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Main Report - Volune 1

| NTRODUCTI ON

The State of Louisiana contains about 40 percent of the
Nation's coastal wetl ands. Loui siana's coastal wetlands are
experiencing | osses at a rate of approximtely 80 percent of
the Nation's total coastal wetland | oss rate. This is a
di sproportionately high level of loss, conpared to nation-w de
rates. In addition, the coastal wetland |oss problemin
Loui siana is extensive and conplex in nature. Adgenci es of
di verse purpose and m ssion that are involved wih addressing
t he probl em have proposed many al ternative sol utions. These
proposal s have had a w de spectrum of approach for
di m ni shing, neutralizing, or reversing these |osses. A
gl obal observation of these efforts by Federal, state, and
| ocal governnents and the public has led to the conclusion
that a conprehensive approach is needed to address this
signi ficant environnmental problem In response to this, the
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act
(Public Law 101-646) was signed into |aw by President Bush on
Novermber 29, 1990. This report docunents the inplenmentation
of Section 303(a) of the cited |egislation.

STUDY AUTHORI TY

Section 303(a) of the Coastal Wtl ands Pl anni ng,
Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA, or the Breaux-Johnston
Act), displayed in Appendix A, directs the Secretary of the
Arny to convene the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation
and Restoration Task Force to:

. initiate a process to identify and prepare a |i st
of coastal wetlands restoration projects in Louisiana
to provide for the long-term conservation of such
wet | ands and dependent fish and wildlife populations in
order of priority, based upon the cost-effectiveness of
such projects in creating, restoring, protecting, or
enhanci ng coastal wetlands, taking into account the
quality of such coastal wetlands, with due all owance
for small-scale projects necessary to denonstrate the
use of new techniques or materials for coastal wetlands
restoration.



STUDY PURPGOSE

The purpose of this study effort was to prepare the 6lf
Priority Project List (PPL) and transmt the list to Ccngress,
as specified in Section 303(a)(3) of the CWPPRA Section
303(b) of the act calls for preparation of a conprehensive
restoration plan for coastal Louisiana; that effort was
conpleted in Novenber 1993, with the subm ssion of the
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan.

PROJECT AREA

Plate 1is a map that delineates the Louisiana coastal
zone. The entire coastal area, which conprises all or part of
20 Louisiana parishes, is considered to be the CWPPRA project
area. To facilitate the study process, the coastal zone was
di vided into nine hydrologic basins (refer to map).

STUDY PROCESS

The Interagencv Planning G oups. Section 303 (a) (1) of
the CWPPRA directs the Secretary of the Army to convene the
Loui si ana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task
Force, to consist of the foll ow ng nenbers:

the Secretary of the Army (Chairman)
the Adm nistrator, Environnental Protection Agency
the Covernor, State of Louisiana
the Secretary of the Interior
« the Secretary of Agriculture
the Secretary of Conmerce

The State of Louisiana is a full voting nenber of the Task
Force except for selection of the Priority Project List
[Section 303(a)(2)], as stipulated in President Bush's
Novenmber 29, 1990, signing statenent (Appendix A). In
addition, the State of Louisiana may not serve as a "lead"
Task Force nenber for design and construction of wetlands
projects of the priority project |ist.

In practice, the Task Force nenbers nanmed by the |aw have
del egated their responsibilities to other menbers of their
or gani zat i ons. For instance, the Secretary of the Arny
aut hori zed the commander of the Corps’ New Oleans District to
act in his place aschairman of the Task Force.

To assist it in putting the CWPPRA into action, the Task
Force established the Technical Conmittee and the Planning and
Eval uati on Subcommitt ee. Each of these bodies contains the
sanme representation as the Task Force -- one nmenber from each
of the five Federal agencies and one fromthe State. The
Pl anni ng and Eval uati on Subconmittee is responsible for the
actual planning of projects and preparation of the Novenber



1993 conprehensive restoration plan, as well as the other
details involved in the CAPPRA process (such as devel opnent of
schedul es, budgets, etc.); the subcomittee nmakes
recomrendations to the Technical Comrittee and | ays the
groundwork for decisions which will ultimately be nade by the
Task Force. The Technical Committee reviews all materials
prepared by the subconmittee, pmkes appropriate revisions, gng
provi des reconmendations to the Task Force. The Techni cal
Conmittee operates at an internediate |evel between the

pl anni ng details considered by the subconmrittee and the policy
matters dealt with by the Task Force, and often formalizes
procedures and formulates policy for the Task Force.

The Pl anning and Eval uation Subcommittee established
several working groups to evaluate projects for priority
project lists and the restoration plan. The Environnent al
Wrk Group was charged with estimting the benefits (in terns
of wetlands created, protected, enhanced, or restored)
associated with various projects. The Engi neering Work G oup
reviewed project cost estimates for consjstency. The, Economi c
Wrk Goup perforned the econom ¢ anal ysis which pern1tte3
conparison of projects on the basis of their cost
ef fecti veness. The Monitoring Wrk Goup established a
standard procedure for nonitoring of CWPRA projects and
devel oped a nonitoring cost estimating procedure based on

proj ect type.

The Citizen Participation Goup. The Task Force al so
established a Gtizen Participation Goup to provide genera
input fromthe diverse interests across the coastal zone:
| ocal officials, |andowners, farnmers, sportsnen, comercia
fishermen, oil and gas devel opers, navigation interests, and
envi ronment al or gani zat I ons. The Citizen Participation G oup
was formed to pronote citizen participation and involvenent In
formulating priority project lists and the restoration plan.
The group neets at its own discretion, but nmay at tines neet
in conjunction with other CAPPRA el enents, such as the
Technical Committee. The purpose of the Citizen Participation
Goup is to maintain consistent public review and input 1nto
the plans and projects being considered by the Task Force and
to assist and participate in the public involvenent program
The nenbership of the G tizen Participation Goup is shown in
Tabl e 1.




Table 1

Menbership of the Citizen Participation G oup

@l f Coast

Coalition to Restore Coastal
Loui si ana

Conservation Association

Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation

Loui si ana Farm Bureau Federati on,
I nc.

Loui si ana League of Wonen Voters

Loui siana Oyster G owers and
Deal ers Associ ation

M dcontinent Ol
Associ ati on

and Gas

G|l and Gas Task Force (Regiona

Econoni ¢ Devel opnment Counci |)

Organi zation of

Loui si ana Fi sher nmen

Concerned Shrinpers of Anerica

@l f Intracoastal Canal

Associ ati on

Loui si ana Associ ation of Soil and

Wat er Conservation Districts

Loui si ana Landowners Associ ation

Loui siana Nature Conservancy

Loui siana Wl dlife Federation
I nc.

New Ol eans Steanship Association

Police Jury Association of
Loui si ana

I nvol venent of the Academic Conmmunity.

Wil e the agencies

sitting on the Task Force possess consi derabl e expertise

regardi ng Loui siana's coastal
Force recogni zed the need to incorporate another
the state's academ c comrunity.

resource:

wet | ands probl ens,

t he Task
i nval uabl e
The Task Force

therefore retained the services of the Louisiana Universities

Marine Consortium (LUMCON)
aid the Environnental
Assessnent s.

to provide scientific advisors to
Wrk Goup in performng Wetland Val ue
Thi s Academ ¢ Assistance G oup also assists the

Task Force in carrying out the two feasibility studies

aut hori zed by the Task Force in March 1995:

Barrier
of Nat ur al
Nutrient, and Freshwater
Cor ps of Engi neers).

t he Loui si ana

Shoreline study (managed by the Louisiana Depart nent
Resources) and the M ssissi ppi

Ri ver Sedi nent,

Redi stri bution study (nanaged by the



Public Invol venent. Even with its w despread nenbership,
the Gitizen Participation Goup cannot represent all of the
di verse interests affected by Louisiana's coastal wetl ands.
The CWPPRA public invol vement program provides an opportunity
for all interested parties to express their concerns and
opinions and to submt their ideas concerning the problens
facing Louisiana's wetlands. The Task Force has held at |east
six public neetings each of the last six years to obtain input
from the public. In addition, the Task Force distributes a
sem annual newsletter with information on the CWPPRA program
and on individual projects.

PLAN FORMULATI ON PROCESS FOR THE 6th PRIORITY PRQIECT LIST

BACKGROUND

The planning effort associated with the CWPPRA initially
proceeded simultaneously along two tracks. Section 303(b) of
the act calls for the devel opnent of a conprehensive
restoration plan for Louisiana's coastal wetlands. This |ong
term plan was devel oped over a three-year period, with the
report (the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan)

conpleted in Novenber 1993. Section 303(a), on the other

hand, deals with projects which can be inplenented within a
short period of tine. This section requires that any project
selected for a priority project list be substantially conplete
within five years of its appearance on a list. The intent of
this section is to provide a rapid response to the |oss of
coastal wetlands. The first Priority Project List was to be
submitted within one year of enactnment of the CWPPRA, wth
subsequent lists to be prepared annually.

Section 303(a) actually requires that priority project
lists be submtted only until such tinme as the conprehensive
restoration plan called for in section 303(b) has been
prepar ed. Projects can then be drawn from the conprehensive
pl an. In practice, however, the Task Force has found the
annual priority list process to be an effective nmeans of
devel opi ng projects and has continued to use that process --
wi thout the five-year inplenmentation limt.

The one-year tinme limt associated with devel oping a
priority project list necessitated a deviation fromthe usua
pl an fornmul ati on process. Rat her than beginning with a clean
slate, it was preferable to begin with projects which were
al ready devel oped to sone degree. The enphasis was to devel op
where possible projects on which sonme planning had al ready
been done; The projects on the First Priority Project List
submitted in Novenmber 1991 fell into this category.

Preparation of subsequent lists involved sonewhat nore
lead tinme than did the first list and enpl oyed a nore
traditional approach. This section describes the process by
which the 6th Priority Project List was devel oped.



Devel opment of the 6th |ist was a three-stage process:
sel ection of candidate projects, evaluation of candidate
projects, and selection of the priority project |ist.

| DENDI FI CATI ON OF PRQJECTS

Projects considered for the 6th list were derived from the
Loui si ana Coastal Wetl ands Restoration Pl an. In the

restoration plan, an identification nunber was assigned to
each project to help keep track through the screening and
eval uation process. Each project received a two-letter code
to identify its basin; these codes are shown bel ow.

PO Pontchartrain AT At chaf al aya

BS Br et on Sound TV Teche/ Verni |l ion
MR M ssissippi River Delta \Y/ = Mer ment au

BA Baratari a cS Cal casi eu/ Sabi ne
TE Terrebonne

Projects which were originally part of the State's Coastal
Wet | ands Conservation and Restoration Plan use these two
letters followed by a nunber. Proj ects which were derived
fromthe scoping neetings held in the fall of 1991 are
identified by a "P" ("public") preceding the two-letter code
(e.g., PPO-52, PTV-18).

Plan formul ati on neetings held from February through My
1992 were an additional source of projects for consideration
for priority project lists. Proj ects which were proposed
during and after these neetings are identified with an "X
(e.g., XTE-41).

The CWPPRA provides for revision of the conprehensive
restoration plan as appropriate, and the Task Force considers
such revisions on an annual basis. Sone projects which have
been added to the plan are not specific to one project area,
but rather may be applied at any appropriate site on a
coastw de basis. These projects are designated "CW" foll owed
by a nunerical identifier.

SELECTI ON OF CANDI DATE PRQJECTS

Candi date projects are those which the Task Force wll
evaluate in sonme detail in order to choose a priority project
list. The Planning and Eval uation Subconmittee selects a
nunber of candidate projects as the first step in priority
project list devel opnent.

In May 1996 the Pl anning and Eval uati on Subconmttee held
a series of neetings for project nom nations and the sel ection
of candidate projects. The neetings were held according to
t he schedule shown in Table 2.



Table 2
Meetinss for Project Noninations
and Sel ection of Candidate Projects

Pur pose and Hydrolegic
Locati on Dat e Basins
Nomi nations -- July 9, 1996 Pont chartrain
New Orl eans, M ssi ssippi River Delta
Loui si ana Bret on Sound
Baratari a
Ter r ebonne
Nonmi nations -- July 11, 1996 At chaf al aya
Abbevi | | e, Teche-Verm |ion
Loui si ana Mer ment au
Cal casi eu/ Sabi ne
Candi dat e July 23, 1996 Al basins
Sel ection --
Bat on Rouge,
Loui si ana

The public was invited to participate in these neetings,
not only by commenting on projects nomnated by the CWPPRA
agencies, but also by nominating projects of their own. The
sol e requirenent for nonmination was that a project nmust be
listed in the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan

The subcommittee sel ected the candidate projects from anong
the nom nees at the July 23rd neeting

The Pl anni ng and Eval uati on Subcommittee established in
advance that the nomi nee projects to be selected as candi dates
were to be the top ten by closed-ballot agency popul ar vote.
The subcommttee considered the qualitative benefits of each
nom nee project to establish project value to the ecosystem
and respective popul ar vote. In the voting process, the
proj ects having highest- to | owest-value to the ecosystem
respectively received the highest- to |owest-nunerical vote.
The popular vote for the nom nees are displayed in table 3.

O the nominees, 26 projects were chosen as candidate to
be evaluated in detail; these were the projects from which the
6th  Priority Project List would be selected. In addition, the
Pl anni ng and Eval uati on Subcomrittee deci ded 3 denonstration
projects (some proposed by the agencies, sonme proposed by the
public) nerited consideration for the 6th Priority Project
Li st. By Task Force decision, the total cost of denobnstration
projects for any list is generally linmted to about $2
mllion.

A lead federal agency was then assigned to each candi date
project. The | ead agency was responsi ble for devel oping the
project nmore fully and producing designs and cost estinmates.
The Engi neering Wrk G oup net and revi ewed each agency's
design and cost estimate for the projects. After finalization
of the designs and cost estimates, the |ead agencies furnished



. . h . .
Adency vote for Screening of Nomigee Pro-iects op the 67" priorit-

iable 3

Proiect Lisc?

L L2 Ll 13 L 13 N
< 24 T 4 2 N 32
Jediment Jiversicn at 3octhvy 3 3 28 L3 4 24 33
Laxke 8¢udreaux 3asin Freshwater ntroduct:i:cn ind
[T=-~ 212912 Management® 4 16 i3 3 2< i7 3c
Leng-t2rm Mash Creation at 60-mile Polnt (wWest PoLlnt a3
CW -3 13 Ha 3 24 L5 21 23 33
ICW-6 Long-rerm Mash Treaticn East of Archafalava Bayb 5 23 23 22 15 31
DBA-12b Barararia B2ay Waterway Bank Protection East® - by 22 21 23 "~ "4
CW-1 Dedicated Dredging :n the M1sSsS1sSsippl River® E] L3 13 13 25
rrv-5/7 Marsh Island Hydrologic Restoration® E) 9 17 4 5 17 19 ¥
[CW -7 Bayou Lafourche Dedicated Dredging (in Oi1lfield Canals)® 12 18 3 3 20 22 71
CS-48 Black Bayou Hydrologic Restoration” L1 14 20 7 19 & 56|
PMR-10  |Delta-wide Crevasses® 12 7 22 13 21 63
PME-2 Breakwaters at Rockefeller Refuge® 13 16 15 i 20 52|
PBA-48  |Mvrtla Grove Siphon Enlargement® 14 24 12 24 50
MR-10b _|Channel Armor Gaps West® 1s 4 10 23 21 58
XTv-25/
PTV-10 Qaks/Avery Canals Hydrologic Restoration’ 16 25 23 4 1 53
IPTV Sediment Trapping at the Jaws® 17 19 2 17 14 52
Assume OM&M of the Siphons at Naom:i, violet, and west J
BA-3/4 pointe a la Hache 18 14 7 6 18 45
ICS-2 Rycade Canal Assumption of OM&M 19 20 9 15 44
{PBA-11 Tiger/Ped (Spanish) Pass Diversion® 20 19 20 39]
BA-63 Land Bridge in the Barataria Basin 21 3 8 16 [ 1 34
ICS-1a Holly Beach Breakwatars Agsumption of Maintenance 22 22 11 33
TE-62 Wine Island Eastward Extension 23 21 ] S 31
ME-22 Pecan Island Terracing 24 14 4 12 30
PTV-20 Little Wwhite Lake Terracing 26 12 5 13 301
t>0-1a LaBranche Wetland South of I-10 28 20 10 loﬂ
Shoreline Peplenishment at Pagss Chaland and East 29 2 7 16 4 29
Hammock Lake Shoreline Protection 30 19 7 26)
Bayou Sauvage NWR Rstrtn, I-10 to L Pontchartrain ERS 9 16 25
Falgout Canal Assumption of Maintenance 32 13 4 8 25
South Mermentau Hydrolodic Restoration 33 25 25
I1sles Dernieres Restoration, Eastern Trinity Island 34 24 24}
Assume OM&M of the L Salvadors/Jean Lafitte Proj 35 5 [ 12 23
Oyster Bayou Hydrologic Restoration 36 21 21]
Little Lake Oil and Gas Field Shore Protection 37 17 2 1
LaBranche Marsh Creation East 38 8 10 18
Freshwater Bayou Bank Stabilization East 39 18 J
Avoca Island Diversion 40 18 18]
Pecan Island Pump Station 41 1 16 17|
Terrebonne Ridge Hydrologic Restoration 42 12 1 415’
Cheniere Ronquille Segmented Breakwaters 43 6 3 15
Timbalier Island Restoration 44 3 11 14
Fina Laterre Freghwater Introduction 45 S 9 14
Sabine Terracing Assumption of OM&M 46 11 3 14
Highway 1 Marsh Creation® 47 10 1 3 14
Lakes Pontchartrain/Borgne Land Bridge Phase 1 48 13 13
IXBA-55 Jetty Modification at Empire 49 2 10 12|
I[KBA-73a |Ft. Jackson Marsh Creation S0 8 8
[ICW-3 Big Mar Marsh Resgtoration 51 S S
|BPO-2h Lake Borgne Shore Protection West of Shell Beach 52 2 2 4
ICW-2 Big Mar Marsh Restoration 53 9
TE-66 Sediment Conveyance S4 b}
BA-75 Jetty Modification at Tiger Pass S5 o)
BA-76 Mississippi River Diversion at Port Sulphur S6 o]
Cummulative Project Yotes of Each Agency = 328 32s 325 325 325 325

Nominee votes were compiled on July 24, 1996.

Selected for evaluation as a Candidate project on -he 6% Priority Project List.

(HWPPRA Agepcies: 2asin Project Identaficanion Codes:

LA = State of Louisiana PO = Pontchartrain TV = Teche/Vermulion
COE = US Army Corps of Engineers 85 = Breton Sound ME = Mermentau

EPA = Environmental Protection Agency ME = M18s1ssipp1 River Delta CS = Calcasieu/Sabine
NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service 3A « Barataria

NRCS = Natural Resources Conservation Service TE = Terrebonne

USFWS = US Fish and Wildlife Service T = Atchafalaya



this information to the Environnmental Wrk G oup. The

Envi ronnental Wrk Group performed a Wetl and Val ue Assessnent
(WA) for each candi date project. The section entitled

"Eval uation of Candidate Projects"” sumrarizes the information
devel oped by the | ead agencies in this process.

EVALUATI ON OF CANDI DATE PRQJECTS

Benefit Analysis (WA). The WA is a quantitative
habi t at - based assessnent nethodol ogy devel oped for use in
prioritizing project proposals submtted for funding under the
Breaux-Johnston Act. The WA quantifies changes in fish and
wildlife habitat quality and quantity that are projected to
energe or develop as a result of a proposed wetl and
enhancenment project. The results of the WA, neasured in
Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHU s), can be conbined with
econom ¢ data to provide a neasure of the effectiveness of a
proposed project in terms of annualized cost per AAHU gai ned.

The WA was devel oped by the Environmental Work G oup
The Environnental Wrk Goup is assenbled under the Planning
and Eval uati on Subconm ttee of the CWPPRA Technical Committee.
The Environnmental Wrk G oup includes nmenbers from each agency
represented on the CWPPRA Task Force. The WA was designed to
be applied, to the greatest extent possible, using only
existing or readily obtainabl e data.

The WA has been devel oped strictly for use in ranking
proposed CWPPRA projects; it is not intended to provide a
detail ed, conprehensive nethodol ogy for establishing baseline
conditions within a project area. Sonme aspects of the WA
have been defined by policy and functional considerations of
the CWPPRA; therefore, user-specific nodifications may be
necessary if the WA is used for other purposes.

The WA is a nodification of the Habitat Eval uation
Procedures (HEP) devel oped by the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Service (U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service, 1980). HEP is widely
used by the Fish and WIldlife Service and ot her Federal and
State agencies in evaluating the inpacts of devel opnment
projects on fish and wildlife resources. A notable difference
exi sts between the two net hodol ogi es. The HEP general |y uses
a species-oriented approach, whereas the WA uses a conmunity
appr oach.

The WA was devel oped for application to the follow ng
coastal Louisiana wetland types: fresh marsh (including
i ntermedi ate marsh), brackish marsh, saline marsh, and
cypress-tupel o swanp. Future reference in this docunent to
"wetland" or "wetland type" refers to one or nore of those
four conmmunities.

The WA operates under the assunption that optinal
conditions for fish and wildlife habitat within a given
coastal wetland type can be characterized, and that existing
or predicted conditions can be conpared to that optimmto
provi de an index of habitat quality. Habitat quality is
estimated or expressed through the use of a mathematical nodel




devel oped specifically for each wetland type. Each node
consists of the follow ng conponents:

1. a list of variables that are considered inportant in
characterizing fish and wildlife habitat:
a. V,--percent of wetland covered by energent

veget ation
b, V,--percent open water domninated by submnerged
aquatic vegetation,
c. V,--marsh edge and interspersion,

d V,--percent open water |ess than or equal to 1.5

feet deep,

e. V,--salinity, and

f. V,--aquatic organi sm access.

2. a Suitability Index graph for each variable, which
defines the assumed relationship between habitat quality
(Suitability Index) and different variable val ues; and

3. a mathematical fornula that conbines the Suitability
Index for each variable into a single value for wetland
habitat quality; that single value is referred to as the
Habitat Suitability Index, or HSI

The Wetland Val ue Assessnent nodel s have been devel oped
for determning the suitability of Louisiana coastal wetl ands
for providing resting, foraging, breeding, and nursery habitat
to a diverse assenblage of fish and wildlife species. Mobdel s
have been designed to function at a comunity |evel and
therefore attenpt to define an optimum conbinati on of habitat
conditions for all fish and wildlife species utilizing a given
marsh type over a year or |onger.

The output of each nodel (the HSI) is assunmed to have a
linear relationship with the suitability of a coastal wetland
systemin providing fish and wildlife habitat.

A conprehensi ve discussion of the WA net hodol ogy is
presented in Appendi x E.

Designs and Cost Analysis. puring the plan fornulation
process, each of the Task Force agencies assuned
responsibility for devel oping designs, gnd estimates of costs
and benefits for a nunber of candi date projects. The cost
estimates for the projects were to be item zed as foll ows:

1. Construction Cost

2. Contingencies Cost

3. Engi neeri ng and Design

4, Envi ronnental Conpliance

5. Supervision and Adm nistration (Corps and LADNR
Proj ect Managenent)

6.  Supervision and Inspection (Construction Contract)

7.  Real Estate

8. Operation and Mintenance

9.  Monitoring

10



In addition, each |ead agency provided a detailed itenized
construction cost estimate for each project. These estinmates
are shown in Appendi x C.

An Engi neering Wirk G oup was established by the Planning
and Eval uation Subconmittee, with each Federal agency and the
State of Louisiana represented. The work group revi ewed each
estimate for accuracy and consi stency.

When review ng the construction cost estimtes, the work
group verified that each project feature had an associ at ed
cost and that the quantity and unit price for those itens were
reasonabl e. In addition, the work group reviewed the design
of the projects to determ ne whether the nethod of
construction was appropriate and the design feasible.

Al'l of the projects were assigned a contingency cost of 25
percent because detailed information such as soil borings,

surveys, and -- to a mgjor extent -- hydrol ogic data were not
available, in addition to allowing for variations in unit
prices.

Engi neering and design, environmental conpliance,
supervision and admnistration, and supervision and inspection
costs were reviewed for consistency, but ordinarily were not
changed from what was presented by the | ead agency.

Economic Analysis. The Breaux Act directed the Task Force
to develop a prioritized list of wetland projects "based on
the cost-effectiveness of such projects in creating,
restoring, protecting, or enhancing coastal wetlands, taking
into account the quality of such coastal wetlands." The Task
Force satisfied this requirenent through the integration oﬁ a
traditional tinme-value analysis of life-cycle project costs
and ot her econonic inpacts and an eval uation of wetl ands
benefits using a comunity-based version of the U S. Fish and
Wldlife Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedure. The product
of these two anal yses was an Average Annual Cost per Aﬁerage
Annual Habitat Unit figure for each project, which was used as
the primry ranking criterion. = The nethod permits increnental
anal ysis of varying scales of investment and al so accommodat es
the varying salinity types and habitat quality characteristics
of project wetland outputs.

The major inputs to the cost effectiveness analysis are
the products of the |ead Task Force agencies and the
Engi neering and Environmental Wrk Goups. The various pl ans
were refined into estimtes of annual inplenmentation costs and
annual Habitat Units (HU.

I mpl ementati on costs were used to cal cul ate the economc
and financial costs of each wetland project. Fi nanci al costs
chiefly consist of the resources needed to plan, design,
construct, operate, and maintain the ﬁroject. These are the
costs, when adjusted for inflation, that the Task Force uses
in budgeting decisions. The economc costs include, in
addition to the financial cost, nponetary indirect inpacts of
t he plans not accounted for in the inpléenmentation costs.
Exanpl es woul d include inmpacts on dredging in nearby
comercial navigation channels, effects on water supplies, and

11



effects on nearby facilities and structures not reflected in
ri ght-of-way and acquisition costs.

The stream of econom c costs for each project was brought
to present value and annualized at the current discount rate,
based on a 20-year project life. Beneficial environnental
out puts were annualized at a zero discount rate and expressed
as average annual habitat units (AAHU). These data were then
used to rank each plan based on cost per AAHU produced.

Annual econom c costs were also calculated on a per acre

basi s. Fi nanci al costs were adjusted to account for projected
| evels of inflation and used to nonitor overall budgeting and
any future cost escalations in accordance with rules

est abl i shed by the Task Force.

Following the review by the Engineering Wrk G oup, costs
were expressed as first costs, fully funded costs, present
worth costs, and average annual costs. The Cost per Habitat
Unit criterion was derived by dividing the average annual cost
for each wetland project by the Average Annual Habitat Units
(AAHU) for each wetland project. The average annual costs
figures are based on 1997 price levels, a discount rate of
7.375 percent, and a project life of 20 years. The full
funded cost estinates devel oped for each project were useg to
det erm ne how nmany projects could be supported by the funds
expected to be available in fiscal year 1997. The fully
funded cost estimates include operation and mai ntenance and
ot her conpensated financial costs.

DESCRI PTI ON OF CANDI DATE PRQIECTS

This section provides a brief description of each
candidate project. The descriptions include the project
| ocation, features, anticipated benefits, and a map
identifying the project area and project features.

12
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The project islocated in Cameron Parish in the northwestern quadrant of the Cal casi eu-Sabine
Basin about 5 miles SE from Grange, TX. The project consists of: 1) shoreline restoration of
9,000 A of GIWW shoreline west of the Gum Cove Ridge; 2) a weir with a barge bay in the canal
leading from the GIWW to the Black Bayou Oil Field; 3) replacement of the collapsed culverts

in the shell road on the southern boundary of Unit NO-13; 4) a plug with flapgated culvertsin
the Vinton Drainage ditch; 5) arock liner in Black Bayou near its intersection with the GIWW;
6) 24,000 linear ft of bullwhip (Scirpus califorinicus) vegetative plantingsin certain areas of

Units NO-I 7, NO-1 8 and NO-19; and 7) 20,000 linear A of shallow water straight line terraces in
Unit NO- 13 with 8,000 linear ft of wiregrass (Spartina patens) plantings on theterraces. The
project areais 25,529 acres and will restore/protect 3,594 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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Bayon Boeuf Pump Station (XTE-32)

The proposed project consists of the installation of an approximately 7,500 cubic-foot-per-second
pumping station in Bayou Boeuf at Amelia, La. This pump is part of the “*Barrier Plan” to
protect Ameliaand Morgan City from backwater flooding. It will also reduce water levelsin the
Verret Sub-basin which will improve swamp production. The project areais 279,000 acres and
will restore/protect 279,000 acres of marsh.
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Delta wide Crevasses (PMR-10)

The project is located in the Mississippi River Modern Delta and contains portions of the Delta
National Wildlife Refuge, thePass a Loutre Wildlife Management Area, and the Grand Pass
area. This project involves the construction of five new crevasses, funding for the maintenance of
thirteen existing crevasses, and plugging one crevasse. The project will ensure that up to 30
crevasses will remain open until the receiving water body is entirely silted in and filled with
marsh over a 20 year period. The project area is 5,210 acres and the project will restore/protect
2,386 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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The project is located between Boothville and Venice it consists of an “uncontrolled” diversion
from the Mississippi River into wetlandsin the vicinity of Yellow Cotton Bay. Project
components consist of: 1) a diversion channel from the Mississippi River through the back
hurricane protection levee; 2) alow level bridge to route Hwy 23traffic over the channel; 3)
hurricane protection levees on both sides of channel; and, 4) possibly the installation of a
floodgate in the channel to prevent backward flow of saltwaterfrom the marsh into the
Mississippi River during low river stages. The project areais 81,768 acres and will
restore/protect 13,007 of marsh in 20 years.
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Lapupas

14 Connis @ 00 PEQEW (sme Sants [sopul)

This project includes the construction of 9 plugsin oil and gas canals at the NE end of Marsh
Idand. The project also includes protection of the NE shoreline with rock and the isolation of
Lake Sand from Vermilion Bay with dredged material. It was a candidate project for PPL-5.
The project areais 6,697 acres and will restore/protect 408 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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The project is located in the western portion of the Terrebonne Basin. | "€ Project consisis of the
installation of approximately 10 new water control structures (fixed and variable crest weirs),
maintenance of 3 existing structures, installation of one plug (dam), shoreline stahilization along
major bayous and canals in the area, and marsh restoration at the mouth of Bayou Penchant. The
project areais 141,677 acres. The project is divided into two increments with or without
shoreline stabilization. With shoreline stabilization the project will restore /protect 2,970 acres.
Without shoreline stabilization the project will restore/protect 1,178 acres.
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Sediment Trapping &t " TheJanst (PTV- 19b)

The project is similar to the Little Vermilion Bay Sediment Trapping(PTV-19) project approved
by CWPPRA for PPW with the exception that it is 2.7 times larger and is located near “The
Jaws’ in the NE portion of West Cote Blanche Bay, The project components include: dredging
38,000 A of distributary channels 100 A wide and 6 ft deep (844,444 cy ), making 87 terraces
approximately 100ft wide at an elevation of 2 ft + MSL. Vegetation will be planted on the
terrace surfaces. The project areais 2,782 acres and will restore/protect 1,999 acres of marsh in
20 years.
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Oaks/Avery Canal (XTV-25/PTV-10)

The project islocated in NE Vermilion Bay in Vermilion andlberia Parishes. The project
consists of the construction of: two low sill rock weir structures one each on the Oaks and Avery
Canalsin NE Vermilion Bay, an earthen plug, 7,000 linear ft of rock shoreline protection and a
rock weir on the GIWW, Vermilion and Weeks Bay shoreline vegetative plantings, spoilbank
stabilization, and vegetative plantingsin Tiger Lagoon. The project areais 5,365 acres and will
restore/protect 16 acres of marsh in 20 years
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This project consists of doubling the size of the approved Myrtle Grove Siphon project from
2,100 cubic feet per second(& ) to 4,000 cfs. A siphon, consisting of sixteen 6 A diameter pipes,
will beinstalled to divert water from the Mississippi River into Plaguemines and Jefferson Parish
wetlands through the Wilkinson Cand at Myrtle Grove. The project areais 36,356 acres. The
project is estimated to restore/protect 2,024 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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Located on the west bank of Mississippi River approximately 6.5 miles below Venice and 3.5
milesabove Head of Passesin Plaguemincs Parish. The project consists of increasing the depths

of the existing gaps thereby allowing greater diversion of river water and sediments into the West
Bay area of the Mississippi River Delta The project areais 4,800 acres and will restore/protect
810 acres of marsh.
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The project is located in Terrebonne Parish, 5 miles SW of Chauvin, La. The St. Louis Canal
freshwater introduction project (Alt. A) consists of: 1) enlarging 1,000 of trenasse and 15,000 of
St. Louis Canal 2) removing an existing plug and culvert and installing five 5’ diameter flapgated
culverts, 3) constructing a plug/structure on Bayou Grand Caillou, 4) installing 2 outfall
management structures, and 5) gapping spoil banks. The Bayou Pelton project (Alt. B) consists
of: 1) dredging 6,700" of BayouPelton and dredging 3,200" of outfal channel, 2) installing five 5
diameter flapgated culverts under the highway, 3) constructing 3 outfall management structures,
and 4) gapping spoil banks. The selected project would seasonally introduce up to 450 cfs at
either location, introduce ail dischargefrom Ashland pump Station, and restore hydrology altered
by canals The project areais 6,884 acres for (Alt. A) and 7,189 acres for (Alt. B). The project
will restore/protect 415 acres of marsh for (Alt. A) and will restore/protect 619 acres of marsh

for (Alt. B) in 20 years. 2
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The proposed project consists of purchasing a micro dredge (4" -6" diameter dredge) and trailer
which istowable by alight duty truck to be owned and operated by the government. The
hydraulically dredged material will be dispersed in an areas aroundLeeville, Golden Meadow,
and the Bayou L’ Ours Ridge. The micro dredge can be used to dredgein oil field canalsand in
open water adjacent to areas of shallow open water surrounded by remnant marsh. The dredged
material can be deposited in these shallow open water areas to restore broken marsh. The project
area is 1,917 acres and will restore/create 1,528 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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200 A (1.9 mi) of rock. The project will help increase the

Waterway. The project involves rebuilding the east bank of the Dupre Cut to protect the adjacent
marsh from excessive tidal action and saltwater intrusion. Dredged material from the BBWW

will be armored with approximately 10,
effectiveness of the Naomi Outfall Management plan. It was a candidate project for PPL5. The

The project islocated in Hfason Parish on the east bank of the Dupre Cut on the Barataria Bay
project areais 2,790 acres and will restore/protect 223 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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The project is located in the modem Mississippi River deltanear Venice, LA. The project entails
creation of marsh in various pondsin the delta using dedicated dredgingfrom the Mississippi
River or adjacent passes. The material would be dredged using a cutter head dredge and placed

in the ponds suggested by personnel of the Delta National Wildlife Refuge or Pass al outre
Wildlife Management Area The project consists of three areas for a total project area of 3,480

acres (150 ac. marsh, 3,330 ac. water) and will restore/protect 1,222 acres of marsh in 20 years.
Open water accounts for 96% of the total project area

26



s Incrementl _ -3/
> ! =T
R

) Avoca Island i .

lﬁ‘c’"ﬁ'? '
./_“.

-.ig Increment2 - -

S rems e, . Jige

T o~ i
oS eas " Creole Bayou. . ‘-

The project is located in St. Mary and Terrebonne Parishes south of Morgan City, La The

Avoca Idand project (Increment 1) consists of the beneficial use of dredged material (1 million

cubic yards per year) from the “ Crew Boat Chute'* area. This project would provide a pipeline
and booster pumps to transport the dredged materia for five years to the Avoca Island area for

the purpose of marsh creation. The Creole Bayou project (Increment 2) consists of placing
dredged material in approximately 300 acres of shallow open water south of Creole Bayou for

the purpose of marsh creation. The material will be dredgedfrom either the Four League Bay or
from the Atchafalaya Bar Channel areas. The project areais 2,000 acres for increment 1 and will
restore/protect 434 acres of marsh in 20 years. The project areais 600 acres for increment 2 and

will restore/protect 264 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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The project is located near Venice, in Plaguemines Parish, between Spanish Pass and the
roadway adjacent to Red Pass. The project consists of cleaning out an existing ditch leadingfrom
Pass Tante Phine to the Tidewater Road paralleling Red Pess. A bridge will be constructed
across Tidewater Road to allow water to flow into the project area. Sediment trapping fences
will beinstalled in adelta-like pattern to trap sediment and restore marsh Thisis similar to the
proposed Tiger/Red Pass state restoration project. In addition to the canal being cleaned out, a
crevasse will be constructed in the canal off Tiger Pass adjacent to the Venice Marina. The
project areais 2,403 acres and will restore/protect 187 acres of marshin 20 years.
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The proposed project consists of dedicated dredging in the east bank of the Mississippi River at a
location east of Happy Jack with a 30" hydraulic dredge. Dredged material will be transported to
and placed in the West Point alaHache Siphon Outfall area This project will create 759 acres
of marsh in 20 years. The project includes the installation of a pipe infrastructure and operation
of the dredge for approximately one year. Approximately 10,000,000 cubic yards of material
could be dredged annually in this manner. The project areais 1,146 acres. The project will
restore/protect 668 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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The project islocated in the Chenier Sub-basin of the Mermentau Basin along the shoreline of
the Rockefeller State Wildlife Refuge in Cameron Parish. The project consists of the
construction of segmented breskwaters from the southwestern most point of the Price Lake unit
and extending 1 mile to the east. The breakwaters will consist of 200 foot long segments of rock
with 300 foot gaps. They will be built on geotextile at 6 foot contour, assumed to be 500 feet
offshore. The breakwaters will be 10 feet high with a5 foot crown and 1 on 2 side slopes. The
project area is 140 acres and will restore/protect 46 acres of marsh in 20 years.
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Combination Dustpan and Cutter head
Maintenance Dredaing Operations for Marsh Creation
in the Mississippi River Delta (MR-10, XM R-12b, DEM ONSTRATION)

L ocated on the east and west banks of the Mississippi River, approximately 6.5 miles
below Venice and 3.5 miles above Head of Passes in Plaquemines Parish. The project
involves using new dredging techniques for increasing the level of maintenance dredging
materials that are placed in the region for marsh creation. The project will restore about
273 acres of marsh.
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Nutria Harvest for Wetland Restoration (LA-2, PTV-5. DEMONSTRATION)

L ocated across coastal Louisiana, especialy in areas of high-concentration of nutria
population. The project will determine if nutria meat for human consumption program
can be developed to facilitate harvest of areas overpopulated with nutria. This program is
intended to reduce the nutria’ s consumptive destruction of marsh vegetation, in an effort
to protect these wetlands.
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Cheniere Au Tigre Sediment Trapping (TN-16. CW-7, DEMONSTRATION

Located along the Gulf of Mexico shoreline in southern Verrnillion Parish. It lies east of
Cheniere Au Tigre, south of the Audubon Society’s Paul J. Rainey Wildlife Sanctuary
and southwest of Louisiana State Wildlife Refuge and Game Reserve. The proposed
structures will extend gulfward 500 ft and parallel to the shore for a cumulative distance
of 5,600 linear feet. The project is intended to preserve the cheniere plain that protects
thousands of acres of interior wetlands.
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PRQIECT SELECTI ON PROCESS

Background and Rational e of Ranking Criteria Devel opnent.

The priority Tist selection process has undergone several changes
during the life of the Breaux Act. These changes have generally
been ainmed at increasing public involvenent or maeking the project
eval uation and sel ection process nore rigorous. The principal
change in the process of selecting the 6th Priority Project List
addressed the second of these objectives.

In the past, projects have been evaluated and ranked in order
of cost-effectiveness; the project with the |owest cost per
average annual habitat unit is ranked first, and the rest follow
in order of increasing cost/AAHU. (ne neans of selecting the
priority project list fromthis ranked [ist would be sinply to
begin at the top of the list and approve as many projects as
could be built with that year's funding (usually about $40
mllion) . However, this has never been the procedure used by the
Task Force.

In the past, selection of the list involved considerable
di scussion at all three levels in the Task Force hierarchy: t he
Pl anni ng and Eval uation Subcommttee prepared a reconmended |i st
for the Technical Committee; the Technical Conmittee revised the
list and presented a reconmendation to the Task Force; and the
Task Force considered that recomendati on and generally nade
revisions before giving final approval to a priority project
list.

Factors other than cost-effectiveness have always figured
into the Task Force's deci sions. These other factors include
such things as inplenentability (the ease with which a project
can be brought to construction) and public support. The Task
Force has at tinmes also taken into account the geographi cal
di stribution of projects in the coastal zone.

In an attenpt to make the selection process nore rigorous,
the Technical Committee devel oped a procedure which took into
account various criteria to produce an overall ranking of
candi date projects. The criteria were evaluated such that each
woul d have a maxi num val ue of 10 points. Each criterion was
wei ghted in a manner deened appropriate by the commttee to
reflect its relative inportance, and the sum of the resulting
val ues gave a score for each project. Candi date projects were
ranked according to these scores to produce a recommended |i st
for consideration by the Task Force. The Technical Committee
required a two-thirds majority vote for any deviation fromthe
ranked list. Table 4 lists the criteria and their assigned
wei ght s.
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_ Table 4 _ _
Candi date Project Ranking Criteria

Criterion Wei ght
Cost - Ef fecti veness 0.55
Longevity/ Sustainability 0.15
Support of Restoration Plan Strategy 0.15
Supporting Partnerships 0. 05
Publ i ¢ Support 0.05
Ri sk/ Uncertainty 0.05
Tot al 1.00

Cost - Ef fecti veness. The commttee agreed that cost-

ef fectiveness is the single nost inportant criterion in the
ranki ng and selection of projects (it is, in fact, the only
criterion nmentioned in the Breaux Act). For this reason, the
conmittee assigned a weight of 0.55 to the cost-effectiveness
index, so that it would count for nore than half of a project's
total score. The index itself is based on a conparison of the
relative values of projects' cost-effectiveness as neasured by
the ratio of average annual costs to average annual habitat
units. A base 10 logarithmis used to prevent skew ng of the
results in the case of a project with a very high cost/AAHU (very
| ow cost-effectiveness). The equation for determining the cost-
ef fectiveness index is given bel ow

Cost-effectiveness index of project n =5log,, (10X, E,/E) ),

where E = average annual
cost/ AAHU of the
nost cost-effective
proj ect
and E = average annual

cost/ AAHU of
project n

In the case of the nost cost-effective project (the project
with the | owest average annual cost/AAHU), the termEn,/El has the

value of unity, and the cost-effectiveness index is 10.

Longevi ty/Sustainabilitv. This criterion neasures a
project's estimated ability to continue to produce wetl ands
benefits over tine. Projects that achieve |ong-term maintenance
or restoration of natural processes (such as sedinent transport
via a crevasse) and can be sustained w thout extensive
repl acenment actions will be favored over projects that wll
produce only short-term benefits or require extensive mnaintenance
or replacenment of project features to sustain |ong-term wetland
benefits. The determ nation of |ongevity/sustainability is nade
by the Environnental and Engi neering Wrk G oups, considering the
follow ng factors.
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1. The ability of a project (including planned operation,
mai nt enance, and replacement actions) to provide wetland benefits
t hrough the end of the 20-year project life.

2. The project's ability to provide wetland benefits beyond
target year 20 without any further operation, maintenance, or
repl acement of project features. This eval uation would consider
effects of anticipated site-specific conditions, such as
hydr ol ogy, wave energy, saltwater intrusion, subsidence, and
| andscape conditions.

3. The extent to which a project provides sedinment, or
facilitates or mmintains peat build-up, sufficient to wthstand
or offset relative sea level rise and storm events.

4, Predi ctions of Iongevity/sustainability made through use
of reliable sinmulation nmodels, especially in the case of projects
where there is substantial uncertainty and such nodels can be
enpl oyed at a reasonable cost and in a tinmely manner.

Each work group representative and the assigned nmenber of the
Academ ¢ Assistance Group scored each project based on the one
condition from anong those |isted bel ow which they determned to
be nost applicable. An average score was then taken.

1. Proj ect expected to continue providing substantial
wet | and benefits nore than 40 years after construction: 10
poi nt s.

2. Proj ect expected to provide substantial wetland
benefits 30 to 40 years after construction: 7 points.

3. Proj ect expected to cease providing substantial wetland
benefits 20 to 30 years after construction: 3 points.

4. Proj ect expected to cease providing substantial wetland

benefits less than 20 years after construction: 0 points.

Support for Restoration Plan. Al eligible candidate
projects nust be identified in the Novenber 1993 Loui siana
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan or subsequent revisions.
"Critical Projects,"” as defined in that Blan, directly inplenment
a basin's key restoration strategy and objectives. "Supporting
Projects" address nore-localized wetland protection and
restoration needs. Therefore, Critical Projects will be given
greater weight than Supporting Projects. Scoring is based on
whether a project is classified as critical or supporting; points
are assigned as |listed bel ow

Critical Projects: 10 points
Supporting Projects: 3 points.

Supportins Partnerships. The State's required cost share
for CWPPRA projects is derived fromthe State's Wtl ands
Conservation and Restoration Fund (Trust Fund). The degree to
whi ch non-Federal entities agree, in witing, to bear all or part
of the State's cost-share with non-Trust Fund sources will weigh
favorably in project selection; contribu-ions could consist of
cash or i1n-kind services, including those covering maintenance,
operation, or replacenment expenses. Donation of land rights
woul d not be considered as a financial contribution. The
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follow ng formula was used to calculate the partnership index,
whi ch cannot exceed 10 points:

| Q(PS/'SS),

dol | ar anmount of the required 25 percent
non- Federal cost share

and PS = dollar amount of the non-Federal cost

(other than that provided via the

Trust Fund) to be contributed by

the partner(s).

Partnership Index =
Wher e: SS =

Public Support. The degree of public support (evidenced by
witten endorsenent or testinmony at a CWPPRA-rel ated public
nmeeting) is an inportant indicator of a project's acceptability
and inplementability.

Val ues were assigned according to which of the follow ng
conditions applied to each project.

1. Project is supported by local and State elected officials
and Congressional representatives: 10 points.

2. Project is supported by 2 of above entities: 7 points.

3. Project is supported by 1 of above entities: 3 points.

4, Project without support by any of the above entities:
0 points.

Ri sk/ Uncertainty. Projects with agreater probability of
| ong-term success are ranked hi gher than those for which there is
a greater level of uncertainty regarding success. Uncertainty
may stemfroma project's location in a rapidly changing or
subsiding area, vulnerability to hurricane damage, or the use of
untested or otherw se questionable nethods. R sk may arise when
contam nated sedinments, water quality issues, or other problens
are invol ved.

Each Task Force agency's Environnental Wrk G oup nenmber and
a representative fromthe Academ c Assistance (}ouE scored each
proj ect between 0 and 1.0. The higher the score the greater the
degree of confidence that the project will nmeet its objectives.
Points were summed and nultiplied by 1.43 (to convert the maxi mum
possi ble raw score of 7 to a maxi num val ue of 10 points) to
determ ne the point total.

Tabl e 5 shows the summary of candidate project rankings. The
table is sorted by project in descending order, based on the sum
of the weighted criteria points that resulted from anal ysis of
each candi date project.

Rati onal e for Sel ecti on. The Novenber 1993 Loui si ana Coast al
Wet | ands Restoration Plan noted that a serious effort to address

the state's problem of coastal wetlands |oss woul d necessitate
the investigation and inplenentation of |arge-scale restoration
proj ects. During 1995, the State of Louisiana assunmed a position
of strong support for large-scale projects, particularly
restoration of barrier islands and diversions of sedinent and
fresh water. The Task Force took steps to assure the selection
of some |arge-scale projects when it approved a policy devoting
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two-thirds of future years' funding to "|arge-scale projects with
system c effects.”

The Technical Conmittee assigned the candidate projects a
category based on estimated costs and project outputs, in
accordance with the policy. In general, projects with estinated
costs exceeding $10 nmillion were considered 1arge-scale projects.
In addition, the commttee classified as |arge-scale those
projects expected to produce what they considered systemc,
process-|evel benefits. Table 5 presents the systenic/non-
system c classification of the candidate projects, based on these
categories assigned by the Technical Conmttee.

In preparation of the Task Force neeting for project
sel ection of the 6th Priority Project List, the Technical
Committee developed alist of recommended projects for the Task
For ce. The Technical Committee's decision was aided by a list of
preferred projects presented by the State. In general, the
selected list was devel oped based on the ranking procedure
descri bed above and a consideration of the policy requiring two-
thirds of the year's funding to be allocated to projects with
system c, process-level benefits. The recommended |ist contained
a total of 10 selected candidate projects, three denonstration
projects, and funds for three phased projects selected in prior
years.

Simlar to the 5h Priority Project List, this list contains a
recomrendati on for phased construction of projects (Prior to the
Sth Priority Project List, there were no phased projects
recommended). On previous priority project lists to the 5th
Priority Project List, the annual funding had been adequate to
cover the recommended projects.

On April 24, 1997, the Louisiana Coastal Wetl ands
Conservation and Restoration Task Force accepted the
recomrendati ons of the Technical Conmittee for the 6th Priority
Proj ect List. The list is shown in Table 6. Table 6 al so shows
one possible schedule for funding phased projects. The schedul e
shown in Table 6 could vary depending upon the availability of
funds and the outcone of the engineering and design effort for
t he Bayou Lafourche Siphon project.
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Task Force Project Sel ection for

the Sixth Priority Proiect

List @

Cummulative
Project| Name of Selected Project on Fully ?unded 6th List 7th List Fully Punded
No. 6th Priority Project List Total Coat Phase 1 Cost Phase 2 Cost Total Cost
L( Black Bayou Hydrologic
CS-48 |Restoration $ 6, 316, 800 $ 6,316,800 $ 6,316,800
Bayou Boeuf Pump Station,
[XTE-32i/Increment 1 500, 000 $ 150,000 $ 250,000 $ 6,816,800
PMR-10 [Delta-Wide Crevasses $ 5.473. 900 $ 2,736,950 $ 2,736,950 $ 12,290,700
Marsh Island Hydrol ogic
TVS/7 |Restoration S 4,094.900 $ 4,094,900 $ 16,385,600
Penchant Basin Plan without
hm-zsi Shoreline Stabilization $ 14.103. 100 $ 7,051,550 $ 7,051,550 $ 30,488,700
Sedi nent Trapping at the )
-19bjJaws $ 3.167.400 $ 3,167,400 $ 33,656,100
Oaks/Avery Canals
Hydrologic Restoration
Increment 1 (Bank
[XTV-25ijStabilization Only) $ 2.367. 700 $ 2,367,700 $ 36,023,800
Laké Boudreaux Basin
Freshwater Introduction and
Hydrologic Management -
ITE-7f |Alternative B 5 9. 931. 300 $ 4,915,650 $ 4,915,650 § 45,855,100
Barataria Bay Waterway Bank
PBA-12bjProtection East 5.019. 900 $ 5,019,500 $ 50,875,000
Marsh Creation East of the
Atchafalaya River - Avoca
HCW-5i |[Island (Increment 1) '$ 6.438.400 §§ ' 6,438,400 $ 57,313,400
Sub-totals:}l 9 57.313. 400 $ 42,259,250 | § 14,954,150
Dustpan/Cutterhead Dredging
for Marsh Creation in the
XMR-12b{Mississippi River Delta® ! 1. 600. 000 $ 1,600,000 | § - $ 58,913,400
Nutria Narvest Tor Wetland
flcw-7 Restoration® (£ 2, 140, 000 $ 400,000 $ 1,740,000 $ 61,053,400
Cheniere au Tigre Sediment
lPTv-s |Trapping Device® 0 500,000 || s 500, 000 $ 61,553,400

Total 8«

1 61, 553, 400

$ 44,759,250

$ 16,694,150

Broposed Schedule of Allocatjons for Phased Proiects

iProject] Name of Phased Project from Total Line
No. Previously Approved Lists Sth List Cost 6th List Cost 7th List Cost Item cQm
fPEA-20 |Bayou Lafourche siphon $ 1,000,000 | s 8,000,000 | § 15,487,000 | §
PBA-48aiMyrtle Grove 8iphon $ 4,500,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 15,500,000
Sweet/Nillow Lakes
S-11b jHydrologic Restoration $ 2,300,000 $ 2,500,000 $ - $ 4,800,000

Annual Totals:

$ 7,800,000

$ 16,500,000

$ 20,487,000

Gand Totals for

'as approved on April 24,
and Restoration Task Force.

b Denpnstration projects.

th and 7th List:
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DESCRI PTI ONS OF SELECTED PRQJECTS

This section provides a concise narrative of each sel ected
proj ect. The project details provided include the project
| ocation and size, problens, features, effects and issues,
benefits and cost, status, and a nap identifying the project area
and features.
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Project: C/S-27, XCS-48 Black Bayou Hydrologic Restoration (Priority Project List 6)
Federal Sponsor: Nationa Marine Fisheries Service

Location and Size:
This project is located in Cameron Parish, LA in the northwestern quadrant of theCalcasieu-

Sabine Basin. The total project areais 25,529 acres and contains 6,516 acres of fresh
intermcdiate marsh, 7,353 acres of brackish marsh and 11,660 acres of open water.

Problems:
The area has suffered wetland loss due to hydrologic changes, including reduced freshwater flow,

increased tidal fluctuations, increased sdinities, high water levels, excessive water exchange, and
artificial water circulation patterns.

Project Features:
This project will divert freshwater from the GIWW and create a hydrologic head that maximizes

freshwater retention time and reduces salt water intrusion and tidal action. Project components:

1) shoreline restoration of the GIWW shoreline west of the Gum Cove Ridge with20000° of
rock foreshore dike,

2) indtalation of aweir with barge bay at the GIWW in the Black Bayou Cut Off Cand,

3) replacing the collapsed culverts in the shell road on the southern boundary of Unit NO- 13
with eight (8) 24" culverts,

4) constructing a 150' wide plug with at least four (4) 48" culverts fitted with flapgates and
screw gates in the Vinton Drainage Ditch,

5) placing arock liner in Black Bayou near its intersection with the GIWW,

6) constructing a100" wide plug with at least four (4) 48" culverts fitted with flapgates and
screw gates in the Burton Cand at its intersection with the Sabine River,

7) constructing arock weir with aboat bay at the intersection of Block’s Creek with Black
Bayou, and

8) installation of 133,000 linear A ofvegetative plantingsin UnitNO-13,17,18 &19.

Effects and Issues:

This project consists of the installation of structures to normalize area hydrology; shoreline
stabilization and vegetative plantings. Estuarine fisheries access and productivity will not be
negatively impacted by the project because the hydrologic restoration structures are planned to be
placed across man-made canals and not natural bayous. The project is not in an oyster harvesting
area The project should increase fish and wildlife productivity by protecting and restoring
marsh in the Black Bayou area

Benefits and Cost:

Baseline Cost | AAC/AAHU AAHU Create& Restored Protected Total Benefitted
$6,316,800 5200 2,812 2,960 ac 634 ac 3,594 ac

Status:
This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24.1997. Construction is tentatively

scheduled o begin September, 1998.
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Project: TE-33, XTE-32i Bayou Boeuf Pump Station (Priority Project List 6)

Federal Sponsor: Environmental Protection Agency

L ocation and Size:

The project islocated in Bayou Boeuf at Amelia, LA. Thetotal project areais 218,000 acres and
contains 53,000 acres of bottomland hardwood wetlands and 165,000 acres of swamp.

Problems:

Water levels have been rising in the Verret Sub-basin for at least 30 years. The increasingwvater
levels are threatening the health and sustainability of the extensive cypress-tupelo Swamps of the
Verret Sub-basin.

Project Features:

Thisproject will coordinate with theUSACE flood control feasibility study and subsequent
project to optimize benefits to the cypress-tupelo swamps, and evaluate the course of action that
will optimally restore these stressed swamps, best manage the substantialfreshwater outflow
from the Verret Sub-basin, and influence restoration efforts in the Penchant and Timbdier Sub-
basins. Phase | consists of scoping and coordination, ecological characterization, and possible
project changes after the “barrier” flood protection plan is implemented by the U. S. Army Corps
of Engineers. Thisisafeasibility study to coordinate with the USACE ongoing Lower
Atchafalaya Reevaluation flood control feasibility study to determine how the flood control
project may provide additional benefits to swamp and bottomland hardwood habitats in the

subbasin.
Effects and |ssues;

Asafeasibility study, the “project” will not have any impacts to coastal fisheries resources. The
final flood protection project will have impacts to fisheries accessfrom Bayou Boeuf into Lake
Palourde if the final project involves a pumping station at Bayou Boeuf.

Bcenefits and Cost:

This project consists of three phases. Phase I-$1 50,000 PPL-6, Phase I1-$250,000 PPL-7, and
Phase 111-$ 100,000 PPL-8.

Basdine Cost | AAC/AAHU AAHU Created/Restorgd Protected|Total Benefitted
5500,000 s129 1,458 N/A N/A N/A

Status:

This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Engineering and construction
schedules have not yet been determined.
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Project: MR-9 Delta Wide Crevasses (Priority Project List 6)
Federal Sponsor: Nationd Marine Fisheries Service

Location and Size:

This project is located in the Mississippi River Modem Delta and contains portions of the Delta
National Wildlife Refuge, the Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management Area, and Grand Pass. The
total project areais 5,210 acres and contains 783 acres of fresh marsh and 4,427 acres of open
water.

Problems:

Since 1927, extensive rock-armored levees constructed along the Mississippi River have
prevented most of the regular flooding and over banking events that historically created
crevasses. Many natural and human made “crevasses’ or splays have silted in over time.

Project Features:

The objective of this project is to promote the formation of emergent freshwater and intermediate
marsh in place of the shallow, open water areas by either cleaning existing splays or creating new
ones. Project components include:
1) constructing 5 new crevasses (100° widex 6’ deep), 4 in Grand Pass and 1 in the Delta
National Wildlife Refuge (Dead Women Pass),
2) re-dredging existing crevasses, according to their needs, located in the Delta National
Wildlife Refuge and in the Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management area, and
3) constructing a plug in an existing crevasse in Raphael Pass to force water through more
efficient splays to the south.

Effects and |ssues:

This project will provide benefits to coastal fisheries by increasing the amount of marsh available
for fisheries use and productivity at the mouth of the Mississippi River. One earthen plug will be
constructed to increase water and sediment flow south of Raphael Pass. This plug will reduce
fisheries access at this location, but the other project components will serve to increase overall
fisheriesaccess, habitat and productivity. The project will not negatively affect coastal fisheries.

Benefits and Cost:

Baseline Cogt AAC/AAHU AAHU Created/Restored| Protected [Total Benefited
$5,307,400 5292 927 2,298 88 2,386

Status:
This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997.
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Project: T/V- 14, T/V-5/7 Marsh Island Hydrologic Restoration (Priority Project List 6)
Federal Sponsor: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Location and Size:

This project is located in Iberia Parish, LA on the Marsh Island Wildlife Refuge. The tota
project areais 6,697 acres, which contains 5,034 acres of brackish marsh and 1,663 acres of open

water.

Problems:

Natural erosional processes and subsidence along the northeast shoreline of Marsh Island have
lead to the deterioration of the north rim of Lake Sand.

Project Features:

This project will to stabilize the northeastern shoreline of Marsh Island, including the northern
shoreline of Lake Sand, and help to restore historical hydrology. Project components include:
1) construction of 9 plugs in oil and gas canals at the NE end of Marsh Island,
2) protection of the NE shoreline with rock, and
3) isolate Lake Sand from Vermilion Bay with dredged material.

Effects and |ssues:

The low earthen dams will not reduce estuarine fisheries access to area marshes because there are
other fisheries access points into the project area through natural bayous. The project will
increase marsh, fish and wildlife productivity by reducing shoreline erosion and correcting
altered hydrology.

Benefits and Cost:

| Baseline Cost | AAC/AAHU | AAHU | Created/stored | Protected | Total Benefined |

I $4,094,900 ! $805 452 0ac 408 ac 408 ac |

status.

The project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Engineering and landrights have
been initiated. Construction is scheduled to begin May, 1998.
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Project: TE-34, PTE-26 Penchant Basin Natural Resources Plan Increment 1 (Priority
Project List 6)

Federal Sponsor: Naturd Resources Conservation Service

Project Location:

Located in western Tenebonne Basin, LA. The total project areais 140,380 acres and contains
92,200 acres of fresh and intermediate marsh and 5,625 acres of brackish marsh.

Problems:
Area problems include the following; 1) maor hydrologic alterations, 2) interior marsh erosion,

3) subsidence, 4) satwater intrusion, 5) herbivory, and 6) hurricane damages.

Project Features:

This project will combine long term realignment of Penchant Basin hydrology with restoration

and protection measures aimed at maintaining the physical integrity of the areaduring the

trangition toward greater riverine influence. Project components include the installation of:
1) arock weir with barge bay in the northern end of Carrion Crow Bayou at its intersection
with Bayou Penchant, 2) steel sheetpile weir with variable crest sections andflapgates in the
Mauvais Bois Ridge at its intersection with the Superior Canal, 3) dredging and marsh
creation at the mouth of Bayou Penchant, 4) arock weir with a barge bay at the southern
shoreline of Raccourci Bay, 5) maintenance of an existing weir along Bayou DeCade 6) shell
plug with rock rip-rap cover along Bayou DeCade, 7) three (3) steel sheetpile variable crest
weirs along Bayou DeCade, 8) maintenance of an existing fixed crest weir along Bayou
DeCade, 9) two (2) steel sheetpile variable crest weirs with boat bays along Bayou DeCade.
10) rock liner in the Little Deuce Bayou at its intersection with Bayou DeCade, 11) rock welr
with barge bay in Bayou Laloutre at its intersection with the Superior Canal, 12) steel
sheetpile weir with boat bay and variable crest sections in Brady Canal at its intersection with
Bayou Penchant, 13) approximately 3,600 A of rock bank stabilization at mouth of Bayou
Penchant, 14) approximately 59,600 ft of earthen bank stabilization along Bayou DeCade,
and 15) approximately 125.3 11 A of bank maintenance.

Effects and Issues:

The project is expected to reduce water levels in the northwestern portion of the project and
divert that freshwater southeastward whereit is needed. Thisis expected to increase marsh and
fisheries production. Estuarine fisheries access may be reduced dightly for the brackish marsh
area south of Bayou DeCade.

Benefits and Cost:
Basdine Cost | AAC/AAHU AAHU Created/Restored Protected Tqtal Benefit-ted

$7,051,550 $1,034 1,204 1,155 ac 0ac 1,155 ac

Status:
This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24.1997.

50




T NV bl iy & @ 8.a'0 tevies

TE-34, PTE-26i Penchant Basis Plas
- TN G - m'..‘.’
see 000 00 Benk Smbiizmion

| -Roek Weir Wik Berge Boy

1 -Smel Sharwpus Vet Vil Veriable Crem
Sections and Flapgums (Seperior Capal)

3 Swal Shocpils Veir ¥/Boat Doy wd
YC Sectons (Bruty Casal)

4 -Dredge the Meuth of Doyos Peachent
wad arvets sarsh wilh the Sped Mamral

djsssnt » 0o dredging wveck
- Other wressres (Bayve Desads)

s =i - &
a -

e,

-

’zxu%’,s.:";xg

51




Project: T/V-15, PTV-19b Sediment Trapping at ‘ The Jaws’ (Priority Project List 6)
Federal Sponsor: National Marine Fisheries Service

Location and Size:

This project islocated in St. Mary Parish, LA near ‘The Jaws’ in the northeast portion of West
Cote Blanche Bay. The project area is 2,782 acres and contains 182 acres of freshmarsh and
2,600 acres of openwater.

Problems:

The areais experiencing shoreline erosion at the rate of 15ft/yr, and available sedimentsfrom
"TheJaws’ are not being used to create vegetated marshes.

Project Features:

This project will induce sedimentation to create emergent vegetated wetlands by reducing wave

fetch. Project componentsinclude:
1) dredging 63,000 A of distributary channels 60 A wide and 6 ft deep (844,444 cy),
2) constructing 145 terraces approximately 60 fi wide at an elevation of 2 A above (+) MSL,
and
3) Vegetative plantings on the terrace surfaces and between the ten-aces with Bullwhip and

Giant Cutgrass.
Effects and Issues:

Thisproject will create approximately 1,837 acres of linear "terraced” marsh in a shallow open
water areain West Cote Blanche Bay. This open water habitat, when it is converted to marsh,
will not be accessible to fredwater and estuarine fisheries organisms except in high tide
conditions. The project is expected to increase marsh and fisheries productivity by restoring
marsh to an areathat has experienced marsh loss. Thisis not an oyster harvesting area.

Benefits and Cost:

Basdine Cost | AACAAHU AAHU Create& Restored Protected Total Benefitted

S3,167,400 $429 754 1,837 ac 162 ac 1,999 ac

Status.

This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Engineering and landrights are
underway. Construction istentatively scheduled to begin September, 1998.
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Project: T/V-13a XTV-25i Oaks/Avery Cana Hydrologic Restoration (Inc. 1) (Priority
Project List 6)

Federal Sponsor: Natural Resources Conservation Service

Location and Size:

This project is located in northeast Vermilion Bay in both Vermilion and Iberia Parishes, LA.
The total project area for the increment (TN-13a) equals 3,348 acres.

Problems:

Marsh loss is due to increased tidal action and atered hydrology. The north shoreline of
Vermilion Bay iseroding at arate of 7- 12 fedt per year, and marine traffic is causing bank-line
erosion along the GIWW.

Project Features:

This project will improve hydrology, reduce tidal fluctuation to minimize marsh loss, and
provide protection to critically eroding bank-line and shoreline areas. Project components
include:
1) bank-line stabilization along the Oaks Canal (400 ft per side),
2) bank-line stabilization along theGIWW (6,000 A),
3) low sill rock weir in amanmade channel east of Oaks Canal and north of the GIWW,
4) earthen plug in a breached opening along the Union Oil Canal (47 A wide x 11 A deep),
5) Spoilbank maintenance on the western side of the Union Qil Canal (1,000 A),
6) sediment fencing along Bayou Petite Anse in Tigre Lagoon (4,300 ft), and
7) Vvegetative plantings along the northern shoreline of Vermilion Bayfrom OaksCanal
eastward to Avery Canal (5 miles).

Effects and |ssues:

This project consists of bank stabilization with rock, water control structures, spoilbank
maintenance, sediment fencing and vegetative plantings. The low sill rock weir east of Oaks
Canal and the earthen plug will not reduce estuarine fisheries access to area marshes because
there are other access points to the project area through natural bayous. The project will increase
marsh, fish and wildlife productivity by reducing shoreline erosion andcorrcting altered

hydrology.

Benefits and Cost:
BasdineCost | AACAAHU AAHU Create& Restore |Protected [Total Bendfitted

$2,367,700 $905 192 160 ac 0ac 160 ac

Status: This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Preliminary
engineering will begin November, 1997.
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Project: TE-32, TE-if Alternative B Lake Boudreaux Basin Freshwater Introduction and
Hydrologic Management (Priority Project List 6)

Federa Sponsor: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Location and Size:

This project islocated in Terrebonne Parish approximately 5 miles SW of Chauvin, LA. The
total project areais 7,222 acres and contains 3,755 acres of intermediate marsh, 1,640 acres of
brackish marsh and 1,827 acres of open water.

Problems:

The areais suffering from alack of freshwater head to reduce the negative effects of satwater
intrusion.

Project Features:

This project will introduce available freshwater from the north and route this freshwatcr through
the project area to reduce satwater intrusion and promote vegetative diversity. Project
components include:
1) maintenance dredging 6,700 ft of Bayou Peltonto 70 ft x 8 ft,
2) dredging 3,200 A of outfall channel to 70 A x 8 A,
) installing seven 8 A x 8 A duice gates under Highway 57,
) constructing two (2) outfall management structures and gap spoil,
) maintenance dredging Bayou Grand Caillou north of the St. Louis Canal, and
) providing flood protection for developed areas south of the St. Louis Canal to Canebrake.

ORURIKSY

Effects and |ssues;

This project will not have any negative impacts to fisheries access or productivity to the in the
project area The project will increase the flow of freshwater and nutrients into’ the upper Lake
Boudreaux watershed.This is expected to increase marsh, fish and wildlife productivity. The

project is not in an oyster harvesting area.

Benefits and Cost:

Bascline Cost | AAC/AAHU AAHU Created/Restoreq Protected |Tota Benefitted
$ 4,915,650 $1,764 422 619 ac Oac 619 ac

Status.

This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Engineering and construction
schedules have not yet been determined.
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Project: BA-26 Bay Waterway “Dupre Cut” Bank Protection East (Priority Project List 6)
Federal Sponsor: Natural Resources Conservation Service

Location and Size:

Located in Jefferson Parish on the east bank of the Barataria Bay Waterway (BBWW)the section
known as“ DupreCut”. Thetotal project areais 2,790 acres and contains 1,479 acres of brackish

marsh and 1,3 11 acres of open water.

Problems:

The banks of the BBWW have deteriorated considerably due to erosion from boat wakes. Large
breaches in the banks have exposed the adjacent marsh to increased water exchange, tidal energy,

and saltwater intrusion.

Project Features:

The objective of this project is to rebuild and stabilize the banks of the BBWW to protect the
adjacent marsh from excessive tidal action and saltwater intrusion. The project consists of the
following components:
1) 17,600 A (3.3 miles) levee construction with dredged material from the borrow/access
channel in the BBWV, and
2) 17,600 ft (3.3 miles) of foreshore rock dike.

Effects and |ssues:

The project involves the construction of over 3 miles of foreshore rock dike adjacent to the
Dupre Cut to protect adjacent marshesfrom shoreline erosion. This rock dike will extend above
the surface of the water and could reduceestuarine fisheries access to the project areafrom the
Dupre Cut. Thisfisheries access may be provided by existing bayous and cutsfrom Bayou
Dupont to the project area. The project design may be modified if necessary to add shallow “fish
access points” along the rock dike. This project is not located in an oyster harvesting area.

Benefits and Cost:

BasdlineCost | AAC/AAHU AAHU Created/Restored Protected [Total Benefitted
$5,019,900 53,972 128 0 217 217

Status:

The project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Final engineering is estimated to
be completed November, 1998. Construction is estimated to begin March, 1999.
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Project: TE-35, CW-5i Marsh Creation East of the Xtchafalaya River - Avoca lsland
(Priority Project List 6)

Federal Sponsor: U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers
Location and Size:

This project is located in St. Mary and Tembonne Parish south of Morgan City, LA. T’ he tota
project area for Avocalsland (Increment 1) is 2,000 acres of open water.

Problems:

Avocaldand is a failed agricultural impoundment that became flooded when the levee broke in
1927.

Project Features:

The goal of this project is to create approximately 434 acres of marsh. This will be done by
beneficially using material dredgedfrom the “ Crew Boat Chute” reach of the Atchafalaya River
and placing it in the Avocalsland area.

Effects and Issues:

At the present time, the area consists of shallow open water habitat with somefloating aquatic
plants present. When the project is constructed, approximately 434 acres of this open water
habitat will not be accessible to freshwater fisheries organisms because it will have been
converted to marsh. The project is expected to increase marsh and fisheries productivity by
restoring marsh to the area.

Benefits and Cost:

Basdine Cost | AACAAHU AAHU Created/Restored| Protected |Total Benefitted

$6,438,400 31,869 355 434 ac 0ac 434 aC

Status.

This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997 Engineering and construction
schedules have not yet been determined.
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Project: MR-10, XMR- 12b Combination Dustpan and Cutterhead Maintenance Dredging
Operations for Marsh Creation in the Mississippi River Delta (DEMONSTRATION)

(Priority Project List 6)
Federal Sponsor: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Location and Size:

This project is located in Plaguemines Parish, LA in the Mississippi River Modem Delta. The
dredging will take place near Cubit's Gap, Head of Passes, and Southwest Pass (Mile 3.5t0 11.0
Above Head of Passes(AHP)]. The project will restore approximately 273 acres of marsh.

Problems:

Development and maintenance of the navigation channel through the Mississippi River Delta has
adversely affected delta growth and wetland creation. The use of “hopper” dredges for
maintenance of the Mississippi River deep draft navigation channel limits the use of the spoil
material for marsh creation because hopper dredges must dispose their material in deep water;
therefore, the spoil from the hopper dredges is unavailable for use in shallow, open water areas.

Project Features.

This project will use material dredged from the maintenance of the Mississippi River Navigation
Channel beneficially to restore and create marsh. A dustpan dredge will be used in the
maintenance dredging of the Mississippi River deep draft navigation channel to stack the

dredged material underwater adjacent to the channel. This stacked material will then be dredged
and transported by a cutterhead dredge to shallow open water areas adjacent to the Mississippi
River levees for the purpose of marsh creation. Approximately 273 acres of eroded marsh sites
will be restored using about 1.76 million cubic yards of dredged material over a course of three
years. The dredged materials will be placed in unconfined marsh areas to an initial elevation no
higher than +3.0 A National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD).

Effects and Issues:

After projectimplementation, this shallow open water habitat will not be accessible to freshwater
fisheries organisms because it will have been converted to marsh. The project is expected to
increase marsh and fisheries productivity by restoring approximately 273 acres of marsh in the
Mississippi River Delta. The project is not within an oyster leasing area.

Benefits and Cost:

Basdine Cost | AAC/AAHU AAHU Created/Restored Protected Total Benefit-ted
$1,600,000 N/A NA 273 ac 0ac 273 ac

Status:
This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. Construction schedules are
pending USAGE dredging schedules.
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Project;: LA-2 PTV-5 NutriaHarvest for Wetland Restoration (DEMONSTRATION)
(priority Project List 6)

Federal Sponsor: National Marine Fisheries Service
L ocation and Size:

Thisisaproject which affects the entire coast of Louisiana. The project may be located at the
coastal locations containing the highest nutria harvest.

Problems:

The nutriais an introduced, furbearing speciesin the rodent family that was intended to increase
production in the Louisiana fur industry. Since the decline of the fur industry, nutria populations
have increased tremendously along the coast. This unnatural nutria population has a significant
negative impact on the coastal marshes in Louisiana. The negative impacts are due to nutria
consumption (herbivory) of marsh plants to the degree that marsh damage occurs.

Project Features:

This project will determine if anutria meat for human consumption program and meat processing
system can be developed that facilitates nutria harvest by increasing the demand for their meat.
Thiswill be done by matching CWPPRA funding with that of participating meat processing
plants to adequately compensatetrappers for the nutria meat brought to the processor. Selected
coastal marsh areas will be monitored by the LA Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries to assess nutria
herbivory damage or recovery as aresult of this program. Other critical project components
include recipe development and publication, as well as the development of an advertising and
marketing strategy which will be focused on increasing public demand for nutria meat. This
project will be implemented by the LA Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries with oversight by the

Dept. of Natural Resources and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Effectsand |ssues:

-The project will have no negative effects on coastal fisheries access or production. If successful,
it should increase fisheries and wildlife production in coastal Louisiana by reducing coastal
marsh loss caused by nutria herbivory.

Benefits and Cost:

BasdineCost | AAC/AAHU | AAHU Created/Restored| Protected Total Benefitted
$2,140,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A .

Status:

This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997. The total project cost over two
years allows $400,000 for Phase |, and $1,740,000 for Phaselll.
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Project:  T/V- 16, CW-7 Cheniere Au Tigre Sediment Trapping (DEMONSTRATION)
(Priority Project List 6)

Federal sponsor: Natural Resources Conservation Service

Location and Size

This project is located along the Gulf of Mexico shoreline in southern Vermilion Parish, LA. It
lieseast of Cheniere Au Tigre, south of the Audubon Society’s Paul J. Rainey Wildlife Sanctuary
and southwest Louisiana' s State Wildlife Refuge and Game Preserve. The proposed structures
will extend gulfward 500 A and parallel the shore for a cumulative distance of 5,600 linear ft.

Problems:
The beach along the cheniere plain protects thousands of acres of wetlands, and is critical to

diverse communities of fish and wildlife populations. This project area includes portions of a
wildlife sanctuary and a state refuge. The wetlands north of the demonstration project contain
severa oil fields and navigation channels, one of which terminates only a few hundred feet from
the existing shoreline. If the beach breaches into this canal, full strength Gulf of Mexico
seawater will intrude into intermediate and brackish marshes, where satwater intrusion and
increased tidal action will negatively impact 68,000 acres of marsh located in the project area.

Project Features:

This project will field test a conceptual device designed to trap sediment from the gulf tides,
stabilize the existing shoreline erosion on Cheniere Au Tigre, and build up portions of the
shoreline that have already eroded. The project components consist of installingthree structures,
each 500 A by 1,000 A by 500 ft, located 1,200 fi apart along the Gulf of Mexico shoreline east
of Chenierc Au Tigrc. One conceptual design for a part of the project would install 43 standard
creosote pole timbers and about 8,000 discarded tires. The structure will have ablock“U’ shape
with the open end facing the shoreline, and holes will be punched in the top of each tire to keep
them from floating. The tireswill be placed as a horizontal mat under water and stacked up to
fivetires high as the water depth offshore increases to three A at the 500 A mark.

Effects and | ssues:

This is a demonstration project which involves the placement of shoreline stabilization materials
along the Gulf shoreline at Cheniere Au Tigre. The project will not have any negative impacts to
fisheries access or production because it will have openings for fish to access the shoreline.
There are oyster leases approximately 1 mile to the southeast of the project area, but the project
should not impact these leases. Careful attentionneeds to be paid to tire attachment such that
they will not become dislodged from the supporting structurc and become a navigation hazard.

Benefits and Costs:

Basdline Cost | AACAAHU AAHU Created/Restored | Protected | Total Benefitted
S500,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Status:

This project was approved by the Task Force on April 24, 1997.
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SUMVARY AND CONCLUSI ONS

The 6th Priority Project List consists of 13 projects,
whi ch includes 3 denonstration projects. The total fully
funded cost of these projects is $61, 553, 400. The tot al
benefits of the projects is 8,704 Average Annual Habitat
Units, based on project inplenentation as conpared to the
future w thout-project conditions over the 20-year project

[ife.

On the 6th Priority Project List, project cost phasing
is continued fromthe 5th Priority Project List. On the
proposed schedul e of allocations for phased projects, the
grand totals for the 6th and 7th Priority Project Lists are
$61, 259, 250 and $37, 181, 150, respectively.

The Task Force believes the recomended projects
represent the best strategy for addressing the inmediate
needs of Louisiana's coastal wetl ands. The Task Force will
conduct a final review of the plans and specifications for
each project prior to the award of construction contracts by
the | ead Task Force agency and the allocation of
construction funds by the Task Force chairnan.
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