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Executive Summary

On April 20, 2010, the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and eventually
sank in the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and other substances from the BP
Exploration and Production, Inc. (BP) Macondo well and causing loss of life and extensive natural
resource injuries. Initial efforts to cap the well following the explosion were unsuccessful, and, for 87 days
after the explosion, the well continuously and uncontrollably discharged oil and natural gas into the
northern Gulf of Mexico. Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil were released into
the ocean (USDOJ, 2016). Oil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore environment
from Texas to Florida. The oil came into contact with and injured natural resources as diverse as deep-
sea coral, fish and shellfish, productive wetland habitats, sandy beaches, birds, sea turtles, other
protected marine life, and services such as recreational use opportunities. Extensive response actions,
including cleanup activities and actions to try to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources, were
undertaken to try to reduce harm to people and the environment. However, many of these response
actions had collateral impacts on the environment and on natural resource services. The oil and other
substances released from the well, in combination with these extensive response actions, together make
up the DWH oil spill.

The DWH oil spill is subject to the provisions of the Oil Pollution Act (OPA) of 1990, which addresses
preventing, responding to, and paying for oil pollution incidents in navigable waters, adjoining shorelines,
and the exclusive economic zone of the United States. Under the authority of OPA, a council of federal
and state Trustees (DWH Trustees') was established to assess natural resource injuries resulting from
the incident and to work to make the environment and public whole for those injuries. As required under
OPA, the Trustees conducted a natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) to assess the natural
resource injuries resulting from the spill and to determine the type and amount of restoration required to
compensate the public for those injuries. The Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration
Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Final PDARP/PEIS) summarizes these injuries and
a suite of restoration alternatives (DWH Trustees, 2016a).

In the Final PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees determined that the injuries caused by the DWH oil spill
affected such a wide array of linked resources over such an enormous area that the effects of the spill
must be described as constituting an ecosystem-level injury. Consequently, the DWH Trustees’ chosen
alternative for restoration planning employs a comprehensive, integrated ecosystem approach to address
the ecosystem-level injury. The Final PDARP/PEIS describes a comprehensive restoration plan at a
programmatic level to guide and direct the ecosystem-level restoration effort, based on the following five
programmatic restoration goals:

= Restore and conserve habitat

= Restore water quality

= Replenish and protect living coastal and marine resources
= Provide and enhance recreational opportunities

= Provide for monitoring, adaptive management, and administrative oversight to support restoration
implementation

The Final PDARP/PEIS also summarizes a suite of 13 restoration types that can be used to advance the
Trustees’ restoration goals (DWH Trustees, 2016a, Figure 5.4-1). For example, the “Wetlands, Coastal
and Nearshore Habitats” restoration type can advance the Trustees’ restoration goal of “restore and
conserve habitat,” and the “Birds” restoration type can advance the goal of “replenish and protect living
coastal and marine resources.” The DWH Settlement Decree with BP and the Final PDARP/PEIS include
funding allocations for each restoration type and each Trustee as well as for monitoring, adaptive
management, and administrative oversight. In total, these allocations include $8.8 billion in natural
resource damage claims that will be paid over a 15-year period, with $5 billion allocated to Louisiana

' The DWH Trustee Council comprises the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Department of the
Interior (DOI), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the states of Alabama,
Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas.
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through the Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group (LA TIG). These figures include funding that BP

previously committed to pay for Early Restoration projects.

LA TIG Restoration Plan and Environmental

Assessment #7

The LA TIG prepared this document, the Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Final Restoration
Plan/Environmental Assessment #7: Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds (RP/EA)
pursuant to OPA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The goals of this RP/EA are to:

= Inform the public about DWH NRDA restoration planning efforts

= Present analysis on the potential restoration benefits and environmental consequences of the

alternatives

=  Seek public comment on the alternatives selected

In identifying preferred alternatives for this RP/EA, the LA TIG considered (1) the OPA NRDA regulations
screening criteria found at 15 Code of Federal Regulations 990.54, (2) specific goals identified by the
DWH Trustees in the Final PDARP/PEIS under the Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds
restoration types, (3) goals developed by the LA TIG for this restoration plan, (4) input from the public,
and (5) the current and future availability of funds under the DWH oil spill NRDA settlement payment

schedule.

For the purposes of this RP/EA, each proposed project is considered a separate alternative; therefore,
the terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably. Table ES-1 shows the reasonable range of
alternatives, noting those that are preferred and therefore selected for funding (either Phase II
construction and full implementation [construction]? or engineering and design [E&D]) in this RP/EA.

Table ES-1. Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

Habitats

Alternative Restoration Type | Preferred/ | Type of Project Cost
Not Funding
Preferred | Request
W1. Grande Cheniere Ridge Wetlands, Coastal, Preferred Construction | $65,000,000
Marsh Creation and Nearshore
Habitats
W2. Terrebonne Basin Ridge Wetlands, Coastal, Preferred Construction | $157,000,0003
and Marsh Creation Project: and Nearshore
Bayou Terrebonne Increment Habitats
Wa3. Bird’'s Foot Delta Hydrologic | Wetlands, Coastal, Preferred E&D $6,000,000
Restoration and Nearshore
Habitats
W4. Pointe aux Chenes Ridge Wetlands, Coastal, Not E&D $4,736,900
Restoration and Marsh Creation | and Nearshore Preferred

2 For the purposes of this RP/EA, the terms ‘Phase Il construction and full implementation’ and ‘construction’ are used

interchangeably.

3The LATIG previously approved $5,345,000 in E&D funding for the Terrebonne Basin Ridge and Marsh Creation Project: Bayou
Terrebonne Project following its selection as a preferred E&D alternative in Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Final
Restoration Plan #1: Restoration of Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; and
Birds (RP/EA #1). The fully funded life cycle cost of the project (as explained infra) is $162,345,000.
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Alternative Restoration Type | Preferred/ | Type of Project Cost
Not Funding
Preferred | Request
B1. Isle au Pitre Restoration Birds Preferred E&D $3,500,000
B2. Terrebonne HNC* Island Birds Preferred E&D $3,100,000
Restoration
B3. New Harbor Island Birds Not E&D $2,800,000
Restoration Preferred

For this RP/EA, the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) serves as the lead federal agency responsible
for NEPA compliance. The remaining federal and state agencies of the LA TIG are acting as cooperating
agencies for the purposes of compliance with NEPA in the development of this RP/EA. Collectively, the
LA TIG has evaluated the environmental consequences of the alternatives comprising a reasonable
range of alternatives consistent with NEPA, and the preliminary findings indicate that no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated. Each federal cooperating agency on the LA TIG adopts the NEPA

analysis in this RP/EA. Adoption of this RP/EA is completed via signature on the FONSI.

4 Houma Navigation Canal
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Abbreviations

ACB
BGEPA
BMP

BP

CEQ
CFR
CPRA
CRMS
CzZM
CZMA
DIVER Explorer
DOI
DWH
DWH Trustees
E&D

EA

ECD
EFH

EIS

EMU

EO

ESA
FEMA
FIRM
GEBF
GMFMC
GIS

HNC
IPaC

La. Rev. Stat.
LATIG
LDEQ
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LDWF
LOS
LOSCO
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MAM
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Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

Best Management Practice

BP Exploration and Production, Inc.

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations

Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
Coastwide Reference Monitoring System
Coastal Zone Management

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

Data Integration Visualization Exploration and Reporting Explorer
U.S. Department of the Interior

Deepwater Horizon

Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill Natural Resource Trustees
Engineering and Design

Environmental Assessment

Earthen Containment Dike

Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Management Unit

Executive Order

Endangered Species Act of 1973

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flood Insurance Rate Map

Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Geographic Information System

Houma Navigation Canal

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation

Louisiana Revised Statute

Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Level of Service

Louisiana Qil Spill Coordinator’'s Office
Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium

Monitoring and Adaptive Management
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MMPA
MCY
NAAQS
NAVD 88
NEPA
NFWF
NMFS
NOAA
NOS
NPL
NRCS
NRDA
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OPA
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RESTORE Act

ROD
RP/EA
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SAV
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SOP
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USACE
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USDA
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USEPA
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Marine Mammal Protection Act
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards

North American Vertical Datum of 1988

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

National Marine Fisheries Service (also known as NOAA Fisheries)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Notice of Solicitation

National Priorities List

Natural Resources Conservation Service

Natural Resource Damage Assessment
Operations and Maintenance

Office of Coastal Management (LDNR)

Oil Pollution Act of 1990

Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and
Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and
Revived Economies of the Gulf Coast States Act

Record of Decision

Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment
Supervision and Inspection
Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

State Historic Preservation Office
Standard Operating Procedures
Trustee Implementation Group

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

United States Code

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Justice

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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1 Introduction

The Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group® (LA TIG) prepared this restoration plan and integrated
environmental assessment (RP/EA) and finding of no significant impact (FONSI) to continue restoration of
natural resources and the services they provide that were injured or lost as a result of the Deepwater
Horizon (DWH) oil spill, to inform the public about the DWH Natural Resource Damage Assessment
(NRDA) restoration planning efforts, and to seek public comment on the identified reasonable range of
alternatives for restoration of injured resources. This RP/EA was prepared in accordance with the DWH
Oil Spill Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Final PDARP/PEIS; DWH Trustees, 2016a) and Record of Decision
(ROD), the Qil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA), and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).

This RP/EA focuses on alternatives to restore Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds in
the Louisiana Restoration Area. In this document, the LA TIG identifies its selected alternatives, which the
LA TIG believes would best help compensate the public for injuries caused by the DWH oil spill in the
Louisiana Restoration Area at this time.

1.1 Background and Summary of the Settlement

On April 20, 2010, the DWH mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and eventually sank in the Gulf of
Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and other substances from BP Exploration and Production,
Inc.’s (BP’s) Macondo well and causing pervasive natural resource injuries across the northern Gulf of
Mexico. Extensive response actions, including cleanup activities and actions to try to prevent the oil from
reaching sensitive resources, were undertaken to try to reduce harm to people and the environment.
However, many of these response actions had collateral impacts on the environment and natural
resource services. The breadth of injuries incurred from the incident are described in detail in Chapter 4
of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

Under the authority of OPA, a council of federal and state Trustees (DWH Trustees®) was established to
assess natural resource injuries resulting from the incident and to work to make the environment and
public whole for those injuries. In accordance with OPA NRDA regulations, in February 2016, the DWH
Trustees issued a Final PDARP/PEIS and subsequent ROD detailing a specific proposed plan to fund
and implement restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico region as restoration funds become
available. In April 2016, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a
Consent Decree resolving civil claims by the DWH Trustees against BP arising from the DWH oil spill.
The Final PDARP/PEIS sets forth the process for DWH restoration planning to select specific projects for
implementation and establishes a distributed governance structure that assigns a TIG for each of eight
Restoration Areas’. The LA TIG makes all restoration decisions for the funding allocated to the Louisiana
Restoration Area. Chapter 7 of the Final PDARP/PEIS provides detailed information on the DWH
Trustees and the TIG governance structure. The Final PDARP/PEIS, ROD, and Consent Decree can be
found online at the following URL: https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/qulf-plan.

1.2 Restoration Planning by the Louisiana Trustee
Implementation Group

Restoration planning from the DWH oil spill began in Louisiana under Early Restoration, which included
projects in four of the Early Restoration phases, and continued by releasing 10 restoration plans following

5 The LA TIG comprises five Louisiana state trustee agencies and four federal trustee agencies: the Louisiana Coastal Protection
and Restoration Authority (CPRA), Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources (LDNR), Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF), Louisiana Qil Spill Coordinator’s Office (LOSCO),
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).

6 The DWH Trustees are the entities authorized under OPA to act as trustees on behalf of the public to assess the natural resource
injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill and to develop and implement project-specific restoration plans to compensate for those
injuries. Together with the members of the LA TIG, state trustees authorized by the governors of Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and
Texas compose, as a whole, the DWH Trustees.

7 Unknown Conditions, Regionwide, Open Ocean, Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas.
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the 2016 settlement (Appendix A). The Final PDARP/PEIS identified five programmatic goals and 13
restoration types (see Figure 5.4-1 of the Final PDARP/PEIS). Table 1-1 shows the funds allocated by the
LA TIG to date by restoration type. The data regarding total allocations and allocations to restoration
projects previously approved do not account for project modifications, terminations, or the availability of
additional interest funds. As a result, amounts do not reflect available funds under each restoration type
but, nevertheless, indicate the total allocated through completed restoration plans to date. Section 6.5.5
of the DWH Administrative Record presents more information about project changes adopted by the LA
TIG. For the most up-to-date information regarding project modifications, see NOAA’s DIVER website8.

Table 1-1. Allocation of Deepwater Horizon Settlement Funds for the Louisiana Restoration
Area by Final PDARP/PEIS Restoration Goal and Type.

Final PDARP/PEIS Programmatic Restoration | Louisiana Total AII_ocated thro_ugh

Goals and Underlying Restoration Types Allocation E:’:r)lrsRestoratlon

1. Restore and Conserve Habitat $4,318,688,400 $1,044,831,293

Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats $4,009,062,700 $762,377,295

Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands $50,000,000 $22,828,298

Early Restoration (through Phase V) $259,625,700 $259,625,700

2. Restore Water Quality $20,000,000 $9,724,333

Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) $20,000,000 $9,724,333

3. Rep{enish and Protect Living and Coastal $343,311,600 $152,882.380
Marine Resources

Sea Turtles $10,000,000 $0

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation $22,000,000 $0

Marine Mammals $50,000,000 $3,572,490

Birds $148,500,000 $36,498,290

Early Restoration Birds $71,937,300 $71,937,300

Oysters $26,000,000 $26,000,000

Early Restoration Oysters $14,874,300 $14,874,300

4. Provide apq Enhance Recreational $60,000,000 $60,000,000
Opportunities

Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities $38,000,000 $38,000,000

Early Restoration Recreational Opportunities $22,000,000 $22,000,000

5 onkorg, dptve enagemert s25000000 | S17.731,43

Monitoring and Adaptive Management $225,000,000 $10,464,998

8 NOAA Data Integration Visualization Exploration and Reporting (DIVER) Explorer for DWH restoration projects can be accessed at
the following URL: https://www.diver.orr.noaa.gov/web/guest/diver-
explorer?siteid=9&sqid=643&subtitle=DWH%20Restoration%20Projects.
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Final PDARP/PEIS Programmatic Restoration | Louisiana Total ':,‘:Iigﬁ?atigtg:;?;%h
Goals and Underlying Restoration Types Allocation Plans
Administrative Oversight and Comprehensive Planning | $33,000,000 $7,266,438

TOTAL $5,000,000,000 $1,285,169,442

1.3 Oil Pollution Act and National Environmental Policy Act
Compliance

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill is subject to the provisions of OPA (33 United States Code
[U.S.C.] § 2701 et seq.). A primary goal of OPA is to make the environment and public whole for injuries
to natural resources and services resulting from an incident involving an oil discharge or substantial threat
of an oil discharge.

Federal Trustees must comply with NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., its regulations, 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) § 1500-1508, and agency-specific NEPA regulations when proposing restoration
projects. The Final PDARP/PEIS was intended to be used to tier the NEPA analysis in the subsequent
restoration plans prepared by the TIGs (40 CFR § 1502.20; see Chapter 6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS). A
tiered environmental analysis is a project-specific analysis that focuses on project-specific issues and
summarizes or references (rather than repeats) the broader issues discussed in a programmatic NEPA
analysis, in this case the Final PDARP/PEIS. The NEPA analysis in this RP/EA tiers from the Final
PDARP/PEIS where applicable.

The DOl is the lead federal trustee for preparing this RP/EA pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR §1501.5). The
federal and state agencies of the LA TIG act as cooperating agencies for the purposes of compliance with
NEPA in the development of this restoration plan (40 CFR §1501.6 and 1508.5). Each federal
cooperating agency on the LA TIG reviewed the analysis for adequacy in meeting the standards set forth
in its own NEPA implementing procedures and subsequently adopts the NEPA analysis (40 CFR
§1506.3). Adoption of the EA is completed via signature on the FONSI.

1.4 Purpose and Need

The Final PDARP/PEIS identifies extensive and complex injuries to natural resources and services across
the Gulf of Mexico as well as a need and plan for comprehensive restoration. The purpose of restoration
is to make the environment and the public whole for injuries resulting from the incident by implementing
restoration actions that return injured natural resources and services to baseline conditions and
compensate for interim losses in accordance with the OPA and associated NRDA regulations. This
RP/EA falls within the scope of the purpose and need identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS. Consistent with
the purpose defined in the Final PDARP/PEIS, the LA TIG has undertaken this restoration planning effort
to address injuries to natural resources in the Louisiana Restoration Area with restoration of Wetlands,
Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds.

Section 5.3 of the Final PDARP/PEIS identifies and describes five programmatic goals for restoration
work (listed in Table 1-1). These programmatic goals work independently and together to benefit injured
resources and services. The programmatic goals addressed in this RP/EA are to “restore and conserve
habitat” and “replenish and protect living coastal and marine resources.”

Consistent with the programmatic goals, the DWH Trustees also identified 13 restoration types in the
Final PDARP/PEIS (Sections 5.5.2 through 5.5.14). These specific restoration types help to guide
restoration planning and project selection to accomplish the programmatic restoration goals. This RP/EA
addresses the “Wetlands, Coastal and Nearshore Habitats” and “Birds” restoration types (Final
PDARP/PEIS Sections 5.5.2.1 and 5.5.12.1, respectively).

Additional information about the purpose and need for DWH NRDA restoration can be found in Section
5.3.2 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.
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1.5 Proposed Action

To meet the purpose of restoring natural resources and services injured as a result of the DWH oil spill,
the LA TIG proposed in the draft RP/EA #7 to implement the following projects identified as preferred
alternatives?®, presented in Table 1-2 and described in this RP/EA using funds made available through the
DWH Consent Decree. After consideration of public input received during the 30-day public comment
period, in this final RP/EA #7 the LA TIG selects the preferred alternatives for implementation. The
Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) will be the implementing Trustee for all the
alternatives discussed in this plan.

Table 1-2. RP/EA Preferred Alternatives.

Table Notes: For construction projects, the project cost represents the full life cycle cost including final
engineering and design (E&D), construction, operations and maintenance (O&M), and monitoring and
adaptive management (MAM). For E&D projects, the project cost represents the estimated E&D cost only.
HNC = Houma Navigation Canal.

Preferred Alternative Restoration Type Type of Funding Project Cost
Request

W1. Grande Cheniere Ridge Wetlands, Coastal Construction $65,000,000
Marsh Creation and Nearshore

Habitats
W2. Terrebonne Basin Ridge Wetlands, Coastal Construction $157,000,0001°
and Marsh Creation Project: and Nearshore
Bayou Terrebonne Increment Habitats
W3. Bird’s Foot Delta Hydrologic | Wetlands, Coastal E&D $6,000,000
Restoration and Nearshore

Habitats
B1. Isle au Pitre Restoration Birds E&D $3,500,000
B2. Terrebonne HNC Island Birds E&D $3,100,000
Restoration

The locations of these preferred alternatives are shown in Figure 1-1. If implemented, this suite of
projects would use approximately $228,000,000 in DWH settlement funds for the Wetlands, Coastal, and
Nearshore Habitats restoration type and approximately $6,600,000 for the Birds restoration type, in
accordance with the Consent Decree. If the preferred restoration alternatives are selected, there would be
an approximate balance of $3,539,600,000 remaining for the Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats
restoration type and $105,402,000 for the Birds restoration type.

9 For the purposes of this RP/EA, each proposed project is considered a separate alternative; therefore, the terms “project” and
“alternative” are used interchangeably.
0 See FN3, supra.
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Figure 1-1. Preferred Alternatives.

1.6 Other Alternatives Analyzed

As part of the reasonable range of alternatives, the LA TIG evaluated one additional alternative for the
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats restoration type, Pointe aux Chenes Ridge Restoration and
Marsh Creation; one additional alternative for the Birds restoration type, New Harbor Island Restoration;
and a no action alternative. Detailed information on all alternatives is found in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2.

1.7 Public Involvement

The DWH Trustees have conducted an extensive public outreach process since 2010, including during
the PDARP/PEIS development efforts and during public review and comment on many draft DWH
restoration plans and NEPA analyses. Public participation opportunities associated with this RP/EA are
described below.

1.7.1 Louisiana Coastal Master Plan

During the development of the 2017 Coastal Master Plan (CPRA, 2017a), CPRA provided opportunities
for coastal communities to provide input, both in person and online. Community conversations along with
the development of tools and materials to help communities understand coastal resiliency, placed citizens
in the position to take active ownership in future adaptation decisions. After release of the draft Coastal
Master Plan, CPRA hosted four official public hearings and traveled across coastal Louisiana to
participate in meetings, briefings, and presentations to receive feedback and comments from coastal
citizens. In all, CPRA received over 1,300 public comments on the draft 2017 Coastal Master Plan.

1.7.2 CWPPRA

The E&D phase of the Bayou Grande Cheniere Marsh and Ridge Restoration project was funded through
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) program. The project
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underwent public comment for the E&D phase as part of the environmental assessment (EA) process
(USFWS, 2017). This CWPPRA project was subsumed by the Grande Cheniere Ridge Marsh Creation
project selected as a preferred alternative in this RP/EA.

1.7.3 DWH Final PDARP/PEIS

Chapter 8 of the Final PDARP/PEIS describes the process used to obtain public input for the Final
PDARP/PEIS (DWH Trustees, 2016a). Previous DWH NRDA restoration plans, including Early
Restoration Plans, provide more detail on public outreach and involvement. These plans are available at
the following URL.: http://www.qgulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration/early-restoration.

1.7.4 LA TIG RP/EA #1

The E&D phase of the Terrebonne Basin Ridge and Marsh Creation Project: Bayou Terrebonne
Increment was included as a preferred alternative in Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Final
Restoration Plan #1: Restoration of Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on
Federally Managed Lands; and Birds (RP/EA #1). As such, the project underwent public comment for the
E&D phase as part of the RP/EA #1 planning process.

1.7.5 LA TIG RP/EA #3

In March of 2018, the LA TIG completed the Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Strategic
Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment #3: Restoration of Wetlands, Coastal and Nearshore
Habitats in the Barataria Basin, Louisiana (RP/EA #3). A draft of RP/EA #3 was released for public
comment in December of 2017, and public comments were addressed in the final plan. The preferred
alternative from RP/EA #3 included a determination that a combination of marsh, ridge, and diversion
projects would meet the Trustees’ restoration goals for the Barataria Basin. While the Grande Cheniere
Ridge Marsh Creation project was not evaluated directly in that plan, the project helps to support the
goals laid out in RP/EA #3.

1.7.6 LA TIG RP/EA #7

On December 18, 2019, the LA TIG issued a notice of solicitation (NOS) on the NOAA Gulf Spill
Restoration website (at the following URL: https://www.qulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/) requesting project
ideas (Appendix B). On April 24, 2020, the LA TIG issued a notice of intent informing the public that it was
initiating the drafting of a restoration plan to restore Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and
Birds. After review and project screening (see Chapter 2), the LA TIG developed the reasonable range of
alternatives presented in this RP/EA.

The public was encouraged to review and comment on this restoration plan. It was made available for
public review and comment for 30 days following public notification as specified in the public notice
published in the Federal and Louisiana Registers.

To facilitate public comment, a public webinar was scheduled for September 3, 2020 at 3:00 p.m. CDT.

The LA TIG received 138 comments during the public comment period. Of these, 135 were form letters
with identical or nearly identical content; one comment was received during the public webinar; and two
comments were submitted via web form. There were, therefore, a total of four non-duplicate submissions
from private citizens and non-governmental organizations during the public comment period. The LA TIG
reviewed and considered all comments submitted during the public comment period prior to finalizing this
RP/EA, as summarized in Chapter 6.

1.7.7 Administrative Record

The DWH Trustees opened a publicly available administrative record for the NRDA for the DWH Oil Spill,
including restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 Notice of Intent
(pursuant to 15 CFR § 990.45). DOl is the federal trustee that maintains the administrative record, which
can be found online at the following URL: http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord. This
administrative record site is also used by the LA TIG for DWH restoration planning.
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Information about restoration project implementation is provided to the public through the administrative
record and other outreach efforts, including online at the following URL:
http://www.qgulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov.

1.8 Relationship to Other Plans, Policies, or Actions

Because of the magnitude of the DWH Qil Spill, the DWH Trustees began planning for and implementing
Early Restoration projects with funding from BP before the oil spill’s injury assessment was complete and
before the entry of the Consent Decree. Early Restoration occurred in five separate phases, during which
the Trustees prepared Early Restoration plans and completed associated NEPA compliance. These Early
Restoration activities are a subset of the extensive, continuing effort needed to address complete
restoration of injuries to natural resources resulting from the DWH Oil Spill. The 10 restoration plans
released by the LA TIG following Early Restoration can be found on the Louisiana DWH website (at the
following URL: https://la-dwh.com/) and are discussed further in Appendix A.

The DWH Trustees are committed to coordinating with other Gulf of Mexico restoration programs to
maximize the overall ecosystem benefits from DWH NRDA restoration efforts. During the course of the
restoration planning process, the LA TIG coordinates with other DWH oil spill and Gulf of Mexico
restoration programs, including the Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and
Revived Economies of the Gulf Coast States Act (RESTORE Act) as implemented by the Gulf Coast
Ecosystem Restoration Council; the Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund (GEBF) managed by the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF); and other state and federal funding sources. Restoration efforts
occurring in the Louisiana Restoration Area through other programs are further described at the following
URL: http://coastal.la.gov/. These other restoration efforts are considered in the analysis of cumulative
impacts in this RP/EA (Section 4.6). More details about coordination can be found in Section 1.5.6 of the
Final PDARP/PEIS.

This RP/EA has also been developed to be consistent with the Louisiana Coastal Master Plan. The
Coastal Master Plan uses the best available science to identify specific projects that will improve the long-
term sustainability of Louisiana’s coast (CPRA, 2017a). The projects included in the Coastal Master Plan
are the result of extensive public input, review, and vetting. Continuing Louisiana’s strategy for coastal
restoration, Louisiana Governor John Bel Edwards issued Executive Order JBE 2016-09, which requires
all State of Louisiana departments and agencies to “administer their regulatory practices, programs,
projects, contracts, grants, and all other functions vested in them in a manner consistent with the Coastal
Master Plan and public interest to the maximum extent possible.” As such, projects selected in this RP/EA
were evaluated for consistency with the goals and objectives of the Coastal Master Plan.

1.9 Next Steps

The reasonable range of alternatives identified in this document consists of alternatives that are
independent of each other and may be selected independently by the LA TIG. A decision not to select
one or more of the alternatives does not affect the LA TIG’s selection of any remaining alternatives.
Projects that are not included in the reasonable range of alternatives, or not selected for implementation
in this final RP/EA, can be considered for inclusion in future restoration plans developed by the LA TIG.

Permits (e.g., Clean Water Act Section 404 permits) may be required for selected alternatives prior to
implementation, which could require additional environmental analyses. All environmental compliance
requirements would be completed prior to any ground disturbance. If the outcome of environmental
compliance reviews would necessitate a change in project scope, additional NEPA review may be
conducted to address those changes.

1.10 Document Organization

This document consists of Chapters 1 through 9, with seven appendices. The overall organization of the
document is as follows:

= Executive Summary: Brief summary of the document
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Chapter 1 Introduction: Introductory information and context for this RP/EA, background and
summary of the settlement, restoration planning by the LA TIG, OPA and NEPA compliance,
purpose and need, and proposed action

Chapter 2 Restoration Planning Process: Information on the restoration planning process,
screening of potential restoration alternatives, and selection of a reasonable range of alternatives
to address the Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds restoration types

Chapter 3 OPA NRDA Evaluation of Alternatives: Evaluation of the reasonable range of
alternatives against criteria set forth in OPA and selection of preferred alternatives

Chapter 4 NEPA Analysis: Overview of the NEPA analysis approach, description of the affected
environment and environmental consequences for each of the alternatives evaluated in this
RP/EA, and description of the cumulative impacts of the alternatives when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions

Chapter 5 Compliance with Other Laws and Regulations: Identification of other federal, state,
and local laws that may apply to the preferred alternatives in this RP/EA

Chapter 6 Response to Public Comment: Overview of public comments received on the RP/EA

Chapter 7 List of Preparers and Agencies Consulted: Identification of individuals who
substantively contributed to the development of this RP/EA and agencies consulted

Chapter 8 List of Repositories: List of facilities that received copies of this RP/EA for review by
the public

Chapter 9 Literature Cited: List of references used to write and support the analysis in this
RP/EA

Appendix A Plans/Projects to Date: List of each RP/EA released to date by the LA TIG

Appendix B Notice of Solicitation: Notice of solicitation (NOS) for project ideas to be
considered for this RP/EA

Appendix C Project Universe: List of projects submitted to the Trustee and Louisiana portals

Appendix D MAM Plans: MAM plans for preferred restoration alternatives that are planned for
construction

Appendix E Guidelines for NEPA Impact Determinations: Definitions of impact intensities from
the Final PDARP/PEIS

Appendix F Cumulative Impacts: Final set of projects considered in the cumulative impacts
scenario

Appendix G Finding of No Significant Impact: Overview of impacts anticipated to occur upon
implementation of the projects in this RP/EA
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2 Restoration Planning Process

Following OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR 990.53), and in accordance with guidance put forward in the
Final PDARP/PEIS, the LA TIG developed a screening process to identify a reasonable range of
restoration alternatives. Those alternatives are evaluated in this RP/EA and are consistent with the
Trustees’ selected programmatic alternative and the goals identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS. The
restoration planning process was conducted in accordance with the Consent Decree, 2016 Trustee
Council Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for Implementation of the Natural Resource Restoration
for the DWH oil spill (DWH Trustees, 2016b), OPA NRDA regulations, and NEPA regulations.

2.1 Summary of Injuries Addressed in this RP/EA

Chapter 4 of the Final PDARP/PEIS summarizes the injury assessment, and documents the nature,
degree, and extent of injuries from the DWH oil spill to both natural resources and the services they
provide. To help address these injuries, the LA TIG chose in this RP/EA to propose projects under the
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds restoration types, summarized below.

2.1.1 Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats

The DWH oil spill caused significant injuries to the nearshore marine ecosystem in Louisiana, which
experienced the majority of oiled shoreline and the vast majority of oiled wetland shorelines (DWH
Trustees, 2016a). Oiling caused multiple injuries to these habitats, including increased erosion of oiled
shorelines, reductions in aboveground biomass and total plant cover in mainland herbaceous salt
marshes, reductions in periwinkle snail abundance, reductions in shrimp and flounder growth rates,
reduced reproductive success in forage fish, reduced amphipod survival, impacts to submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) habitats, and reduced nearshore oyster cover. In addition to extensive injuries to these
habitats and their dependent resources, Louisiana suffered extensive injuries to birds and their
corresponding habitats (PDARP/PEIS Chapter 4.7). Additionally, some response actions resulted in
unintended injury to resources, such as a reduction in diversity and percent cover of SAV (DWH Trustees,
2016a).

As discussed in the Final PDARP/PEIS, “[o]iling has been documented to adversely affect coastal
wetland vegetation and associated fauna. Oil can wash up at the marsh edge, oiling soil and coating
vegetation. It can also penetrate the marsh through tidal creeks and wash-over events and become
stranded in the marsh interior where it can coat plant stems and soil” (DWH Trustees, 2016a).

Shoreline oiling results in the loss of marsh vegetation, which “initiate[s] a cascade of trophic-level
impacts to bacteria, invertebrates, plankton, and higher-level organisms” (DWH Trustees, 2016a).
Further, “[m]arsh plants also play an important role in shoreline stabilization, holding and stabilizing soil
and sediment, and helping to retain and accumulate soil in the marsh. The marsh serves a role in coastal
flood protection by attenuating storm and wave energy” (DWH Trustees, 2016a). Therefore, the injuries
caused by the DWH oil spill have significantly contributed to the ongoing coastal crisis in Louisiana.The
Trustees concluded that some of these losses are permanent, and some injuries, such as marsh edge
erosion, can be addressed through the creation of new marsh land (DWH Trustees, 2016a).

2.1.2 Birds

The Trustees documented large-scale and pervasive bird injuries in the northern Gulf of Mexico as a
result of the DWH oil spill. As noted in the Final PDARP/PEIS, “the DWH oil spill exposed dozens of
species of birds to oil in a variety of northern Gulf of Mexico habitats, including open water, island
waterbird colonies, barrier islands, beaches, bays, and marshes. Birds were exposed to oil in several
ways, including physical contact with oil in the environment; ingestion of external oil during preening; and
ingestion of oil while foraging and consuming contaminated prey, water, or sediment” (DWH Trustees,
2016a).
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2.2 Project Screening and Reasonable Range of Alternatives

The goal of the LA TIG’s screening process was to identify a reasonable range of alternatives suitable for
addressing injuries to natural resources and their services caused by the DWH oil spill. In developing a
reasonable range of alternatives, the LA TIG reviewed the Trustees’ restoration goals specified in
Sections 5.3 and 5.5 of the Final PDARP/PEIS. The LA TIG also considered other criteria identified in the
Final PDARP/PEIS, including screening factors in the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR 990.54), input
from the public, the current and future availability of funds under the DWH NRDA settlement payment
schedule, projects already fully funded or proposed to be fully funded by the other DWH restoration
funding sources (NFWF GEBF and the RESTORE Act), and other non-DWH restoration funding sources.

2.2.1 Project Universe

The LA TIG assembled a list of all 688 projects submitted to the Trustee and Louisiana portals (see
Appendix C). Each project went through the multi-step screening process described in the following
sections.

2.2.2 Step 1: Eligibility Screening
To be eligible for further consideration in this RP/EA, projects had to meet all four of the following
eligibility screening criteria:

= |s the project located in the Louisiana Restoration Area?

= Does the project meet at least one of the goals outlined in the Final PDARP/PEIS to compensate
for injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill?

= Has the project been previously funded or implemented in the Louisiana Restoration Area, or is it
duplicative with other efforts?

= Does the project propose to restore habitat for resources injured as a result of the DWH oil spill?

Of the 688 projects screened, 437 met the eligibility screening criteria and were carried forward to Step 2.

2.2.3 Step 2: NOS Initial Screening

The LA TIG next screened projects against the NOS initial screening. For this RP/EA, the NOS required
that projects fall under either the Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats or Birds restoration types.
Of the 437 projects deemed eligible in Step 1, 111 Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats projects
and 31 Birds projects were carried forward to Step 3.

2.2.4 Step 3: Initial LA TIG Screening Criteria

Step 3 captured the specific considerations the LA TIG values in identifying projects to include in this
RP/EA. These criteria were developed by the LA TIG to aid in screening and are consistent with overall
LA TIG program goals, taking into consideration prior and ongoing restoration activities of both the LA
TIG and other restoration programs. The following subsections describe these screening criteria for the
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and the Birds restoration types.

2.2.4.1 Screening of Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Alternatives

The LA TIG focused on projects that directly create or restore wetland habitats that would provide the
greatest benefit to injured resources. Additionally, the LA TIG was interested in projects that would be
construction ready in the near term and those that have sufficient planning to advance to E&D. Advancing
construction-ready projects ensures that habitat is restored or created quickly, and moving projects
through E&D would provide a pipeline of quality projects for future implementation. A total of 111
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats pro