov's Ofc 54,000 54,000

LDWF 96,124 96,124

Total State 550,960 550,960

EPA 503,706 530,458

Dept of the Interior

USFWS 475,179 475,179

NWRC 55,907 55,907

USGS Reston

USGS-B.R.

USGS-Woods Hole

NPS

Total Interior 531,086 531,086

Dept of Agriculture 627,136 627,136

Dept of Commerce 615,229 615,229

Dept of the Army 1,455,225 1,455,225

Agency Total $4,283,342 $4,310,094

Complex Studies Funding

Beneficial Use Sed Trap Below Venice (COE)

Barataria Barrier Shoreline (NMFS)

Diversion into Maurepas Swamp (EPA/COE)

Holly Beach Segmented Breakwaters (DNR)

Central & Eastern Terrebonne Basin (USFWS)

Delta Building Diversion Below Empire (COE)

Total Complex Studies

Supplemental Tasks

Academic Advisory Group 112,200 112,200

Maint of Web-Based Project Reports

Linkage of CWPPRA and LCA

Core GIS Support for Planning Activities 157,295 157,295

GIWW Distributary Report (FY09)

Report to Congress

Oyster Lease Database Maint & Analysis

Oyster Lease Program Mgmt & Impl

Joint Training

Update Landloss Maps

Storm Recovery Procedures (2 events)

Land-Water Chg Assessment after 2005

Workshop Construction Projects 

Subtotal Supplemental $269,495 $269,495

Planning_2013\
FY13 Plan Budget_11 APR 12_removed.xlsx 
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11-Apr-12

                                         Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
                      Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Refinement

P & E Tech Comm

P & E Approves/ Approves/

Initial P & E Recommends Recommends Task Force

Budget Input to Tech Comm to Task Force Approves/

20-Mar-12

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)
Activity (1) (2) (3) (4) (3)

Outreach

Outreach Committee 395,000 395,000

Agency Participation:  USACE 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  USFWS 3,300 3,300

Agency Participation:  NWRC

Agency Participation:  DNR 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  Ofc of Gov 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  EPA 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  NRCS 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  NMFS 6,600 6,600

Agency Administration:  NWRC 14,500 14,500

Outreach Coordinator

Watermarks Development & Printing (NRCS)

Watermarks Mailing & Distribution (COE)

LaCoast Internet Home Page

Outreach Assistant/Interpretive Specialist

Dedications Support (no helicopters)

Video & Photo Acquisition (OCPR)

Conference Sponsorship/Exhibits/ Attend/Trvl (USGS)

Conference Sponsorship Coastal Zone 2011 (NMFS)

Travel - Regional

CWPPRA Product Reproduction  (NRCS)

Support for Outreach Distribution

Legislative Education  (NOAA)

Subtotal - Outreach $452,400 $452,400

Total Allocated $5,005,237 $5,031,989

Unallocated Balance

Total Unallocated  

(Carry Over = $ 498,059 )

$498,059
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11-Apr-12

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)

General Planning & Program Participation [Supplemental Tasks Not Included]

State of Louisiana

OCPR (formerly DNR) 412,736 406,866 405,866 405,866 405,866

LDWF 96,879 96,879 99,879 99,879 99,879

Gov's Ofc 94,800 94,800 54,000 54,000 54,000

Total State 604,415 598,545 559,745 559,745 559,745

EPA 496,519 505,297 505,297 505,297 533,494

Dept of the Interior

USFWS 488,196 496,918 479,918 479,918 479,918

NWRC 63,656 63,656 55,907 55,907 55,907

USGS Reston

USGS Baton Rouge

USGS Woods Hole

Natl Park Service

Total Interior 551,852 560,574 535,825 535,825 535,825

Dept of Agriculture 609,650 630,302 630,302 630,302 630,302

Dept of Commerce 602,425 621,080 621,081 621,081 621,081

Dept of the Army 1,455,344 1,471,688 1,468,497 1,468,497 1,468,497

Agencies Total $4,320,205 $4,387,486 $4,320,746 $4,320,747 $4,348,943

Feasibility Studies Funding

Barrier Shoreline Study

WAVCIS (DNR) 

Study of Chenier Plain

Miss R Diversion Study

Total Feasibility Studies

Complex Studies Funding

Beneficial Use Sed Trap Below Venice (COE)

Barataria Barrier Shoreline (NMFS)

Diversion into Maurepas Swamp (EPA/COE)

Holly Beach Segmented Breakwaters (DNR)

Central & Eastern Terrebonne Basin (USFWS)

Delta Building Diversion Below Empire (COE)

Total Complex Studies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Summary

P&E Committee Recommendation, 
Technical Committee Recommendation, 

Task Force Approval,  
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11-Apr-12

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)

Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act

Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Summary

P&E Committee Recommendation, 
Technical Committee Recommendation, 

Task Force Approval,  

Outreach

Outreach 516,310 487,148 452,400 452,400 452,400

Supplemental Tasks

Academic Advisory Group 112,200 133,650 112,200 112,200 112,200

Database & Web Page Link Maintenance 64,026 64,153

Linkage of CWPPRA & LCA

Core GIS Support for Planning Activities 307,249 307,249 167,327 157,295 157,295

Evaulation Report to Congress 110,000               

Oyster Lease GIS Database-Maint & Anal

Oyster Lease Program Mgmt & Impl

Joint Training of Work Groups

Terrebonne Basin Recording Stations

Land Loss Maps (COE)

Storm Recovery Procedures (2 events)

Landsat Satellite Imagery

Digital Soil Survey (NRCS/NWRC)

GIS Satellite Imagery 

Aerial Photography & CD Production

Adaptive Management

Development of Oyster Reloc Plan

Dist & Maintain Desktop GIS System

Eng/Env WG rev Ph 2 of apprv Ph 1 Prjs

Evaluate & Assess Veg Plntgs Coastwide

Monitoring - NOAA/CCAP
 23

High Resolution Aerial Photography (NWRC)

Coast-Wide Aerial Vegetation Svy

Repro of Land Loss Causes Map

Model flows Atch River Modeling

MR-GO Evluation

Monitoring -

Academic Panel Evaluation

Brown Marsh SE Flight (NWRC)

Brown Marsh SW Flight (NWRC)

COAST 2050  (DNR)

Purchase 1700 Frames 1998

Photography (NWRC) 

CDROM Development (NWRC)

DNR Video Repro

Gov's Office Workshop

GIWW Data collection

GIWW Distributary Report (FY09)

Workshop Construction Projects 

Total Supplemental $483,475 $505,052 $279,527 $379,495 $269,495

Total Allocated $5,319,990 $5,379,686 $5,052,672 $5,152,642 $5,070,838

Unallocated Balance

Total Unallocated $498,059

Planning_FY13\
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11-Apr-12

                                         Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
                      Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Refinement

P & E Tech Comm

P & E Approves/ Approves/

Initial P & E Recommends Recommends Task Force

Budget Input to Tech Comm to Task Force Approves/

20-Mar-12

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)
Activity (1) (2) (3) (4) (3)

General Planning & Program Participation 

State of Louisiana

DNR 405,866 405,866

Gov's Ofc 54,000 54,000

LDWF 99,879 99,879

Total State 559,745 559,745

EPA 505,297 533,494

Dept of the Interior

USFWS 479,918 479,918

NWRC 55,907 55,907

USGS Reston

USGS-B.R.

USGS-Woods Hole

NPS

Total Interior 535,825 535,825

Dept of Agriculture 630,302 630,302

Dept of Commerce 621,081 621,081

Dept of the Army 1,468,497 1,468,497

Agency Total $4,320,746 $4,348,944

Complex Studies Funding

Beneficial Use Sed Trap Below Venice (COE)

Barataria Barrier Shoreline (NMFS)

Diversion into Maurepas Swamp (EPA/COE)

Holly Beach Segmented Breakwaters (DNR)

Central & Eastern Terrebonne Basin (USFWS)

Delta Building Diversion Below Empire (COE)

Total Complex Studies

Supplemental Tasks

Academic Advisory Group 112,200 112,200

Maint of Web-Based Project Reports

Linkage of CWPPRA and LCA

Core GIS Support for Planning Activities 157,295 157,295

GIWW Distributary Report (FY09)

Report to Congress

Oyster Lease Database Maint & Analysis

Oyster Lease Program Mgmt & Impl

Joint Training

Update Landloss Maps

Storm Recovery Procedures (2 events)

Land-Water Chg Assessment after 2005

Workshop Construction Projects 

Subtotal Supplemental $269,495 $269,495

Planning_2013\
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11-Apr-12

                                         Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
                      Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Refinement

P & E Tech Comm

P & E Approves/ Approves/

Initial P & E Recommends Recommends Task Force

Budget Input to Tech Comm to Task Force Approves/

20-Mar-12

Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($) Amount ($)
Activity (1) (2) (3) (4) (3)

Outreach

Outreach Committee 395,000 395,000

Agency Participation:  USACE 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  USFWS 3,300 3,300

Agency Participation:  NWRC

Agency Participation:  DNR 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  Ofc of Gov 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  EPA 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  NRCS 6,600 6,600

Agency Participation:  NMFS 6,600 6,600

Agency Administration:  NWRC 14,500 14,500

Outreach Coordinator

Watermarks Development & Printing (NRCS)

Watermarks Mailing & Distribution (COE)

LaCoast Internet Home Page

Outreach Assistant/Interpretive Specialist

Dedications Support (no helicopters)

Video & Photo Acquisition (OCPR)

Conference Sponsorship/Exhibits/ Attend/Trvl (USGS)

Conference Sponsorship Coastal Zone 2011 (NMFS)

Travel - Regional

CWPPRA Product Reproduction  (NRCS)

Support for Outreach Distribution

Legislative Education  (NOAA)

Subtotal - Outreach $452,400 $452,400

Total Allocated $5,042,641 $5,070,839

Unallocated Balance

Total Unallocated  

(Carry Over = $ 498,059 )

$498,059
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Murry, Allison  MVN-Contractor

From: Paul Kaspar [Kaspar.Paul@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2012 11:29 PM
To: Inman, Brad L MVN; Chris Allen; Kevin Roy; Rachel Sweeney; John Jurgensen
Cc: Browning, Gay B  MVN-Contractor; Murry, Allison  MVN-Contractor
Subject: FY13 Budget Request
Attachments: FY 13 CWPPRA Planning Budget_Initial to P&E_20 March 2012 (w- EPA Travel 

Increase).xlsx; FY 13 CWPPRA Planning Budget_Initial to PE_20 March 2012_removed (w- 
EPA Travel Increase).xlsx

All,  
 
Following up to the discussion on the FY13 Planning Budget the other week, I have looked at 
what EPA has requested in the past, and we are looking at requesting an increase to cover the 
continued rising travel costs that we incur.  Since the last budget increase in FY10, airfare 
alone for our trip typical trips has increased from 30%‐50%.  Additionally, other travel 
associated expenses have also increased.      
 
Based upon an evaluation of travel associated with the various planning tasks, we are 
proposing to request an increase of approximately $28K above our existing budget where our 
travel costs were last adjusted in FY10.  I've attached the 2 versions of the spreadsheets 
that Allison had provided with our proposed budgets updated.  
 
With the task remaining the same, the EPA total budget request goes from $511,897 to $540,094 
for an increase of $28,197.  
With the few items eliminated, the budget request goes from $510,306 to $537,058 for an 
increase of $26,752.  
 
Please advise on the process and prospects of moving forward with this request.  Thanks!  
 
 
 
 
Paul F. Kaspar 
Marine & Coastal Section 
U.S. EPA ‐ Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202‐2733 
office: 214‐665‐7459 
mobile: 214‐310‐6202 
fax: 214‐665‐6689 
email: kaspar.paul@epa.gov  
 
 
 
From:        "Murry, Allison  MVN‐Contractor" <Allison.Murry@usace.army.mil>  
To:        Cecelia Linder <cecelia.linder@noaa.gov>, Chris Allen <chris.allen@la.gov>, 
"Inman, Brad L MVN" <Brad.L.Inman@usace.army.mil>, John Jurgensen 
<john.jurgensen@la.usda.gov>, Kevin Roy <kevin_roy@fws.gov>, Paul Kaspar/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Rachel Sweeney <rachel.sweeney@noaa.gov>  
Cc:        "Hennington, Susan M MVN" <Susan.M.Hennington@usace.army.mil>, "Wandell, Scott F 
MVN" <Scott.F.Wandell@usace.army.mil>, "Browning, Gay B MVN‐Contractor" 
<Gay.B.Browning@usace.army.mil>  
Date:        03/20/2012 10:05 AM  
Subject:        Follow‐up documents from the P&E Teleconference  (UNCLASSIFIED)  
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________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
P&E, 
 
Please find the following attached documents: 
 
1) FY13 Planning Budget spreadsheet with the same numbers as FY12 but the Report to Congress 
numbers are removed. 
 
2) FY13 Planning Budget spreadsheet with the same numbers as FY12 but the numbers for the 
Report to Congress, Coastwide Voting Meeting, and 1 PPL November Public Meeting are removed. 
 
3) The breakdown of attendance for the November public meetings for the past 5 years. 
 
4) The Corps spreadsheet of projects nearing their 20‐year life (for the Decision Structure 
item). This is our working draft. 
 
If you need anything else, please let me know. 
 
Thank you, 
Allison Murry 
CWPPRA Program 
USACE New Orleans 
Tel: 504.862.2075 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 
[attachment "Nov Public Mtg Attendance Record.xlsx" deleted by Paul Kaspar/R6/USEPA/US] 
[attachment "Draft 20‐Year Life CWPPRA Projs 20Mar12 version.xlsx" deleted by Paul 
Kaspar/R6/USEPA/US] [attachment "(1) FY 13 CWPPRA Planning Budget_Initial to P&E_20 March 
2012.xlsx" deleted by Paul Kaspar/R6/USEPA/US] [attachment "(1) FY 13 CWPPRA Planning 
Budget_Initial to PE_20 March 2012_removed.xlsx" deleted by Paul Kaspar/R6/USEPA/US]  
 
 



November PPL Public Meeting Attendance

Location

# of Total 

Attendees

# of Non‐agency 

attendees

2011 Abbeville 16 9

New Orleans 18 11

2010 Abbeville 17 7

New Orleans 28 21

2009 Abbeville 13 5

New Orleans 22 15

2008 Abbeville 15 3

New Orleans 31 22

2007 Abbeville 22 10

New Orleans 30 22

Average/5 yrs

Abbeville 6.8

New Orleans 18.2



APPENDIX A 
 

PRIORITY LIST 23 SELECTION PROCESS 
 

 
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act 
Guidelines for Development of the 23rd Priority Project List  

 
Draft 

 
 

I. Development of Supporting Information 
 

A. COE staff prepares spreadsheets indicating status of all restoration projects 
(CWPPRA Priority Project Lists (PPL) 1-22; Louisiana Coastal Area (LCA) 
Feasibility Study, Corps of Engineers Continuing Authorities 1135, 204, 206; and 
State only projects).  Also, indicate net acres at the end of 20 years for each 
CWPPRA project. 

 
B. OCPR/USGS staff prepare basin maps indicating:  
1) Boundaries of the following projects types (PPLs 1-21; LCA Feasibility Study, 

COE 1135, 204, 206; and State only).   
2) Locations of completed projects.  
3) Projected land loss by 2050 including all CWPPRA projects approved for 

construction through January 2012. 
4) Regional boundary maps with basin boundaries and parish boundaries 

included.   

II. Project Nominations 
 

A. The four Regional Planning Teams (RPTs) will meet individually by region to 
examine basin maps, discuss areas of need and Coast 2050 strategies, and accept 
project nominations by hydrologic basin.  Project nominations that provide 
benefits or construct features in more than one basin shall be presented in the 
basin receiving the majority of the project’s benefits.  The RPT leaders, in 
coordination with the project proponents and the P&E Subcommittee, will 
determine which basin to place multi-basin projects.  Alternatively, multi-basin 
projects can be broken into multiple projects to be considered individually in the 
basins which they occur.  Project nominations that are legitimate coast-wide 
applications will be accepted separate from the nine basins at any of the four RPT 
meetings.  
 
Proposed project nominees shall support Coast 2050 strategies.  Nominations for 
demonstration projects will also be accepted at any of the four RPT meetings.   
 



The RPTs will not vote to select nominee projects at the individual regional 
meetings.  Rather, voting will be conducted during a separate coast-wide RPT 
meeting.  All CWPPRA agencies and parishes will be required to provide the 
name and contact information during the RPT meetings for the official 
representative that will vote at the coast-wide RPT meeting.   
 
B. One coast-wide RPT meeting will be held after the individual RPT meetings to 
vote for nominees (including basin, coast-wide and demonstration project 
nominees).  The RPTs will select three projects in the Terrebonne, Barataria, and 
Pontchartrain Basins based on the high loss rates (1985-2006) in those basins.  
Two projects will be selected in the Breton Sound, Teche/Vermilion, Mermentau, 
Calcasieu/Sabine, and Mississippi River Delta Basins.  Because of the relatively 
low land loss rates, only one project will be selected in the Atchafalaya Basin.  If 
only one project is presented at the Region II RPT Meeting for the Mississippi 
River Delta Basin, then an additional nominee would be selected for the Breton 
Sound Basin.   
 
A total of up to 20 basin projects could be selected as nominees.  Each officially 
designated parish representative in the basin will have one vote and each federal 
CWPPRA agency and the State will have one vote.  If coast-wide projects have 
been presented, the RPTs will select one coast-wide project nominee to compete 
with the 20 basin nominees for candidate project selection.  Selection of a coast-
wide project nominee will be by consensus, if possible.  If voting is required, 
officially designated representatives from all coastal parishes will have one vote 
and each federal CWPPRA agency and the State will have one vote.  The RPTs 
will also select up to six demonstration project nominees at this coast-wide 
meeting.  Selection of demonstration project nominees will be by consensus, if 
possible.  If voting is required, officially designated representatives from all 
coastal parishes will have one vote and each federal CWPPRA agency and the 
State will have one vote. 
 
C. Prior to the coast-wide RPT voting meeting, the Environmental and 
Engineering Work Groups will screen each coast-wide project nominated at the 
RPT meetings to ensure that each qualifies as a legitimate coast-wide application.  
Should any of those projects not qualify as a coast-wide application, then the RPT 
leaders, in coordination with the project proponents and the P&E Subcommittee, 
will determine which basin the project should be placed in.   
 
Also, prior to the coast-wide RPT voting meeting, the Environmental and 
Engineering Work Groups will screen each demonstration project nominated at 
the RPT meetings.  Demonstration projects will be screened to ensure that each 
meets the qualifications for demonstration projects as set forth in the CWPPRA 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP), Appendix E. 
 
D. A lead Federal agency will be designated for the nominees and demonstration 
project nominees to prepare preliminary project support information (fact sheet, 



maps, and potential designs and benefits).  The RPT Leaders will then transmit 
this information to the P&E Subcommittee, Technical Committee and other RPT 
members.   
 

III. Preliminary Assessment of Nominated Projects 
 

A. Agencies, parishes, landowners, and other individuals informally confer to 
further develop projects.  Nominated projects shall be developed to support Coast 
2050 strategies and goals.   

 
B. The lead agency designated for each nominated project will prepare a brief 
Project Description that discusses possible features.  Fact sheets will also be 
prepared for demonstration project nominees. 
 
C. Engineering and Environmental Work Groups meet to review project features, 
discuss potential benefits, and estimate preliminary fully funded cost ranges for 
each project.  The Work Groups will also review the nominated demonstration 
projects and verify that they meet the demonstration project criteria. 
 
D. P&E Subcommittee prepares matrix of cost estimates and other pertinent 
information for nominees and demonstration project nominees and furnishes to 
Technical Committee and Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA).  

IV.  Selection of Phase 0 Candidate Projects  
 

A. Technical Committee meets to consider the project costs and potential wetland 
benefits of the nominees.  Technical Committee will select ten candidate projects 
for detailed assessment by the Environmental, Engineering, and Economic Work 
Groups.  At this time, the Technical Committee will also select up to three 
demonstration project candidates for detailed assessment by the Environmental, 
Engineering, and Economic Work Groups.   
 
B.  Technical Committee assigns a Federal sponsor for each project to develop 
preliminary Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) data and engineering cost 
estimates for Phase 0 as described below. 

V.  Phase 0 Analysis of Candidate Projects 
 

A. Sponsoring agency coordinates site visits for each project.  A site visit is vital 
so each agency can see the conditions in the area and estimate the project area 
boundary.  There will be no site visits conducted for demonstration projects. 
 
B. Environmental and Engineering Work Groups and the Academic Advisory 
Group meet to refine project features and develop boundaries based on site visits. 
 



C. Sponsoring agency develops a draft WVA and prepares Phase 1 engineering 
and design cost estimates and Phase 2 construction cost estimates.  Sponsoring 
agency should use formats approved by the applicable work group. 
 
D. Environmental Work Group reviews and approves all draft WVAs.  
Demonstration project candidates will be evaluated as outlined in Appendix E of 
the CWPPRA SOP. 
 
E. Engineering Work Group reviews and approves Phase 1 and 2 cost estimates. 
 
F. Economics Work Group reviews cost estimates and develops annualized (fully 
funded) costs. 
 
G. Corps of Engineers staff prepares information package for Technical 
Committee and CPRA.  Packages consist of:  

1) updated Project Fact Sheets; 
2) a matrix for each region that lists projects, fully funded cost, average 

annual cost, Wetland Value Assessment results in net acres and Average 
Annual Habitat Units (AAHUs), and cost effectiveness (average annual 
cost/AAHU); and   

3) a qualitative discussion of supporting partnerships and public support. 
 

H. Technical Committee will host two public hearings to present the results from 
the candidate project evaluations.  Public comments from the public will be 
accepted during the meeting and in writing.   
 

VI.       Selection of 23rd Priority Project List 
 

A. The selection of the 23rd PPL will occur at the Winter Technical Committee 
and Task Force meetings. 
 
B. Technical Committee meets and considers matrix, Project Fact Sheets, and 
public comments.  The Technical Committee will recommend up to four projects 
for selection to the 23rd PPL. The Technical Committee may also recommend 
demonstration projects for the 23rd. 

 
C. The CWPPRA Task Force will review the Technical Committee 
recommendations and determine which projects will receive Phase 1 funding for 
the 23rd PPL. 

 
 



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

DECISION STRUCTURE FOR PROJECTS REACHING 20-YEAR LIFE SPAN 
 

For Report/Discussion: 
 

At the October 13, 2011 meeting, the Task Force directed the Technical Committee to 
develop a decision structure (a course of action for the CWPPRA Standard Operating 
Procedure) to be used as a tool for making logical decisions for projects reaching their 
20-year life span.  The Planning & Evaluation (P&E) Committee will report on their 
ongoing efforts with the decision structure.  



4/18/2012
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CWPPRA
Decision Structure

Completed Project Evaluation 
Report

Was the 
project 

successful?Yes No

Were project 
goals met?

Was the 
project cost 
effective?

Is additional 
maintenance 

Begin 
project 
closure 
process

Yes

Yes

No

No

maintenance 
needed?

Request 
funding 
approval 

from Task 
Force.

Proceed with 
additional 

maintenance

Yes

Yes

Can funding 
be identified?No

No

No

Yes

Project Budget Increase Analysis

Construction  
O&M B d I M i i B d I

CWPPRA

PPL 1 ‐ 8 PPL 9+ PPL 1 ‐ 8 PPL 9+

FY 2004 $506,109 $506,109

FY 2005 $1,100,000 $143,610 $1,243,610

FY 2006 $2,818,404 $1,859,116 $4,677,520

FY2007 $25,304,534 $2,829,656 $28,134,190

FY2008 $7,462,596 $1,397,267 $8,859,863

FY2009 $5,000,000 $21,175,265 $3,091,351 $29,266,616

$7 567 617 $466 948 $8 034 565

Total

Budget 

IncreasesFiscal Year

O&M Budget Increases Monitoring Budget Increases

FY2010 $7,567,617 $466,948 $8,034,565

FY 2011 $13,477,632 $3,651,423 $405,938 $17,534,993

FY 2012 $2,475,000 $1,689,769 $180,966 $104,545 $56,247,038 $60,697,318

TOTAL $56,538,166 $37,618,690 $7,390,688 $510,483 $56,390,648 $158,954,784
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CWPPRA
Each agency is reviewing their projects nearing 20-

year life using this spreadsheet template: 



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE FOR PROJECT TRANSFERS BETWEEN 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

 
For Report/Discussion: 
 

At the June 8, 2011 meeting, the Task Force directed the Technical Committee to develop 
a standard operating procedure to address the situation where a project is transferred from 
one Federal Sponsor to another.  Draft language has been presented to the committees.  
Mr. Brad Inman will present an updated draft that incorporates the P&E Committee’s 
comments.  



  

PROJECT TRANSFERS TO AN ALTERNATE FEDERAL AGENCY 

(1) A Federal member of the Task Force may request that a project be transfered to an 
alternate Federal Sponsor by submitting a request to the Technical Committee for 
consideration.   

(2) The Technical Committee will forward to the Task Force a recommendation concerning 
transfer of the project, and give an explanation for the transfer.  Nothing herein shall 
preclude a formal request for transfer, by a Federal member, to the Task Force 
irrespective of the recommendation of the Technical Committee. 

(3) Upon submittal of a request for transfer to the Technical Committee, all parties shall 
suspend all future obligations and expenditures as soon as practicable, until the issue is 
resolved. 

(4) Thereafter, a Federal member may make a motion to the Task Force to consider the 
action, and if seconded, after discussion, in conformity with the Appointments Clause, 
Article II, sec. 2, cl. 2, of the Constitution, as stipulated in the President’s November 29, 
1990, signing statement of the Wetland and Coastal Inland Waters Protection and 
Restoration Programs Bill, it will be voted on by all Federal members of the Task force, 
including the chair. 

(5) If the Task Force approves transferring the project to an alternate Federal Sponsor, the 
current Federal Sponsor shall notify senior parish officials in the parish (es) where the 
project is located, any landowners whose property would be directly affected by the 
project, and any other interested parties. 

(6) If the Task Force decides that a project will be transferred to another lead agency, the 
transferring Federal Sponsor, along with the local sponsor shall host an information 
exchange meeting with appropriate representatives of the receiving Federal Sponsor 
within 90 days.   The purpose of the meeting is to review project status and details 
regarding work accomplished to date. Information to be provided will include but not be 
limited to: 

(a) a chronological summary of all work completed to date;  

(b) full accounting of all expenditures; 

(c) agreement on work-in-kind credits to date; 

(d) a full discussion of all outstanding obligations; 

(e) a full discussion of any outstanding issues; and 

(f) All current project information, including all acquired data, engineering and 
design documents, real estate plans, assurance of NEPA compliance, certifications 
and permits (when applicable).   (Depending on the project situation new permits 
will likely required by the new federal sponsor as transfer of the permit 
responsibilities and obligations to a different agency is typically not practicable.)   



  

(7) Before a project transfer will be considered complete and ready for continued project 
activity, a Cost Share Agreement between the new Federal Sponsor and the Local 
Sponsor, including notation of all budgets, expenditures to date and current balances, 
must be executed.  Subsequent to review of this agreement by financial representatives, 
acknowledgement that all requirements have been satisfied, and execution of a new Cost 
Share Agreement, responsibility for all expenditures and obligations shall be assumed 
immediately by the receiving Federal Sponsor.  The assumption of all obligations and 
expenditures will be recognized in the newly developed cost share agreement between 
the receiving Federal and Local Sponsors.  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

TRANSFER OF THE PPL 12 – AVOCA ISLAND FRESH WATER DIVERSION AND 
LAND BUILDING PROJECT (TE-49) 

 
For Discussion: 
 

The landowner of the PPL 12 -- Avoca Island Fresh Water Diversion and Land Building 
Project (TE-49) requests to transfer this project from the current federal sponsor, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), to another agency.  The project’s construction has 
been delayed due to challenges with the cost share agreement. 







Avoca Island Diversion 
and Land Building (TE-49)

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force

Location

Problems

Progress to Date

Project Status

For more project information, please contact:

The project is located in the Avoca Island area in St. Mary 
Parish, Louisiana.

The Avoca Island area lost approximately 5,000 acres of 
marsh between 1932 and 1990. Natural overbank flooding 
into the area has been eliminated by channelization and 
construction of flood protection levees, thereby preventing 
the input of fresh water, sediment, and nutrients. 

The goal of this project is to rebuild eroded wetlands in the 
area through the diversion of fresh water, sediment, and 
nutrients. A diversion structure will be installed through 
the Avoca levee to allow water from Bayou Shaffer to 
enter Avoca Lake at a rate of 1,000 cubic feet per second. 
A natural bayou will be used as the primary outfall 
channel for the diversion. Outfall management measures 
will be evaluated and incorporated to increase benefits to 
aquatic habitats in the island system.

The Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and 
Restoration Task Force approved funding for engineering 
and design at the January 2003 Task Force meeting. The 
project work plan for the engineering and design phase 
was submitted for program review in May 2003. 
Engineering data collection, including site surveys and a 
geotechnical boring, is ongoing. 

This project is on Priority Project List 12.

www.LaCoast.gov

Federal Sponsor:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans, LA 
(504) 862-1597

Restoration Strategy

June 2004
Cost figures as of: January 2012

In this aerial view facing southwest, Avoca Island surrounds Avoca Lake in 
the center of the photograph. Bayou Boeuf is seen in the foreground with 
Bayou Shaffer in the background.  

Approved Date:  2003     Project Area: 7,233 acres
Approved Funds: $2.22 M   Total Est. Cost:  $19.1 M
Net Benefit After 20 Years:  143 acres
Status: Engineering and Design
Project Type: Water Diversion
PPL #: 12

 Local Sponsor:
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
Baton Rouge, LA
(225) 342-4736





COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

STATUS OF THE PPL 1 – WEST BAY SEDIMENT DIVERSION PROJECT (MR-03) 
 

For Report: 
 

Mr. Nick Sims will provide a status update on the West Bay Work Plan and Closure Plan.    
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CWPPRA

West Bay Diversion Closure 
Status & Updates– April 2012

Status: 

• Closure Design• Closure Design
• Alternative Chosen

Other Updates: 

• ERDC Sediment Diversion Study
• Webinar
• Results

R i i  A  A l i• Receiving Area Analysis
• Results

Closure Design:  Semi-circle Rock Dike

• Cost: $13M

2

• 4' crown width

• +5.0  dike elevation

• Bay Side Stone 
bankhead constructed 
to prevent erosionto prevent erosion

• +4 elevation, 4' wide 
foreshore dike built 
along the downstream 
diversion channel to 
prevent erosion
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CWPPRA

West Bay Diversion Closure 
Status & Updates– April 2012

Other Updates: 

• ERDC Sediment Diversion Study• ERDC Sediment Diversion Study
• Significant findings

• In the portion of the PAA upstream of the diversion, there appears to be no 
impact due to construction of the diversion.

• For the portion of the PAA from the West Bay Diversion to Cubits Gap, results 
indicate that there is some increase in historical shoaling trends after the 
construction of the West Bay diversion, but it is difficult to quantify the rate 
increaseincrease

• Appears to be little impact on increased shoaling from Cubits Gap to the 
downstream end of the PAA due to construction of the West Bay diversion.

• Approximately 20% (±10%) of the deposition in the combined footprint of the 
PAA, access area, and adjacent navigation channel can be attributed to the 
West Bay Sediment Diversion

Venice, LA

West Bay Diversion Closure 
Status & Updates– April 2012

Area of ADCP Surveys

M
ississippi River

Diversion
Channel

West Bay

Cubit’s Gap
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CWPPRA

West Bay Diversion Closure 
Status & Path Forward– April 2012

Other Updates: 

• Receiving Area Survey Analysis• Receiving Area Survey Analysis
• COE and State have completed initial analysis

• Initial results differed

• State refined analysis through work with the National Audubon society
• COE  New Orleans District refined analysis through work with the Mobile District

• Deposition and losses are seen in the same areas, with similar quantities

• Once data is reviewed by the State, results will be finalizedOnce data is reviewed by the State, results will be finalized



West Bay Sediment Diversion (MR-03)

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force

Location

Problems

Restoration Strategy Progress to Date

Project Status

Local Sponsor:
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Baton Rouge, LA
(225) 342-7308

For more project information, please contact:

The diversion site is located on the west bank of the 
Mississippi River, in Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana, 4.7 
miles above Head of Passes. The project diverts 
Mississippi River water and sediments into West Bay.

Marshes along the lower Mississippi River are subsiding 
and converting to open water because of a lack of riverine 
sediment inputs and fresh water.

The objective of the project is to restore vegetated 
wetlands in an area that is currently shallow open water.  
The project diverts sediments to create, nourish, and 
maintain approximately 9,831 acres of fresh to 
intermediate marsh in the West Bay area over the 20-year 
project life.

The project consists of a conveyance channel for the large-
scale diversion of sediments from the river. The 
conveyance channel is being constructed in two phases: 
(1) construction of an initial channel with an average 
discharge of 20,000 cubic feet per second (cfs); (2) after a 
period of intensive monitoring, enlargement of the channel 
to a 50,000 cfs discharge. Material from the construction 
of the initial channel was used to create wetlands in the 
diversion outfall area. 

The diversion may induce shoaling in the main navigation 
channel of the Mississippi River and the adjacent 
Pilottown anchorage area. Dredging of the main channel is 
accomplished under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 
ongoing Operations and Maintenance Program for the 
river, but additional dredging of the anchorage area would 
be an added feature and cost of the project. The material 
dredged from the anchorage area will be used to create 
wetlands in the West Bay diversion outfall area.

An Environmental Impact Statement was completed in March 
2002.  Final project plans and specifications were approved in 
September 2002. Project construction began in September 
2003 and was completed in November 2003. Monitoring of 
the channel and receiving area is currently underway.

The Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and 
Restoration Task Force approved proceeding with the project 
at the current price of $22 million at their January 2001 
meeting. Most of the increase in the project cost is for 
dredging of the anchorage area and the relocation of a 10-inch 
oil pipeline.  

This project is on Priority Project List 1.

www.LaCoast.gov

Federal Sponsor:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans, LA 
(504) 862-1597

Water Diversion

$50.8 M
Completed
November 2003

Approved Date:

Project Area:

1992
12,910 acres

Cost:

Status

Net Benefit After 20 Years: 

Project Type:

9,831 acres

The conveyance channel allows fresh water and sediment to flow from the 
Mississippi River (bottom of picture) to restore vegetated wetlands in an area 
that is currently shallow open water.

June 2004 (rev.)
Cost figures as of: September 2011





COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 

 
REQUEST FOR A CHANGE IN SCOPE FOR THE PPL 16 – MADISON BAY MARSH 

CREATION AND TERRACING PROJECT (TE-51) 
 

For Decision: 
 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and CPRA request a project scope 
change to proceed with the design to 30% and 95% for the Madison Bay project.  The 
project location is proposed to be moved 3 miles to the northeast.  The constructed acres 
restored are estimated at 470 acres, while the original concept was targeting 688 
constructed acres restored.  The NMFS and CRPA also request a cost estimate increase 
from the original $32,353,377 to an estimated $38,798,788.  No additional funds are 
needed to complete phase 1 of this project.  The Technical Committee will vote on a 
recommendation to the Task Force to approve the request scope change for the Madison 
Bay Marsh Creation and Terracing Project (TE-51).  
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Madison Bay Marsh Creation 
and Terracing (TE-51)

Project Change of Scope
Technical Committee

Briefingg
April 19, 2012

 PPL 16 ProjectPPL 16 Project

 Approved by CWPPRA Task Force October Approved by CWPPRA Task Force October 
18, 200618, 2006

 Kickoff on March 7, 2007Kickoff on March 7, 2007

 Landowner Meeting October 2008 Landowner Meeting October 2008 
(Oyster lease coordination)(Oyster lease coordination)

 Survey and Geotechnical Investigations Survey and Geotechnical Investigations 
initiated April 2009initiated April 2009
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Phase 0 FeaturesPhase 0 Features
••575 acres created/nourished575 acres created/nourished
••13 acres of terraces13 acres of terraces

IssuesIssues
 Over 1,200 landowners, primarily concentrated Over 1,200 landowners, primarily concentrated 

in marsh creation area (incl. 3 dual claims)in marsh creation area (incl. 3 dual claims)
 Land rights cost estimate surpasses $1,000,000Land rights cost estimate surpasses $1,000,000
 Pipelines (7) throughout the project areaPipelines (7) throughout the project area
 Oyster leasesOyster leases
 MorganzaMorganza to the Gulf levee encroachmentto the Gulf levee encroachment
 Extremely soft clays and organicsExtremely soft clays and organics
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SecondSecond GeotechnicalGeotechnical InvestigationInvestigation

 Task issued to Task issued to GeoEngineersGeoEngineers, Inc. to perform a , Inc. to perform a 
geotechnical investigation for the Alternate I and geotechnical investigation for the Alternate I and g gg g
Alternate II project areas to analyze subsurface Alternate II project areas to analyze subsurface 
conditions and offer opinions on future action.conditions and offer opinions on future action.

 Final Report indicate that soils in the Wonder Final Report indicate that soils in the Wonder 
Lake area (Alt. 1) demonstrated to be stable and Lake area (Alt. 1) demonstrated to be stable and 
maintain stable containment. maintain stable containment. 

 Soils in Alternative 2 area are less suitable for Soils in Alternative 2 area are less suitable for 
marsh creation and were dropped from marsh creation and were dropped from 
consideration.consideration.
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Proposed
430 acres 
Created/
Nourished
40 acres 
Terraces

Phase 0
675 acres
Created/ 
Nourished
13 acres 
Terraces
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Wonder Lake AlternativeWonder Lake Alternative
 2 cooperating landowners2 cooperating landowners
 No pipelines in project areaNo pipelines in project area
 Same number of oyster leasesSame number of oyster leases
 Design template accounts for Design template accounts for MorganzaMorganza to the to the 

Gulf levee alignmentGulf levee alignment
 Soils are conducive for marsh creationSoils are conducive for marsh creation



4/5/2012

6

PlanningPlanning--level vs. Current Costs & Benefitslevel vs. Current Costs & Benefits

Recommend initiating the full Engineering and Design of Recommend initiating the full Engineering and Design of 
the proposed Alternate I (Wonder Lake) area using existing the proposed Alternate I (Wonder Lake) area using existing 
Phase 1 budget; i.e. we are not requesting additional Phase Phase 1 budget; i.e. we are not requesting additional Phase 
1 funds.1 funds.

Questions?Questions?
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Calculations used for RequestCalculations used for Request

 Revised net acre calculations: We used a linear Revised net acre calculations: We used a linear 
relationship between the created vs. net acres from the relationship between the created vs. net acres from the 
original WVA (8/31/06) to estimate the net TY20 acres original WVA (8/31/06) to estimate the net TY20 acres 
for the revised projectfor the revised projectfor the revised project.for the revised project.

 Revised project cost calculations: revised project Revised project cost calculations: revised project 
features were plugged into the PPL 21 project cost features were plugged into the PPL 21 project cost 
spreadsheet to provide estimates of construction costs.  spreadsheet to provide estimates of construction costs.  
Estimated fullyEstimated fully--funded costs were calculated using the funded costs were calculated using the 
PPL 21 fullyPPL 21 fully--funded cost spread sheet.funded cost spread sheet.



www.LaCoast.gov

Approved Date:  2006     Project Area: 1,019 acres
Approved Funds: $3.00 M   Total Est. Cost:  $32.3 M
Net Benefit After 20 Years:  372 acres
Status: Engineering and Design
Project Type: Marsh Creation
PPL #: 16

Project Status

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force

Madison Bay Marsh 
Creation and Terracing (TE-51)

January 2008
Cost figures as of: April 2012

Location

Problems

Restoration Strategy

Progress to Date

 

For more project information, please contact:

Federal Sponsor:
National Marine Fisheries Service
Baton Rouge, LA
(225) 389-0508

Local Sponsor:
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
Baton Rouge, LA
(225) 342-4736

The 1,019-acre project area is located in Terrebonne Parish, 
Louisiana, north of Madison Canal between Bayou 
Terrebonne and Humble Canal.

This area has experienced tremendous wetland loss due to a 
variety of forces including subsidence, salt water intrusion, a 
lack of sediment supply, and oil and gas activities.  The loss 
of these marshes has exposed significant infrastructure to 
open water conditions, and has made the areas north less 
suitable for various wildlife and fish species.

Project goals include creating and nourishing marsh and 
associated edge habitat, and promoting conditions conducive 
to the growth of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). 
Secondarily, proposed terraces will reduce the wave erosion 
of created and existing marshes along the fringes of Madison 
Bay. Specific phase 0 goals include creating 417 acres and 
nourishing 258 acres of brackish marsh and constructing 
about 24,600 linear feet (LF) of terraces.  Approximately 
one-half of the marsh creation area will be planted with 
smooth cord-grass or marsh hay cord-grass. Reducing 
shoreline erosion would protect about 6 acres of existing 
marsh (from existing marsh in terrace field only), and the 
percent cover of SAV is projected to increase in the project 
area. 

This dredge pipe is rebuilding marsh by depositing sediment dredged from a nearby 
borrow area.  The placed sediment will reach an elevation conducive for growing 
and sustaining marsh vegetation.

The above terraces are an example for the proposed project.  These terraces would 
help protect the created and existing marshes from wave erosion.

Phase 1 project design meetings have begun, and the 
preliminary bathymetry and geotechnical borings are 
currently being planned.

The estimated total fully funded project cost is $32,353,377.

This project is on Priority Project List 16.

















COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 

 
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL TO INITIATE DEAUTHORIZATION OF THE PPL 10 – 

BENNEYS BAY DIVERSION PROJECT (MR-13) 
 

For Decision: 
 

USACE and the Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) are requesting 
formal deauthorization procedures be initiated for the Benneys Bay Diversion Project 
(MR-13) based on the high cost of dredging associated with the project.  At the 
December 13, 2012 meeting, the Technical Committee recommended to “suspend” this 
project; however, the Task Force did not approve the recommendation for a suspension 
category.  The Technical Committee will vote on a recommendation to the Task Force to 
initiate deauthorization of the Benneys Bay Diversion Project (MR-13). 
 

  





Benneys Bay
Sediment Diversion (MR-13)

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force

Location

Problems

Progress to Date

Project Status

The diversion site is located on the east bank of the 
Mississippi River, in Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana, 7.5 miles 
above Head of Passes.  The project would divert Mississippi 
River water and sediments into Benneys Bay.

The project area has lost over 15,000 acres of emergent 
wetlands since 1932, mainly because of subsidence and 
sediment deprivation.  The 1983-90 land loss rate was 2.4% 
per year.

Approximately one third of the design is complete. Final 
engineering will rely on information gained from the West Bay 
Sediment Diversion project (MR-03).

 This project is on Priority Project List 10.

www.LaCoast.gov

Restoration Strategy
The objective of the project is to restore vegetated wetlands 
in an area that is currently shallow open water.  The project 
would divert sediments in an effort to create, nourish, and 
maintain approximately 5,828 acres of fresh to intermediate 
marsh in the Benneys Bay area over the 20-year project life.

The project consists of a conveyance channel for the large-
scale diversion of water and sediments from the river.  The 
conveyance channel would be constructed in two phases: (1) 
construction of an initial channel with an average discharge 
of 20,000 cubic feet per second (cfs); (2) after a period of 
intensive monitoring, enlargement of the channel to a 50,000 
cfs discharge.  Material from the construction of the channel 
would be used to create wetlands in the diversion outfall area.

The diversion would induce shoaling in the main navigation 
channel of the Mississippi River. Dredging of the channel is 
accomplished under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 
ongoing Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Program for 
the river. The Pilottown anchorage area is not maintained 
under the O&M Program. The additional dredging of the 
induced shoaling in the navigation channel and anchorage 
area would be an added feature and cost of the project. The 
dredge material removed from these areas will be used to 
create wetlands where possible.

October 2003
Cost figures as of: December 2011

A dredge is being used to create marsh in the lower delta for the West Bay Sediment 
Diversion (MR-03) project. Work similar to this will take place during construction 
of the Benneys Bay project.

For more project information, please contact:

Federal Sponsor:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans, LA 
(504) 862-1597

 Local Sponsor:
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
Baton Rouge, LA
(225) 342-4736

Approved Date:  2001     Project Area: 21,518 acres
Approved Funds: $1.07 M   Total Est. Cost:  $30.2 M
Net Benefit After 20 Years:  5,706 acres
Status: Engineering and Design
Project Type: Water Diversion
PPL #: 10





COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 

 REQUEST FOR APPROVAL TO INITIATE DEAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
PPL 9 – LITTLE PECAN HYDROLOGIC RESTORATION PROJECT (ME-17) 

 
For Decision: 
 

NRCS and the CPRA are requesting formal deauthorization procedures be initiated for 
the Little Pecan Hydrologic Restoration Project (ME-17).  As a result of the Phase I 
Engineering and Design Analysis the project team has determined the current ME-17 
project features do not yield sufficient wetland benefits to warrant a Phase II request for 
the construction and 20 years of maintenance.  The Technical Committee will vote on a 
recommendation to the Task Force to initiate deauthorization of the Little Pecan 
Hydrologic Restoration Project (ME-17). 

 
 

 
 

  



Little Pecan Bayou Hydrologic
Restoration (ME-17)

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force

Location

Problems

Restoration Strategy

Progress to Date

Project Status

Federal Sponsor:
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Alexandria, LA  
(318) 473-7756

For more project information, please contact:

The project is located in Cameron Parish, Louisiana, east 
of the Mermentau River.

Marshes within the project area north of Louisiana 
Highway 82 are stressed hydrologically due to seasonal 
salinity spikes exacerbated by construction of the 
Mermentau Ship Channel.  Marshes south of the highway 
are characterized as large open water areas with limited 
freshwater inputs.

Structural measures reduce marsh salinity levels and allow 
fresh water to be conveyed to the area south of Louisiana 
Highway 82.

Modeling has been completed.  Planning and design is 
ongoing.  A 30% project review is projected for June 2008.

This project is on Priority Project List 9.

www.LaCoast.gov

Perimeter structures, such as the one shown above, and other project features will be 
used to restore hydrology in the project area.

rev. April 2008
Cost figures as of: April 2012

Approved Date:  2000     Project Area: 13,544 acres
Approved Funds: $1.55 M   Total Est. Cost:  $6.83 M
Net Benefit After 20 Years:  56 acres
Status: Engineering and Design
Project Type: Hydrologic Restoration
PPL #: 9

 Local Sponsor:
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
Baton Rouge, LA
(225) 342-4736





COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS 
  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

DATE OF UPCOMING CWPPRA PROGRAM MEETING 
 

For Announcement: 
 

The Task Force meeting will be held June 5, 2012 at 9:30 a.m. at the Estuarine Fisheries 
and Habitat Center, 646 Cajundome Blvd., Lafayette, Louisiana.  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

APRIL 19, 2012 
 
 
 

SCHEDULED DATES OF FUTURE PROGRAM MEETINGS 
 

For Announcement: 
 

2012 
June 28, 2012              9:30 a.m.       Task Force               Lafayette 
June 5, 2012 
September 12, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee             Baton Rouge 
October 11, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Task Force               New Orleans 
November 14, 2012 7:00 p.m.       PPL 22 Public Comment Meeting       Abbeville 
November 15, 2012 7:00 p.m.       PPL 22 Public Comment Meeting       New Orleans 
December 12, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee Meeting             Baton Rouge  
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