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February 2012 
 

Summary of Organization Structure and Responsibilities 
 
 

1.0 Introduction. 
 

Section 303(a)(1) of the CWPPRA directs the Secretary of the Army to convene the Louisiana 
Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force, to consist of the following members: 

 
• the Secretary of the Army (Chairman) 
• the Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency 
• the Governor, State of Louisiana 
• the Secretary of the Interior 
• the Secretary of Agriculture 
• the Secretary of Commerce 

 
The State of Louisiana is a full voting member of the Task Force except for selection of the 

Priority Project List [Section 303(a)(2)], as stipulated in President Bush’s November 29, 1990, signing 
statement of the Act.  In addition, the State of Louisiana may not serve as a “lead” Task Force member for 
design and construction of wetlands projects on the priority project list. 
 

In practice, the Task Force members named by the law have delegated their responsibilities to 
other members of their organizations.  For instance, the Secretary of the Army authorized the commander 
of the New Orleans District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, to act in his place as chairman of the Task 
Force. 
 

A summary is presented of the structure and description of duties of the organizations formed 
under CWPPRA to manage the program is presented in the following pages.   
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Figure 1 
CWPPRA Organization Structure 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.0 Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force. 
 

Typically referred to as the "Task Force" (TF), it is comprised of one member of each, 
respectively, from five Federal Agencies and the Local Cost Share Sponsor, which is the State of 
Louisiana.  The Federal Agencies of CWPPRA: the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) of the US 
Department of the Interior, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA), the National Marine Fisheries Service of Department of Commerce (USDC), the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  The 
Governor's Office of the State of Louisiana represents the state on the TF.  The TF provides guidance and 
direction to subordinate organizations of the program through the Technical Committee (TC), which 
reports to the TF.  The TF is charged by the Act to make final decisions concerning issues, policies, and 
procedures necessary to execute the Program and its projects.  The TF makes directives for action to the 
TC, and the TF makes decisions in consideration of TC recommendations.  Table 1 lists the membership 
of the TF. 
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Table 1 
Membership of the Task Force 

 
Member’s Representative Representative’s Contact Information 

Secretary of the Army (Chairman) 
Colonel Edward R. Fleming 
District Commander 
TEL  (504) 862-2077 
FAX (504) 862-1259 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Executive Office 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
edward.r.fleming.col@usace.army.mil 

Governor, State of Louisiana 
Mr. Garret Graves 
Senior Advisor to the Governor for Coastal Activities 
Governor’s Office of Coastal Activities 
TEL  (225) 342-3968 
FAX (225) 342-5214 

Capitol Annex 
1051 North Third Street, Suite 138 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
garret@la.gov 

Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. William K. Honker 
Deputy Director, Water Quality Protection Division 
TEL  (214) 665-3187 
FAX (214) 665-7373 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Division (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
honker.william@epa.gov 

Secretary, Department of the Interior 
Mr. Jeff Weller 
Field Supervisor 
TEL  (337) 291-3115 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Louisiana Field Office 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
jeff_weller@fws.gov 

Secretary, Department of Agriculture 
Mr. Kevin Norton 
State Conservationist 
TEL  (318) 473-7751 
FAX (318) 473-7682 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 71302 
kevin.norton@la.usda.gov 

Secretary, Department of Commerce 
Mr. Christopher Doley 
Director, NOAA Restoration Center 
TEL  (301) 713-0174 
FAX (301) 713-0184 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries 
1315 East-West Highway, Room 14853 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
chris.doley@noaa.gov 

 
 The USACE-New Orleans District Commander is the Chairman of the TF.  The Chairman leads 
and sets the agenda for TF action to execute the Program and projects.  At the direction of the Chairman, 
the New Orleans District:  (1) provides administration, management, and oversight of the Planning and 
Construction Programs, and acts as accountant, budgeter, administrator, and disburser of all Federal and 
non-Federal funds under the Act; and (2) acts as the official manager of financial data and most 
information relating to the CWPPRA Program and projects. Under the direction of the District 
Commander, the USACE Project Management-West, Restoration Section functions as lead agency and 
representatives of the Program. 
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2.1 Technical Committee. 
 
 The TC is established by the TF to provide advice and recommendations for execution of the 
Program and projects from the following technical perspectives:  engineering, environmental, economic, 
real estate, construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring.  The TC provides guidance and 
direction to subordinate organizations of the Program through the Planning & Evaluation Subcommittee 
(P&E).  The TC is charged by the TF to consider and shape decision and proposed actions of the P&E, 
regarding its position on issues, policy, and procedures towards execution of the Program and project.  
The TC makes directives for action to the P&E, and the TC makes decisions in consideration of the P&E.  
The TC members are shown in Table 2. 
 

Table 2 
Membership of the Technical Committee 

 
Member’s Representative Representative’s Contact Information 

Mr. Tom Holden (Chairman) 
Deputy District Engineer 
TEL  (504) 862-2204 
FAX (504) 862-1259 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Office of the Chief 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
thomas.a.holden@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Darryl Clark 
Senior Field Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3111 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd, Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
darryl_clark@fws.gov 

Mr. Kirk Rhinehart 
Planning Administrator 
TEL  (225) 342-2179 
FAX (225) 342-1377 

Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration 
State of Louisiana OCPR 
P.O. Box 44027, Capitol Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
kirk.rhinehart@la.gov 

Mr. Richard Hartman 
Fishery Biologist 
Chief, Baton Rouge Field Office 
TEL  (225) 389-0508 x203 
FAX (225) 389-0506 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Military Science Building, Room 266 
LSU, South Stadium Drive 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
richard.hartman@noaa.gov 

Ms. Karen McCormick 
Section Chief 
TEL  (214) 665-8365 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Marine and Coastal Protection Section (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
mccormick.karen@epamail.epa.gov 

Mr. Britt Paul, P.E. 
Assistant State Conservationist/Water Resources 
TEL  (318) 473-7756 
FAX (318) 473-7682 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 71302 
britt.paul@la.usda.gov 

 
The USACE-New Orleans Deputy District Engineer is the Chairman of the TC.  The Chairman 

leads and sets the agenda for TC action to make recommendations to the TF for executing the Program 
and projects.  At the direction of the TF Chairman, the TC Chairman guides the management and 
administrative work charged to the TF Chairman. 
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2.11 Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee. 
 

The P&E is the working-level committee established by the TC to form and oversee special 
technical workgroups to assist in developing policies and processes, and recommend procedures for 
formulating plans and projects to accomplish the goals and mandates of CWPPRA. Table 3 contains a list 
of the P&E Members. 
 

Table 3 
Membership of the Planning and Evaluation Subcommittee 

 
P&E Subcommittee Member Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Brad Inman (Acting Chairman) 
Senior Project Manager 
TEL  (504) 862-2124 
FAX (504) 862-2572 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Projection and Restoration Office, Restoration Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
Brad.L.Inman@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Kevin Roy 
Senior Field Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3120 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
kevin_roy@fws.gov 

Mr. Brad Crawford, P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
TEL  (214) 665-7255 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Division (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
crawford.brad@epa.gov 

Mr. John Jurgenson, P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
TEL  (318) 473-7694 
FAX (318) 473-7632 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 73102 
john.jurgenson@la.usda.gov 

Mr. Chris Allen 
Coastal Resources Scientist  
TEL  (225) 342-4736 
FAX (225) 342-9417 

Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration 
State of Louisiana OCPR 
P.O Box 44027, Capitol Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
chrisal@mail.la.gov 

Ms. Rachel Sweeney 
Ecologist 
TEL  (225) 389-0508 x206 
FAX (225) 389-0506 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service c/o LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
rachel.sweeney@noaa.gov 

 
The seat of the Chairman of the P&E resides with the USACE, New Orleans District.  The P&E 

Chairman leads and sets the agenda for action of the P&E to make recommendations to the TC for 
executing the Program and projects.  At the direction of the TC Chairman, the P&E Chairman executes 
the management and administrative work directives of the TC and TF Chairs. 
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2.111 Environmental Work Group (EnvWG). 
 

The EnvWG, under the guidance and direction of the P&E, reviews candidate projects to:   
(1) suggest any recommended measures and features that should be considered during engineering and 
design for the achievement/enhancement of wetland benefits; and (2) determine the estimated annualized 
wetland benefits (Average Annual Habitat Units) of those projects.  A list of primary contacts of the 
EnvWG Members is presented in Table 4. 

 
Table 4 

Membership of the Environmental Workgroup 
 

EnvWG Member Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Kevin Roy (Chairman) 
Senior Field Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3120 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
kevin_roy@fws.gov 

 
Mr. Nathan Dayan 
Biologist 
TEL  (504) 862-2530 
FAX (504) 862-2088 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
nathan.s.dayan@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Rob Boustany 
Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3067 
FAX (337) 291-3085 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 180 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ron.boustany@la.usda.gov 

Mr. Ken Teague 
Environmental Scientist 
TEL  (214) 665-6687 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Division (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
teague.kenneth@epamail.epa.gov 

Ms. Kimberly Clements 
Fishery Biologist 
TEL  (225) 389-0508 x204 
FAX (225) 389-0506 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service c/o LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
kimberly.clements@noaa.gov 

 
The seat of Chairman of the EnvWG resides with the USFWS.  The EnvWG Chairman leads the 

EnvWG to accomplish its work.   
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Table 4 (continued) 
Membership of the Environmental Work Group 

 
Other Agency Representatives Representative’s Contact Information 

Ms. Angela Trahan 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3137 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
angela_trahan@fws.gov 

Mr. Patrick Williams 
Fisheries Biologist 
TEL  (225) 389-0508 x208 
FAX (225) 389-0506 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service c/o LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
patrick.williams@noaa.gov 

Mr. Robert Dubois 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3064 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
robert_dubois@fws.gov 

Mr. Troy Mallach 
Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3064 
FAX (337) 291-3085 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
troy.mallach@la.usda.gov 

Ms. Susan Hennington 
Biologist/Project Manager 
TEL  (504) 862-2504 
FAX (504) 862-1892 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Projection and Restoration Office, Restoration Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
susan.m.hennington@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Manuel Ruiz 
Fishery Biologist 
TEL  (225) 765-2373 
FAX (225) 765-2489 

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
P.O. Box 98000 
Baton Rouge, LA 70898 
mruiz@wlf.louisiana.gov 

Mr. Michael Carloss 
Wildlife Biologist/Coastal Refuges Program Manager 
TEL  (337) 373-0032 
FAX (337) 373-0181 

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
2415 Darnell Rd. 
New Iberia, LA 70560 
mcarloss@wlf.louisiana.gov 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Membership of the Environmental Work Group 

 
Other Agency Representatives Representative’s Contact Information 

Ms. Heather Warner-Finley 
Fishery Biologist/Marine Habitat Program Manager 
TEL  (225) 765-2956 
FAX (225) 765-2489 

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
P.O. Box 98000 
Baton Rouge, LA 70898 
hfinley@wlf.louisiana.gov 

Mr. Ronny Paille 
Senior Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3117 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ronald_paille@fws.gov 

Chris Llewellyn 
ORISE Intern 
TEL  (214) 665-7239 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, 6WQ-EC 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
llewellyn.chris@epa.gov 

 
 

2.112 Engineering Work Group (EngWG). 
 

The EngWG, under the guidance and direction of the P&E, provides engineering standards, 
quality control/assurance, and support for the review and comment of the cost estimates for: engineering, 
environmental compliance, economic, real estate, construction, construction supervision and inspection, 
project management, operation and maintenance, and monitoring, of candidate and demonstration projects 
considered for development, selection, and funding under the Act.  A list of the primary contacts for the 
EngWG is presented in Table 5. 

 
Table 5 

Membership of the Engineering Work Group 
 

EngWG Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. John Petitbon, E.I. (Chairman) 
Civil Engineer 
TEL  (504) 862-2732 
FAX (504) 862-1356 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
General Engineering Branch – Cost Engineering Section 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
john.b.petitbon@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Rudy Simoneaux, P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
TEL  (225) 342-6750 
FAX (225) 342-6801 

Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration 
State of Louisiana OCPR 
P.O. Box 44027, Capitol Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
rudy.simoneaux.la.gov 

Mr. Brad Crawford, P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
TEL  (214) 665-7255 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Division (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
crawford.brad@epa.gov 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Membership of the Engineering Work Group 

 
EngWG Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. John Jurgenson, P.E. 
Civil Engineer 
TEL  (318) 473-7694 
FAX (318) 473-7632 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 73102 
john.jurgenson@la.usda.gov 

Mr. Ronny Paille 
Senior Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3117 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ronald_paille@fws.gov 

Mr. Patrick Williams 
Fisheries Biologist 
TEL  (225) 389-0508 x208 
FAX (225) 389-0506 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service c/o LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
patrick.williams@noaa.gov 

 
The EngWG Chairman leads the EngWG in its tasks.  The seat of Chairman of the EngWG 

resides with the USACE New Orleans District. 
 
 

Table 5 (continued) 
Membership of the Engineering Work Group 

 
Other Agency Representatives Representative’s Contact Information 

Mr. Loland Broussard 
Civil Engineering 
TEL  (337) 291-3069 
FAX (337) 291-3085 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 180 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
loland.broussard@la.usda.gov 

Mr. Bill Waits 
Agricultural Economist 
TEL  (318) 473-7686 
FAX (318) 473-7747 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 73102 
bill.waits@la.usda.gov 

Mr. Paul Kaspar 
Environmental Engineer 
TEL  (214) 665-7459 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Marine & Coastal Section (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
kaspar.paul@epamail.epa.gov 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION ACT 

 

10 
 

 
2.113 Economics Work Group (EcoWG). 
 
 The EcoWG, under the guidance and direction of the P&E, reviews and evaluates candidate 
projects that have been completely developed, for the purpose of assigning the fully funded first cost of 
projects, based on the estimated 20-year stream of project costs.  A list of primary contacts of the EcoWG 
Members is presented in Table 6. 
 

Table 6 
Membership of the Economics Work Group 

 
Other Agency Representatives Representative’s Contact Information 

Mr. Matthew Napolitano (Chairman) 
Economist 
TEL  (504) 862-2445 
FAX (504) 862-1299 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Economic and Social Analysis Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
matthew.p.napolitano@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Ronny Paille 
Senior Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3117 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ronald_paille@fws.gov 

Mr. Gary Barone 
Financial Scientist 
TEL  (301) 713-0174 
FAX (301) 713-0184 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries 
1315 East-West Highway, Room 14853 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
gary.barone@noaa.gov 

 
The USACE New Orleans District holds the EcoWG Chairman seat.  The EcoWG Chairman 

leads the EcoWG to complete their evaluations. 
 
 
2.114 Monitoring Work Group (MWG). 
 

The MWG, under the guidance and direction of the P&E, develops standard operating procedures 
and oversees the development and implementation of field monitoring programs for the CWPPRA 
program.  A list of primary contacts of the MWG Members is presented in Table 7. 

 
Table 7 

Membership of the Monitoring Work Group 
 

MWG Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Todd Folse (Co-Chairman) 
Coastal Resources Scientist Supervisor 
TEL  (985) 449-4082 
FAX (985) 447-0997 

Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration 
1440 Tiger Drive, Suite B 
Thibodaux, LA 70301 
todd.folse@la.gov 

 
Mr. Greg Steyer (Co-Chairman) 
Ecologist 
TEL  (225) 578-7201 
FAX (225) 578-7478 
 

U.S. Geological Survey (representing USFWS) 
National Wetlands Research Center 
P.O. Box 25098 
Baton Rouge, LA 70894 
gsteyer@usgs.gov 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Membership of the Monitoring Work Group 
 

MWG Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Nathan Dayan 
Biologist 
TEL  (504) 862-2530 
FAX (504) 862-2572 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
nathan.s.dayan@usace.army.mil 

Dr. John D. Foret 
Wetland Ecologist 
TEL  (337) 291-2109 
FAX (337) 291-2106 

NOAA Fisheries Service 
Estuarine Habitats & Coastal Fisheries Center 
646 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
john.foret@noaa.gov 

Mr. Robert Dubois 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3127 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
robert_dubois@fws.gov 

Ms. Cindy Steyer 
Coastal Vegetative Specialist 
TEL  (225) 389-0334 
FAX (225) 382-2042 

 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
P.O. Box 16030, LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70893 
cindy.steyer@la.usda.gov 
 

Mr. Ron Boustany 
Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3067 
FAX (337) 291-3085 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 180 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ron.boustany@la.usda.gov 

Ms. Susan Hennington 
Biologist/Project Manager 
TEL  (504) 862-2504 
FAX (504) 862-1892 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Projection and Restoration Office, Restoration Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
susan.m.hennington@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Ken Teague 
Environmental Scientist 
TEL  (214) 665-6687 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Diversion (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
teague.kenneth@epa.gov 

 
 The seats of Co-Chairman of the MWG reside with the Louisiana Department of Natural 
Resources (LADNR) and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS).  These Chairmen lead the MWG in 
monitoring program activities. 
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2.1141 Technical Advisory Group (TAG). 
 

The TAG, under the guidance and direction of the MWG, reviews projects selected and funded 
for implementation, for the purpose of designing a project-specific monitoring plan to evaluate and report 
the level of project effectiveness.  A list of primary contacts of the TAG Members is presented in Table 8. 
 

Table 8 
Membership of the Technical Advisory Work Group 

 
TAG Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Rick Raynie (Chairman) 
LACES Chief 
TEL  (225) 342-9436 
FAX (225) 342-9417 

Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration 
P.O. Box 44027, Capitol Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
rickr@dnr.state.la.us 

 
Mr. Greg Steyer  
Ecologist 
TEL  (225) 578-7201 
FAX (225) 578-7478 
 

U.S. Geological Survey (representing USFWS) 
National Wetlands Research Center 
P.O. Box 25098 
Baton Rouge, LA 70894 
gsteyer@usgs.gov 

Mr. Nathan Dayan 
Biologist 
TEL  (504) 862-2530 
FAX (504) 862-2572 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
nathan.s.dayan@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Ken Teague 
Environmental Scientist 
TEL  (214) 665-6687 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Diversion (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
teague.kenneth@epa.gov 

Ms. Joy Merino 
Fisheries Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-2109 
FAX (337) 291-2106 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
robert_dubois@fws.gov 

Mr. Robert Dubois 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3127 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
robert_dubois@fws.gov 

Ms. Cindy Steyer 
Coastal Vegetative Specialist 
TEL  (225) 389-0334 
FAX (225) 382-2042 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
P.O. Box 16030, LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70893 
cindy.steyer@la.usda.gov 

Mr. Ron Boustany 
Wildlife Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3067 
FAX (337) 291-3085 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 180 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ron.boustany@la.usda.gov 
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Table 8 (continued) 
Membership of the Technical Advisory Work Group 

 
TAG Members Member’s Contact Information 

Ms. Susan Hennington 
Biologist/Project Manager 
TEL  (504) 862-2504 
FAX (504) 862-1892 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Projection and Restoration Office, Restoration Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
susan.m.hennington@usace.army.mil 

 
The Chairman of the TAG resides with the LADNR.  The Chairman leads the TAG in project-

specific monitoring activities.   
 
 
2.115 Academic Advisory Group (AAG). 
 

While the agencies sitting on the TF possess considerable expertise regarding Louisiana's coastal 
wetlands problems, the TF recognized the need to incorporate another invaluable resource:  the state's 
academic community.  The TF therefore retained university services to provide scientific advisors to 
support the Program.  A list of primary contacts of the AAG Members is presented in Table 9. 

 
Table 9 

Academic Advisory Group 
 

Member’s Representative Representative’s Contact Information 

Dr. Jenneke Visser (Chairman) 
Associate Professor 
TEL  (337) 482-6966 
FAX (337) 482-5395 

Institute for Coastal Ecology and Engineering 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette 
Lafayette, LA 70504 
jvisser@louisiana.edu 

Dr. Larry Rouse 
Associate Professor 
TEL  (225) 578-2953 
FAX (225) 578-2520 

Oceanography and Coastal Sciences 
Energy, Coast and Environmental Building, LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
lrouse@lsu.edu 

Dr. Charles Sasser 
Professor of Research 
TEL  (225) 578-6375 
FAX (225) 578-6326 

School of the Coast and Environment 
Energy, Coast and Environmental Building, LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
csasser@lsu.edu 

Mr. Erick Swenson 
Research Associate 
TEL  (225) 578-2730 
FAX (225) 388-6326 

Oceanography and Coastal Sciences 
Energy, Coast and Environmental Building, LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
eswenson@lsu.edu 

 
 The AAG, under the guidance and direction of the P&E; provides support during the screening 
and development, and ranking of candidate and demonstration projects.  The AAG works with the 
EnvWG and MWG in support of their respective work in project development.  The AAG also assists the 
FC in carrying out the feasibility studies authorized by the TF. The AAG Chairman seat, which is 
traditionally held by a university academic, leads this group in completing their work. 
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2.116 Financial Administration Team. 
 

The New Orleans District: (1) provides administration, management, and oversight of the 
Planning and Construction Programs, and acts as accountant, budgeter, administrator, and disburser of all 
Federal and non-Federal funds under the Act, (2) acts as the official manager of financial data and most 
information relating to the CWPPRA Program and projects.  Under the direction of the District 
Commander, the Project Management - Restoration Section of the Corps functions as lead agency and 
representatives of the Program.  The list of contacts in the Financial Administration Team is presented in 
Table 10. 
 

Table 10 
Financial Administration Team 

 
Member’s Representative Representative’s Contact Information 

Ms. Gay Browning (Lead) 
Program Analyst 
TEL  (504) 862-2755 
FAX (504) 862-1892 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Protection and Restoration Office, Restoration Branch 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
gay.b.browning@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Darryl Clark 
Senior Field Biologist 
TEL  (337) 291-3111 
FAX (337) 291-3139 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
646 Cajundome Blvd, Suite 400 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
darryl_clark@fws.gov 

Ms. Corlis Green 
Accountant Manager 
TEL  (225) 342-4509 
FAX (225) 242-3398 

DNR/Office of Management & Finance 
P.O. Box 44277 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
corlis.green@la.gov 

Mr. Gary Barone 
TEL  (301) 713-0174 
FAX (301) 713-0184 

NOAA/National Marine Fisheries Service 
Office of Habitat Conservation 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
gary.barone@noaa.gov 

Ms. Sondra McDonald 
TEL  (214) 665-7187 
FAX (214) 665-6490 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Management Division (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
mcdonald.sondra@epamail.epa.gov 

Ms. Mitzi Gallipeau 
Program Assistant 
TEL  (318) 473-7607 
FAX (318) 473-7632 

Water Resources Staff 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 71302 
mitzi.gallipeau@la.usda.gov 
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2.2 Public Outreach Committee (OC). 
 

The OC is comprised of members from the participating Federal agencies, the State of Louisiana, 
other coastal programs, and non-profit organizations.  Only the core group members, representing the 
CWPPRA entities, are eligible to vote on budget matters.  The committee is currently responsible for 
formulating information strategies and public education initiatives, maintaining a web site of complex 
technical and educational materials, developing audio-visual presentations, exhibits, publications and 
news releases, conducting special events and project dedications and groundbreakings.  Additionally, the 
committee represents the TF at expositions and workshops to promote coastal wetlands restoration. A list 
of primary contacts of the OC Members is presented in Table 11. 
 

Table 11 
Membership of the Public Outreach Committee 

 
OC Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Scott Wilson (Chairman) 
Electronics Engineer 
TEL  (337) 266-8644 
FAX (337) 266-8513 

United States Geological Survey 
National Wetlands Research Center 
700 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
scott_wilson@usgs.gov 

Ms. Susan Testroet-Bergeron 
Education Specialist/Outreach coordinator 
TEL  (337) 266-8623 
FAX (337) 266-8595 

U.S. Geological Survey  
National Wetlands Research Center 
700 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
bergerons@usgs.gov 

Ms. Adele Swearingen 
Public Affairs Specialist 
TEL  (318) 473-7686 
FAX (318) 473-7682 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, NRCS 
3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 71302 
adele.swearingen@la.usda.gov 

Dr. Rex Caffey 
Associate Professor 
TEL  (225) 578-2266 
FAX (225) 578-2716 

LSU AgCenter and Louisiana Sea Grant 
Department of Agriculture Economics, Rm 179 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
rcaffey@agcenter.lsu.edu 

Ms. Minnie Rojo 
Environmental Scientist 
TEL  (214) 665-3139 
FAX (214) 665-6689 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
Water Quality Protection Division (6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
rojo.minerva@epa.gov 

Ms. Cheryl Brodnax 
Marine Fisheries Habitat Specialist 
TEL  (225) 578-7923 
FAX (225) 578-7926 

NOOA Fisheries Service, LSU 
Sea Grant Building, Rm 125 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
cheryl.brodnax@noaa.gov 

Ms. Kathy Ladner 
Microcomputer System Specialist 
TEL  (337) 266-8695 
FAX (337) 266-8595 

USGS National Wetlands Research Center 
700 Cajundome Blvd. 
Lafayette, LA 70506 
ladnerk@usgs.gov 
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Table 11 (Continued) 
Membership of the Public Outreach Committee 

 
OC Members Member’s Contact Information 

Mr. Steven Peyronnin 
Communications Director 
TEL  (225) 344-6555 
FAX (225) 344-0590 

Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 
746 Main Street, Suite B-101 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
stevenp@crcl.org 

Ms. Rachel Rodi 
Outreach Manager 
TEL  (504) 862-2587 
FAX (504) 862-1724 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District 
Public Affairs Office 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160 
rachel.rodi@usace.army.mil 

 
 The Public Outreach Committee performs the functions of communications and public relations 
for the program on behalf of the TF.  The primary function of the OC is to coordinate ongoing and future 
outreach activities with the CWPPRA agencies and the various partner groups and stakeholders.  The OC 
reports to and takes direction from the TF.  Yearly budgetary planning is coordinate with the TC. 
 

The Chairman and coordinator for the OC are located in Lafayette, Louisiana at the USGS 
National Wetlands Research Center.  The Chairman manages OC functions and budgetary issues.  The 
budget allocation for the outreach program is forecasted, submitted for approval, and managed by the 
Chairman. The Chairman and coordinator manage all outreach activities for the TF.  The coordinator 
position interprets for general audiences the scientific functions and values of wetlands, the scientific 
causes for Louisiana's coastal land loss, and the various approaches underway or being considered to 
reduce the land loss rate and create new vegetated wetlands.  The outreach coordinator also develops and 
arranges presentations and provides information material for other officials making public comments as 
well as providing liaison with local officials and media.  The outreach coordinator also manages the 
educational program, which provides information and materials for classroom use throughout the state.  
The Chairman and coordinator for outreach serve on local and regional planning efforts and act as the 
liaisons between the public, parish governments, and the various Federal agencies involved in CWPPRA. 
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BREAUX ACT 
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act 

 
TASK FORCE MEETING 

19 January 2012 
 

Minutes 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Mr. Brad Inman convened the 80th meeting of the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation and Restoration Task Force. The meeting began at 9:40 a.m. on January 19, 2012, 
at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District Assembly Room, 7400 Leake Avenue, New 
Orleans, LA. The agenda is shown as Enclosure 1. The Task Force was created by the Coastal 
Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA, commonly known as the Breaux 
Act), which was signed into law (PL 101-646, Title III) by President George Bush on November 
29, 1990. 
 
II. ATTENDEES 
 

The attendance record for the Task Force meeting is presented as Enclosure 2. Listed 
below are the six Task Force members who were present. 
 

Mr. William Honker, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  
Mr. Jeffrey Weller, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Mr. Brad Inman (sitting in for Colonel Edward Fleming), Chairman, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 
Mr. Garret Graves, State of Louisiana, Governor’s Office of Coastal Activities (GOCA) 
Mr. Britt Paul (sitting in for Mr. Kevin Norton), Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) 
Mr. Christopher Doley, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
 

III. OPENING REMARKS 
 
 Mr. Inman welcomed everyone and conveyed Colonel Fleming’s apologies for being 
unable to attend due to another obligation.  Mr. Inman asked the Task Force members to 
introduce themselves. He introduced and welcomed Mr. Weller to the Task Force as the new 
representative of the USFWS.   
 

Mr. Inman asked if the Task Force had any opening comments.  Mr. Inman noted that at 
the December 13, 2011 Technical Committee meeting, the Technical Committee discussed the 
validity of placing projects into a suspension category versus de-authorization as applicable.    
However, Mr. Inman explained that after additional discussion with the Technical Committee, 
Planning and Evaluation (P&E) Sub-committee and the Task Force, it was decided that a new 
suspension category would not be created.   
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 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force regarding any changes or 
additions to the agenda.  
 

Mr. Paul made a motion to remove Item 13, Request for Scope Change of the PPL 14 -- 
South Shore of the Pen Shoreline Protection and Marsh Creation Project (BA-41), from the 
agenda.  Mr. Honker seconded.  The motion was passed by the Task Force.  No other changes 
were made to the agenda. 

 
Mr. Inman explained that the public would be given the opportunity to comment on the 

agenda items and that when commenting, each commenter should give their name, who they are 
representing, and that the comments should be related to the agenda item being discussed at that 
time. 
 
IV. ADOPTION OF MINUTES FROM OCTOBER 12, 2011 TASK FORCE MEETING 
 
 Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, presented the minutes from the October 12, 2011 Task Force 
meeting and asked if there were any changes or comments. There were no comments or 
objections.  
 

Mr. Honker made a motion to accept the minutes from the October 12, 2011 Task Force 
meeting as presented. Mr. Paul seconded. The motion was passed by the Task Force. 
 
V. TASK FORCE DECISIONS 
 
A. Agenda Item #12 – Report/Decision: Weeks Bay Marsh Creation and Shore 
Protection/Commercial Canal Freshwater Redirection Project (TV-19) 
 

Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, reported that the Technical Committee recommends initiating 
de-authorization procedures for the Weeks Bay Marsh Creation Shoreline Protection and 
Commercial Canal Freshwater Redirection Project.  Mr. Creel noted that Mr. Scott Wandell, the 
project manager with the USACE, was available to give a presentation on the project or answer 
questions. 

 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. There were no comments 
from the Task Force. 
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  
 
 Mr. Randy Moertle, representing the McIlhenny Company, requested this project not be 
de-authorized, but instead be left on the list of projects at no cost.  Mr. Moertle acknowledged 
the increased difficulty to receive CWPPRA funding and noted that other organizations are 
working on behalf of this project to obtain funding from outside sources.  Mr. Moertle noted that 
there are many areas not covered within the Draft 2012 State Master Plan.  It is his understanding 
the State will not consider a cost share agreement (CSA) unless a project/area is covered in the 
Master Plan, and as such, means that the CWPPRA process will be driven by the Master Plan.  
Mr. Moertle explained that by leaving a project on the CWPPRA books, it allows other potential 
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funding sources to see that the project has been designed and is viable, therefore increasing the 
possibility that other funding sources could be obtained.  Mr. Moertle gave an example of a 
terracing project where a coalition of various private entities partnered together through a cost 
share agreement to fund the project.  Mr. Moertle asked the Task Force to consider 
partnering/cost sharing, which would allow private dollars to help fund CWPPRA projects.  He 
understands that a suspension category was not approved, but asked again for the project to 
remain on the list and not be de-authorized.    
 
 Mr. W.P. Edwards, III, representing Vermilion Corporation and Vermilion Parish, stated 
that the cumulative benefits of this project are important in that this project is essentially the river 
diversion for Southwest Louisiana.  He noted that at flood stage, Southwest Louisiana used to get 
water from the Wax Lake Outlet and the Atchafalaya River flowing west down the Gulf 
Intercoastal Waterway, but in 2011 during record flood stage, that same water was not seen 
because of the 3,000 foot-wide opening at Weeks Bay.  He asked that if there are funds 
associated with this project, to please use them elsewhere, but just keep the project on the books 
so that the project remains viable in the eyes of other potential funding sources.  Mr. Edwards 
requested that the CWPPRA Program become a partner with other organizations and funding 
entities so that the Program can become even bigger and receive more recognition.    
 
 Mr. Paul inquired if there was a time frame for needing to keep the Weeks Bay project on 
the books to help facilitate the solicitation of funds from other entities.   
 
 Mr. Moertle responded that there was no particular time frame, given that it is never 
known from where funding will be obtained.  He noted that the private sector tends to move 
more efficiently since it is not subject to many of the same regulations as the public sector.  He 
explained that the McIlhenny Company and others are looking for partners and they want 
CWPPRA to be a partner so that areas/projects not represented in the State Master Plan have a 
chance for implementation.  He re-iterated that cost sharing between CWPPRA and the private 
sector is key, noting that cost sharing would allow more leveraging of CWPPRA funds and 
ultimately strengthen the Program.  Mr. Moertle stated that even though they deal with smaller 
amounts of funding, it eventually all adds up to getting a project implemented.  He again asked 
that the project not be de-authorized, noting that prior to the Master Plan update, all projects had 
a chance for CWPPRA funding, but now, those projects receiving funding will be driven by the 
Master Plan.   
 
 Mr. Edwards re-iterated that this project is the river diversion for Southwest Louisiana.  
He praised the Outreach Committee’s video presentation on marshlands, but stated that if there is 
true concern for the freshwater marshes of the State, the Weeks Bay diversion should not be de-
authorized.  He noted that the Teche-Vermillion project does not provide enough freshwater to 
Southwest Louisiana and that the Weeks Bay project or diversion would help bring needed 
freshwater to the area.    
 
 Mr. Inman inquired if there was a motion to de-authorize the Weeks Bay Marsh Creation 
Shoreline Protection and Commercial Canal Freshwater Project (TV-19).  A motion was not 
made by the Task Force.  No further action was made on this agenda item.   
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B. Agenda Item #14 – Decision: Request to Suspend and Return Construction Funding for 
the PPL 11 -- South Grand Chenier Hydrologic Restoration Project (ME-20) 
 

Mr. Darryl Clark, USFWS, reported that USFWS and CPRA have returned $24.9 million 
of construction funding for the South Grand Chenier Hydrologic Restoration Project back to the 
CWPPRA Program.  Mr. Clark explained that the project received construction funding two 
years ago and that it has reached its two year limit due to problems obtaining land rights.  When 
full land rights are received, the project will re-compete for construction funding.  The returned 
funds will be available to be used today. 
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. There were no comments 
from the Task Force. 
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public. There were no public 
comments.  

 
The construction funding for PPL 11 – South Grand Chenier Hydrologic Restoration 

Project (ME-20) will be returned to the Program since it has reached its two-year limit and there 
were no objections from the Task Force.   
 
C. Agenda Item #15 – Decision: Request for Approval to Suspend the PPL 10 -- Benneys 
Bay Diversion Project (MR-13) 
 

Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, reported that at the December 13, 2011 Technical Committee 
meeting, the Technical Committee voted to recommend suspension of the Benneys Bay 
Diversion Project.   
 

Mr. Inman re-iterated the Task Force decision that a suspension category would not be 
created.  As such, it is recommended that this project be remanded back to the Technical 
Committee for their continued review.   
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. There were no comments 
from the Task Force. 
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public. There were no public 
comments.  
 

Mr. Inman noted that the Benneys Bay Diversion Project will be remanded back to the 
Technical Committee for their additional input since the Task Force decided not to create a 
suspension category.   

 
 
 

 



 5

D. Agenda Item #16 – Decision: Request for Approval for Final De-authorization of the 
PPL 14 – Riverine Mining – Scofield Island Restoration Project (BA-40) 
 

Mr. Inman reported that the Technical Committee recommends approving final de-
authorization of the Riverine Mining – Scofield Island Restoration Project.  Mr. Inman 
confirmed that this project will be constructed by the State using alternative sources of funds.   
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. There were no comments 
from the Task Force. 
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public. There were no public 
comments.  
 

Mr. Doley made a motion to approve the Technical Committee recommendation to 
initiate de-authorization for the PPL 14 – Riverine Mining – Scofield Island Restoration Project 
(BA-40).  Mr. Honker seconded.  The motion was passed by the Task Force.  
 
E. Agenda Item #17 – Report/Decision: 21st Priority Project List (PPL) Phase 1 Approvals 
 

Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, requested the Task Force consider the Technical Committee’s 
recommendation for Phase I funding for four PPL 21 projects in the total amount of $12,542,213.  
The four projects include:  Oyster Bayou Marsh Restoration ($3,165,322), Labranche Central 
Marsh Creation ($3,885,298), Northwest Turtle Bay Marsh Creation, ($2,354,788), and Cole’s 
Bayou Marsh Restoration ($3,136,805).  In addition, the Technical Committee recommends not 
funding demonstration projects for PPL 21.  
 

Mr. Inman noted that Mr. John Jurgenson, NRCS, is prepared to present on any of these 
projects upon request.   
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. There were no comments 
from the Task Force. 
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  
 
Ms. Marnie Winter, representing Jefferson Parish, offered the Parish’s support for the 

Northwest Turtle Bay Marsh Creation Project, citing that this piece of land acts as a plug at the 
bottoms of Bayou Perot and the Rigolets, that it maintains the integrity of the intermediate areas 
to the north from saltwater intrusion, and that it is part of the Barataria Land Bridge. 

  
Mr. Paul made a motion to accept the Technical Committee’s recommendation for Phase 

I funding for the four above listed PPL 21 projects in the total amount of $12,542,213.  Mr. 
Honker seconded.  The motion was passed by the Task Force.  
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F. Agenda Item #18 – Report/Decision: Request for Phase II Authorization and Approval 
of Phase II Increment 1 Funding 
 

Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, requested the Task Force consider the following two Technical 
Committee recommendations: 

 
a. Approval of Phase II authorization and Increment 1 funding for the Coastwide Planting 

and Grand Liard Marsh and Ridge Restoration Projects in the table below, which are 
within the Construction Program’s available funding limits; and 

b. Approval of the South Lake Lery Shoreline and Marsh Restoration scope change and 
Phase II Increment I funding, presented in the table below, which is also within the 
Construction Program’s available funding limits. 

 

Agency No. PPL Name 
Const. 
Start 

E&D Cost 
Phase II 
Increment 
cost 

Fully Funded 
cost 

Net 
Acres 

Cost per 
Net Acre 

FWS BS-16 17 
Re-scoped South Lake 
Lery Shoreline and Marsh 
Restoration 

Jun 2012 $2,665,993 $29,800,994 $32,446,987 406 $79,968 

NMFS BA-68 18 
Grand Liard Marsh & 
Ridge Restoration 

Sep 2012 $3,271,287 $39,308,329 $42,579,616 370 $115,080 

NRCS LA-39 20 Coastwide Planting May 2012 $156,945 $12,532,780 $12,689,725 779 $16,290 

 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. There were no comments 
from the Task Force. 
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  
 

Ms. Albertine Kimble, representing Plaquemines Parish Government, offered the Parish’s 
support for the Grand Liard Marsh and Ridge Restoration Project and acknowledged the 
Project’s importance to the existence of Venice, Louisiana and its surrounding areas.   

  
Mr. Honker made a motion to combine both Technical Committee recommendations into 

one vote.  Mr. Paul seconded.  The motion was passed by the Task Force.  
 
Mr. Honker made a motion to accept the Technical Committee’s recommendation for 

Phase II authorization and approval of Phase II Increment 1 funding for the Coastwide Planting 
and Grand Liard Marsh and Ridge Restoration Projects; and the South Lake Lery Shoreline and 
Marsh Restoration scope change and Phase II Increment 1 funding. Mr. Paul seconded.  The 
motion was passed by the Task Force.  
 
VI. INFORMATION 
 
A. Agenda Item #3 – Report: Status of Breaux Act Program Funds and Projects  

 
Ms. Stacey Madden, USACE, provided an overview of the status of CWPPRA accounts 

and available funding in the Planning and Construction Programs. The Fiscal Year 2012 (FY12) 
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Planning Program budget of $5.152 million was approved in June, of which $452,400 is for 
outreach and $110,000 is for the Report to Congress.  

The FY12 Construction Program Federal budget is expected to be $74.2 million.  Added 
to the $1.040 billion the Construction Program has received in Federal funds between 1992 and 
2011, the total Federal funds received through FY12 will be $1.114 billion, of which $1.037 
billion will be in obligations and $730.2 million will be in expenditures.  At present, there are 
148 active projects: 92 with completed construction, 10 under construction, and 46 not yet 
having started construction. For FY11, one project began construction and four projects have 
been completed.  Seventeen projects are scheduled to start in FY12. Of these 17, two are non-
cash flow that were approved for construction, 10 have already been approved and funded for 
Phase II, and five cash flow projects are requesting Task Force approval today.   

 
There is $45.5 million (includes FY12 Federal funds) of unencumbered or available 

funding in the Construction Program as of December 29, 2011.  Additionally, $66.7 million 
could potentially be returned to the Construction Program based on Technical Committee 
recommendations for approval by the Task Force as a part of today’s proceedings.  With the 
addition of the $15.0 million of set aside funds for the de-authorization of the West Bay 
Diversion, the net available Federal funds balance totals $53.5 million, in comparison to the 
FY12 Construction Program funding estimate of $74.2 million.     

 
Available funds through FY12 in the Construction Program (including non-Federal cost 

share) are estimated to be $63.4 million.  There are six funding estimate approval 
recommendations from the Technical Committee up for Task Force consideration/approval today 
(including Phase I and Phase II approvals), which if approved, would increase the total cost 
estimate by approximately $24.1 million.  Additionally, there are seven funding approval 
recommendations from the Technical Committee up for Task Force consideration/approval today 
(4 Phase I and 3 Phase II approvals), totaling $85.4M.  When the South Grand Chenier project 
$24.9 M of returned funds is subtracted from that total that construction total becomes $60.5 
million, leaving a balance of $2.96 million in the Program at the end of FY12.     

 
For potential Program clean-up items, there are seven projects that, if action is taken by 

the Task Force, could decrease the CWPPRA Program current estimate by $419.5 million.  With 
a decrease of $419.5 million, the CWPPRA Program estimate would be $2.175 billion.  With the 
projected total funding to be received through FY19 at $2.342 billion, there would be a $159.5 
million less than the total funding projected to be received by the program through FY19.     

 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  
 

Mr. Inman inquired if the estimates presented by Ms. Madden were based on some of the 
presented projects being either deauthorized or removed from the Program.  

 
Ms. Madden stated that was correct. 
 
Mr. Inman noted that some of those projects being presented for potential de-

authorization or removal will be addressed in the meeting today.   
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Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public. There were no public 
comments. 

 
 

B. Agenda Item #4 – Report: Outreach Committee Quarterly Report 
 

Ms. Susan Bergeron, United States Geological Survey (USGS), provided the Outreach 
Committee quarterly report.  Ms. Bergeron congratulated the State on the Draft Master Plan and 
their public outreach efforts related to the Draft Master Plan.   Since the last quarterly report, the 
Outreach Committee has participated in several educational events and partnerships.  These 
included being asked by the National Science Teachers Association to lead their Science, 
Technology, Engineering, and Math Program (STEM) where CWPRRA and Coastwide 
Reference Monitoring System (CRMS) were highlighted; participating in Ocean Commotion for 
K-8 students and teachers where the Coastwide Nutria Control Program was highlighted; and 
participation in curriculum partnerships with the Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary Program 
and the University of New Orleans Pontchartrain Institute for Environmental Sciences (UNO 
PIES) Group.   The Outreach Committee attended one conference, the American Shore and 
Beach Preservation Association meeting in New Orleans, where the CWPPRA Task Force 
received an award for their work in coastal restoration.  Ms. Bergeron congratulated the Task 
Force for this honor and then introduced Mr. Cole Ruckstuhl, the CWPPRA Outreach Media 
Specialist.   

 
Mr. Ruckstuhl described two web-based outreach techniques being newly utilized by the 

Outreach Committee:  Facebook and YouTube.  Mr. Ruckstull stated that the Outreach 
Committee established a CWPPRA Facebook page last month to help better reach a target 
audience thus far being missed, persons in the 20 to 30 year-old range. Mr. Ruckstull presented a 
graph that shows within the first month of establishing the CWPPRA Facebook page, a large 
number of 25 to 34-year-olds had visited or completed some type of activity on the site.  Mr. 
Ruckstull described several items being presented on the Facebook page to bring the public 
closer to CWPPRA projects, including pictures of various projects, highlighting a new project 
each month by presenting information on the project status, goals, etc., posting the dates of 
outreach meetings and conferences, and providing a link to the CWPPRA Newsflash which will 
bring a new audience to the LACoast.gov website via Facebook.  Additionally, Mr. Ruckstull 
noted that the Outreach Committee has developed standard operating procedures for interacting 
with the public.   

 
Ms. Bergeron then presented the Outreach Committee’s new video, Returning 

Marshlands to their Magnificent Life, to the Task Force and thanked all those persons involved 
in the production of the video.  The new video can be found on YouTube and will be placed on 
the LACoast website.  Following the video presentation, Ms. Bergeron noted that the Outreach 
Committee will be participating in the following future activities:  the State of the Coast 
Conference in June 2012, a Restore America’s Estuary Conference in October 2012, and an EPA 
hosted educational activity where students will be participating in a mock technical committee 
meeting.    
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force. 
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 Mr. Honker congratulated the Outreach Committee for another excellent video.  
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public. There were no public 
comments.  
 
C. Agenda Item #5 – Report: 2012 Report to Congress Outline 
 

Mr. Inman explained that a placeholder was put in for funding for a Report to Congress at 
the October 12, 2011 Task Force meeting.  Ms. Karen McCormick, EPA, provided an update on 
the direction of the Report to Congress, stating that with the help of USGS, USFWS, EPA, and 
the CWPPRA Task Force, the goal is to make the report more concise and web-based enabled 
with the ability to link to various other sites with relevant data.  Ms. McCormick explained that 
the Report to Congress would include more CRMS data to demonstrate how projects are 
achieving the goals of CWPPRA. Additionally, the dynamics of CWPPRA will be explored in 
relation to the State Master Plan, Gulf Task Force, and other plans/programs. Funding issues and 
reauthorization of the Program will also be discussed in the Report.  Ms. McCormick anticipates 
a draft of the Report to Congress by April 2012 with final approval from the Task Force by the 
June 28, 2012 Task Force meeting.   

   
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  
 
 Mr. Inman noted the tremendous variation in previous Reports to Congress and the need 
to make these reports more succinct. 
 
 Mr. Honker noted the importance of presenting a good Report to Congress that reflects 
the accomplishments and continued need for the CWPPRA Program given the unknown 
financial and authorization future of the Program.   
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  There were no public 
comments. 

 
D. Agenda Item #6 – Report: Coastwide Reference Monitoring System (CRMS) Report  
 

Ms. Dona Weifenbach, CPRA, reported that at the October meeting, the Task Force 
approved the CRMS budget through FY 2018 to 19 and a funding request of $22.5 million 
through FY 2013 and 14.  The Task Force also requested that at future meetings, a CRMS 
progress report be presented.   This is the first CRMS progress report to the Task Force.  Ms. 
Weifenbach presented the following completed milestones, including a meeting of the 
Monitoring Work Group to discuss the applicability of CRMS and to solicit comments on the 
CRMS report cards in development at the site, project, basin, and coastwide levels; conducting 
training on the CRMS website; setting up the annual CRMS roadshows to demonstrate recent 
website additions to agencies; and producing 20 operations, maintenance, and monitoring 
(OM&M) project specific reports in 2011. Thirteen OM&M reports will be produced in 2012.  
Ms. Weifenbach noted that they have also been working with EPA on the Report to Congress to 
include CRMS data; and that a meeting was held with the P&E Committee to discuss and solicit 
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advice on the content of the CRMS progress reports to the Task Force.  Ms. Weifenbach then 
went through a detailed example of how CRMS monitoring can be used for the Cote Blanche 
Bay Hydrologic Restoration project, including a demonstration on the use of the report cards, 
description of the various indices currently available on the website (hydrologic and floristic 
quality indices) and under development (submergence vulnerability index), and land loss 
information and data analysis.  Ms. Weifenbach further demonstrated the use of the report cards 
to evaluate beyond the project level, such as within basins and coastwide.  Ms. Weifenbach 
asked for suggestions from the Task Force on the content of this CRMS progress report and what 
they would like to see in future progress reports. 

 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  
 
 Mr. Doley stated that, in his opinion, the progress report was exactly what the Task Force 
was looking for, which was demonstrating the potential of CRMS. He specifically liked the 
discussion related to basin impacts and determining the areas where the most energy should be 
dedicated.   
 
 Mr. Honker agreed with Mr. Doley and noted a job well done on the presentation.   
 
 Mr. Inman stated that this progress report was a good start, and that it would take time to 
get to a point where the determination of whether a project is working or not is more easily 
ascertained.  He asked members of the Task Force and Technical Committee to relay any ideas 
they may have on improving the progress reports.   
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  There were no public 
comments. 

 
E. Agenda Item #7 – Report/Discussion: Decision Structure for Projects Reaching 20-Year 
Life Span 
 

Mr. Inman reported that the Task Force directed the Technical Committee to develop a 
decision structure for projects reaching their 20-year life span; and the Technical Committee 
tasked the P&E Committee with reviewing this directive.   

 
Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, reported on several items that were considered by the P&E 

Committee in establishing a decision structure, including identifying a time frame for when the 
first projects would be reaching their 20-year completion, which includes two projects reaching 
their life span by 2014. As such, the decision structure must be completed by 2013 in order to be 
implemented for these initial projects. The P&E Committee also considered that the decision 
structure may need to vary based on the various types of projects.  Additionally, the P&E Sub-
committee considered what type of information would be required to formulate a decision on a 
project (e.g., liability, removal of any structures, real estate agreements, future operations and 
maintenance (O&M), did the project meet the desired goal, etc.), and that this information, once 
obtained, would be documented in a project completion report.  Mr. Creel explained that the 
P&E Sub-committee established the following six-step, iterative decision criteria:  1) was the 
project successful; 2) were the project goals met; 3) was the project cost effective; 4) is 
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additional maintenance needed; 5) is funding available; and finally 6) proceed with additional 
maintenance.  Mr. Creel requested guidance from the Task Force as to the approach and 
deliverable on the proposed decision structure.   
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  
 
 Mr. Doley stated that this is an important task and that the decision structure is on the 
right track.  He suggested an evaluation of all the projects and their paths forward to help 
ascertain where funds should be allocated and that the long-term, post- 20-year O&M 
requirements and the sustainability of an investment needs to be closely evaluated prior to the 
approval of new projects. 
 
 Mr. Paul agreed that the decision structure was on the right track, but that each agency 
needs to review their projects and identify which projects will need additional maintenance 
following their 20-year completion.    
 
 Mr. Doley agreed with Mr. Paul and noted that as projects reach their 20-year 
completion, the ability to continue O&M will be a financial decision.  He noted that we have to 
begin thinking through the planning of projects to determine if continued O&M is feasible or if 
beginning to put a sunset on the project is necessary.     
 
 Mr. Honker agreed with Mr. Doley and Mr. Paul, stating that factoring in the most likely 
20-year scenario for a project must be incorporated throughout the entire decision making 
process, including from the time a decision is made to fund construction.    
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  There were no public 
comments. 

 
F. Agenda Item #8 – Report/Discussion: Standard Operating Procedure for Project 
Transfers Between Federal Agencies 
 

Mr. Inman stated that at the June 8, 2011 meeting, the Task Force directed the Technical 
Committee to develop a standard operating procedure (SOP) to address the situation when a 
project is transferred from one Federal Sponsor to another. Mr. Inman noted that an initial SOP 
was sent to the P&E Committee for their review. The suggested path forward is to take the 
comments from the P&E Committee and present them to the Technical Committee at the April 
19, 2012 meeting for their review.  If approved, this SOP will be presented to the Task Force at 
the June 28, 2012 meeting.  Mr. Inman noted that the SOP for project transfers between Federal 
agencies is based on the SOP for the transfer of a project to a different program.  As such, much 
of the verbiage will be similar.   
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  There were no comments 
from the Task Force.  
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  There were no public 
comments. 
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G. Agenda Item #9 – Report: Status of the PPL 8 – Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation Project 
(CS-28) 
 

Mr. Scott Wandell, USACE, provided an update on the project, highlighting a potential 
beneficial use opportunity under the existing CSA for the project. The USACE is proposing 
utilizing the permanent pipeline during the next maintenance event in the mile 5 to 17 reach of 
the Calcasieu River to pump dredged material from the river through the pipeline into the 
designated marsh creation area in the Sabine Wildlife Refuge.  Mr. Wandell noted that an O&M 
manual must be drafted and approved prior to using the completed pipeline for a Calcasieu River 
maintenance dredging event and that the project does not yet have funding designated for O&M.  
Mr. Wandell stated that coordination has begun with CPRA for the preparation of an O&M plan 
and budget, and that a first draft is expected at the end of February 2012.  Originally, the Cycle 2 
project contained a marsh creation site with the permanent pipeline feature, but that marsh 
creation site was removed from the project scope and instead constructed with State surplus 
funds.  The USACE is proposing using the unexpended funds totaling approximately $5.5 
million and the original CSA to construct the new marsh creation site.  It is estimated that 
900,000 cubic yards would be dredged from the ship channel and pumped through the pipeline to 
the new marsh creation site.  The estimated construction cost plus 25 percent contingency that 
CWPPRA would account for is approximately $3.2 million.  Mr. Wandell noted that, although it 
would be difficult to meet the schedule for FY12 construction, the USACE is pursuing the 
completion of all requirements as soon as possible. 

 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  
 
 Mr. Inman noted that the USACE is trying to be in a position to have beneficial use of the 
material from the dredging operation at the Calcasieu River. 
 
 Mr. Graves asked for clarification that this would modify an existing agreement to 
accommodate the dredge cycle. 
 
 Mr. Inman confirmed this, stating that the USACE would be seeking to modify the 
existing CSA for Cycle 2 to show a location change to the marsh creation site footprint. 
 
 Mr. Graves referenced the Task Force’s discussion on West Bay (see Agenda Item #11), 
citing the determination that a modification of the West Bay agreement would require the use of 
a new model agreement, whereas in this case, we are considering amending the existing 
agreement.  Mr. Graves questioned that if an amendment to the existing agreement could be done 
in the Sabine Refuge Marsh Creation Project, why not also the West Bay project.  Mr. Graves 
requested that the attorneys review both the West Bay and Sabine River Projects in relation to 
this matter. 
 
 Mr. Inman stated that the matter would be taken under advisement. 
 



 13

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  There were no public 
comments. 

 
 H. Agenda Item #10 – Report: Status of the PPL 11 – River Reintroduction into Maurepas 
Swamp (PO-29) Gap Analysis 
 

Ms. Karen McCormick, EPA, provided an update on the River Reintroduction into 
Maurepas Swamp Gap Analysis.  Ms. McCormick explained that a draft Gap Analysis has been 
produced and was submitted in December with the help of the State, USACE, and EPA.  The 
draft Gap Analysis is currently under review by the State, USACE, and EPA, and their 
comments should be received within the first few weeks of February. These comments will then 
be addressed and the Gap Analysis finalized. Additionally, the State is working with the USACE 
to get the project to 95 percent so that the project can move forward if other funding becomes 
available.   
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  There were no comments 
from the Task Force.  
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  There were no public 
comments. 
 
I. Agenda Item #11 – Report: Status of the PPL 1 – West Bay Sediment Diversion Project 
(MR-03) 
 

Mr. Nick Sims, USACE, provided a status update on the West Bay Project and Closure 
Plan. They are currently moving forward with closure activities under the following schedule: 
right of entry for any additional survey needed was obtained in December 2011; the design and 
cost of three design alternatives should be completed in March 2012, followed by the selection of 
an alternative; condemnation proceedings would begin around March 2012, lasting until 
approximately March 2013; and then construction of the closure would begin at the next low 
water period.   

 
Additionally, Mr. Sims explained that the Engineer Research and Development Center 

(ERDC) completed a sediment diversion work plan looking at the amount of shoaling in the 
Pilottown Anchorage Area (PAA) attributable to the West Bay Diversion; and this report was 
delivered on January 10, 2012.  The report determined that the PAA was shoaling prior to the 
construction of the West Bay Diversion, and therefore, would continue to shoal following its 
closure.    The ERDC report found that about 20 percent, plus or minus 10 percent of the 
shoaling in the entire footprint, including the PAA, the navigation channel, and the diversion 
area, could be attributed to the opening of the West Bay Diversion.  Mr. Sims noted that the plus 
or minus 10 percent was likely due to changes in the Mississippi River (e.g., low water, high 
water, etc.). 

 
Mr. Sims also described a receiving area survey analysis that compared 2009 and 2011 

survey data from the receiving area to better determine how much land is building due to the 
West Bay Diversion.  There was variation between the results obtained from the State and the 
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USACE.  After refining their data in coordination with the Audubon Society, the State is 
confident with their results show a net gain in the receiving area; and the USACE has sent their 
data to the Mobile District for analysis.  Once the results are received from the Mobile District at 
the end of January/early February, the State and the USACE will again review both data sets and 
come up with a consensus on how much land is building or receding in the receiving area.  Mr. 
Sims noted that, while the quantities of land loss and gain varied between the two analyses, both 
the State and USACE saw deposition losses and gains within the same general areas of the 
receiving area.   

 
Mr. Inman clarified that once the receiving area survey analysis data from the USACE is 

reviewed by the Mobile District, the goal is to confer with the State on their analysis to 
determine if the same assumptions, computer model, etc. were used on both analyses so that the 
final results of how much land is building due to the West Bay Diversion can be accurately 
assessed.   

 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  
 
 Mr. Honker inquired as to when the next anticipated dredging of the PAA would occur.  
Mr. Sims responded that although nothing is scheduled, a current survey shows about 2 million 
cubic yards of material and the last dredging took place in 2009 when there was 1.9 cubic yards 
of material, so the assumption is that it will be soon.   
 
 Mr. Honker also asked how many times the CWPPRA Program has paid to dredge the 
PAA, to which Mr. Sims responded three times.  Mr. Honker then inquired if the dredged 
material was also placed in the receiving area and if so, then some portion of the material in the 
receiving area has been from the dredging itself, to which Mr. Sims confirmed both inquiries.   
 
 Mr. Graves noted the initial timeline for the preliminary analysis on the West Bay 
Diversion is about two years late resulting in a delay in the ultimate decision on what happens 
with the diversion, which in turn has expended extra funds (potentially an additional $15 
million).  Additionally, he noted that the results from the receiving area survey analyses from the 
State and the USACE do not differ greatly from the previous analysis Brian Vosburg with the 
State and BCG Engineering and Consultants, Inc. did by simply evaluating previous surveys.  
Mr. Graves noted his appreciation that the preliminary analyses have indicated a net gain in 
sediment, largely attributable to the 2011 high water season.  However, he wanted to 
acknowledge that when resolutions are passed, there needs to be enforcement that the reports are 
produced on time or else additional, unaccounted for Program funds are expensed.  Lastly, Mr. 
Graves noted that there is concern on the State’s part that the Task Force is considering closing 
the West Bay Diversion which appears to be building land.  However, Mr. Graves also noted that 
the State does not necessarily think that the investment of 50,000 cubic feet per second of 
freshwater is best utilized at West Bay, but that other authorized diversion projects that could 
benefit from that investment have not yet been constructed.  Mr. Graves noted the following 
lessons learned:  in the future, diversions should not be constructed without a water control 
structure and that there should be a symbiotic relationship between the navigation industry, 
USACE, and all parties involved as they all share the same goal of sediment removal.  
Additionally, Mr. Graves noted we should get Congress to authorize the PAA as part of the 
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authorized navigation project and that the State should engage the Congressional Delegation in 
leading that effort, which the State fully supports.  Mr. Graves did acknowledge the political 
obstacles faced with such an effort now that the President and Congress have placed restrictions 
on earmark provisions.  The State is therefore requesting that the USACE make a request to 
Congress to have the PAA authorized as part of the navigation project.  Mr. Graves finished by 
stating a more holistic solution is needed.   
 
 Mr. Inman explained that the delays encountered on obtaining entry rights to the project 
site were unanticipated.  Additionally, if the closure is authorized, condemnation will be required 
to gain property access, which will result in court proceedings likely lasting at least a year.    
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.  
 

 Mr. P.J. Hahn, representing Plaquemines Parish Government, reminded everyone that 12 
years of study and $28 million in funding has gone into this project and that the project is 
working.  He noted that the State has multiple new diversions planned and that he would be 
embarrassed to ask for more money to fund these future planned diversions when there are plans 
to close this working diversion.  Mr. Hahn noted how local input was important to the 
implementation of the West Bay Diversion and that we collectively need to find a way to stop 
the closure because it does not make sense to close a working diversion.   

 
Mr. Sean Duffy, representing the Big River Coalition and the Louisiana Maritime 

Association, wanted to clarify that there have been three dredgings in almost a 10 year period 
since the diversion has been open:  one to create the diversion, and the other two times to 
maintain the PAA.  He acknowledged the complicated nature of the situation, in that it is costing 
approximately $10 million for each dredging, but that the beneficial use of the dredged material 
is creating land.  Mr. Duffy continued to acknowledge that funding is complicated.  He explained 
that the CPRA recently supported a resolution in support of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund 
and that the maritime industry has requested funding be secured to dredge within the PAA.  Even 
though the USACE has less money than is needed for dredging and getting supplemental funding 
is difficult without earmarks, there are ways to obtain additional funds.  Mr. Duffy explained that 
the maritime industry has never asked for the diversion to be closed and agrees that the beneficial 
use of the dredged material is working.  Mr. Duffy noted that the maritime industry has not seen 
the receiving area surveys and that a meeting is planned with the USACE so that they can view 
these data.   Mr. Duffy re-iterated that consultation with the navigation industry should be 
pursued and that the navigation industry is pushing for additional funding in every possible way. 

 
Mr. Sims noted that the navigation industry and the USACE will be meeting sometime in 

February to discuss the results of the receiving area surveys.   
 

Mr. Michael Lorino, President of the Associated Branch Pilots for the Port of New 
Orleans, explained that their organization has no objections to the diversion staying open.  The 
navigation industry is the largest economic “engine” in Louisiana.  The Mississippi River is the 
Number 2 waterway in the world.  He cited that the PAA is the first anchorage entering a 253-
mile stretch of the Mississippi River and that the PAA is used in emergency situations, such as 
when a tanker loaded with oil needs a place to anchor during heavy fog.  Mr. Lorino suggested 
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that instead of spending $10 million for each dredging, more funds could possibly be expended 
to dredge wider and deeper, thereby elongating the time needed between dredging cycles. Mr. 
Lorino asked the Task Force to not lose sight of the maritime industry and its commerce which is 
integral to the State of Louisiana and the United States.   
 Mr. Hahn asked if any modeling has been completed to see if the proposed Benneys Bay 
Diversion could offset the West Bay Diversion; and if not, that Plaquemines Parish could 
potentially help with funding such a study.    
 
 Mr. Inman stated that to his knowledge, such an analysis has not been completed, but that 
the Louisiana Coastal Area hydrological study evaluating the lower Mississippi would likely 
evaluate Benneys Bay as a diversion area.   
 
 Mr. Hahn stressed that the locals, who understand the River, would like to see an 
evaluation of whether utilizing Benneys Bay to offset the West Bay Diversion could work. 
 
 Mr. Doley cited that the channel was over-dredged by about two feet and removed 
material for berms two years ago, and yet the shoaling is catching up because the River is 
changing and materials are accumulating at a faster rate.   
 
 Mr. Sims confirmed that Mr. Doley was correct. 
 
 Mr. Doley stated that in regards to Benneys Bay, he is interested in learning what the 
impact would be from upstream diversions. He cited that this is about sediment management and 
that the planned upstream diversions could slow water down at the PAA causing even more 
shoaling.  
 
 Mr. Graves stated that regardless of whether the West Bay Diversion is kept open or is 
closed, the problem of shoaling will continue at the PAA.  Mr. Graves suggested inquiring with 
the USACE attorneys if current law would allow for the dredging given that the PAA is used as 
an emergency anchorage area to prevent accidents.  He noted that it would be a shame to close 
the West Bay Diversion given the land loss crisis in Louisiana and that other options for the use 
of the sediment and freshwater are not available at this time.    
 
 Mr. Inman stated that he would take that message to Colonel Fleming and discuss the 
implications of the PAA being an emergency anchorage area with the Office of Counsel.   Mr. 
Inman noted that the Office of Counsel should look at the CSA.  He also stated that if the PAA 
continues to shoal at the present rate, a large part of the CWPPRA budget could be spent on this 
one project, leaving the Task Force with a tough decision on where funding would be best 
utilized.   
 
 Mr. George Duffy, Louisiana Maritime Association, stated that the maritime industry has 
not taken a position on whether the West Bay Diversion should remain open or be closed.  They 
do, however, acknowledge the importance of the PAA and that it be maintained for emergency 
use.  Mr. Duffy also discussed how this is an issue facing the Nation because there are many 
anchorages in all ports that would like to have funding for dredging; and therefore, this is an 
issue that could be considered earmarked if there were not political opposition to earmarks. 
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There were no additional comments from the public. 
 

 
J. Agenda Item #19 – Discussion: CWPPRA Program Funding Capacity 
 

Mr. Travis Creel, USACE, presented an overview of a presentation given by Mr. Inman 
at the December 13, 2011 Technical Committee meeting that reviewed the CWPPRA Program’s 
future funding capacity and implications for the future.  The evaluation looked at the existing 
construction funding, monitoring, and O&M under the current 2019 authorization.  Mr. Creel 
explained that with the current estimates, the total costs associated with the Program are 
increasing while the total funding into the Program has remained flat.  This shows that additional 
funds will be necessary for the Program to continue funding restoration projects.  Mr. Creel cited 
that since 2004, the construction budget has increased by approximately $56 million, the O&M 
budget has increased by approximately $40 million, and the monitoring budget has also 
experienced increases.  Mr. Creel acknowledged that certain fundamental questions will need to 
be asked, such as how much funding will be needed for ongoing O&M and the administration of 
funds and projects, how many more PPLs can the CWPPRA Program generate, and what is the 
ongoing impact of projects being carried forward in a program that may not receive 
reauthorization.  Mr. Creel noted that the answers to these questions are dependent upon whether 
the Program is reauthorized or if additional funds become available for the Program.  Mr. Creel 
stated that a more detailed and comprehensive analysis of program capacity throughout the 
future is needed. 
 

Mr. Inman inquired if the Task Force is interested in having the P&E Committee take an 
in-depth look at this issue. 
 

Mr. Doyle stated that he thinks the P&E Committee should take a closer look at the 
budgets across the three categories of construction, monitoring, and O&M, and begin to project 
as accurately as possible the future status of the Program.  He noted that there needs to be a 
determination of when it will no longer be feasible to continue with PPLs given that there are 
fixed O&M and monitoring costs that will need to be covered on existing projects.   
 

Mr. Honker stated that he thinks it is important to get a true picture as to where the 
Program stands with available funding and future obligations. He noted that in response, we need 
to refine our graphics and language so that we have a clearer picture presented at every meeting.   
 

Mr. Inman stated that this issue will be remanded to the P&E Committee for additional 
review.   
 
K. Agenda Item #20 – Report: Draft 2012 State Master Plan Update 
 

Mr. Karim Belhadjali, CPRA, presented an update of the State Draft Master Plan, which 
went public on January 12, 2012 and for which the public meetings will be held next week 
(January 23-25, 2012).  Mr. Belhadjali first described the coastal crisis, noting that 1,800 square 
miles of the coast have been lost since the 1930s, that there is a current loss of over 16 square 
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miles per year, and that through modeling scenarios, research has shown that a future without 
action could lead to up to 51 square miles of land loss per year.  The Master Plan Team evaluated 
the potential increased risk to communities, jobs, and the overall economy of the State resulting 
from storm surges under a no action future, potentially accumulating anywhere from $8 to $23 
billion in annual damages.   
 

Mr. Belhadjali noted that this Master Plan is legislatively mandated and updated every 
five years.  He explained that the compilation of the Draft Master Plan utilized input from 
several committees, formed at the beginning of the Master Plan update process and comprised of 
experts within their respective fields, including a science and engineering board, as well as 
predictive modeling, planning, and cultural heritage technical advisory committees. Input was 
also gained from the public (e.g., regional community meetings); from various focus groups 
(including navigation, fisheries, and oil and gas focus groups); and from the Framework 
Development Team (including representatives from the CWPPRA agencies, State agencies, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), industry, Louisiana Landowners Association, etc.).   
 

Mr. Belhadjali explained that modeling was utilized to evaluate each project under a 
universal lens in order to identify which projects are the most feasible and reasonable.  He 
reviewed how projects where narrowed and vetted for analysis and inclusion into the Draft 
Master Plan.  The main criteria used were 1) the reduction of risk to communities and 2) land 
creation.  There are 145 projects (structural and non-structural) included in the Draft Master 
Plan, with an assumption of approximately $50 million in potential future funding for a 50-year 
planning horizon.  Mr. Belhadjali reviewed various projects within the coastal regions, noting the 
diversity in the types of projects proposed.  Models assessed scenarios with and without 
sediment diversions to evaluate the investment versus the benefits gained.  It was determined that 
over the long run, sediment diversions are better and more cost effective than direct dredging.  
Mr. Belhadjali presented the next steps in the Master Plan process including the public meetings 
next week with public comments due by February 25, 2012, submittal of the Master Plan to 
CPRA for approval on March 21, 2012, and submittal to the State Legislature at the end of 
March 2012. 
 
 Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the Task Force.  There were no comments 
from the Task Force.  
 

Mr. Inman opened the floor to comments from the public.   
 

Mr. Randy Moertle, representing the McIlhenny Company, quoted from page 141 of the 
Draft Master Plan stating, “although we have selected projects that protect the banks of 
navigation channels as well as shoreline protection projects, it is the State’s policy that the 
protection of Federally authorized channels is a Federal responsibility, funding for those projects 
should come at full Federal expense.  The State will work to secure Federal funding for projects 
shown to be important to the overall coastal strategy.”  Mr. Moertle stated that there is a 
disconnect between the State and Federal agencies as to who will be responsible for funding 
projects and that this Master Plan should not be about who is responsible for funding projects, 
but instead which projects are most critical.  Mr. Moertle expressed concern that responsibility 
may end up at the local sponsor level. He also expressed concern that this language has not been 
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reviewed by the State’s legal and policy making committee and that the public has not had an 
opportunity to comment on the policy wording. He noted that there are many areas not covered 
in the Draft Master Plan and is worried that the Master Plan will drive the CWPPRA Program.  
He would like to see language in the Master Plan that would allow the State to form cost sharing 
agreements with the private sector, which in turn would not only maximize the State’s funds, but 
would allow projects not specified within the Master Plan that are still important to the coastwide 
restoration and sustainability efforts to have a chance at implementation.  He congratulated the 
State on the Master Plan and also thanked the Task Force for not voting to deauthorize Weeks 
Bay.    
 

Mr. W.P. Edwards, III, representing Vermillion Corporation and Vermillion Parish, noted 
that the coastal parishes, acting as local project sponsors, may not realize that they are 
responsible for the maintenance of these Federal projects, which in turn could generate 
opposition from members of Congress.    
 
VII. ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 There were no additional agenda items. 
 
VIII. REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 

There were no additional public comments.  
 

IX. CLOSING 
 
A. Announcement:  Priority Project List 22 Regional Planning Team Meetings 
 
January 24, 2012 1:00 p.m.       Region IV Planning Team Meeting    Abbeville 
January 25, 2012 9:00 a.m.       Region III Planning Team Meeting    Morgan City 
January 26, 2012 9:00 a.m.       Region II Planning Team Meeting    New Orleans 
January 26, 2012 1:00 p.m.       Region I Planning Team Meeting    New Orleans 
February 15, 2012 10:00 a.m.     RPT Voting Meeting       Baton Rouge 
 
B. Announcement: Date of Upcoming CWPPRA Program Meeting  

 
Mr. Inman announced that the next Technical Committee meeting will be held April 19, 

2012 at 9:30 a.m. at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 7400 Leake Avenue, New Orleans, 
Louisiana, in the District Assembly Room (DARM).   

 
C. Announcement: Scheduled Dates of Future Program Meetings   

 
                                                            FY 2012 
 

January 24, 2012 1:00 p.m.       Region IV Planning Team Meeting     Abbeville        
January 25, 2012 9:00 a.m.       Region III Planning Team Meeting      Morgan City                    
January 26, 2012 9:00 a.m.       Region II Planning Team Meeting       New Orleans 
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January 26, 2012 1:00 p.m.       Region I Planning Team Meeting        New Orleans 
February 15, 2012 10:00 a.m.     RPT Voting Meeting             Baton Rouge 
April 19, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee             New Orleans 
June 5, 2010                9:30 a.m.       Task Force              Lafayette 
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 23 Public Comment Meeting       Abbeville 
November 15, 2012 7:00 p.m.       PPL 23 Public Comment Meeting       New Orleans 
December 12, 2012 9:30 a.m.       Technical Committee Meeting             Baton Rouge  
          
D. Adjournment 
 

Mr. Inman called for a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Paul so moved and Ms. Karen 
McCormack (sitting in for Mr. Honker) seconded. Mr. Inman adjourned the meeting at 12:35 
p.m.  

 



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 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.  

























































































































































































































































COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

GULF COAST ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION TASK FORCE UPDATE 
 

For Report: 
 

The Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Task Force was created by President Barack 
Obama through an Executive Order and is the result of a recommendation made in 
Secretary Ray Mabus’ report on long term recovery following the Deepwater Horizon Oil 
Spill.  Mr. John Hankinson, Executive Director of the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, will report on their work and how it relates to the CWPPRA program.  

  







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"
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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 



N MIRO ST

LAW ST

N GALVEZ ST

A
N

D
R

Y
 S

T

N PRIEUR ST F
L

O
O

D
 S

T

R
E

Y
N

E
S

 S
T

N TONTI ST

A
LA

B
O

 S
TN JOHNSON ST

C
A

F
F

IN
 A

V
E

F
O

R
S

TA
L

L 
S

T

TU
P

E
LO

 S
T

T
E

N
N

E
S

S
E

E
 S

T
D

E
S

L
O

N
D

E
 S

T

G
O

R
D

O
N

 S
T

TR
IC

O
U

 S
T

LA
M

A
N

C
H

E
 S

T

N ROMAN ST

AV
E

N
U

E
 E

D
E

LE
R

Y
 S

T

N DORGENOIS ST

N ROCHEBLAVE ST

C
H

A
R

B
O

N
N

E
T

 S
T

JO
U

R
D

A
N

 A
V

E

N DERBIGNY ST

S
U

R
E

K
O

T
E

 R
D

D
U

B
R

E
U

IL
 S

T

R
O

FF
IG

N
A

C
 S

T

W
IN

TH
R

O
P

 S
T

JOURDAN RD

F
L

O
R

ID
A

 A
V

E

LI
Z

A
R

D
I S

T

B
E

N
T

O
N

 S
TE

G
A

N
IA

 S
T

E
G

A
N

IA
 S

T

N TONTI ST

N DORGENOIS ST

C
A

F
F

IN
 A

V
E

LAW ST

B
E

N
T

O
N

 S
T

 in the Triangle Area of the Central Wetlands Unit
Legend

New Islands

New Floating Marsh

Restoration Area
0 0.3 0.60.15 Miles

Ü
Map Produced By:

Peggy McClain
City of New Orleans

Data Source:
2005 DOQQ Aerial Photography

Map Created Feb. 28, 2012

Baldcypress-Water Tupelo Forested Wetland and Floating Marsh Ecosystem Creation



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 
 







































































































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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3

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



4/16/2012

7

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
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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 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

For Report: 
 

Ms. Susan Bergeron will provide the Outreach Committee quarterly report. 
  

 
  

  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 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. 

























































































COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

COASTWIDE REFERENCE MONITORING SYSTEM (CRMS) REPORT 
 

For Report: 
 

Ms. Dona Weifenbach will present the quarterly CRMS report.  



































































COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 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) Subcommittee will report on their 
ongoing efforts with the decision structure. 

  

















































 
COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 

 
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL TO INITIATE DEAUTHORIZATION OF THE PPL 10 – 

BENNEYS BAY DIVERSION PROJECT (MR-13) 
 

For Decision: 
 

The 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.   
 

Technical Committee Recommendation: 
 

The Task Force will consider the Technical Committee’s recommendation to initiate 
deauthorization of the Benneys Bay Diversion Project (MR-13).  









COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

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.   
 

Technical Committee Recommendation: 
 

The Task Force will consider the Technical Committee’s recommendation to initiate 
deauthorization of the Little Pecan Hydrologic Restoration Project (ME-17). 

  









COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 
TASK FORCE MEETING 

 
JUNE 5, 2012 

 
 
 

ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 
 

 
 

  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS 
  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

DATE OF UPCOMING CWPPRA PROGRAM MEETING 
 

For Announcement: 
 

The Technical Committee meeting will be held September 12, 2012 at 9:30 a.m. at the 
LA Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana Room, 2000 Quail Drive, Baton 
Rouge, Louisiana.  



COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION ACT 

TASK FORCE MEETING 
 

JUNE 5, 2012 
 
 
 

SCHEDULED DATES OF FUTURE PROGRAM MEETINGS 
 

For Announcement: 
 

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  
 


	Tab 1_Meeting Initiation

	Tab 2_Minutes

	Tab 3_Status of Funds 
	Tab 4_Gulf Coast TF Update

	Tab 5_State Master Plan

	Tab 6_PPL 22

	Tab 7_Outreach Comm Report

	Tab 8_Draft 2012 RTC

	Tab 9_CRMS Report

	Tab 10_Transfer Sabine

	FY 11_FY13 Budget & PPL 23 Process

	Tab 12_Decision Structure

	Tab 13_SOP Language for Project Transfers

	Tab 14_West Bay

	Tab 15_Madison Bay Scope Change

	Tab 16_Initial Deauth of Benneys Bay

	Tab 17_Initial Deauth of Little Pecan

	Tab 18_Add'l Agenda Items




