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AGENDA

Agenda Item / Tab No.

1

Presentation of Results of Prioritization of PPL1-12 Projects Not Approved for
Construction (Monnerjahn and Roy) 9:30 a.m. to 9:45 a.m. The Engineering and
Environmental Workgroups will present the results of applying the prioritization criteria
to all PPL projects not yet approved for construction.

Presentation of the Results of Additional Analysis of Converting PPL1-8 OM&M to
Cash Flow (LeBlanc) 9:45 a.m. to 9:55 a.m. Ms. LeBlanc will present the project
specific amounts for O&M and monitoring to be subject to cash flow procedures.

Request for Construction Approval for the Terrebonne Bay Shoreline Protection
Demonstration Project (TE-45) (Clark) 9:55 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. The US Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources are seeking
construction approval for the Terrebonne Bay Shoreline Protection Demonstration
project. The Technical Committee is asked to recommend construction approval to the
Task Force.

Request for Phase II Authorization for the Black Bayou Bypass Culverts Project
(CS-29) (Paul) 10:00 a.m. to 10:05 a.m. The Natural Resources Conservation Service
and the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources are seeking Phase II approval for the
Black Bayou Bypass Culverts project. The Technical Committee is asked to recommend
construction approval to the Task Force.

Request for Phase II Authorization for the Little Lake Shoreline
Protection/Dedication Dredging near Round Lake (BA-37) (Hartman) 10:05 a.m. to
10:10 a.m. The National Marine Fisheries Service and the Louisiana Department of
Natural Resources are seeking Phase I approval for the Little Lake Shoreline
Protection/Dedication Dredging near Round Lake project. The Technical Committee is
asked to recommend construction approval to the Task Force.

Request to De-authorize the Marsh Creation South of Leeville Project (BA-29) (Hill)
10:10 a.m. to 10:15 a.m. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources are recommending that this project be de-authorized
because: soil properties and the construction budget are incompatible; hundreds of land
ownerships and un-  opened successions would cause time delays and increase costs;
the future LA HWY-1Bridge footprint would encroach on the project footprint; an
existing oyster lease overlaps the project footprint; and there are several oil and gas
pipelines and wells within the project area. The committee is being asked to recommend
that the Task Force initiate project de-authorization procedures.
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12

13

FY04 Planning Budget (Browning) 10:15 a.m. to 10:20 a.m. Ms. Browning will
announce that FY04 planning budget must be initiated for discussion and decision.

Request by Department of Natural Resources for 2004 CWPPRA Budget funding
for the Hurricane Response Plan (Good) DNR has a draft “Storm Recovery
Procedures” which is intended to address post-storm actions necessary for proper
management of CWPPRA projects and activities. DNR is requesting the Technical
Committee recommend to the Task Force funding of hurricane response plan in 2004.

Proposed CWPPRA SOP Amendments (Good, Monnerjahn and Clark) 10:20 a.m.
to 10:30 a.m. Approval is requested for three changes to the current “Standard Operating
Procedures” document for CWPPRA.

The first change is in reference to specific language for the US Corps of Engineers only
to OMRR&R plans for PPL 9 and subsequent PPL projects.

The second change is revised language to clarify project cost limits.

A third recomendaton is for the Technical Committee to request Task
Force approval to modify the SOP to allow Phase II Construction, Monitoring
and O & M approvals at any of the quarterly Task Force meetings.

Presentation of Execution Plan for CRMS (Steyer) 10:30 a.m. to 10: 45 a.m. Mr.
Steyer will present the proposed execution plan for CRMS. Approval of CRMS by the
Task Force in April 2003 was contingent upon approval of an execution plan to be
developed and presented at the August 2003 Task Force meeting.

Jonathan Davis Wetland Restoration Project - Construction Unit 4 (BA-20) Revised
WYVA (Paul) 10:45 a.m. to 10:55 a.m. The results of the revised WVA for the Jonathan
Davis Wetland Restoration — Construction Unit 4 project will be presented. This was
requested by the Technical Committee in March 2003.

PPL 13 Demonstration Projects (Monnerjahn) 10:55 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. Proposals
for demonstration projects for consideration in PPL 13 must be submitted to the
Engineering Workgroup Chair by COB August 1, 2003.

LCA Update — Public Meetings and Schedule (Rauber) 11:00 a.m. to 11:05 a.m.

Dates and locations of Upcoming CWPPRA Administrative Meetings (LeBlanc)
11:05 a.m. to 11:10 a.m.

August 14, 2003 9:30 a.m. Task Force Meeting New Orleans
September 17,2003  9:30 a.m. Technical Committee Baton Rouge
October 16, 2003 9:30 a.m. Task Force meeting Baton Rouge
December 10, 2003 9:30 a.m. Technical Committee New Orleans
January 28, 2004 9:30 a.m. Task Force New Orleans
New dates
March 17, 2004 9:30 a.m. Technical Committee New Orleans
April 14, 2004 9:30 a.m. Task Force Lafayette

2
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15

July 14, 2004 9:30 a.m.

August 18, 2004 9:30 a.m.
September 15, 2004 9:30 a.m.
October 13, 2004 9:30 a.m.
December 8, 2004 9:30 a.m.
January 26, 2005 9:30 a.m.

Additional Agenda Items

Technical Committee
Task Force
Technical Committee
Task Force
Technical Committee
Task Force

Baton Rouge
New Orleans
Baton Rouge
Baton Rouge
New Orleans
New Orleans

Request by the National Marine Fisheries Service to Transfer Approximately
$200,000 from the Phase I Budget to the Phase Il O&M account for the Lake
Salvador Shoreline Protection Demonstration Project (BA-15) (Hartman) Due to
cost savings, approximately $300,000 in funds remain from Phase I O&M of this
project. Transferred funds would be used for repairs to rock structures constructed in
Phase II of this project. The Lake Salvador Shoreline Protection Demonstration Project
(BA-15) is a pre-cash flow PPL 3 project.

Adjourn
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Results of Prioritization of PPL1-12 Projects Not Approved for Construction



CWPPRA, Prioritization Scores
Dated: July 22, 2003
2) Prioritization Scores for each Criteria & Corresponding Weight Total Anticipated
Total 1) Cost Cost | Area of | Implement-| Certainty HGM Riverine| HGM Sediment | HGM Structure | Weighted | Date of Request | Scheduled
Project Lead |Project| Acres Current Per Acre |Effective| Need ability of Benefits | Sustainability Input Input and Function Score For Construction| Construction

Project Name Number| PPL | Agency| Type [Benefited Estimate ($/acre) 20% 15% 15% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 100% Approval Start
Benney's Bay Sediment Diversion MR-13 | 10 COE RD 5,706 $39,618,349 | $6,943 10 5 10 9 10 10 10 10 91.50 Jan-04 Aug-04
Delta-Building Diversion North of Fort St. Philip BS-10 | 10 COE RD 692 $6,355,196 $9,184 10 3.8 10 9 10 10 10 5 84.70 Jan-04 Mar-04
Small Freshwater Diversion to the NW Barataria Basin BA-34 | 10 EPA RD 941 14,776,969 15,703 10 7 10 9 8 4 5 0 71.50 Jan-05 May-05
Barataria Landbridge Phase 3 - CU 5 BA-27c| 9 NRCS | SP 901 19,398,738 21,530 7.5 7.6 10 8 10 0 0 10 69.40 Jan-04 Aug-04
Grand Lake Shoreline Protection ME-21 11 COE SP 495 13,562,486 27,399 7.5 7.5 10 10 8 0 0 5 64.25 Jan-04 Mar-04
Black Bayou Bypass Culverts CS-29 9 NRCS | HR 540 $8,577,560 15,884 10 2.6 10 5 10 10 0 0 63.90 Aug-03 Feb-04
South Lake DeCade Freshwater Introduction - CU #1 TE-39 9 NRCS SP 207 $4,220,313 20,388 7.5 9.3 10 6.5 8 0 0 5 63.45 Jan-04 Aug-04
Penchant TE-34 6 NRCS | HR 1,155 $14,103,051 12,210 10 5.7 10 2 10 7 0 0 62.55 Oct-05 Jan-05
Opportunistic Use of Bonnet Carre Spillway PO-26 [ 9 COE RD 177 $1,084,080 $6,125 10 3 10 9 10 4 0 0 62.50 Jan-04 Feb-04
River Reintroduction into Maurepas Swamp PO-29 | 11 EPA RD 5,438 $58,820,432 10,817 10 5 4 9 8 7 5 0 62.50 Aug-04 Jan-04
South White Lake Shore Protection ME-22 | 12 COE SP 702 $25,042,323 35,673 7.5 5.8 10 10 8 0 0 5 61.70 Jan-04 Apr-04
Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation - Cycle 2 CS-28 8 COE MC 261 $3,751,568 14,374 10 41 10 7 8 5 0 0 61.15 Jan-04 Jul-04
Dedicated Dredging on the Barataria Basin Landbridge BA-36 | 11 FWS MC 564 30,266,379 53,664 5 10 10 7 4 0 0 10 61.00 Jan-04 Jul-04
East/West Grand Terre Islands Restoration BA-30 9 NMFS BI 403 18,659,306 46,301 5 8.6 10 7 1 0 5 10 60.90 Jan-04 Apr-04
Barataria Barrier Island - Pelican Headland (landward alt) BA-38 | 11 | NMFS Bl 124 28,407,700 | $229,094 1 10 10 7 1 0 10 10 60.00
Barataria Barrier Island - Pelican Headland (seaward alt) BA-38 | 11 NMFS BI 69 31,832,100 461,335 1 10 10 7 1 0 10 10 60.00 Jan-04 Apr-04
Barataria Barrier Island - Chaland Headland (landward alt) | BA-38 | 11 | NMFS Bl 198 $26,522,900 133,954 1 10 7 7 4 0 10 10 58.50
Barataria Barrier Island - Chaland Headland (seaward alt) BA-38 | 11 NMFS BI 115 28,955,500 251,787 1 10 7 7 4 0 10 10 58.50 Jan-04 Apr-04
Ship Shoal: Whiskey Island West Flank Restoration TE-47 | 11 EPA Bl 182 40,046,016 | $220,033 1 6.3 10 7 4 0 10 10 57.45 Jan-04 Apr-04
North Lake Mechant - CU 2 TE-44 | 10 FWS MC 553 $23,625,609 42,723 5 6.9 10 6 6 0 0 10 57.35 Jan-04 Jun-04
Little Lake SP/Ded Dredging near Round Lake BA-37 | 11 | NMFS [ SP 713 37,735,435 52,925 5 9.9 10 74 4 0 0 5 56.25 Aug-03 Apr-04
Brown Lake CS-09a| 2 NRCS | HR 282 $3,201,890 11,354 10 5 7 5.1 8 5 0 0 56.10 Oct-03 Dec-03
Raccoon Island Br -Ph2 TE-48 | 11 | NRCS| BI 167 $11,346,842 67,945 25 71 10 5.8 4 0 5 10 55.45 Jan-04 Aug-04
Avoca Island Diversion & Land Building TE-49 12 COE RD 143 $19,157,215 | $133,967 1 7.6 10 9 6 7 5 0 55.40 Aug-04 Sep-04
Freshwater Introduction South of Highway 82 ME-16 [ 9 FWS FD 296 $6,006,283 | $20,291 7.5 32 10 52 10 5 0 0 55.00 Jan-04 Feb-04
Pass Chaland to Grand Bayou Pass BA-35 | 11 NMFS Bl 161 $19,465,122 | $120,901 1 10 10 7 1 0 5 10 55.00 Aug-04 Mar-05
Bayou Dupont Sediment Delivery System BA-39 | 12 EPA MC 400 $24,727,089 61,818 25 10 10 7 2 0 10 0 54.00 unscheduled unscheduled
Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation - Cycle 3 CS-28 8 COE MC 187 3,853,715 20,608 7.5 5 10 7 8 0 0 0 52.50 Jan-05 Jul-05
Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation - Cycle 4 CS-28 8 COE MC 163 3,957,839 24,281 7.5 5 10 7 8 0 0 0 52.50 Jan-06 Jul-06
Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation - Cycle 5 CS-28 8 COE MC 168 4,073,630 24,248 7.5 5 10 7 8 0 0 0 52.50 Jan-07 Jul-07
Barataria Basin Landbridge Shoreline Protection - Ph 4 BA-27d| 11 | NRCS | SP 334 $37,089,364 | $111,046 1 7.6 10 8 6 0 0 10 52.40 Jan-04 Oct-04
South Grand Cheniere Hydrologic Restoration ME-20 | 11 FWS HR 440 $21,587,572 49,063 5 5 10 6.7 8 5 0 0 52.20 Jan-04 Jul-04
South Lake DeCade Freshwater Introduction - CU #2 TE-39 9 NRCS | FD 40 $1,532,400 38,310 7.5 5 7 5 10 4 0 0 52.00 unscheduled unscheduled
Mississippi River Sediment Trap MR-12 | 11 COE MC 1,190 52,357,099 43,998 5 5 10 7 2 0 10 0 51.50 Aug-04 Sep-04
Lake Boudreaux TE-32a| 6 FWS FD 603 15,243,500 25,279 7.5 7 7 5 6 4 0 0 51.00 Apr-04 May-04
Castille Pass Sediment Delivery AT-04 9 NMFS | RD 589 31,455,556 53,405 5 0 7 7.7 10 7 0 5 50.20 Jan-04 May-04
Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization ME-18 | 10 | NMFS [ SP 920 50,408,478 54,792 5 7.5 10 6 2 0 0 5 49.25 Jan-04 May-04
Little Pecan Bayou Control Structure ME-17 9 NRCS HR 144 15,585,345 | $108,232 1 3 10 6 10 10 0 0 47.50 Aug-04 Nov-04
West Lake Boudreaux Shoreline Protection & MC TE-46 | 11 FWS SP 145 14,896,471 | $102,734 1 9.2 10 7.6 4 0 0 5 47.40 Jan-04 May-04
GIWW Bank Restoration of Critical Areas in Terrebonne TE-43 10 [ NRCS SP 366 $29,025,064 79,303 25 71 10 8 8 0 0 0 46.65 Jan-04 Jul-04
Jonathan Davis - CU #4 BA-20 | 2 | NRCS| SP 196 16,406,888 83,709 1 5.3 7 8 8 0 0 10 46.45 Aug-04 unscheduled
East Sabine Lake Hydrologic Restoration CS-32 [ 10 FWS HR 393 19,789,525 50,355 5 3 10 5.6 1 10 0 0 46.10 Jan-04 Aug-04
Lake Borgne and MRGO Shore Protection PO-32 | 12 COE SP 266 25,062,946 94,222 1 4.7 10 8 6 0 0 5 43.05 Jan-04 Apr-04
East Timbalier Island Restoration - Phase 2 TE-30 4 NMFS BI 23 16,902,400 | $734,887 1 8.9 7 6 1 0 0 10 42.85 unscheduled unscheduled
Grand Bayou TE-10 | 5 FWS HR 199 $8,209,722 | $41,255 5 53 7 2 8 4 0 0 42.45 Jan-05 Apr-05
Lake Borgne Shoreline Protection PO-30 | 10 EPA SP 167 21,452,445 128,458 1 5 10 8 4 0 0 5 41.50 Jan-04 unscheduled
Freshwater Bayou Canal HR/SP - Belle Isle to Lock TV-11b| 9 COE SP 241 25,071,557 104,031 1 3 10 10 6 0 0 0 37.50 Jan-04 Feb-04
Weeks Bay/Commercial Canal/GIWW SP TV-19 9 COE SP 278 30,861,400 111,012 1 4 4 8 4 0 0 5 31.00 Aug-04 unscheduled
Notes:

1. Current estimate reflects fully-funded estimate for engineering and design, lands, project administration, construction, construction S&I,

contingency, 20 years of O&M and 20 years of monitoring.

2. Total acres reflect total acres benefited at end of 20 year project.

3. Bayou Lafourche was not prioritized because there is currently no construction estimate available.

4. Delta Building Diversion at Myrtle Grove (PPL 10) is not included because Phase Il will not be funded under CWPPRA.

5. Complex projects not yet approved for Phase | were not prioritized.

6. West Point al la Hache Outfall Management Project (BA 04c) was not prioritized because the project features are not known and project costs and benefits can, therefore, not be determined to apply criteria.

7. The Barataria Barrier Island Complex project (BA-38) listed above consists of 2 reaches with 2 alternatives for each. Only 1 alternative will be constructed for each reach.

Prioritization FINAL sorting with more info 7-22-03.xls: Scores sorted 7/22/2003: 10:16 AM



PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA FOR UNCONSTRUCTED PPL 1 - 12 PROJECTS

I. Cost-effectiveness

Scoring for this criterion should be based on current estimated total fully funded project cost and
net acres created/protected/restored at Target Year (TY) 20. See appendix for calculation of
swamp net acres.

Less than $20,000/ net acre 10
Between $20,000 and $40,000/net acre 7.5
Between $40,000 and $60,000/net acre 5
Between $60,000 and $80,000/net acre 2.5
More than $80,000/net acre 1

Alternate Net Acres for Swamps: The “cost/net acre” approach used above does not work for
swamp projects because the wetland loss rates estimated for Louisiana coastal wetlands using
historical and recent aerial photography have not detected losses for swamps. However, future
loss rates for swamps have been estimated by Coast 2050 mapping unit. This information,
combined with other information regarding project details/benefits can be used to provide an
“alternate net acres” estimate for swamp projects. Attachment 1 contains a description of how
alternate net acres will be derived for the purposes of assessing the cost-effectiveness of swamp
projects, along with the assessment of alternate net acres for two listed swamp projects.

II. Address area of need, high loss area

The purpose of this criterion is to encourage the funding of projects that are located in basins
undergoing the greatest loss. Additionally, projects should be located, to the maximum extent
practicable, in localized “hot spots” of loss when they are likely to substantially reduce or reverse
that loss. The appropriate basin determination on the following table should be selected based on
the location of the majority of the project benefits, and the project’s Future Without Project
(FWOP) loss rates should be applied. Specific basins are assigned to high, medium, low, and
stable/gain categories based on recent basin-wide loss rates (1990 to 2001).

For projects with sub-areas affected by varying land loss or erosion rates, the score shall be a
weighted average which reflects the proportion of the total project area affected by each loss rate.
Example: Project located in Calcasieu/Sabine basin. Project area of 1,000 acres of which sub-
area 1 is 200 acres and experiences a shoreline internal loss rate of 3%/yr, and 800-acre
subarea 2 has an internal loss rate of 1%/yr. The project would receive a score of
(0.2*%7)+(0.8%*5) = 5.4

For project areas affected by both internal wetlands loss and shoreline loss, the score shall be a
weighted average which reflects the proportion of the total project area affected by each loss rate.
Example: Project located in Calcasieu/Sabine basin. Project area of 1,000 acres of which sub-
area 1 is 200 acres and experiences a shoreline erosion rate of 30 feet/yr, and 800-acre subarea
2 has an internal loss rate of 0.1%/yr. The project would receive a score of (0.2%7.5)+(0.8*3) =
3.9



FOR NON-SHORELINE PROTECTION PROJECTS
Internal Loss Rates

Basin High Medium Low Stable or Gain
>2.0%/yr | >2.0% to <0.5%/yr | <0.5%/yr to <0.01%/yr
Barataria and 10 7 5 3
Terrebonne
Calcasieu/Sabine, 7 5 3 2
Mermentau, and
Pontchartrain
Breton, Mississippi 5 3 2 1
River
Atchafalaya and 3 2 1 0
Teche/Vermilion

FOR SHORELINE PROTECTION AND BARRIER ISLAND PROJECTS
Average Erosion Rate

Basin High Medium Low
> 25 ft/yr > 10 to <25 ft/yr 0 to <10 ft/yr
Barataria 10 7.5 5
Terrebonne
Calcasieu/Sabine 7.5 5 4
Mermentau
Pontchartrain
Breton 5 4 3
Mississippi River
Atchafalaya 4 3 1
Teche/Vermilion

ITI. Implementability

Implementability is defined as the expectation that a project has no serious impediment(s)
precluding its timely implementation. Impediments include issues such as oyster leases, land
rights, infrastructure relocations, and major public concerns. Other issues which sponsoring
agencies believe may significantly affect implementability may also be identified.

Oyster impediments include the presence of state-issued oyster leases in the project area
without a state program to address such leases. In the event that such a program is
implemented, projects with inadequate project-specific funding to implement that state
program will be deemed as having oyster impediments.




The predominant land rights issue affecting implementability is identified as non-
participating landowners (i.e., demonstrated unwilling to execute required servitudes, rights-
of-way, etc.) of tracts critical to major project features, unless the project is sponsored by an

agency with condemnation authority which has confirmed its willingness to use such
authority. Other difficult or time-consuming land rights issues (e.g., reclamation issues,
tracts with many owners/undivided interests) are not defined as issues affecting

implementability unless identified as such by the agency procuring land rights for the project.

Infrastructure issues are generally limited to modifications/relocations for which project-
specific funding is not included in estimated project costs, or if the infrastructure
operator/owner has confirmed its unwillingness to have its operations/structures
relocated/modified.

Significant concerns include issues such as large-scale flooding increases, significant
navigation impacts, basin-wide ecological changes which would significantly affect
productivity or distribution of economically- or socially-important coastal resources.

The project has no obvious issues affecting implementability 10 pts

Subtract 3 points for each identified implementability issue, negative scores are possible.
IV.  Certainty of benefits

The Adaptive Management review showed that some types of projects are more effective in

producing the anticipated benefits. Factors that influence the certainty of benefits include soil
substrate, operational problems, lack of understanding of causative factors of loss, success of

engineering and design as well as construction, etc. Scoring for this criterion should be based on
selecting project types which reflect the planned project features. If a project contains more than
one type of feature, the relative contribution of each type should be weighed in the scoring, as in

the example below.

Example: A project in the Chenier plain with two major project components: inland shoreline
protection and hydrologic restoration. Approximately 80% of the anticipated benefits (i.e., net
acres at TY20) are expected to result from shoreline protection features and approximately 20%
of the benefits (i.e. net acres at TY 20) are anticipated to result from hydrologic restoration.
Scoring for this project should generally be (0.8*10)+(0.2*5) =9

Certainty of Benefits — Project Type Table

(e}

Inland shoreline protection - chenier plain
River diversions- deltaic plain

Terracing - chenier plain

Inland shoreline protection - deltaic plain
Marsh creation - chenier plain

Marsh creation - deltaic plain

Barrier island projects

Gulf shoreline protection - chenier plain*
Gulf shoreline protection - deltaic plain*
Freshwater diversion -chenier plain

N NI Q1000 O —



Hydrologic restoration - chenier plain 5
Terracing - deltaic plain 3
Hydrologic restoration - deltaic plain 2

* Gulf shoreline protection means typical structures currently being used around the state and
nation such as breakwaters, revetments, concrete mats, etc. Does not include experimental
structures being tested at various locations.

V. Sustainability of benefits
This criterion should be scored as follows:

The net acres benefited at TY 20 should be projected through TY 30 based on application of
FWOP conditions (i.e., internal loss and shoreline erosion rates) to the TY20 net acres. . The
net acres benefited at TY 20 and the percent decrease in net acres from TY20 to TY30 are
combined in the matrix below to produce an indicator of sustainability. Assume that, after
year 20, project features such as water control structures would be locked open, controlled
diversions and siphons would be closed, and shoreline protection structures only would
provide full protection until the next projected maintenance event would be necessary (i.e,
future without project (FWP) conditions would continue from TY20 until the next
maintenance event would be required, at which time FWOP conditions would be applied).
Selected project types (e.g., uncontrolled sediment diversions) may be considered for
continued application of FWP conditions provided that a valid rationale is provided.

% decrease in net acres Score

between TY20 and TY30

0 to 5% (or gain) 1

6 to 10%

11 to 15%

16 to 20%

21 to 30%
>30%

— ||~ [N O

VI. Consistent with hydrogeomorphic objective of increasing riverine input in the deltaic
plain or freshwater input and saltwater penetration limiting in the Chenier plain

DELTAIC PLAIN PROJECTS

The project would significantly increase riverine input into the benefitted
wetlands (structure capable of diverting > 2,500 cfs) 10

The project would result in the riverine input of between 2,500 cfs and
1,000 cfs into benefitted wetlands 7



The project would result in some minor increases of riverine flows into the

benefitted wetlands (structure or diversion <1,000 cfs) 4
The project will not result in increases in riverine flows 0
CHENIER PLAIN PROJECTS

The project will divert freshwater from an area where excess water adversely
impacts wetland health to an area which would be benefitted from freshwater
inputs OR the project will provide a significant level of salinity control to an
area where it is in need 10

The project will result in increases in freshwater inflow to an area where it is
in need OR the project may provide some minor and/or local salinity control
benefits 5

The project will not affect freshwater inflow or salinity 0

VII. Consistent with hydrogeomorphic objective of increased sediment input

The purpose of this criterion is to encourage projects that bring in sediment from exterior sources
(i.e., Atchafalaya River north of the delta, Mississippi River, Ship Shoal, or other exterior
sources). Therefore, for projects to score on this criterion at all, they must have some outside
sediment sources as project components. Large river diversions similar to Benny’s Bay (i.e. >-
12 ft bottom elevation) can be expected to input a substantial amounts of sediment into areas of
need and should rank higher than diversions of smaller magnitude. Mining sediment from
outside systems should receive emphasis. Large scale mining of river sediments such as
proposed in the Sediment Trap project represent a major input of sediment from outside the
system. Major mining of Ship Shoal for use on barrier islands also should be considered to be
more beneficial than dredging minor volumes of sediment for placement on barrier islands.
Mining ebb tidal deltas also should receive less emphasis than major mining of Ship Shoal due to
the limited quantity of high quality sand available from ebb tidal deltas. Ebb tidal deltas are
sediment sinks disconnected from input into the system and should be emphasized over flood
tidal deltas or other similar interior bay borrow sites. In all cases, to receive any points, the
source of the sediment should be considered to be exterior to, and have no natural sediment input
into, the basin in which the project is located.

The project will result in the significant placement of sediment from exterior sources 10
The project will input some sediment from external sources 5
The project will not increase sediment input over that presently occurring 0

VIII. Consistent with hydrogeomorphic objective of maintaining or establishing
landscape features critical to a sustainable ecosystem structure and function

Certain landscape features provide critical benefits to maintaining the integrity of a basin’s

ecosystem. Such features include barrier islands and shorelines, cheniers and other important

ridges, and lake rims.



The project serves to protect, for at least the 20 year life of the project, features which
are critical to maintaining the integrity of the basin in which they are found
(e.g., barrier islands, Barataria land bridge, Grand and White Lake land bridge) 10

The project serves to protect, for at least the 20 year life of the project, landscape
features which are critical to the mapping unit (e.g., Lake Borgne, Grand and White
Lake shoreline, Rockefeller Refuge) 5

The project does not meet the above criteria 0
Once all the projects have been evaluated and scored by the Environmental and Engineering

Work Groups, each score will be weighted using the following table and the following formula
to create one final score. A maximum of 100 points is possible.

NN R WD =

Weighting per criteria:
Cost-Effectiveness 20
Area of Need 15
Implementability 15
Certainty of Benefits 10
Sustainability 10
HGM Riverine Input 10
HGM Sediment Input 10

. HGM Structure and Function 10
TOTAL 100%

(C1#2.0) + (C2%1.5) + (C3*1.5) + (C4*1.0) + (C5*1.0) + (C6*1.0) + (C7*1.0) + (C8*1.0)



Attachment 1
COST / “ALTERNATE NET ACRES” (SWAMP)

“COST /NET ACRE” does not work for swamp projects because the wetland loss rates
estimated for Louisiana coastal wetlands using historical and recent aerial photography, have not
detected losses for swamps. In spite of this, swamp ecologists and others know that the
condition of many of swamps is very poor, and that the trend is for rapid decline. They also
know that the ultimate result of this trend will be conversion of the swamps to open water. This
conversion is expected to happen very quickly when swamp health reaches some critical low
threshold. Because of this, it is not possible to estimate “net acres” as is done for marsh projects.
However, future loss rates for swamps have been estimated by Coast 2050 mapping unit
(Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force and the Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Authority 1998). This information, combined with other
information regarding project details/benefits can be used to provide an “alternate net acres”
estimate for swamp projects.

EXAMPLES

Maurepas Diversion Project: Wetland loss rates for the Coast 2050 Amite/Blind Rivers
mapping unit for 1974-90 were estimated by USACE to be 0.83% per year for the swamps, and
0.02% per year for fresh marsh. Based on these rates, about 50% of the swamp, and 1.2% of the
fresh marsh will be lost in 60 years (LCWCRTF 1998. Appendix C). For the purposes of this
example, in order to be consistent with other approaches, one can estimate the acres that would
be lost in the project area in 20 years without the project. The project area is 36,121 acres (Lee
Wilson & Associates 2001). The Amite/Blind Rivers mapping unit consisted of 138,900 acres of
swamp and 3,440 acres of fresh marsh in 1990 (LCWCRTF 1998. Appendix C). Since we don’t
have an estimate of the proportion of swamp and fresh marsh in our study area, we will assume
the same proportions as in the Amite/Blind Rivers mapping unit, 98% swamp, 2% fresh marsh.
Applying these proportions and the loss rates for the mapping unit, to the project area, about
17,699 acres of swamp and about 9 acres of fresh marsh will be lost in 60 years in the Maurepas
project area, without the project. With the project, we assume none of this will be lost.
Assuming a linear rate of loss (not really the case for swamps), 5,900 acres of swamp and 3 acres
of fresh marsh will be lost in 20 years without the project. With the project, we assume none of
this will be lost, so the “alternate net acres” for this project are 5,903. COST / “ALTERNATE
NET ACRES” is equal to the project cost estimate, $57,500,000, divided by 5,903 = $9,741.
This then would fall within the “Less than $20,000 / net acre” category for a score of 10.



Small Diversion into NW Barataria Basin: This project is in the Coast 2050 Des
Allemands mapping unit. It is estimated that 60% of the swamp and 30% of the marsh in
this unit will be lost in 60 years (LCWCRTF 1998. Appendix D). The project area
includes 4,057 acres of swamp and 20 acres of fresh marsh (USGS & LDNR 2000).
Applying the estimated future loss rates from Coast 2050 to this project area, we estimate
that 2,434 acres of swamp and 6 acres of fresh marsh will be lost in 60 years without the
project. Assuming a linear rate of loss (not really the case for swamps), we estimate that
811 acres of swamp and 2 acres of fresh marsh will be lost in 20 years without the
project. With the project, we assume none of this will be lost. In addition, this project
will restore 200 acres of existing open water to swamp (U.S. EPA 2000), for a total
“alternate net acres” for this project of 1,013 acres. COST / “ALTERNATE NET
ACRES” is equal to the project cost estimate, $7,913,519, divided by 1,013 = $7,812.
This then would fall within the “Less than $20,000 / net acre” category for a score of 10.
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Results of Additional Analysis of Converting PPL1-8 OM&M to Cash Flow



| J K L M N o P Q R S T U \ W X
Amounts as of 12 Jun 03 Unobligated Balance* Required FY04-06 |Additional Amt to Remain with Proj R=(L-N-P)+(M-0-Q) Amount as of 12 Jun 03 Additional Amt X=(U-V-W)
Proj Const Const Monitoring Monitoring K=(1-J) and K=(L+M) Monitoring Amt oam o&m oam O8&M Required toRemainw/ | O&M Amount |IComments if Entire Unobligated Balance is Not
No. PPL__ Agency Project Start Completion Estimate Obligations* TOTAL Project-Specific CRMS CRMS Project-Specific CRMS to Return Estimate Obligations* | Unoblg Bal* FY04-06 Project toReturn__[[Shown in "Amount to Return” Column
BA-19 1 COE Barataria Bay Waterway 22Jul96 | A 15-Oct-96 83,424 64,167 19,257 - 19,257 - 19,257 - - - - - - - -
PO-17 1 COE Bayou Labranche 6-Jan94 A O7-Apr-94 274,024 193,543 80,481 80,481 12,777 - 67,704 560 560 - - - -
(O&M estimate, shown in blue, means that the
lagency must first get Task Force approval to
TV-03 1 COE Vermilion River 10-Jan-96 A 11-Feb-96 91,766 64,957 26,809 26,809 - 9,453 - - 17,356 496,532 33,635 462,897 462,897 - - |lexceed 125% baseline cost in order to meet FY04-
06 O&M requirements before the estimate can be
officially increased.
MR-03 1 COE West Bay 1-Jun-03 30-Oct-04 1,196,946 23,046 1,173,900 1,075,816 98,084 395,146 98,084 - 680,670 | 15,142,908 - 15,142,908 1,914,100 13,228,808 - _Od&"/"’eq”"ed to meet commitments to navigation
industry.
Ccs-22 2 COE Clear Marais 29-Aug-96 A 03-Mar-97 107,218 36,896 70,322 47,602 22,720 18,678 22,720 - 28,924 796,394 2,159 794,235 36,700 - 757,535
TE-23 2 COE West Belle Pass 10-Feb-98 A 17-Jul-98 163,974 97,181 66,793 33,790 33,003 8,290 33,003 - 25,500 434,475 - 434,475 25,600 - 408,875
MR-06 3 COE Channel Armor 22-Sep97 | A | 02-Nov-97 393,778 103,230 290,548 191,853 98,695 75,561 98,695 - 116,292 - - - - - -
PO-19 3 COE MRGO Back Dike 25-Jan-99 | A 29-Jan-99 26,311 26,311 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
PO-22 5 COE Bayou Chevee 25-Aug-01 A 17-Dec-01 144,178 31,210 112,968 112,968 - 21,354 - - 91,614 236,693 - 236,693 14,100 - 222,593
MR-10 6 COE Flexible Dustpan (DEMO) 3-Jun02 A 21-Jun-02 46,000 557 45,443 - 45,443 - 45,443 - - - - - - - -
TV-14 6 COE Marsh Island 25-Jul01 | A 12-Dec-01 673,747 87,709 586,038 332,347 253,691 186,079 253,691 - 146,268 700,000 - 700,000 382,340 - 317,660
Cs-28 8 COE  Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation 15-Aug-01 = A~ 30-Sep-06 160,378 27,882 132,496 126,240 6,256 42,889 6,256 - 83,351 50,174 - 50,174 - - 50,174
TE-20 1 EPA Isles Dernieres (Ph 0) 16-Jan-98 A 15-Jun-99 511,530 399,109 112,421 112,421 - 109,698 - - 2,723 - - - - - -
TE-24 2 EPA Isles Dernieres (Ph 1) 27-Jan-98 A 15-Jun-99 157,804 123,123 34,681 34,681 - 34,681 - - - - - - - - -
TE-27 3 EPA Whiskey Island 13-Feb-98 A 15-Jun-00 139,313 25,652 113,661 113,661 - 67,897 - - 45,764 - - - - - -
BA25 5 EPA Bayou Lafourche Siphon - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
BA25 51 EPA MissRWater Reiniroinio 80,400 - 80,400 - 80,400 - 80,400 - - - - - - - -
Bayou Lafourche
(O&M funding is needed for annual pump operation
(diesel fuel) and maintenance. These are active
structures with continued O&M needs. The FWS is
not charging CWPPRA for any structure operation
PO-16 1  FWS Bayou Sauvage #1 1Jun95 A 30-May-96 360,328 118,659 241,669 187,061 54,608 90,632 54,608 - 96,429 294,364 66,144 228,220 77,893 150,327 - |lor maintenance staff time for these projects or the
Sabine Structures project below. The staff O&M
salary savings represent a savings to CWPPRA of
100's of thousands of dollars. National Wildlife
Refuge budgets have been frugal for O&M, thus we|
cannot anticipate the Service funding complete O&
costs.
Ccs-17 1 Fws Cameron Creole 1-Oct-96 A 28-Jan-97 374,511 233,250 141,261 45,209 96,052 18,029 96,052 - 27,180 198,245 3,225 195,020 58,560 - 136,460
ME-09 1 FWS Cameron Prairie 19-May-94 A 09-Aug-94 101,177 69,946 31,231 27,239 3,992 6,001 3,992 - 21,238 213,059 19,232 193,827 28,725 - 165,102
Cs-18 1 Fws Sabine Refuge 24-Oct-94 A 01-Mar-95 97,382 66,051 31,331 23,212 8,119 8,072 8,119 - 15,140 294,521 8,501 286,020 63,900 - 222,120
(O&M Funding is needed for annual pump operation
(diesel fuel) and maintenance. These are active
structures with continued O&M needs. The FWS is
not charging CWPPRA for any structure operation
PO-18 2 Fws Bayou Sauvage #2 15-Apr-96 A 28-May-97 281,427 70,074 211,353 148,591 62,762 70,700 62,762 - 77,891 367,239 86,750 280,489 69,103 211,386 = [or maintenance staff time for these projects or the
Sabine Structures project below. The staff O&M
salary savings represent a savings to CWPPRA of
100's of thousands of dollars. National Wildlife
Refuge budgets have been frugal for O&M, thus we|
cannot anticipate the Service funding complete O&
costs.
Guaranteed O&M funding is needed for ongoing
lactive structure operation and maintenance. Our
INRCS consulting engineers have had a difficult timg
lenabling the structures to operate properly due to
CS23 3 FWS | Sabine Strucs (Hog Island) = 1-Nov-99 = A 30-Mar-03 836,094 134,054 702,040 222,638 479,402 133,066 479,402 - 89,572 567,987 691 567,296 113,100 454,196 - |the sensitive nature of electrical requirements and
[the logic controllers automatically operating the
structures. As a result, we do not anticipate a
free or low need in the
future. National Wildlife Refuge budgets have been|
[frugal for O&M, thus we cannot anticipate the
Service funding complete O&M costs.
TE-10 5 Fws Grand Bayou 1-Apr-05 01-Nov-05 1,225,247 344,513 880,734 880,734 - 293,158 - - 587,576 3,044,800 - 3,044,800 - - 3,044,800
TE-32a 6 Fws Lake Boudreaux 1-May-04 01-Jul-05 858,657 63,130 795,527 - 795,527 - 795,527 - - 3,245,424 - 3,245,424 - - 3,245,424
LA-02 6 Fws Nutria Harvest (DEMO) 20-Dec98 A 30-Sep-02 497,816 110,662 387,154 387,154 - 387,154 - - - - - - - - -
AT-02 2 NMFS Atchafalaya Sed Del 25-Jan-98 | A 21-Mar-98 212,750 97,561 115,189 115,189 - 115,189 - - - 452,452 - 452,452 14,100 - 438,352
AT-03 2 NMFS Big Island Mining 25-Jan-98 = A | 08-Oct-98 205,993 98,368 107,625 107,625 - 94,674 - 7,468 5,483 409,773 - 409,773 26,100 - 383,673
TE-22 2 NMFS Point Au Fer 1-Oct95 | A 08-May-97 112,833 55,181 57,652 32,624 25,028 32,624 25,028 - - 449,429 - 449,429 209,488 - 239,941
TE-25 3 NMFS East Timbalier Island #1 1-May-99 A 01-May-01 142,636 124,967 17,669 17,669 - 17,669 - - - - - - - - -
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! J K L M N o P Q R s T u v w X
Amounts as of 12 Jun 03 Unobligated Balance* Required FY04-06 _|Additional Amt to Remain with Proj R=(L-N-P)(M-0-) | Amount as of 12 Jun 03 Additional Amt | X=(U-V-W)
Proj Const Const Monitoring Monitoring K=(1-J) and K=(L+M) Monitoring Amt oam oam oam 08M Required toRemainw/ | O&M Amount |IComments if Entire Unobligated Balance is Not
No. PPL_ Agency Project Start Completion Estimate Obligations* TOTAL Project-Specific CRMS CRMS Project-Specific CRMS to Return Estimate Obligations* | Unoblg Bal* FY04-06 Project toReturn__[[Shown in "Amount to Return” Column

TE-26 3 NMFS Lake Chapeau 14-Sep-98 A 18-May-99 A 748,112 111,711 636,401 591,828 44,573 291,023 44,573 122,689 178,116 429,720 - 429,720 267,520 - 162,200

BA-15 3  NMFS Lake Salvador (DEMO) 2-Jul97 A 30-Jun-98 A 88,809 88,809 - - - - - - - 359,572 - 359,572 162,360 197,212 -

TE-30 4 NMFS East Timbalier Island #2 1-May-99 A 31-Dec-03 145,041 31,323 113,718 113,718 - 113,718 - - - - - - - - -

TV-12 5 NMFS Little Vermilion Bay 10-May-99 A 20-Aug-99 A 143,476 15,235 128,241 109,408 18,833 55,144 18,833 14,406 39,858 193,807 - 193,807 29,100 - 164,707

BA-24 5  NMFS Myrtle Grove Siphon 6,152 6,152 - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Additional operations and monitoring data is

Cs-27 6 NMFS Black Bayou Hyd Rest 1-Julo1 A 838,934 73,351 765,583 331,327 434,256 165,566 434,256 5,000 160,761 592,986 - 592,986 40,600 5,000 547,386 [needed at the SRT with one additonal water

recorder.

MR-09 6 NMFS  Delta-Wide Crevasses | 21-Jun99 A 31Dec-14 288,052 17,250 270,802 236,536 34,266 118,344 34,266 - 118,192 || 3,695,207 - 3,695,207 1,464,100 144,872 | 2,086,235 || All FY04-06 'U":js are for second of four

cycles.

TV-15 6 NMFS Sediment Trapping at the Jaws 1-Feb-04 31-May-04 148,823 2,849 145,974 - 145,974 - 145,974 - - 256,471 - 256,471 14,100 - 242,371

BA-28 7 NMFS Grand Terre Veg Pintgs 1-May-01 A 01-Jul-01 A 146,932 25,205 121,727 121,727 - 51,929 - - 69,798 62,643 - 62,643 - - 62,643

ME-14 7  NMFS Pecan Island Terracing 15-Dec-02 A 15-Aug-03 151,536 9,777 141,759 141,759 - 114,863 - - 26,896 200,006 - 200,006 14,100 - 185,906
Retain $75,000 in monitoring funds pending

that will be

PO-24 8 NMFS  Hopedale Hydrologic Rest 1-Apr-03 01-Jul-03 641,052 37,876 603,176 303,389 299,787 146,714 299,787 75,000 81,675 449,209 - 449,209 29,372 419,837 “ | met through "project specific” monitoring allocation.
Retain entire Hopedale O&M esstimate to ensure
ladequate funding to meet obligations to local
|g_;ovemment and to fulfill federal permit conditions.
As holder of COE permit, Lafourche Parish Councill

BA02 1 NRCS BA2GIWWtoClovelly | 21-Apr97 A 31-0ct00 Al 1,236,624 344,046 892,578 816,430 76,148 268,600 76,148 - 547,830 | 1,235,079 65076 | 1,170,003 637,735 532,268 - [(LPC) is required to maintain project in good
condition. Retracting O&M funds at this time would
not be in good faith to LPC.

TE-17 | 1 NRCS V.P.-FalgoutCanal (DEMO) 30-Aug-9 A 30-Dec-96 A 62,994 62,994 - - - - - - - 27,885 7,464 20,421 - - 20,421

TE18 1 NRes | VP oTIbEerSENd syaes A soues A 69,673 69,673 . - - - - - - 27,885 24,417 3,468 - - 3,468

cs1s 1 NRes VPSS MRIOUY  sape A sowares A 68,630 68,630 . - - - - - - 27,884 27,884 - - - -

As holder of COE permit, Vermilion Parish Police

TV-09 2 NRCS Boston CanalVermilon Bay 13.Sep94 A | 30-Nov95 A 137,735 116,022 21,713 21,713 - 17,809 - - 3,904 195,775 37,357 158,418 89,600 68,818 . [Yury (VPPJ) is required to maintain project in good
condition. Retracting O&M funds at this time would
not be in good faith to VPPJ.

CS-09a 2 NRCS Brown's Lake 1-Dec-03 01-Jun-04 820,564 279,805 540,759 493,341 47,418 179,224 47,418 - 314,117 432,226 - 432,226 - - 432,226
As holder of COE permit, Delacroix Corporation

BS-03a 2 NRCS  CaemarvonDivrOutfall | 1-un0l A 19un02 A 837,103 213,899 623,204 257,428 365,776 70,364 365,776 - 187,064 | 1,045,935 30,000 | 1,015,935 76,287 939,648 - [and Gatien Livadais are required to maintain project
in good condition. Retracting O&M funds at this
ltime would not be in good faith to those parties.
(O&M estimate, shown in blue, means that the
lagency must first get Task Force approval to

ME-04 2 NRCS Freshwater Bayou 29-Aug94 A 15-Aug-98 @ A 891,466 433,022 458,444 52,157 406,287 18,267 406,287 - 33,890 1,306,111 750,504 555,607 555,607 - - |lexceed 125% baseline cost in order to meet FY04-
06 O&M requirements before the estimate can be
officially increased.

As holder of COE permit, Bogue Chito - Pearl Rivel
Soil and Water Conservation District (BC-

PO-06 2  NRCS Fritchie Marsh 1Nov-00 A O1-Mar01 A 915,647 300,208 615,439 375,372 240,067 99,018 240,067 - 276,354 225,211 54,893 170,318 34,100 136,218 - |PRSWCD) required to maintain project in good
condition. Retracting O&M funds at this time would
not be in good faith to BC-PRSWCD.
repair and fit condition. As holder of COE permit,
(Cam. Par Grav. Drain. Dist. No. 8 is required to

CS-21 2 NRCS Hwy 384 1-Oct99 A 07-Jan-00 A 394,931 265,291 129,640 129,640 - 21,038 - - 108,602 345,898 83,946 261,952 104,300 157,652 - [[maintain project in good condition. Retracting O&M
funds would not be in good faith to landowner(s) an
ICPDD#8.

As holder of COE permit, Jefferson Parish Council

BA20 2 NRCS Jonathan Davis 22:0un98 | A 01-Jun-03 816,885 298,871 518,014 364,742 153,272 90,288 153,272 - 274,454 | 2,567,921 57,263 | 2,510,658 346,550 2,164,108 - |UPC) is required to maintain project in good
condition. Retracting O&M funds at this time would
not be in good faith to JPC.

(O&M estimate, shown in blue, means that the
cs20 2  NRCS Mud Lake 0ok A 15un96  A| 1372544 814,474 558,070 557,727 343 172,507 343 - 385220 | 903451 101725 801,726 801,726 - [pgency must first get Task Force approval to

lexceed 125% baseline cost in order to meet FY04-

06 O&M requirements before the estimate can be

officially increased.

Landowners are party to the Cost Sharing

|Agreement and are providing the the non-Federal

TE28 3  NRCS Brady Canal 1-May-09 A 22May00 Al 1,084,338 326,876 757,462 699,637 57,825 158,116 57,825 - 541,521 | 1,344,038 140,287 | 1,203,751 734,622 469,129 - [share of entire project. Retracting O&M funds
\would breach the federal (NRCS) and State

i made to the landowners via the CSA.
This project was approved solely as a maintenancey
project as allowed by CWPPRA. Retacting funds a

CS-04a 3 NRCS Cameron-Creole Maint 30-Sep97 A 15-Jul-98 A - - - - - - - - - 3,736,718 865,905 2,870,813 87,100 2,783,713 ~ |this time would undermine the intended purpose,
\which was to ensure continued operation and
maintence of an existing project.
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Agency Project Start

Const

Completion

[¢]

P Q

S T

W

X

Amounts as of 12 Jun 03

Unobligated Balance*

Required FY04-06

|Additional Amt to Remain with Proj

Monitoring Monitoring

Estimate Obligations*

BA-O4c

BA-23

CS-24

CS-25

ME-13

BA-03c

TE-29

CS-11b

BA-26

TV-16

TV-13a

BA-27

TE-36

ME-11

TV-17

NRCS Cote Blanche 25-Mar-98 A

West Pointe-a-la-Hache

NRCS Outfall

NRes | Barataria Bay Waterway o
(West)

NRCS Perry Ridge 15-Dec-98 | A

NRCS Plowed Terraces (DEMO) 30-Apr-99 | A

NRCS = Freshwater Bayou Bank Stab  15-Feb-98 = A

NRCS  Naomi Outfall Management = 1-Jun-02 = A

Raccoon Island Breakwaters

NRCS (DEMO)

21-Apr97 | A

NRCS Sweet Lake/Willow Lake 1-Nov-99 A

Barataria Bay Waterway
(East)

NRCS 1-Dec-00 A

NRCS  Cheniere au Tigre (DEMO) = 1-Sep-01 = A

NRCS Oaks/Avery Canals 15-Apr-99 A

NRCS Penchant Basin 1-Jan-05

NRCS

Barataria EaslnzLE SPRI&PE |0 A

Thin Mat Flotant Marsh
NRCS (DEMO) 15-Jun-99 | A

NRCS Humble Canal Hydrologic Rest  1-Jul-02 = A

NRCS

Lake Portage I;and Bridge Pl o on A

15-Dec-98

01-Nov-00

15-Feb-99

31-Aug-00

15-Jun-98

15-Jul-02

31-Jul-97

02-0ct-02

31-May-01

02-Nov-01

11-Oct-02

30-Sep-05

31-0ct-04

10-May-00

01-Mar-03

01-May-03

A

K=(1-J) and K=(L+M)
TOTAL

Project-Specific

CRMS

786,937 321,504

837,055 27,397

131,332 87,439

153,704 77,555

41,453 26,512

56,748 35,429

589,170 94,892

192,384 153,919

161,249 24,060

78,790 78,790

64,729 26,629

673,700 61,464

855,145 3,031

168,650 45,053

471,925 245,983

674,821 72,303

87,096 6,483

465,433

809,658

43,893

76,149

14,941

21,319

494,278

38,465

137,189

38,100

612,236

852,114

123,597

225,942

602,518

80,613

287,028

259

23,988

76,149

14,941

21,319

342,026

38,465

102,359

38,100

480,579

123,597

225,942

552,512

31,119

178,405

809,399

19,905

152,252

34,830

131,657

852,114

50,006

49,494

101,858

259

23,988

29,154

14,941

6,001

143,752

38,465

23,528

38,100

221,081

67,689

225,942

179,479

25,400

CRMS

178,405

809,399

19,905

152,252

34,830

131,657

852,114

50,006

49,494

R=(L-N-P)+(M-0-Q)

Amount as of 12 Jun 03

Project-Specific CRMS

Monitoring Amt

to Return

185,170

46,995

15,318

198,274

78,831

259,498

55,908

373,033

5,719

o&m
Estimate

oam
Obligations*

649,224 397,883

829,138 -

746,260 57,087

424,509 26,930

3,972 2,937

575,510 25,878

488,980 2,391

29,034 14,934

478,513 21,950

1,228,500 38,579

22,975 9,475

323,000 15,304
1,855,804 -
1,525,609

50,243

239,858 -

105,143 -

oam
Unoblg Bal*

O&M Required
FY04-06

Additional Amt

to Remain w/

Project

X=(U-V-W)

O&M Amount

to Return

|Comments if Entire Unobligated Balance is Not
[Shown in "Amount to Return” Column

251,341

829,138

689,173

397,579

1,035

549,632

486,589

14,100

456,563

1,189,921

13,500

307,696

1,855,804

1,475,366

239,858

105,143

194,678

62,600

384,807

402,329

43,100

14,100

14,100

264,100

13,500

14,100

34,100

45,100

14,100

56,663

626,573

829,138

As holder of COE permit, St. Mary Soil and Water
IConservation District (SMSWCD) is required to
maintain project in good condition. Retracting O&M|
Ifunds at this time would not be in good faith to
SMSWCD.

[Easement commits to maintaining project in good
repair and fit condition. As holder of COE permit,
efferson Parish Council (JPC) is required to
imaintain project in good condition Retracting O&M
[funds at this time would not be in good faith to
and JPC.

12,772

1,035

147,303

443,489

442,463

925,821

Easement commits to maintaining project in good
repair and fit condition. Retracting O&M funds at thi
ltime would not be in good faith to landowner(s).

As holder of COE permit, the landowner (formerly
|Amoco) is required to maintain project in good

ing O&M funds at this time would

Inot be in good faith to the landowner.

Easement commits to maintaining project in good
repair and fit condition. As holder of COE permit,
[Vermilion Corporation (VC) is required to maintain
project in good condition Retracting O&M funds at
[this time would not be in good faith to VC.

Easement commits to maintaining project in good
repair and fit condition. Retracting O&M funds at thi
ltime would not be in good faith to landowner(s).

Easement commits to maintaining project in good
repair and fit condition. Retracting O&M funds at thi
time would not be in good faith to landowner(s).

[Easement commits to maintaining project in good
repair and fit condition. As holder of COE permit,
efferson Parish Council (JPC) is required to
imaintain project in good condition Retracting O&M
[funds at this time would not be in good faith to
and JPC.

293,596

1,441,266

194,758

91,043

1,855,804

As holder of COE permit, Vermilion Parish Police
Jury (VPPJ) is required to maintain project in good
condition. Retracting O&M funds at this time would
not be in good faith to VPPJ.

As holder of COE permits, Jefferson Parish Council
(JPC) and Lafourche Parish Council (LPC) are
required to maintain project in good condition.
Retracting O&M funds at this time would not be in
lgood faith to JPC and LPC.

As holder of COE permits, Cameron Parish
Drainage District No. 5 is required to maintain
project in good condition. Retracting O&M funds at
[this time would not be in good faith to CPDD#5.

As holder of COE permits, Louisiana Department of
\Wildlife and Fisheries is required to maintain project]
in good condition. Retracting O&M funds at this
time would not be in good faith to LDWF.

Total

27,638,583 8,292,781

19,345,802

12,559,876

6,785,926

5,541,640

6,785,926

224,563

6,793,673

56,582,696 3,131,209

53,451,487

10,486,299

26,739,974

16,225,214

* Obligations are shown for
all agencies, with the
exception on NMFS.
Expenditures are shown for
NMFS.

NOTE: Cells shown in blue
are for projects which must
first get Task Force
approval to exceed 125%
baseline cost in order to
meet FY04-06 O&M
requirements.
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Construction Approval for the Terrebonne Bay Shoreline Protection Demonstration
Project (TE-45)



U5,
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
646 Cajundome Blvd.

Suite 400

Lafayette, LA 70506

(337) 291-3100

FAX (337) 291-3139

June 30, 2003

Ms. Julie LeBlanc, P.E.

Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation
and Restoration Task Force

c/o Army Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 60267, Attn: CEMVN-PM-C

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Ms. LeBlanc:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) hereby requests approval to begin construction of the
Terrebonne Bay Shore Protection Demonstration Project (TE-45). That demonstration project was
authorized by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force (Task Force)
under the authority of the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) and is
not subject to cash-flow procedures. This request is submitted in accordance with the CWPPRA Project
Standard Operating Procedures Manual.

Phase I Project Description

The project was approved by the Task Force on January 10, 2001, as part of Priority Project List 10.
The project goal is to demonstrate less-costly, effective alternatives to traditional rock rip-rap for
protecting and restoring highly erodible bay shorelines. Proposed measures include both onshore and
foreshore structures and several methods designed to create intertidal oyster reefs. The project is
located north of Terrebonne Bay and east of Bayou Terrebonne along the shores of Lake Barre, in
Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana (see attached map). Terrebonne Bay was initially selected for this
demonstration project because of high local erosion rates and favorable conditions for oyster growth,
and because the area is typical of much of the eroding lake and bay shorelines along the Louisiana coast.
Approximately 9,000 linear feet of shoreline would be protected by the various shoreline protection
methods. No benefits were calculated for this project via the Wetland Value Assessment methodology
because it is a demonstration project.



The total project budget, at the 100 percent funding level (125% funding level in parentheses), is as
follows (note that the monitoring budget is kept at the 100 percent level):

Phase |
Estimated Engineering and Design § 266,256 ($332,820)
Estimated Easements and Land Rights $ 123,840 ($154,800)
Estimated Pre-Construction Monitoring $ 85,656 ($85,656)
Estimated FWS S&A $ 34,985 ($43,731)
Estimated DNR S&A $ 17,492 ($21,865)
Corps Project Management $ 665 ($831)

Total Estimated Phase I $ 528,894

Phase II
Estimated Construction $ 731,329 ($914,161)
Contingency $ 182,832 (5228,540)
Estimated Supervision and Inspection $ 66,923 ($83,654)
Estimated Land Rights (Oyster Costs) $ 31,951 ($39,939)
Estimated FWS S&A § 36,566 ($45,707)
Estimated DNR S&A $ 18,283 ($22,854)
Corps Project Management $ 7,894 ($9,867)
Estimated Monitoring Costs $ 353,000 ($353,000)
Estimated O & M $ 48,700 ($60,875)

Total Estimated Phase II $1,477,478

Total Fully Funded Cost $ 2,006,372

Total Fully Funded Cost (125%) $ 2,507,965

Overview of Phase I Tasks, Process and Issues

Five sites along the northern edge of Lake Barre were initially selected as potential locations for this
demonstration project. Those sites were chosen for several reasons: 1) the general location was in an
area where erosion rates were known to be high and where salinities are conducive for oyster reef
development; 2) each location consisted of a continuous segment of relatively uniform shoreline of
sufficient length to accommodate at least 300 feet of each treatment, along with a control; 3) the five
locations were in close enough proximity to avoid unnecessarily high mobilization costs associated
with construction. A minimum of three sites would be selected in order to ensure a valid statistical
design for treatment comparisons. Selection of the three sites was based on an evaluation using
various site parameters such as location, adequate shoreline length (based on updated surveys),
landowners, avoidance of potential damage to private oyster leases, utilities that could pose a problem
during construction, and any anomalies that could potentially affect the rate of shoreline loss and pose
a problem to the statistical analyses (Morris P. Hebert, Inc. 2002).

Eleven different shoreline protection and artificial oyster reef structures were evaluated by Morris P.
Hebert, Inc., of Houma, Louisiana. Design criteria included geotechnical investigations to determine
the stability and settlement characteristics of the soils supporting each structure type; surveys of marsh
elevation and water depth; analysis of mean low and mean high water elevations; and analysis of wind
speed and direction. All project features were also required to be constructed using shallow draft
equipment. In order to avoid negative impacts on existing oyster leases near the project area, flotation



channels and propwashing for construction access were to be prohibited for this project. The six
structures in the preferred alternative were selected based on construction and installation
methodology, potential impacts to existing oyster leases, cost, and ease of removal after the
demonstration period (Morris P. Hebert, Inc. 2002). The selected project design is presented below.

During the design phase, the issue of whether the structures will have to be removed at the end of the 8-
year project life was discussed. We can not determine at this time whether the structures will need to be
removed or not. In anticipation that this may be an issue in the future, however, Morris P. Hebert, Inc.
has estimated that the cost of removal would be approximately $401,250, or 75% of the installation cost.
If those funds would be needed in the future, we would then make a separate request from the Task
Force since there is no money in the existing budget for structure removal.

Request for construction approval was delayed until a CWPPRA-approved oyster damage compensation
policy was in place. That policy was approved by the Task Force in April 2003.

Description of the Phase II Project

Each of the proposed project features is designed to reduce the effects of wave energy on the shoreline
and to provide a substrate for oyster reef development, utilizing natural processes of oyster settlement
and growth to develop a living reef. Those reefs are expected to attenuate wave energy, potentially
enhancing the effectiveness of the structures in reducing the rate of erosion and encouraging
sedimentation and vegetative growth. Consistent with the recommendations resulting from the
Adaptive Management Review of constructed projects, the selected features were designed for a 20-
year project life, although this demonstration project will only be monitored for 8 years.

The following techniques were selected in the final design:

1)  Onshore Submar™ pre-cast articulated concrete mattresses.

2) Foreshore A-Jacks™, 2 feet high, with geotextile and 6 inches of crushed limestone as a base.

3) Foreshore Reef Balls™, 2.5-foot base, placed in three staggered rows.

4)  Foreshore Reefblks™, 5 feet wide x 2 feet high, placed as recommended by Coastal Environments, Inc.
(Gagliano, 1997).

5) Foreshore Concrete Frame Structure, 5 feet wide x 10 feet long x 2.5 feet high.

6) Onshore Triton"" gabion mats filled with crushed stone.

Project Costs and Expenditures



The revised Phase II cost estimates are presented below:

Phase II
Estimated Construction $1,047,400
Contingency (15%) $ 157,110
Estimated Supervision and Inspection § 66,923
Estimated Land Rights (Oyster Costs) § 31,951
Estimated FWS S&A $ 36,566
Estimated DNR S&A $ 18,283
Corps Project Management $ 7,894
Estimated Monitoring Costs § 353,000
Estimated O & M $ 48,700

Total Estimated Phase II $1,767,828

Total Project Cost (Phase I + Phase II) $ 2,296,721 (114 %)

The checklist of Phase II requirements is enclosed with this letter. Should you have any further
questions, please contact Martha Segura (337/291-3110) of this office.

Sincerely,

David W. Frugé
Supervisor
Louisiana Field Office

Enclosures

cc: John Saia, COE, New Orleans, LA
Phil Pittman, DNR/CRD, Baton Rouge, LA
Bill Good, DNR/CRD, Baton Rouge, LA
Wes McQuiddy, EPA, Dallas, TX
Troy Hill, EPA, Dallas, TX
Britt Paul, NRCS, Alexandria, LA
Bruce Lehto, NRCS, Alexandria, LA
Rachel Sweeney, NMFS, Baton Rouge, LA
Richard Hartman, NMFS, Baton Rouge, LA
Jeanene Peckham, EPA, Baton Rouge, LA
Ralph Libersat, DNR/CRD, Baton Rouge, LA

Checklist of Phase II Request Requirements



Terrebonne Bay Shore Protection Demonstration Project (TE-45)
A. A list of project goals and strategies.

The goals of this project are to: 1) reduce shoreline erosion along a portion of Terrebonne Bay using a
variety of non-traditional shoreline protection techniques; 2) quantify and compare the ability of each of
the shoreline protection structures to reduce erosion and enhance oyster production; and, 3) quantify and
compare the cost-effectiveness of each shoreline protection treatment in reducing shoreline erosion and
enhancing oyster production.

B. A statement that the Cost Sharing Agreement between the lead agency and local sponsor has
been executed for Phase I.

A cooperative agreement was executed between LDNR and USFWS on July 24, 2001. That Cost Share
Agreement was amended in January of 2002 to include construction costs since demonstration projects
are not phased under cash flow management.

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

The State Land Office has issued a Letter of No Objection for the placement of project features on state
waterbottom. Landrights are also needed from private landowners in the area. Those landrights
negotiations are in process and the DNR Landrights office anticipates no problems in obtaining those
landrights.

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

A 30 Percent Design Meeting was held on November 11, 2002, and resulted in favorable reviews of the
project design. FWS and LDNR agreed to proceed with the project. No major design issues were
identified. The lack of a CWPPRA oyster impact compensation policy was recognized as a potential
cause for delay in construction approval.

E. A favorable Final Project Design Review (95 Percent Design Level).

A 95 Percent Design Meeting was held on March 13, 2003, which resulted in favorable reviews of the
project design. Construction of the project is contingent on resolution of oyster lease issues.

F. A draft of the Environmental Assessment for the project, as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act, must be submitted 30 days before the request for Phase II approval.

A draft Environmental Assessment was sent out for review and comment on April 4, 2003. No negative
comments were received and the final EA and FONSI are in preparation.

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

The draft Ecological Review (ER) was completed in March 2003. This review concluded that the goals
of comparing the cost-effectiveness and ability of each treatment to reduce shoreline erosion could be
met using the proposed design. The ER further acknowledges the uncertainty associated with the
proposed treatments because this is a demonstration project designed to test techniques which are



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

All necessary permits to construct this project have been applied for and received. The following
documents were received on May 8, 2003:

1. Permit number CY-20-030-0679 from the U.S. Army Corps on Engineers
2. Consistency Determination (C20020576) from the DNR

3. Water Quality Certification (WQC 030114-02) from the DEQ

4. Letter of No Objection (No. 1016) from Terrebonne Parish

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

Based on an initial review of known hazardous waste sites in the project area, the Service sees no need for an
HTRW assessment for this project.

J. Section 303(e) approval from the Corps.

The project is consistent with the requirements of Section 303(e) of CWPPRA. The lands to be benefitted
will be administered for the long-term conservation of fish and wildlife populations. A request for Section
303(e) approval was submitted to the Corps on June 26, 2003.

K. Overgrazing determination from the NRCS.

An overgrazing determination was received from the NRCS on November 7, 2002. The NRCS determined
that livestock are not grazing in the project area, nor do they see a potential for grazing once the project is
installed.

L. Revised Project cost estimate.

The revised total budget for Phase Il is $1,767,827, bringing the revised fully funded cost to $2,296,721 or
114% of the original budget estimate.



M. Estimate of project expenditures by state fiscal year subdivided by funding category.

Estimated project expenditures were provided by LDNR and are presented below:

Terrebonne Bay Shore Protection (Demo) TE-45 PPL10

Accrued Costs as of June 26, 2003 $211,117.42

Project Budget 7/1/2003 - 6/30/2004

Salary $10,000.00
Travel $510.00
Equipment Usage $14,394.00
Biological Monitoring $2,121.00
Contractual (Specify)

1. Landrights $7,500.00

2. Operation Contract $5,000.00

3. Engineering & Design $200,000.00

Total Contractual: $212,500.00
Other (Specify)

1. GIS $5,000.00

2. . $0.00

3. . $0.00

Total Other: $5,000.00
Project Total:

$244,525.00

N. A revised Wetland Value Assessment must be prepared if, during the review of the
preliminary NEPA documentation, three of the Task Force agencies determine that a significant
change in the project scope occurred.

No WVA is prepared for demonstration projects. Thus, no review of the WVA will be conducted.
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Phase II Authorization for the Black Bayou Bypass Culverts Project (CS-29)



United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service
3737 Government Street
Alexandria, Louisiana 71302

July 10, 2003

Ms. Julie LeBlanc, Chair

CWPPRA Planning and Evaluation Committee
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Ms. Leblanc:

RE: Phase Two Authorization Request for Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration
Project (CS-29)

The USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service and the Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources hereby request the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration
Task Force to authorize Phase Two of the Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration Project
(CS-29) based on the following enclosed information:

¢ Information Required in Phase Two Authorization Request
e Attachment A. Project Map
e Attachment B. Cost Estimate by Fiscal Year

The project as proposed for Phase Two authorization consists of ten, 10-foot by 10-foot culverts
equipped with flapgates that would be locked closed only when interior water levels drop below
0.8 foot NAVDS88. Additional project features include a 360-foot-long steel sheetpile wall to
protect the south bank of Black Bayou / Black Bayou Cut downstream of the culverts and
approximately 150 feet of rock revetment on the north and south bank of Black Bayou / Black
Bayou Cut upstream of the culverts.

Approximately 25,000 cubic yards of waterbottom material would be excavated to install the
culverts at an invert elevation of -9.0 feet NAVDS88 and to facilitate water flow upstream and
downstream of the culverts. A temporary bypass road would be constructed to maintain traffic
flow during construction. The area affected by the temporary bypass road would be restored to
pre-project conditions.

The current cost estimate for construction and three years of monitoring and operation and
maintenance is as follows:

Construction (including contingency) $3,125,000
S&A $ 163,125
S&l $ 53,354
Monitoring (Construction + 3 yrs) $ 145,709

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

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer



Operation and Maintenance (3 yrs) $ 53,464
COE Project Management (Const. +3 yrs) $ 3,119

Total $3,543,771

The estimated balance of funding for the remainder of the project life is as follows: Monitoring --
$814,925, Operation and Maintenance -- $759,508, COE Project Management -- $17,033.
Therefore, the current fully-funded estimate for Phase Two of the project is $5,135,237 versus
the original estimate of $7,612,454.

Upon final Task Force approval of the Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS)
Execution Plan, some or all of the project-specific Monitoring funds could be moved to the
“CRMS-Wetland” project, recognizing that either project-specific or programmatic funds should
be made available to record water flow (volume/velocity) through the culverts. Water flow data
at this location are needed for comparison to pre-project hydraulic model results, adaptive
management of this project, and overall water management planning for the Mermentau Basin.

In compliance with the CWPPRA Standard Operating Procedures, we request that the Task
Force authorize Phase Two of the Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration Project (CS-
29).

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at (318) 473- 7751.

Sincerely,

Donald W. Gohmert
State Conservationist

cc (via email):
John Saia, COE, Technical Committee Chairman
Dr. Bill Good, DNR Technical Committee Member
Darryl Clark, USFWS Technical Committee Member
Rick Hartman, NMFS Technical Committee Member
Troy Hill, EPA, Technical Committee Member
Phil Pittman, DNR P&E Subcommittee Member
Ronnie Paille, USFWS P&E Subcommittee Member
Rachel Sweeney, NMFS P&E Subcommittee Member
Wes McQuiddy, EPA P&E Subcommittee Member
Karen Gautreaux, GOCA
Cynthia Duet, GOCA
John Lopez, COE
Britt Paul, ASTC/WR-RD, Alexandria, LA
Bruce Lehto, ASTC/FO, Leesville, LA
Charles Starkovich, DC, Lake Charles, LA
Quin Kinler, RC, Baton Rouge, LA



Ismail Merhi, LDNR, Baton Rouge, LA



Information Required for “Cash-flow” Phase Two Authorization Request
Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration (CS-29)
July 10, 2003
Description of Phase One Project

The project as selected for Phase One consisted of five, 10-foot by 10-foot or eight, 10-foot -
diameter culverts to be installed in Black Bayou at its intersection with Louisiana Highway 384.
The objective of the project was to reduce lake shoreline erosion within the Mermentau Lakes
Subbasin by lowering water levels in the area. Secondary benefits were envisioned to include
maintenance or improvement of wetland plant health. See Attachment A for a project area map.

The WVA predicted that the project would prevent the loss of 540 acres of predominantly fresh
marsh and produce 162 Average Annual Habitat Units. At the time of Phase One approval, the
cost estimate was as follows:

Phase One Engineering & Design 444,957
Phase One Easements & Land Rights 102,525
Phase One S&A 163,123
Phase One Monitoring 53,571
Phase One Corps Project Management 974
Total Phase One 765,150

Phase Two Construction (includes cont, S&A, S&I) | 5,818,696

Phase Two Monitoring 960,634
Phase Two O&M 812,972
Phase Two Corps Project Management 20,152
Total Phase Two 7,612,454
Total Fully Funded Cost 8,377,604

Overview of Phase One Tasks, Processes, and Issues

Environmental Compliance Tasks.

The Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration Project (CS-29) Environmental Assessment
was completed in May 2000. A Finding of No Significant Impact was submitted to the Federal
Register on May 24, 2000.

A Section 404 permit was issued on December 10, 1999. A Coastal Use Permit was issued on
November 22, 1999. Water Quality Certification was granted on Aug 18, 1999. Since that time,
a change in the number and size of culverts, and other changes to be described in the following
section, has prompted the need to modify each of these approvals.



The Ecological Review was completed in September 2002, and it did not reveal information
sufficient to confirm or refute whether the proposed project will achieve project goals.

Engineering Tasks.

Spreadsheet Model. A spreadsheet-based, submerged-flow, hydraulic model was developed to
help determine the optimum number and size of culverts and to predict the effect of the proposed
culverts on water levels within the project area. Factors in the model include project area,
number of culverts, culvert dimensions, culvert head loss, flapgate head loss, inlet channel
characteristics, and Manning’s friction coefficient. Inputs to the model include head differential
(generated via hourly stage data from Calcasieu Lock for east/inside gauge versus west/outside
gauge), average marsh elevation (1.1 feet NAVDS8S), and structure closure elevation (0.8 feet
NAVDSS). Based on concurrence between NRCS and DNR engineers, the area that would be
affected by the culverts is 158,086 acres, which is more than double the current official project
area of 72,378 acres.

The following procedure was used to determine the optimum number and size of culverts:

1. Hourly stage data (January 1993-May 2000) from the east Calcasieu Lock gauge (inside)
was compared to average marsh elevation to identify periods of near continuous marsh
inundation for 30 days or more. Five such periods were identified.

2. For each of those periods, the spreadsheet model was run with various numbers of
culverts to determine what number of culverts would be required to reduce the periods of
near continuous inundation to less than 14 days.

3. For the five periods, the resultant hydrographs demonstrated that from 6 to 12 culverts
would cause the desirable reduction in inundation. Ten, 10-foot by 10-foot culverts was
selected as optimum.

To assess the overall effect of the proposed culverts on marsh inundation in the project area, the
model was run with hourly stage data from Calcasieu Lock (inside vs. outside) for the years
1993, 1996 through 1999, and January through May 23, 2000. The model was not run for 1994
and 1995 because of the extensive amount of missing data (48% and 69%, respectively). Data
for May 24, 2000 through December 2000 was not available. The computations and resultant
hydrographs demonstrate that inundation periods of 30 days or more or of 14 to 30 can be
reduced substantially.

Actual Dates and Duration of Marsh Inundation Predicted Duration of Marsh
Without Culverts* Inundation with Culverts
Dates Duration Duration
(Days) (Days)
07 Jan 93 — 06 Feb 93 29.8 15.3
06 Apr 93 — 13 May 93 36.9 5.0
19 Jun 93 — 7 Jul 93 18.4 <1
21 Aug 96 — 05 Sep 96 15.2 <1
20 Sep 96 — 25 Nov 96 65.6 23.7
23 Feb 97 — 19 Mar 97 24.3 5.1




24 Apr 97 — 14 May 97 20.5 <3.0
09 Jan 98 — 03 Feb 98 243 5.8
10 Sep 98 — 04 Nov 98 55.1 18.5

03 May 00 — 20 May 00 17.7 10.7

Additionally, FTN and Associates were contracted to evaluate the NRCS hydraulic
computations. FTN used HECRAS to run an unsteady flow model analysis. The model output
data predicted maximum flows for the historical time periods referenced above to be 5000 cfs on
average and peaks up to 7000 cfs. Their model tracked nicely with the predictions generated by
the NRCS spreadsheet model.

Based on the volume of water predicted to be moved by the culverts and the direction of flow, it
was determined that a 360-foot-long steel sheetpile wall would be needed to protect from erosive
forces the south bank of Black Bayou / Black Bayou Cut downstream from the culverts.
Additionally, upstream from the culverts, approximately 150 feet of rock revetment on the north
and south bank of Black Bayou / Black Bayou Cut have been incorporated into the design

To install the culverts at an invert elevation of -9.0 feet NAVDS88 and to facilitate water flow
upstream and downstream of the culverts, it was determined that approximately 25,000 cubic
yards of waterbottom material would need to be excavated.

A geotechnical investigation revealed the presence of soft clay foundation material resulting in the
requirement for a pile-supported foundation. Extensive coordination with the Louisiana
Department of Transportation and Development has occurred during the structural design and that
coordination has also resulted in the addition of a temporary bypass road to maintain traffic flow
during construction. The area affected by the bypass road would be restored to pre-project
conditions.

Landrights Tasks.

A Grant of Particular Use was issued by the State Land Office. The Corps of Engineers has
prepared a draft Real Estate Consent for the project which would be located within their channel
easement. All surface landowners have been provided with final easements, and all but two
owners have signed. Coordination regarding the removal of docks, wharves, and boats is
ongoing and making substantial progress.

Description of the Phase Two Candidate Project

The project as proposed for Phase Two Authorization consists of ten, 10-foot by 10-foot culverts
equipped with flapgates that would be locked closed only when interior water levels drop below
0.8 foot NAVDS88. Additional project features include a 360-foot-long steel sheetpile wall to
protect the south bank of Black Bayou / Black Bayou Cut downstream of the culverts and
approximately 150 feet of rock revetment on the north and south bank of Black Bayou / Black
Bayou Cut upstream from the culverts.



Approximately 25,000 cubic yards of waterbottom material would be excavated to install the
culverts at an invert elevation of -9.0 feet NAVDS88 and to facilitate water flow upstream and
downstream of the culverts. A temporary bypass road would be constructed to maintain traffic
flow during construction. The area affected by the temporary bypass road would be restored to
pre-project conditions.

The current cost estimate for construction and three years of monitoring and operation and
maintenance is as follows:

Construction (including contingency) $3,125,000
S&A $ 163,125
S&l $ 53,354
Monitoring (Construction + 3 yrs) $ 145,709°
Operation and Maintenance (3 yrs) $ 53,464

COE Project Management (Const. +3 yrs) $ 3,119
Total $3,543,771

The estimated balance of funding for the remainder of the project life is as follows: Monitoring --
$814,925, Operation and Maintenance -- $759,508, COE Project Management -- $17,033.
Therefore, the current fully-funded estimate for Phase Two of the project is $5,135,237 versus
the original estimate of $7,612,454.

*Upon final Task Force approval of the Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS)
Execution Plan, some or all of the project-specific Monitoring funds could be moved to the
“CRMS-Wetland” project, recognizing that either project-specific or programmatic funds
should be made available to record water flow (volume/velocity) through the culverts.
Water flow data at this location are needed for comparison to pre-project hydraulic model
results, adaptive management of this project, and overall water management planning for
the Mermentau Basin.

Checklist of Phase Two Requirements

A. List of Project Goals and Strategies. The goals of the Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic
Restoration Project (CS-29) are to maintain or improve wetland plant health and to reduce lake
shoreline erosion within the Mermentau Lakes Subbasin by lowering water levels in the
project area.

B. Cost Sharing Agreement for Phase One. The Cost Sharing Agreement for Phase One of the
project was executed between DNR and NRCS on July 25, 2000.

C. Landrights Notification. LDNR is preparing a letter to the Chairman of the Planning and
Evaluation Subcommittee that will report that substantial progress had been made regarding
landrights acquisition, that no significant landrights acquisition problems are anticipated, and
that DNR is confident that landrights will be finalized in a reasonable period of time after
Phase Two Approval.



D. Favorable Preliminary Design Review. A favorable 30% Design Review for Construction
Unit was conducted on September 19, 2002, and a summary of that review was distributed to
the Technical Committee on September 30, 2002.

E. Final Project Design Review. The 95% Design Review was conducted on July 8, 2003, and
concluded with LDNR and NRCS concurring that the project should be granted Phase Two
Approval.

F. Environmental Assessment. The Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration Project (CS-
29) Environmental Assessment was completed in May 2000.

G. Findings of Ecological Review. The Ecological Review was completed in July 2003, and it
did not reveal information sufficient to confirm or refute whether the proposed project will
achieve project goals.

H. Application / Public Notice for Permits. A modification request for the Section 404 permit,
CZM Consistency Determination, and Water Quality Certification has been submitted to the
Corps of Engineers, DNR-CMD, and the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality,
respectively.

I. HTRW Assessment. NRCS procedures do not call for an HTRW assessment on this project.
Section 303e Approval. Section 303e approval was granted by the Corps Real Estate
Division on June 25, 2003.

K. Overgrazing Determination. NRCS has determined that overgrazing is not, and is not
anticipated to be, a problem in the project area.

L. Revised Cost Estimate for Phase Two Activities. The current cost estimate for construction
and three years of monitoring and operation and maintenance is as follows:

Construction (including contingency) $3,125,000
S&A $ 163,125
S&l $ 53,354
Monitoring (Construction + 3 yrs) $ 145,709
Operation and Maintenance (3 yrs) $ 53,464
COE Project Management (Const. +3 yrs) $ 3,119
Total $3,543,771

The estimated balance of funding for the remainder of the project life is as follows: Monitoring --
$814,925, Operation and Maintenance -- $759,508, COE Project Management -- $17,033.
Therefore, the current fully-funded estimate for Phase Two of the project is $5,135,237 versus
the original estimate of $7,612,454.

*Upon final Task Force approval of the Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS)
Execution Plan, some or all of the project-specific Monitoring funds could be moved to the
“CRMS Wetland” project, recognizing that either project-specific or programmatic funds
should be made available to record water flow (volume/velocity) through the culverts.
Water flow data at this location are needed for comparison to pre-project hydraulic model
results, adaptive management of this project, and overall water management planning for
the Mermentau Basin.

M. Estimate of Project Expenditures by State Fiscal Year. See Attachment B



N. Revised Wetland Value Assessment. A revised Wetland Value Assessment will not be
performed because no significant change in project scope had occurred.

O. Agencies should submit a spreadsheet with categorical breakdown for Phase 2. See
Attachment c

P. O&M Plan. A draft O&M Plan was distributed for review at the 95% Design Review
meeting.



Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration (CS-29)
Phase Two Estimate by State Fiscal Year

Construction Federal State S&A COE Monitoring® Operation &
Year (including Contingency) S&l S&A Management Maintenance
2004 3,125,000 53,354 54,375 27,188 973 34,673
2005 27,188 13,594 692 35,817 17,246
2006 27,187 13,593 715 36,999 17,815
2007 739 38,220 18,403
2008 763 39,481 19,0108
2009 788 40,784 19,637
2010 814 42,130 20,285
2011 841 43,520 163,020])
2012 869 44,957 21,646
2013 898 46,440 22,360]
2014 927 47,973 23,098
2015 958 49,556 23,861
2016 989 51,191 24,648
2017 1,022 52,880 25,461
2018 1,056 54,625 219,411
2019 1,091 56,428 27,169
2020 1,127 58,290 28,066
2021 1,164 60,214 28,992
2022 1,202 62,201 29,9491
2023 1,242 64,253 30,937
2024 1,283 0 31,958
TOTAL 3,125,000 53,354 108,750 54,375 20,152 960,634 812,972
GRAND TOTAL PHASE 2 5,135,238

#Upon final Task Force approval of the Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS) Execution Plan, some or all of the project-specific

Monitoring funds could be moved to the “CRMS-Wetland” project, recognizing that either project-specific or programmatic funds should be made

available to record water flow (volume/velocity) through the culverts. Water flow data at this location is needed for comparison to

pre-project hydraulic model results, adaptive management of this project, and overall water management planning for the Mermentau Basin.

Attachment B



PROJECT: Black Bayou Culverts Hydrologic Restoration

REQUEST FOR PHASE Il APPROVAL

PPL: 9

Agency: NRCS

Project No. CS-29

Phase | Approval Date: Jan-00
Phase Il Anticipated Approval Date:
Original Original Recommended Recommended
Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline
Phase | Phase I Phase Il Phase Il Incr 1
(100% Level) (100% Level) (100% Level) (100% Level)
1/ 2/ 3/ 4/
Engr & Des 444 957.00
Lands 102,525.00
Fed S&A 108,749.00 108,750.00 108,750.00 108,750.00
LDNR S&A 54,374.00 54,375.00 54,375.00 54,375.00
COE Proj Mgmt 974.00
Ph Il Const Phase 973.00 973.00 973.00
Ph Il Long Term 19,179.00 19,179.00 2,146.00
Const Contract 4,481,774.00 2,500,000.00 2,500,000.00
Const S&l 53,354.00 53,354.00 53,354.00
Contingency 1,120,443.00 625,000.00 625,000.00
Monitoring 53,571.00
Ph Il Const Phase 34,673.00 34,673.00 34,673.00
Ph Il Long Term 925,961.00 925,961.00 111,036.00
O&M 812,972.00 812,972.00 53,464.00
Total 765,150.00 7,612,454.00 5,135,237.00 3,543,771.00
Total Project 8,377,604.00 5,900,387.00 4,308,921.00
above cell corrected 7/14/03
Prepared By: Quin Kinler Date Prepared: 7/10/2003
Corrected 7/14/2003
NOTES:
1/ Original Baseline Phase |: The project estimate at the time Phase | is approved by Task Force.
2/ Original Baseline Phase Il: The Phase Il estimate reflected at the time Phase | is approved.
3/ Recommended Baseline Phase Il (100%): The total Phase Il estimate at the 100% level developed during
Phase |, and presented at the time Phase Il approval is requested.
4/ Recommended Baseline Phase Il Increment 1 (100%): The funding estimate (at the 100% level) requested at the time

Phase Il approval is requested. Increment 1 estimate includes Phase Il Lands, Phase |l Fed S&A,
Phase Il LDNR S&A, Phase Il Corps Proj Mgmt, Phase Il Construction Costs, Phase Il S&I,

Phase Il Contingency, Phase Il Monitoring, 3 years of Long Term Monitoring, 3 years of

cash flow\ Black Bayou Culverts Phase 2 Request Attachment C Baseline Cost Spreadsheet -- cost est.xls

7/15/20033:31 PM



Long Term O&M, and 3 years of Long Term Corps PM.

cash flow\ Black Bayou Culverts Phase 2 Request Attachment C Baseline Cost Spreadsheet -- cost est.xls 7/15/20033:31 PM
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Phase II Authorization for the Little Lake Shoreline Protection/Dedication Dredging near
Round Lake (BA-37)



July 15, 2003

Ms. Julie Leblanc, Chairman

Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee

c/o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division
P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Dear Ms. Leblanc:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) hereby requests approval to begin construction
of the Little Lake Shoreline Protection and Marsh Creation near Round Lake Project (BA-37).
This project was authorized in January 2002 by the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation
and Restoration Task Force (Task Force) under the authority of the Coastal Wetlands Planning,
Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). This request is submitted in accordance with the
CWPPRA Project Standard Operating Procedures Manual.

Phase I Project Description

This project 1s located in Lafourche Parish along the southwest shoreline of Little Lake. The purpose
of this project 1s to stabilize the rapidly eroding Little Lake shoreline and to reinforce the lake rim and
interior marsh. The project includes dedicated dredging to create 551 acres of marsh, nourish 406
acres of existing broken marsh, and construction of a 22,200 linear foot foreshore rock dike (Figure
1). The benefits attributed by the Environmental Workgroup to those features were a net increase of
713 acres of marsh at the end of the 20 year project life. This project scored a 56.25 during the recent
prioritization process conducted by the Environmental and Engineering Work Groups. The total
project budget, as determined by the Engineering and Economic Work Groups during Phase 0, 1s as
follows:

Phase 1
Estimated Engineering and Design $ 1,650,197
Estimated Easements and Land Rights $ 63,837
Estimated Pre-Construction Monitoring $ 23,816

Estimated NMFS S&A $ 474,349



Estimated DNR S&A $ 425,583

Corps Project Management $ 1,755
Total Estimated Phase I $ 2,639,536
Phase 1I

Estimated Construction $22,355,334

Contingency $ 5,588,834

Estimated Supervision and Inspection $ 396,028

Estimated Land Rights Coordination $ 0

Estimated NMFS S&A $ 501,600

Estimated DNR S&A $ 450,032

Construction Corps Management $ 1,892

Longterm Corps Project Management $ 22,000

Construction Phase Monitoring $ 13,223

Longterm Monitoring Costs $ 165,200

Estimated O & M $ 5,041,200
Total Estimated Phase 11 $34,535,343
Total Fully Funded Cost $37,174,900
Total Fully Funded Cost (125%) $46,468,625

Overview of Phase I Tasks, Process and Issues

During the development of this project, the state contracted T. Baker Smith and Sons to conduct
bathymetric, topographic, and magnetometer surveys of the project area. Existing marsh elevation in
NAVD 88 was determined using standard procedures in three different locations within the marsh
creation site. Previous geotechnical data collected under the COAST 2050 Marsh Creation study
provided preliminary soils information for this project. A more comprehensive geotechnical analysis
of the borrow area, marsh creation site, and shoreline protection components was conducted by Eustis
Engineering, Inc. Although the results of this report support the use of rock along the shoreline,

alternatives for rock and light weight aggregate alternatives will be permitted and bids will be
evaluated for cost effectiveness.

This project will be one of the first CWPPRA applications of marsh nourishment. Studies have
indicated that applying a thin layer of sediments to subsiding marsh actually increases plant
productivity and marsh sustainability. The intent of this project 1s to apply approximately six inches
of sediment onto approximately 406 acres of existing broken and subsided marsh. This will bring
the marsh creation site up to more optimal elevations, taking into account long term subsidence, sea



level rise, and settlement. This feature of the project should provide a valuable opportunity to monitor
the effect of marsh nourishment and provide useful data for the CWPPRA program.

There were minimal land rights issues involved with this project. All landowner easements have
been secured. Several pipelines run through Little Lake including the Tennessee and Superior
Pipelines and the Endymion pipeline currently in construction. Servitudes and easements with these
owners were executed and continued coordination 1s occurring throughout the finalization of permit
drawings and design plans. An agreement was reached with Superior Pipeline canal owners to tie in
with their shoreline stabilization feature, which will provide continuous shoreline protection along the
western boundary of this project. Other features such as well heads and one minor cultural resource
site will be avoided. As of 2001, several oyster leases existed in Little Lake; however, they were
purchased by the state in 2002 under the Davis Pond Oyster Lease Relocation Program.

Description of the Phase II Project

Project features include construction of 22,200 linear feet of shoreline protection, 551 acres of
marsh creation, and nourishment of 406 acres of broken marsh. The marsh creation will be
constructed via hydraulic dredge located in Little Lake and pumped to a target elevation of +1.8
ft NAVD with a tolerance of +0.3 ft NAVD. The dredged effluent will be contained by existing
marsh and landforms such as spoil banks with the exception of the southern boundary which is
open water. A +3.5 ft NAVD earthen dike will be constructed along this area to contain the
marsh platform. This containment dike is scheduled to be degraded during the planting phase of
the project once the platform has dewatered. Approximately 50,000 multi-stem Spartina
alterniflora will be planted along the perimeter of the project area to provide added substrate
stabilization. Due to the size of the platform, plantings will be conducted in areas not likely to
naturally re-vegetate. The remainder of the platform, if after one year has not begun to vegetate,
may be aerially seeded.

The rock dike will include approximately 22,200 linear feet of rock along roughly the -2 ft
NAVD contour. The top of the dikes will be at +3 feet NAVD, have a crown width of
approximately 8 feet and a bottom width of 76 feet. The dike will cover an estimated 43 acres of
shallow water bottoms in Little Lake. The lakeward toe of the dike will be a minimum of 40 feet
from the flotation area. Fish access routes will be constructed approximately every 1,000 ft to
allow for organism ingress and egress. Rock for construction of the dike will be in the
440-pound class. Although geotechnical data suppor