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As the fifth anniversary of the Deepwater
Horizon oil spill approaches, coastal
restoration projects funded with

fines and penalties paid by parties
responsible for the disaster take shape.
CWPPRA's knowledsge and experience,
developed over the past 20 years, lay
the foundation for much of the thinking
and many of the proposals to redress
deterioration and damage along the Gulf
Coast.
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Louisiana Devotes Oil-Spill Money
to Coastal Restoration

early five years ago

the explosion of the

Deepwater Horizen
drilling rig claimed eleven
lives and spewed millions
of gallons of oil into the
Gulf of Mexico some 40
miles off Louisiana’s coast.
Today, evaluating the disas-
ter’s consequences on the
region’s society, economy
and ecosystems continues.
Although money can never
compensate the people and
families who suffered death,
injury or loss of livelihood
as a result of the disaster,
the responsible parties are
paying, in compliance with
federal laws, criminal, civil
and administrative fines
and penalties. This money
is directed into three fund-

ing streams for redressing
environmental damages and
restoring natural resourc-
es: the Deepwater Horizon
Natural Resources Damage
Assessment (NRDA), the
RESTORE Act’s Gulf Coast
Restoration Trust Fund and
the National Fish and Wild-
life Foundation’s Gulf Envi-
ronmental Benefit Fund.

Louisiana’s fragile wetlands
were already in dire straits
before bearing the brunt of
the catastrophe’s damage.
Following the devastating
hurricanes of 2005 — Katrina
and Rita — and 2008 — Gus-
tav and Tke — Louisiana had
demonstrated its commit-
ment to the coast by pass-

ing the state’s Master Plan
for coastal protection and
restoration. “Approving the
Master Plan clearly indicat-
ed that a unified Louisiana

CWPPRA has initiated more than a dozen
barrier island restorations, including
Raccoon Island Shoreline Protection
and Marsh Creation (TE-48). Under

the federal sponsorship of the Natural
Resources Conservation Service and

the local sponsorship of the Coastal
Protection and Restoration Authority,
the project contributed to a catalog of
successful techniques that could guide
restoration of Shell Island and Chenier
Ronquille, undertaken as part of the Nat-
ural Resources Damasge Assessment (see
sidebar, page 4). The Gulf of Mexico
Alliance provides big-picture overviews
and comprehensive lists of individual
projects financed with oil spill fines

and penalties. Access their Deepwater
Horizon Project Tracker at
http://Mww.gulfofmexicoalliance.org/




DEEPWATER HORIZON OIL SPILL COASTAL

Authorized under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA) and the Louisiana Qil Spill Prevention
and Response Act of 1991 (LOSPRA)

Under the terms of the Oil Pollution Act, companies responsible for an oil spill must pay the
full cost of the clean-up. In addition, they must reimburse the cost of assessing damages to
natural resources. The Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) process catalogues and
quantifies the extent of environmental harm from a spill. The collected data is then used to
determine all costs to restore, replace, rehabilitate or acquire the equivalent of the ecologi-
cal resources harmed. Responsible parties must compensate the public both for these costs
and for the loss of use of those resources. The amount of funds owed under NRDA are deter-
mined after the damage assessment is completed and a restoration plan is finalized. Respon-
sible parties could pay the amount defined in the restoration plan, or they could challenge it,
initiating further legal action.

Purpose: to evaluate the impacts of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill on natural resources and
services and ensure that the environment and the public are made whole by
e restoring, rehabilitating, replacing or acquiring natural resources or services equivalent
to those injured
e addressing specific injuries
¢ conducting oversight and monitoring

Funding:

¢ Funds can be used only to address damage connected to the oil spill.

* BP agreed to fund up to $1 billion in early restoration projects in the Gulf. As of late
2014, approximately $370 million of early restoration funds were allocated to four
projects in Louisiana.

o Projects require agreement with BP on ecosystem benefits; early restoration proj-
ects are credited against the final assessment of BP’s liability.

e Ongoing NRDA findings will result in additional funds, with a final determination of dam-
ages reached at the conclusion of the NRDA process.

Funded project status:

¢ In Louisiana, early restoration projects currently under construction
o Lake Hermitage Marsh Creation
o Louisiana Oyster Culch Restoration

e Gulf Coast-wide, 54 Early Restoration Plan projects approved by October, 2014, including
o Louisiana Outer Coast Restoration (Caillou Lake Headlands, Chenier Ronquille, Shell

Island, and Breton Island restoration)

o Louisiana Marine Fisheries Enhancement, Research and Science Center

NRDA Trustees:

¢ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (on behalf of the Department of
Commerce)

¢ Department of Interior (participating agencies: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Park Service, U.S. Geological Survey, Bureau of Land Management)

e Environmental Protection Agency

e Department of Agriculture

e Gulf states Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, Texas (Louisiana representatives:
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority; Louisiana Qil Spill Coordinator’s Office;
Departments of Environmental Quality, Wildlife and Fisheries, Natural Resources)

was taking responsibility
for its coast,” says Morgan
Crutcher, technical and pol-
icy analyst at the Coalition
to Restore Coastal Louisi-
ana. “However, Louisiana’s
wetlands are not just a state
issue. They are as essential
to the nation as they are to
the state.”

To gain national support for
restoring Louisiana’s coast,
Crutcher says two questions
must be answered: Why re-
store Louisiana’s wetlands?
And, is it possible? “Why’ is
easy,” says Crutcher. “Just
look at any of the numerous
reasons that coastal Lou-
isiana is important to the
nation — its seafood industry,
its oil and gas production, its
ports and navigation system,
or its vital wetland habitat
for wildlife and fish. Louisi-
ana’s coastal region supplies
goods and services that the
entire country depends on.
And healthy wetlands pro-
tect these benefits as well as
coastal and inland commu-
nities by slowing hurricane
winds and absorbing storm
surge.”

To answer the second ques-
tion, Crutcher points to the
Coastal Wetlands Planning,
Protection and Restoration
Act (CWPPRA) as proof that
restoration is possible. Since
CWPPRA’s passage in 1990,
active projects have creat-
ed, protected or restored
close to 100,000 acres. And
while building land, creat-
ing habitat and protecting



coastal interests, CWPPRA
has developed and tested a
variety of approaches to eco-
system restoration, among
them shoreline protection,
vegetative planting, marsh
creation, barrier island
restoration, use of dredged
materials, water diversions
and hydrologic restoration.

Incorporating public par-
ticipation in its selection
process for more than two
decades, CWPPRA has
placed nearly 200 projects on
its annual priority lists. With
allocations since the act’s
passage totaling $1.5 billion,
CWPPRA has not been able
to build them all; some proj-
ects remain in the engineer-
ing and design phase, some
have been removed from

the priority project lists and
some have been transferred
for construction through oth-
er programs, such as Louisi-
ana’s Coastal Protection and
Restoration Authority.

Although CWPPRA may

not receive any of the oil
spill money directly, the
importance of the program
is pervasive. “People who un-
derstand CWPPRA'’s origins
and accomplishments realize
that it has laid the ground-
work for understanding the
coast’s problems and solu-
tions,” says Tanner Johnson,
director of the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation-ad-
ministered Gulf Environ-
mental Benefit Fund. “As a
result of CWPPRA, Louisi-
ana is in position to identify

DEEPWAIER HORIZON OIL SPILL COAS A

Purpose: to fund restoration and protection of the natural resources, ecosystems, fish-
eries, marine and wildlife habitats, beaches, coastal wetlands and economy of the Gulf
Coast region; can address large-scale, comprehensive ecological restoration

Funding: penalties collected for civil and administrative violations of the Clean Water Act
e Amount of penalties to be determined through court proceedings; estimated total
between $5 billion and $21 billion
¢ 80 percent of penalties will be allocated to the Gulf Coast Restoration Trust Fund,
20 percent to the Qil Spill Liability Trust Fund
¢ The Gulf Coast Restoration Trust Fund will
o divide 35 percent of its funds equally among the five Gulf states for ecosystem

restoration, economic development and tourism promotion (Louisiana will di-
rect 70 percent of its share to the Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
and 30 percent to coastal parishes)

allocate 30 percent plus interest to the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration
Council to administer ecosystem restoration under its comprehensive plan
allocate 30 percent plus interest to the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration
Council to divide among Gulf states, according to a formula described in the
RESTORE Act, for implementing council-approved state expenditure plans for
ecological and economic recovery

allocate 2.5 percent plus interest to the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Sci-
ence, Observation, Monitoring and Technology Program (administered by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, in consultation with U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Gulf States Marine Commission, Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council)

allocate 2.5 percent plus interest to the states for Centers of Excellence re-
search grants, to focus on science, technology and monitoring related to Gulf
restoration

Funded project status: The first addendum to the Funded Priorities List, focusing on
water quality and habitat restoration, will be released for public comment in 2015.
Once the full amount to be paid to the Trust Fund is determined, future project lists may
include geographically larger and more expensive projects.

Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Council members:
e Department of Commerce (Chair)

[e]
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Department of Agriculture
Department of the Army
Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Homeland Security
Department of the Interior

Gulf states

Alabama

Florida

Louisiana (represented by Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority)
Mississippi

Texas




DEEPWATER HORIZON OIL SPILL COASTA

Purpose: to finance projects through the Gulf Environmental Benefit
Fund that

e restore coastal habitat, remedy harm and reduce future risk to
natural resources

e identify projects of the highest priority

e maximize environmental benefits through consultation with state
and federal resource managers

Funding: Clean Water Act criminal penalties
e Funds approved projects in the Gulf Coast states

o NFWF will receive more than $2.544 billion over five years in
criminal penalties from BP and Transocean, 50 percent of which
($1.272 billion) is directed to Louisiana for barrier island resto-
ration and river diversion projects

Funded project status:
* Since 2013, Louisiana awarded more than $221.2 million for five
projects and one program:

o Caminada Beach and Dune Increment |I:
e Engineering and design
¢ Construction
East Timbalier Island: Engineering and design
Mid-Barataria Sediment Diversion: Engineering and design

o
o

o Lower Mississippi River Sediment Diversions: Planning
o Increase Atchafalaya Flow to Terrebonne: Planning

o

Adaptive Management: Louisiana River Diversions and Barrier
Islands

¢ Funding for additional projects expected by 2015

Administrator:
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (a congressionally chartered,
not-for-profit, conservation grant-making corporation)
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and prioritize the right proj-
ects, with confidence that it
is investing wisely. “

Restoration is expensive

— Louisiana’s Master Plan
calls for $50 billion to be
spent over 50 years — al-
though when the loss of
communities, environmental
services and storm protec-
tion is considered, inaction is
even more costly. “Even with
the state committed to the
Master Plan, even with the
monetary windfall resulting
from a catastrophe, there is
not, and will not be in the
foreseeable future, all the
money that Louisiana needs
to restore its coast,” says
Crutcher.

“There is no blank check,”
says Rex Caffey, profes-

sor and natural-resource
economist with Louisiana
State University AgCenter
and Louisiana Sea Grant.
“Successfully addressing
this problem requires two
things: finding more money
and using what money we
have with greatest efficiency.
In other words, we have to
maximize revenue and mini-
mize cost.”

Under these circumstances
Louisiana faces tough choic-
es. While it is clearly imper-
ative, as Caffey points out,
to make the best use of the
money available, it is far less
evident what that best use
is. The measure of success



The Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund, administered by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (see sidebar, page 6), directs funds
derived from Deepwater Horizon oil spill criminal penalties to building high-priority coastal restoration projects. In Louisiana, the
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) has selected a project initiated by CWPPRA, Diversion into Maurepas Swamp
(PO-29), as a candidate for construction. The original project’s lead, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the local
sponsor, CPRA, set the goals of restoring natural swamp hydrology, increasing sediment and nutrient loading, increasing substrate
accretion, retaining and increasing existing swamp vegetation and reducing salinity levels.

for a scientist looking at
building land slowly over 50
years is quite likely to differ
from that of a coastal home-
owner watching water lap at
the foundation of his house.

“Building land slowly may
cost less,” says Caffey, “but
in some cases it be might
better to spend more money
and build fewer acres faster.
Should we invest in levees
to protect all of our commu-
nities, even though we know
levees are unsustainable

in the long run? How do we
spend the money we do have
to address our local com-
munities’ real and present
danger while acting respon-
sibly toward Louisiana’s
future? And who decides
how to do restoration, when
to do restoration, whom to
do restoration for? These are
questions we have to ask,
the discussions we must
have.”

“Ironically, disasters —
storms and oil spills — have

given Louisiana resources
to address its coastal crisis,”
says Johnson. “Deepwater
Horizon fines and penalties
present a once-in-a-genera-
tion opportunity for conser-
vation investment. With its
Master Plan, Louisiana is
well positioned to make the
most of investing in coast-
al restoration. Needs still
outweigh current resources,
but I’'m optimistic that if the
state can maintain its focus,
it will achieve success.” W

Environmental Protection Agency



NEW ENDEAVORS BENEFIT FROM CWPPRA'S EXPERIENCE

CWPPRA Lays the Cornerstone

for Coastal Restoration

he Coastal Wetlands
Planning, Protec-
tion and Restoration

Act (CWPPRA) has been
building land and enhanc-
ing coastal protection in
Louisiana for more than 20
years. While many coastal
residents cite acres of new-
ly created fish and wildlife
habitat, recovering marshes
and restored barrier islands
as significant achievements,
CWPPRA'’s contributions to
coastal restoration are large-
ly off the map.

i
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CWPPRA develops
restoration expertise

A pioneer in designing and
building coastal restoration
projects, CWPPRA has
swelled the body of scientific
and engineering knowledge
that informs such endeavors
worldwide, and the informa-
tion collected by

CWPPRA’s Coastwide Ref-
erence Monitoring System
(CRMS) is believed to com-
prise the largest and most
comprehensive data base

on wetland conditions any-
where. “CWPPRA’s knowl-
edge and experience help us
to limit risk and increase the
likelihood of success when
designing and implementing
coastal restoration projects,”
says Mel Landry, marine

CWPPRA has learned that restoring the
coast involves the complex interplay of
many factors, not the least of which are
people. Interagency cooperation, scien-
tific collaboration, citizen participation
and political alliances are components
as essential to restoration as are sand,
sediment and vegetation.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

What technique works best where?
For years CWPPRA has been examining
innovative techniques for restoring

the coast. Its demonstration project
program allows scientists and engineers
to test new ideas on a small scale and
with a relatively modest budget while
providing restoration agencies with
cutting-edse science and field-tested
results. In the projects pictured above,
barriers of various materials, configura-
tions and placements were evaluated
for their efficacy in protecting shore-
lines.

habitat resource specialist
and NOAA’s technical lead
for restoration in Louisiana
under the Natural Re-
source Damage Assessment
(NRDA). “Thanks to
CWPPRA, we know what is
likely to work — and what
isn’t.”

Such knowledge was ac-
quired over decades by
the scores of professionals
involved in CWPPRA proj-
ects. “CWPPRA has served
as a training ground for

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

biologists, ecologists, project
planners and engineers,”
says Kevin Roy, a biolo-

gist with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. “The exper-
tise available to restoration
professionals today is due in
large part to CWPPRA.”

CWPPRA has become known
as an incubator for new
ideas and approaches to
restoring coastal ecosystems.
Through its demonstra-
tion-project program,
CWPPRA can test innova-
tions on a small scale and
develop an inventory of
successful methods to incor-
porate into larger projects.
CWPPRA demonstration
projects have experimented
with materials and tech-
niques applicable to a vari-

UISERiShanaWAtd fesService

ety of types of projects, from
shoreline protection to water
diversions, and in all kinds
of coastal ecosystems, from
freshwater marshes to bar-
rier islands. Some CWPPRA
projects, like the Mississippi
River Reintroduction into
Bayou Lafourche, have been
taken on by other entities (in
this instance, by the state of
Louisiana), and some com-
plete their service residing
in the body of research that
helps coastal specialists re-
solve challenging problems.

“CWPPRA is administered
by five federal agencies and
the state of Louisiana,” says
Britt Paul, assistant state
conservationist for water
resources at the Natural



Resources Conservation
Service. It is a structure that
many feared would hobble
its effectiveness. “At first it
was difficult to envision all
of us coming to agreement
on anything. Initially it
wasn’t easy, and we expe-
rienced growing pains. But
now, for the most part, we
work together toward the
same goals.”

CWPPRA has proved that
agencies that naturally
have different priorities and
different perspectives not
only can work together but
benefit by doing so. “A big
strength of CWPPRA is a
cross-agency structure that
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From mud to marsh grass, CWPPRA projects have been combating coastal land loss in Louisi-
ana since 1990. While every restored acre is valued, many of CWPPRA's most notable contribu-
tions are intangible: serving as an incubator for developing different restoration approaches,
fostering public involvement in project selection and modelling interagency cooperation.

fosters dialog, flexibility and
compromise,” says Roy. “Al-
though ‘restoration by com-
mittee’ might sound difficult,
CWPPRA has evolved this
practice over time. It serves
as a model for other multi-
ple-agency organizations,
including those administer-
ing funds from Deepwater
Horizon fines and penalties.”

CWPPRA’s process of project
selection and development
promotes transparency and
encourages citizens’ par-
ticipation. “CWPPRA has
always been a grass-roots,
ground-up program,”’ says
Roy. “Task Force meetings
are open to the public and
invite public comment.
Anyone — an individual,

an organization, a parish,
an agency — can nominate

10 2014 Number 50

a project and monitor the
process that narrows the list
and moves the best projects
forward. Sometimes it’s dif-
ficult — there has to be a lot
of give-and-take and willing-
ness to compromise — but it
works.”

Each year CWPPRA places
promising candidates on its
Priority Project List. The
project then moves through
evaluation into engineering
and design. Sometimes other
restoration entities — Louisi-
ana’s Coastal Protection and
Restoration Authority, for ex-
ample — take a selected proj-
ect and assume responsibil-
ity for its construction. “By
identifying issues of local
concern and having ‘shov-

el-ready’ projects, CWPPRA
increases the overall chances
for restoration success,” says
Roy. “Attracting other pro-
grams with readily available
construction money sup-
ports CWPPRA'’s interest in
moving restoration forward,
and CWPPRA enhances
these programs by providing
projects that they can imple-
ment quickly.”

“Though some of CWPPRA’s
approaches to restoring the
coast have changed over the
years,” says Paul,
“CWPPRA’s mission remains
essentially the same: to pro-
tect coastal vegetated wet-
lands. While rebuilt marshes
are critical to Louisiana’s
future, CWPPRA'’s contribu-
tions, including its ability

to work with other parties
toward a common goal, reach
far beyond that measure.” W
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CWPPRA's Role Key
as Restoration Gains Speed

‘ ‘ For years the Coast-
al Wetlands Plan-
ning, Protection

and Restoration Act

(CWPPRA) was the only

game in town,” says Brad

Inman, a senior program

manager with the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers.

“The program is renowned

for putting projects on the

ground. Though never lav-
ishly funded, for more than
two decades CWPPRA has
been a steady and reliable
player in Louisiana’s coastal
restoration arena. It remains

a crucial channel for federal

support.”

Since its passage in 1990,
CWPPRA has constructed
more than 100 projects.
Some of them have involved
only a few hundred acres
while others have encom-
passed thousands. Cumu-
latively, CWPPRA projects

built to date have the po-
tential of protecting up to
100,000 acres of Louisiana’s
wetlands. To augment such
efforts to save its coast,

the state of Louisiana has
devised a Master Plan that
sets coastal priorities, de-
lineates large-scale projects
and coordinates construc-
tion.

The importance of
CWPPRA'’s experience and
expertise is clearly evident
in the Master Plan. Loui-
siana’s Coastal Protection
and Restoration Authority
(CPRA), the agency respon-
sible for the plan’s devel-
opment, drew on the deep
understanding of wetland
ecology and the extensive
practical skills of CWPPRA
-affiliated restoration pro-
fessionals to craft a strategy
based on sound scientific
and engineering principles.

The plan cites CWPPRA as
key to meeting the state’s
goals, especially by provid-
ing cutting-edge, field-tested
information and by trying
out new processes to ensure
the success of larger projects.

Over the years CWPPRA has
tested and vetted numerous
different concepts for restor-
ing the coast, conducting
experimental, small-scale
demonstration projects to
reveal the potential as well
as the pitfalls of new ideas.
While such projects have

Scientists and engineers working for
CWPPRA agencies have accumulated
a trove of knowledge about resto-
ration techniques that work success-
fully in Louisiana’s unique coastal
environment. CWPPRA's experience
will guide Louisiana as it implements
its Master Plan for Coastal Protection
and Restoration.




increased the knowledge
base of restoration science,
the need to explore innova-
tive approaches continues.
“Techniques that CWPPRA
refined are now part of the
state’s Master Plan,” says
Morgan Crutcher, a policy
analyst with the Coalition to
Restore Coastal Louisiana.
“CPRA relies on CWPPRA
for developing innovations,
and that will not change.”

“Other programs focus only
on construction and do not
offer the diversity of expe-
rience and approaches that
CWPPRA contributes,” says
Britt Paul, assistant state
conservationist for water
resources at the Natural
Resources Conservation
Service. “No technique works
the same way in every place;
we count on CWPPRA to
provide a mix of project

12 2014 Number 50

types and tools to restore our
coast.”

CWPPRA’s contributions are
not limited to tools, tech-
niques and acreage. Over its
24-year history the program
has become renowned for
modeling interagency coop-
eration and public engage-
ment. “There is widespread
support for CWPPRA,” says
Inman. “CWPPRA’s experi-
ence, coupled with its project
selection process that in-
volves the public and deter-
mines local concerns, gives
valuable guidance to the
state’s Master Plan.”

With its proven track re-
cord, its ability to respond to
critical, local issues and its
competency in swiftly put-
ting projects on the ground,

Repairing damages from hurricanes and
floods costs the Gulf Coast region about
$14 billion annually'. Rebuilding after
Hurricane Katrina cost the federal gov-
ernment approximately $45.5 billion?,
with about $14 billion spent to rebuild
New Orleans’ levee system?®. With no ac-
tion, the land-sea interface will continue
to move inland and threaten commu-
nities, whereas rebuilding healthy wet-
lands will mitigate storm surge, flooding
and wave enersy.

" The Importance of Mississippi Delta Resto-
ration on the Local and National Economies,
Batker, David et al *www.datacenterresearch.org
> www.marketplace.org

CWPPRA is well positioned
to supplement restoration
efforts financed by Deep-
water Horizon oil spill fines
and penalties. “Even while
the longer process of large-
scale projects is unfolding,
the kind and scale of proj-
ects that CWPPRA conducts
remain vital to developing
a sustainable coast,” says
Paul. “CWPPRA has the
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As efforts to restore Louisiana’s coast accelerate
with the implementation of the state’s Master
Plan, CWPPRA will continue to improve the wet-
land restoration “tool box” by building projects,
cultivating innovations and refining techniques.

capacity to provide shovel-ready
projects when funds become avail-
able, moving quickly from project
selection through design to imple-
mentation. Even as better-funded
efforts come on board, CWPPRA
continues to have a role to play.”

“In my opinion, CWPPRA is vital,”
says Skip Haller, a Louisiana
private landowner. “I am 73 years
old. I have watched the coast
deteriorate and I have watched

it partially recover. Every effort
to rejuvenate Louisiana’s marsh-
es is important, but CWPPRA
gets projects done. If it continues
alongside other state and federal
programs, I am optimistic that
Louisiana’s wetlands will again
become sustainable and flourish.”
w

Possible funding sources for
Louisiana coastal restoration include

Coastal Protection and Restoration Trust Fund
e $30 million annually from royalties and severance taxes on mineral
development.

Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA)
e $80 million annually; after 2018, funds are dependent on the act’s reautho-
rization.

Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act (GOMESA)

e $200 million to $500 million directed to Louisiana annually under
GOMESA's Phase II, beginning in 2017. The act shares Gulf of Mexico Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas leasing revenue among Gulf states and
the Land & Water Conservation Fund for coastal restoration projects.

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) in-lieu fee mitigation

fund

e $71 million annually. As an in-lieu mitigation sponsor, LDNR combines miti-
gation fees to fund restoration projects.

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LDOTD)

e $4 million annually. LDOTD continues to contribute to restoration funding
following the passage of Louisiana’s Coastal Protection and Restoration Act,
which merged LDOTD’s levee engineers with the Department of Natural
Resources’ scientists and engineers.

Water Resources Development Act (WRDA)

e $7 billion authorized for Louisiana in 2007; continued funding highly
unpredictable. Act authorizes studies and small projects for navigation,
flood control, environmental restoration, recreation, hurricane and storm
damase reduction, bank stabilization, ecosystem restoration, shore pro-
tection, aquifer storage and recovery and navigation mitigation. In Louisi-
ana, WRDA projects implemented by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in
conjunction with the state.

Currently amounts from other potential sources, such as income from conser-
vation banking, transfers from state budget surpluses and revenue from local
or state tax increases, are only speculative.

Without funding, a plan'sH-'io”l

Mabus Report, America’s Gulf Coast: A Loh?
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Chairman of the Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
and the Governor’s Executive Assistant for Coastal Activities

Is Money Enough?

ZERINGUE: Louisiana’s
coast is too valuable, too im-
portant to the entire nation,
to abandon it. Restoring our
coast is both the smart thing
and the right thing to do.

Some inherently pessimistic
people say efforts to restore
the coast are too little, too
late, but both science and
our experience indicate that
Louisiana’s Master Plan will
work, that we can achieve
our land-building goals. We
base our optimism on two
proofs of success: how much
land we are creating through
programs, including
CWPPRA, that are on the
ground right now; and the
numerous measures, from
building flood walls to adopt-
ing building codes, that we

are taking to better pro-
tect our communities from
storms.

ZERINGUE: Money may
not be the only obstacle,

but it is a major one. Imple-
menting the state’s Master
Plan basically depends on
two things: getting enough
money and finding enough
sediment for our land-build-
ing goals.

Even though upstream
locks and dams have cut the
Mississippi River’s sedi-
ment load to about half of
its historic levels, that’s still
enough to build the land we
want. But right now we’re
using less than one percent
of what’s available. We need
to maximize its use, find bet-
ter ways to capture it and to
get it from the river into the
wetlands.

And, similarly, we need to
maximize every possible
funding stream, both those

already in place like
CWPPRA, CIAP and
GOMESA, and those with
potential to develop. They
include opportunities in the
emerging field of conserva-
tion banking, through which
environmental processes
become marketable. Busi-
nesses or communities could
compensate for their failure
to meet environmental reg-
ulations by funding resto-
ration and receive credit for
the wetlands filtering water
or sequestering carbon.

ZERINGUE: The Master
Plan calls for spending $50
billion over 50 years. We
based those numbers on

a realistic expectation of
funding and an assessment
of what we can build with it
over that time frame.
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But the beauty of the Master
Plan is that it is dynamic,
just like the natural sys-
tem. Fifty is scalable; if

we have more, we will do
more. If we have less, we'll
do what we can with what
we have. We’re not focusing
on the amount of money or
the number of years, but on
implementing sustainable
projects.

The plan will be adaptively
managed, just as projects
are. By law we will re-eval-
uate the Master Plan every
five years to reaffirm our
assumptions and our goals,
to ensure we’re using the
best available science and
technology and to modify
projects to improve perfor-
mance.

ZERINGUE: In Louisiana
we are now dealing with the
results of decisions made
decades ago to build levees
and manage the Mississip-
pi River. Those decisions
brought a lot of good to

the entire country, and the
nation still depends on the
resource of the river and its
delta. So it’s up to us all to
reverse the trend of land loss
and achieve sustainability in
Louisiana’s wetlands.

Look at the benefits derived
from Louisiana’s coast — oil
and gas, seafood, a navi-
gation system, habitat for

WETLAND ECOSYSTEM

SERVICES - PRICELESS!

Neotropical avian migrants
— the ecological benefits to
the nation are unmatched
anywhere. There are other
special places in the coun-
try — for example, the Ever-
glades or the San Joaquin
Valley — but if they disap-
pear, it doesn’t affect anyone
living outside of them. But
if we lose Louisiana it will
affect everyone in America,
anyone who eats Louisiana’s
seafood or relies on goods
that move in and out of

its ports or enjoys zaedeco
music and New Orleans jazz.
It is not just square miles

of land that the nation is
losing, but an irreplaceable
part of its economy, culture
and history. W
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narguably, coastal restoration is expen-
sive, and planners admit that securing $50
billion to finance Louisiana’s 50-year plan
presents a challenge. But the costs of losing
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“NO ACTION” SCENARIO

Estimate of economic loss over 100 years:

*41 billion loss

v Deterioration of the delta and loss of ecosystem services
continue

v Risk of loss of life increases

v/ Damages to communities, infrastructure and economic assets
increase

v Relocation of people and economic productivity inevitable
v/ Storm-associated costs of insurance, relief efforts and national
energy prices likely to rise

o - 'U "'i{ o
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v/ Small projects result in no net loss or gain of land

v/ Avoids losses under “no action” scenario

v’ Functions of the Mississippi River Delta are not restored

v/ No increase in storm protection or other ecosystem services

“SUSTAINABLE RESTORATION” SCENARIO

Estimate of economic benefit over 100 years:

*62 billion benefit

v large projects reconnect Mississippi River sediment, water and
energy to the delta

v’ Avoids losses under “no action” scenario
v’ Recovery of approximately 40% of wetlands lost since 1930

v/ Hurricane protection of New Orleans and other delta
communities increases

v/ Benefits continue to accrue in the future



