
JEFF LA DRY~tate of JLouisiana 
GOVER OR 

March 7, 2025 

The Honorable Cullen A. Jones, P.E., P.M.P. 
Colonel 
Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New Orleans District 
7400 Leake Ave. 
New Orleans. LA 70118-3651 

RE: Permit No. MVN-2012-02806-EOO Request for USACE Evaluation - Transmission of 
Numerical Modeling for the 90% Phase of Engineering and Design Report dated June 3, 
2022, prepared by AECOM Technological Services and FT Associates Ltd. 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Thank you to you and your staff for taking the time to meet with me and members of our 
administration on February 26, 2025, to discuss concerns with the Mid-Barataria Sediment 
Diversion (··MBSO""). As discussed at that meeting, when Governor Jeff Landry took office in 
January of 2024, it became clear that a last minute out the door approval to proceed in construction 
of the MBSD was prematurely made by the prior administration. Lawsuits remain pending in both 
state and federal court concerning the MBSD, and, due to the complexities and unknowns 
surrounding the project, we have spent the last year studying the matter. This review remains 
ongoing due to the volume of documents related to the MBSD. So far, we have discovered that 
local permits were not obtained, mitigation is not complete, and engineering on the salt water wedge 
and impact to the MBSD was not performed prior to the start of construction, and a federal lawsuit 
is open challenging the FEIS on other grounds. 

We also came across a repo11 dated June 3. 2022 called FT Mid-Barataria Sediment Diversion 
(BA-0153) umerical Hydraulic Modeling for the 90% Phase Engineering and Design. prepared by 
AECOM Technical Services (""AECOM"") and their sub-contractor FTN Associates Ltd., now part 
of Olsson (""FT ··) that may be of interest to the Corps. While there appeared to be discussions with 
Mark Wingate, former Deputy District Engineer for Programs and Project Management from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("·USACE""), about this FTN modeling, the repo11 does not appear to 
have been disclosed to the public nor considered by all necessary persons within the Corps. The 
Federal regulations for Environmental Impact Statements have requirements for furnishing all 
relevant information and supplemental information. See 42 USC 4332; 

Post Office Box 94004 • Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9004 • 1051 North 3rd Street, Ste. 138 • Capitol Annex Building 
• Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

(225) 342-7669 • Fax (225) 342-1991 • http://www.coastal. la.gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

http://www.coastal.la.gov


Ondrusek v. USACE, 123 F. 4th 720 (5th Cir - 2/13/24); 40 CFR §§ 1502.9, 1502.21, and 1506.5; 
33 CFR §§ 320.4, 325.3, and 337.1. Therefore, this letter is being sent to you. along with the report, 
so that you can evaluate what impact the information would have on the permits issued by the Corp. 
relative to the MBSD. Your decision is important as we evaluate the MBSD, and we appreciate your 
prompt attention to this matter. In add ition to today's transmission of the report, CPRA provided a 
link with the exhibits to you on February 25, 2025, and two binders to USACE legal staff on 
February 26. 2025, that included a copy of the FTN June 3. 2022 modeling report. the Sensi tivity 
engineering draft from October 2022. the USACE relevant EM and HEC manual , emai ls, and FTN 
summary of key differences between its modeling and the Water lnstitute' s modeling. 

CPRA. USACE. and GEC, Inc. , ( .. GEC') as a third party contractor. entered in memorandum of 
understanding on February 15.20 17, designating US ACE as lead agency for Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). GEC was responsible to draft the EIS. AECOM was responsible for design, 
mitigation. OMRR plan. etc. Scoping was done for modeling and contracts. AECOM subcontracted 
FTN to perform its numerical modeling. Specifically again we are providing a report dated June 3, 
2022, prepared by AECOM and their sub-contractor FTN. titled •• umerical Modeling for the 90% 
Phase of Engineering and Design.'· This report is named the Mid Barataria Sediment Diversion-BA 
0 153- umerical Modeling fo r the 90% Phase ofEngineering and Design. This report was furni shed 
to AECOM and CPRA by FTN. Prior FT modeling was performed at 30% and 60%. As we 
understand it, this testing was used by AECOM in writing its Design Documentation Report 
("'DOR''). The 60% phase DOR report is attached to the FEIS as Appendix F. Our review indicates 
there may have been changes in modeling between 60% and 90% because of design changes in 
2021. On July 19. 2022, 90% deliverables were sent by AECOM to the USACE. However, it appears 
that the 90% FTN numerical, draft 2. was a redacted modeling report from June 3, 2022. On 
December 23, 2022. the day after the USACE issued its permit, FTN generated draft 3, 95% 
Numerical Modeling Report (which we believe contained minimal changes from the 90% prior 
report). By Apri l of 2023, the final AECOM 100% design and design report with the final FTN 
modeling report was transmitted to USACE. 

The USACE should have a record of all documents submitted by name and date - whether in the 
EIS records for decision or outside the records of decision. It appears that CPRA had informal 
conversations with Mr. Mark Wingate and Mr. Chris Ooley of the ational Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration/LA TIG Federal Trustee, concerning the numeric modeling differences 
between the Water Institute and FT ·s 90% report dated June 3, 2022. However, the report was not 
made part of the final Environmental Impact Statement (..FEIS ..). it was not part of CPRA"s 
submissions prior to the issuance of the record of decision and permit. More importantly, to our 
knowledge, it was never disclosed to the public. Based upon our research, this June report was 
redacted/edited, and the redacted information was included in a new draft report that was started 
and dated October 5, 2022 (there are subsequent versions in 2023). As we understand it, this report 
has been classified as a Sensitivity report, and it is designated as an in-house report by CPRA as 
..Mid Barataria Sediment Diversion-(BA-0153)- umerical Hydraulic Modeling for the 

Operations, Management and Sensitivity:· In accordance with EM-1 11 0-2-1619 and HEC-RAS 
user manual, for modeling and sensitivity reporting, it appears all modeling data must be reported. 

Post Office Box 94004 • Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9004 • 1051 North 3rd Street, Ste. 138 • Capitol Annex Building 
• Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

(225) 342-7669 • Fax (225) 342-1991 • http://www.coastal.la.gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

http://www.coastal.la.gov


We have read the MOU, regulations, and permits issued, and we believe we have a duty to 
disclose this FTN modeling. Your web site contains the following for the MBSD: 

A Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared to disclose and 
analyze all signi ficant environmental impacts of the Proposed Action as required 
under the ational Environmental Pol icy Act (NEPA) in accordance with the 
Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) regulations fo und in 40 CFR Parts 
I 500-1 508. This EIS provides the information needed for the Public Interest 
Review requirements of 33 CFR Parts 320-332 including 33 CFR Pait 325. 
Appendix B, 33 U.S.C. 408 and 40 CFR Part 230 (Section 404(b)(I) Guidelines). 
The Final EIS will provide information required for an informed decision on the 
DA permit appl ication and Section 408 permission request. 

https://vvww.mvn.usace.amw.mil/Missions/Regulato1y/Pe1mi ts/Mid-Bai·ataria-Sediment­
DiYersion-EIS/ 

Nicole Forsyth with GEC advised us that GEC did not receive any 90% AECOM/FTN numerical 
modeling reports or related files used for their EIS transmission in August 2022. The USACE 
either on its own and/or with public input, may have revisited its analysis, record ofdecision, and 
permitting based on the FTN modeling. Therefore, our administration does not feel comfortable 
with not disclosing the complete modeling. 

The modeling in this report matters because throughout the MBSD Environmental Impact 
Statement ("EIS") process, the CPRA environmental team, USACE, and the LA TIG relied on 
the Delft3D basin wide model ('·Delft BW") developed by The Water Institute of the Gulf 
("TWJ") to project the likely potential impacts of the MBSD on land building and water quality 
parameters in the Barataria basin, including salinity. A Modeling Working Group ( .. MWG"'), 
made up of representatives from USA CE (including the Engineering Research and Development 
Center ("ERDC")), GEC Inc. (the third party contractor responsible for preparing the MBSD 
EIS), and the LATIG, reviewed and affirmed the inputs, parameters, and outputs for the Delft 
BW model over a year' s long process that culminated in the development of a modeling memo 
that confirms all "concurred that the Delft3D Basin-wide production runs and outputs were 
adequate and sufficient to inform the MBSD EIS impacts analysis of the alternatives.'· See 
MBSD EIS Summary of Delft3D Model Run Approach, Status as of 4/30/2020. 

However, as we advised, we believe the FTN 90% Numerical Modeling for Design and 
Operations became a necessity and was requested by AECOM because of design changes ( 4 
gates to 3 gates) and the conveyance channel changed from a 4h: Iv to 7h: 1 v. New modeling 
needed to be done and completed by summer of 2022. AECOM questioned if CPRA should 
provide the EIS Team the additional information for inclusion into the EIS 's final report because 
of the changes. (See April 12, 2021 - AECOM Memorandum - 60% and 90% Phase E&D 
Design Analysis- Comments and Caveats) 

FTN developed additional, more specific modeling to assist in engineering and designing 
particular components of the diversion, including the intake, the channel, and the outfal l. Thi s 
effort resulted in a series of models that FTN also used to project certain basin side impacts. 
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FTN's modeling was independently technically reviewed by Royal HaskoningDHV. We recently 
interviewed FTN engineer Ranjit Jadhav and AECOM project manager Bruce Lelong concerning 
these issues. 

Results of the Delft B W model and the FTN models are inconsistent with each other. Examples 
are discussed below as well as in the attached "Summary of Key Differences," an additional 
document we located in our review of the MBSD: 

• Land building. The Delft BW model projected a net increase of 13,400 
acres of land over the Future Without Project scenario at year 50. The FTN 
models project land building at year 50 in the 4,700 - 8,000 acre range, depending 
on the operational scenario. In general, the FTN models predict that land will be 
built faster, and that the land will then be lost faster than in the Delft BW model. 

• Salinity. The Delft BW model generally projected lower salinities (more 
freshwater inflow) than the FTN models. 

• Dredging/flushing. The FTN models predict a need for dredging or 
flushing of the diversion channel to address the effects of sediment deposition in 
the channel during low base flow periods, and significant dredging (upwards of 
several hundred million cubic yards in the later years of diversion operations) in 
the outfall area to maintain land building capacity.2 The Delft BW model does not 
include dredging or flushing as a modeled parameter or output, although the 
MBSD EIS includes some discussion of the effects of maintenance dredging in 
the diversion complex and the immediate outfall area. 

• Base Flow. One of the reasons for the above differences is that the Delft 
BW model assumes a constant baseflow of 5,000 cfs any time the Mississippi 
River flow is below 450,000 cfs. The FTN model, by contrast, use a variable base 
flow of 0 - 5,000 cfs that is based on the projected head differential between the 
River and the basin. 

These differing results raise legal, timing, and reputational concerns. This FTN modeling existed 
before the record of decision was closed and before the permit was issued. Because the results of 
the FTN models were not provided to the USACE, they were not included in the Administrative 
Record for the permit or funding decisions. This not only prevents the USACE technical and 
legal to make determinations, but also other stakeholders and the Public. USACE may have 
revisited its analysis based on the new information in the FTN models. Our concern is that the 
law allows FEIS challenges during projects that take years. The proof is not onerous. The 
plaintiff only needs to prove ·'a risk that serious environmental impacts will be overlooked.'. 
Results are not the issue - risk is the issue - See Ondrusek page 752. You were provided FTN·s 
chart of key modeling differences - some that involve assumptions that we believe do not exist, 
salinity issues, backflow issues, dredging issues, etc. 

With a three billion dollar project of this size, with recognized uncertainties, and impacts to 
communities of interest, we are obligated to disclose the FTN modeling. As we decide how to 

Post Office Box 94004 • Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9004 • 1051 North 3rd Street, Ste. 138 • Capitol Annex Building 
• Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

(225) 342-7669 • Fax (225) 342-1991 • http://www.coasta l.la.gov 
An Equal Opportun ity Employer 

http://www.coastal.la.gov


proceed with the MBSD, please let us know if the 90%, 95%, and 100% complete and/or 
redacted FTN numerical modeling reports were received by USACE in 2022 and 2023,if it 
needed to be submitted to USACE, GEC, and the public for the EIS consideration, and if it wi ll 
impact the USACE permit, technically and/or legally. 

Sincerely, 

Gordon Dove 
Executive Assistant to the Governor for Coastal Activities 

Encl.: June 3, 2022 - MBSD - (BA-0153) Numerical Modeling 90% Phase of Engineering and 
Design 
FTN - Summary of Key Differences 

cc: Governor JeffLandry (w/o encl) 
Angelique Freel, Executive Counsel for Gov. Jeff Landry (w/o encl) 
Glenn Ledet, CPRA, Executive Director (w/o encl) 
Julius P. Hebert, attorney for CPRA (w/o encl) 
TIG - Chairman Chris Dooley (w/o encl) 
NFWF - Jay Jensen (w/o encl) 
David Oyer - USACE Attorney (w/o encl) 
Treva Grandpre-Cadres - USACE Attorney (w/o encl) 
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A/C privileged 
Draft 07/27 /22 

Summary of l(ey Differences: FTNOMLV-CONSOL and WIBW 

Topic 

Oi,.-e1\1on Ols;h,.rge 

011ch,11gt R~t•IIS VJ hd,ty 
tlu ough tun~ 

Oftdgina Elft<1\ 

6,ue Flow, below MR 
4!,0,000 <h (non• 
opN.11ton.1l i,e1iodl 

R('VMlt Flow ind No-flow 
peiiod~ Mlow MR 450,000 
tis (non-o~ratlo,ul 
~riod) 

R\LR £fft<t\ 111 th,• b•,,n 

RSlRflfe<ts in lh<! MR 

MBSD FTNOM-1.V-CONSOL (90K E&O) 

l i111e Si'ril'\ 'of dally dtvenlon dluharce, which de.,.nds on dally hud 
difference betwHn the MR end lhe basin. 
Depends on rhrr. p111m1ten: MR d i,<h.11ge, MR \!ige .ind b.1sin \ IJge . 
Obuinl'(I from HNOMIIA modeling with both tht bdtin .and the MR. 

Updated every Syn o,er !,O VI \ TJ l.4>\ onto MCount ch.angi' 11, R',LR, ldn<1 -bu,lc1,ng 
,ndutl'<1 b•<l..w.ater ~llerh, ,'('g('tJtoon res111<1n<l' .-nd con\OhdJ\IOn du11 to 
dtl)O\oted Ol.lte1i,1I. 

Dred,1ni (every 5 y..n) b lmpltmtntH 10 In«....~~ \vhtn~r it f.alh 
~ 75,000 els .It 1,000,000 di MR flow. ThffMCHt, dr.«Sging tlfKts ,)IC! 

reflfutd in dill\'r$lon dis.du,rge t imt ,u~s th.at k updutd ~S WJfl. 
Orrdsinc lmprOVfl c•p~iiy n R~lR .Ind l.ind•~ncin«UW$ whkh 1, rtflffttd 
In Ille sub~uent S yUI\. 

Capped to mHlmum of S,000 cfs deity but can M leu then 5,000 cfs deJXlnding 
on lht he.id .iv.i1l1bibty. 8n• flow evelleblllty rtducea throuiti time du. to Ml.A 
and i.nd-bulldlns effects .ind rt'IIN:ted in modeling. 

llawrM flow nol ellowtd to occur. 
When rewrs. flow conditions exht, ba~ flow ii ~t to Oc~; all &•tu closed. 

Considered 111 !ht> 111odeled diVN \1on do\C h,11ge JS thi, ,, J he.id driwn model. 

Considered In the model .it this 1,me. 

WIBW (PR4V3t 

Tlmt wrie, o f dally diversion dlwharse, doea not depend on 
dally httd dlfft1•nce bttwHn the MR and Illa bttln. 
Depends 011/., on on• par1met11: MR dl\<h.iri.t 
Obuined ,,om l>fl'VW>US WIOM&A modtlins ., • Wit ht lint. 

Helt! constant thr\lugh ~ yH Ooet not t .il.t> 11110 .tCCOunt RStR, 
land•bu,ld,ng l'fft><h, Vi'SelJto<>n 11'\1\I.Jn<e or con,otid.11ion 
ellect1. 

No draclstn1 lmpt.m•ntad In th• basin so no fffdbtck to the 
retina curve .ind disch,i·ae timt ~rlH. 

H•ld con1tent et 5,000 cfs deity thrGushovt the non­
OOf'rJ uon.i I pe1iod. 

OcM1 not con"dlf rewne ft- shueti-s. A11umas conunt 
5,000 cfs deity throughout tllt> non•QPffation1l period twn 
when rever~ flow condition, exlm. 

Not <OO\idered in thv d,ver,ion di1<h.irge r.iting curv,' 

Not considert-d In Iht- model 
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