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Good morning, everyone and welcome to the Louisiana Deepwater Horizon Trustee 
Implementation Group’s public webinar for our latest restoration planning effort. Today 
we’ll be presenting on the Draft Phase 2 Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment 
#8.1: East Orleans Landbridge Restoration Project and Raccoon Island Restoration Project.   

My name is Maury Chatellier and I am with the Louisiana Coastal Protection and 
Restoration Authority.  I’m here today with fellow members of the Louisiana Trustee 
Implementation Group, including staff from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration and CPRA, to present details on our recently released draft restoration plan. 
This plan was prepared as a part of our ongoing effort to restore resources damaged by the 
2010 Deepwater Horizon oil spill.   
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We’re going to start this meeting by covering some brief logistics regarding the webinar 
before providing an overview of key events in the Deepwater Horizon Natural Resource 
Damage Assessment timeline leading up to the release of the Draft Restoration Plan #8.1.  

We will then talk about the alternatives considered in this Restoration Plan. Finally, we’ll 
wrap up the meeting by accepting verbal comments from the audience. 
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To ensure that we don’t have sound interference during this presentation, please mute the 
microphone and speakers on your computer if you are using your phone for audio.  



After the presentation, you will have an opportunity to make verbal comments on the plan. 
While we won’t be answering any questions today, any comments or questions received 
will be considered during preparation of the final plan, and a comment response section 
will be included in that plan.  

Take a look at the ‘Questions’ box at the top right of the GoToWebinar control panel which is 
shown on this slide. If you would like to make a verbal comment to the Trustees, please 
type your name in this box and we will get you into the speaker queue at the end of the 
webinar. 

Links to the Draft Restoration Plan #8.1 and the Fact Sheets regarding the plan can be 
found in the chat box.  

So again, thank you for your attendance today.  And now, I’ll turn the presentation over to 
Mr. Mel Landry with NOAA to give you some background information on our process. 
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Thank you, Maury. Before getting into the details of the proposed restoration projects in the 
Draft Restoration Plan #8.1, I’d like to give some background on the Deepwater Horizon oil 
spill Natural Resource Damage Assessment, or NRDA.   

The Deepwater Horizon oil spill in 2010 was the largest maritime oil spill in U.S. history. 
When the spill began, the Deepwater Horizon Trustee Council, made up of federal Trustee 
and State agencies initiated an injury assessment pursuant to the Oil Pollution Act . That 
injury assessment extent of injuries to natural resources and the services they provide. The 
Trustees used the results of the injury assessment to inform future NRDA restoration 
planning. 

  In April 2011, BP agreed to make up to $1 billion available for restoration before the injury 
assessment was complete to get a jump start on restoration. From 2011 to 2016 the 
Trustees approved a total of 5 restoration plans and 65 projects across the Gulf of America 
with a combined cost of $866 million.  

  As part of a comprehensive settlement agreement reached in April of 2016, BP agreed to 
pay up to $8.8 billion (including the $1 billion for early restoration and up to $700 million for 
potential unknown conditions) for natural resource restoration across the Gulf.  

Around the same time, the Trustees released the Final Programmatic Damage Assessment 
& Restoration Plan. The Trustees’ Programmatic Restoration Plan outlines the approach to 
restore natural resources impacted by the DWH oil spill. The Plan established a distributed 



governance structure that assigned a Trustee Implementation Group or TIG for each of 
seven Restoration Areas: Regionwide, Open Ocean, and each of the five Gulf states. 

Since the settlement, the TIGs have continued working hard to conduct restoration of 
resources injured by the spill. As of December of 2025, over $4 billion has been obligated 
across the TIGs for various restoration types. The Louisiana TIG has prepared 16 restoration 
plans to date, including the release of the Draft Restoration Plan we’re discussing today.  

The Louisiana TIG has undertaken the restoration planning effort outlined in the Draft 
Restoration Plan #8.1 to contribute to the restoration of natural resources and their 
services injured in the Louisiana Restoration Area.  
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The Trustees’ Programmatic Restoration Plan identifies and describes five programmatic 
goals for restoration. These programmatic goals work independently and together to 
benefit injured resources and services. Draft Restoration Plan #8.1 addresses one of these 
programmatic goals: Restore and Conserve Habitat. 

 This goal is intended to benefit injured coastal and nearshore habitats, as well as many 
injured species throughout their life stages by providing food, shelter, breeding, and nursery 
habitat.  

Under each programmatic goal, the Trustees identified restoration types, one of which is 
addressed by this Restoration Plan. This Draft Restoration Plan presents Oil Pollution Act, 
NRDA and National Environmental Policy Act evaluations for multiple alternatives for each 
project which would address the restoration type of Wetlands, Coastal and Nearshore 
Habitats restoration.  

The habitat restoration alternatives presented in this Draft Restoration Plan #8.1 stem from 
data gathering and engineering and design efforts funded by the Louisiana TIG through its 
2022 Restoration Plan #8. These data collection and engineering and design efforts 
included identification of various potential restoration features, the combination of these 
features into potential design alternatives, and comparative analysis of the performance 
and impact of design alternatives. These design alternatives were further refined into the 
preferred alternatives for each project as presented in RP #8.1.  

This Draft Restoration Plan is focused on the restoration of resources on the East Orleans 
Landbridge and Raccoon Island. 
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The proposed project is in Orleans Parish on a strip of land separating two major water 
bodies, Lake Pontchartrain and Lake Borgne. This land bridge is one of the most critical 
natural barriers protecting the City of New Orleans. It helps mitigate storm surge in Lake 
Pontchartrain; without it, the New Orleans levee system would be much more vulnerable to 
overtopping or breaching. Approximately 1.5 million people in the New Orleans area rely on 
the landbridge for protection. 

The project area is part of the New Orleans East Landbridge project in the 2017 Louisiana 
Coastal Master Plan where an estimated 32% of wetland loss is predicted over the next 50 
years. 

Under the Oil Pollution Act’s NRDA regulations, the Trustees are required to analyze each 
alternative against six evaluation standards: cost-effectiveness, its consistency with the 
trustees’ goals and objectives, likelihood of success, the degree to which it avoids 
collateral injury, the overall project benefits, and public health and safety.   

There is one natural recovery or no action alternative and three action alternatives for 
design. All three action alternatives include marsh creation, reinforcement of the Rigolets 
shoreline with marine mattresses, and vegetative plantings. All of the action alternatives 
would utilize the same borrow source in Lake St. Catherine and would utilize the same 
access corridors. All would require installation of sheet piles in certain locations to contain 
marsh fill material. The action alternatives differ from one another primarily by varied 
extents of marsh creation boundaries to accommodate existing ponds and hunting leases 
by avoiding filling open water areas. 
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Alternative 2 includes 2,468 acres of marsh creation, 27,544 LF of shoreline protection, and 
12,695 acres of containment dike planting. This alternative embodies the maximum 
amount of marsh creation and Rigolets shoreline protection within the project area but 
would fill several areas of open water that are currently used by landowners for duck 
hunting.  

Alternative 3 includes 1,813 acres of marsh creation, 15,190 linear feet of shoreline 
protection, and 21,947 LF of containment dike planting. This alternative avoids many of the 
leased ponds and reduces the shoreline protection to the Rigolets shoreline reach with the 
greatest erosion rate. 
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Alternative 4 includes 1,320 acres of marsh creation, 14,867 linear feet of shoreline 
protection, and 19,768 linear feet of containment dike planting. This alternative further 
avoids filling desirable ponds and open water areas while still restoring marsh in crucial 
areas and protecting the Rigolets shoreline.  

The TIG identified Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative because it has the highest cost-
effectiveness and likelihood of success.  It is most compatible with existing land uses and 
long-term marsh sustainability and would cause the least amount of collateral injury in 
terms of the filling of existing interior ponds. 

The proposed Trustee Allocation for the preferred alternative is $101.2 M, which includes 
the cost of construction, construction oversight and inspection, and operation, 
maintenance, and monitoring for the expected 20-year project life. 

During construction, all of the alternatives would result in short-term, minor to moderate 
impacts to physical resources such as substrates and water quality, marsh and open water 
habitats, and transiting aquatic and terrestrial wildlife. Some localized, long-term changes 
to habitat composition would occur where marsh creation converts existing shallow-water 
areas to emergent marsh habitat; however, the alternatives would provide substantial, 
long-term benefits to biological resources through increases in marsh extent and elevation, 
improved habitat quality and connectivity, enhanced shoreline stability, and reduced 
susceptibility to future habitat loss. These benefits would improve habitat availability and 
resilience for fish, invertebrates, birds, and other wildlife using the landbridge and adjacent 
waters.  

Socioeconomic, recreational, and visual resources would experience primarily short-term, 
minor, adverse impacts during construction, however, following construction all 
alternatives would provide long-term, beneficial effects by improving marsh habitat that 
supports fisheries productivity, enhances wildlife resources, and contributes to regional 
coastal resilience. 

I’ll now turn the presentation over to Mr. David Reeves with NOAA to talk about the 
specifics of the Raccoon Island Restoration Project.  David…. 
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Thank you April. 



Raccoon Island, is part of the Isles Dernieres barrier island chain, in lower Terrebonne 
Parish, Louisiana.  This chain of islands, spanning nearly 50 miles, is a first line of defense 
for Louisiana’s coastline against hurricanes and provide crucial habitat for a multitude of 
plant and animal species.  As part of an erosional barrier island arc, the existing 81-acre 
Raccoon Island is sediment-starved and has high shoreline recession and acreage losses. 
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There is one natural recovery, or no action alternative, and three action alternatives. The 
three action alternatives include similar construction components necessary to restore 
habitat features on Raccoon Island. Figure 3 highlights temporary construction 
components for Alternative 3, as well as components of the constructed project.   The 
components include the fill borrow area, fill placement in the restored marsh and beach, 
and access channels. 

Fill material for the restoration features would be dredged from the Ship Shoal Block 88, 
about 8.5 miles south of Raccoon Island. The borrow area is a submerged body of sand 
that was once a barrier island. Ship Shoal contains high quality sand that is similar in grain 
size to the existing sand on Raccoon Island.  Using a high-quality material like this one, 
ensures the project goals and objectives are met.  

Sediment would be transported to Raccoon Island from Ship Shoal Block 88 through a 
direct pipeline conveyance.  

Temporary access channels would be dredged to provide construction access to Raccoon 
Island for equipment and personnel, and a flotation access channel would be dredged to 
construct the bayside shoreline protection structures. The temporary access channels 
would be utilized for the project duration and would be backfilled upon project completion. 
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Each of the three design alternatives the Trustees evaluated involve sand fill for beach, 
dune, marsh creation on the bay side of the island, and raising the Gulf Side breakwaters by 
approximately three feet. However, they differ in the approach to protecting the bay side 
shoreline of Raccoon Island. The two alternatives shown here are the non-preferred 
alternatives. 

Alternative 2 includes 401 acres of total habitat restoration. The dune would be 
constructed to an elevation of +8 ft and a crest width of 200ft. The beach and dune slopes 



and transitions would then be graded to existing conditions. Vegetative plantings would be 
included to stabilize the dune features. Approximately 302 acres of marsh would be 
created north of the existing island. These marsh platforms would be graded from +2.0 ft on 
the southern edge to +1.2 ft on the northern edge. The marsh platform would also include 
three marsh mounds constructed to +6 ft to provide nesting habitat for birds, such as 
brown pelicans.  The marsh platform will be intersected by three constructed tidal creeks 
to ensure connectivity to existing habitats on the island.  

Alternative 6 includes 412 acres of total habitat restoration with the same beach, dune, and 
marsh design as Alternative 2. Unlike Alternative 2, Alternative 6 includes 17 bayside 
shoreline protection structures. These would be traditional breakwater structures, 
constructed to +4.0 ft.  They would include a combination of segments that range from 250-
440 ft long, with spacing ranging from 110-510 ft apart.  The structures would be placed in 
line with the toe of the marsh fill.  
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Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative, includes 410 acres of total habitat restoration and 
was developed by combining features from Alternatives 2 and 6.  Alternative 3 also 
incorporates living shoreline structures into the design. This alternative would include 13 
bayside shoreline protection structures.  The two most eastern and two most western 
structures would be designed in the same manner as the traditional breakwater structures 
included in Alternative 6.  The other nine bay side shoreline protection structures would be 
living shoreline structures with crests of +1.2 ft.  On the lee side of these structures, a 15 ft 
wide intertidal reef would be constructed to +0.4 ft, which would then grade to the bottom. 
Each structure would be 400-450 ft long and range from 120-640 ft apart.  

The Louisiana TIG identified Alternative 3 as the preferred plan over Alternatives 2 and 6 
because it was the most beneficial alternative evaluated and best meets the purpose and 
need for the Project. Analysis under the OPA NRDA Evaluation Standards determined 
Alternative 3 was the most balanced and cost-effective approach, combining shoreline 
protection with living shoreline elements that would provide additional ecological benefits 
while maintaining moderate structural complexity, indicating a strong likelihood of 
successful implementation and long-term habitat performance.  

All of the alternatives analyzed would cause short-term and long-term, minor to moderate, 
adverse impacts on physical resources during and after construction from dredging and fill 
placement, localized increases in turbidity and suspended sediments affecting hydrology 



and water quality, and temporary increases in air emissions and noise associated with 
construction equipment and vessel activity.  

Biological resources would experience short-term and long-term, minor to moderate, 
adverse impacts during and after construction, resulting from temporary disturbance to 
habitats, vegetation, and substrates;  however, the alternatives would provide substantial, 
long-term benefits to biological resources through increases in beach, dune, marsh, and 
intertidal habitat; improved habitat elevation and stability; enhanced shoreline protection; 
and reduced susceptibility to future habitat loss. 

Socioeconomic, recreational, and visual resources would experience primarily short-term, 
minor, adverse impacts during construction due to temporary vessel activity, access 
limitations, and the presence of construction equipment. Following construction, all 
alternatives would provide long-term, beneficial effects by improving fisheries habitat, 
supporting wildlife resources, enhancing coastal resilience, and maintaining the ecological 
and recreational value of the island and surrounding waters. 

All alternatives would provide similar acres of habitat, but Alternative 3 would provide the 
highest quality habitat.  Modeling indicates that the bayside shoreline protection structures 
would result in calm waters along the island’s edge where marsh grasses could establish 
and grow.  These emergent marsh grasses provide essential habitat for juvenile fish and 
invertebrates that fuel the region’s fisheries and serve as an important prey base for birds 
and other animals in the estuarine system.  The living shoreline structures included in 
Alternative 3 protect the island’s constructed habitats while also serving as habitat for reef 
fishes and invertebrates.  The interspersion of these marsh and reef habitats is thought to 
increase fisheries productivity. 

The estimated cost to implement alternative 3 is $145,500,000.  

We’ll now move on to verbal comments from webinar attendees. I’ll turn it over to our 
contractor to facilitate the public comments. As a reminder, the TIG won’t be answering 
questions today. Any comments or questions received will be considered by the TIG during 
preparation of the final restoration plan, and a comment response section will be included 
in that plan.   
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Thanks David.  I’d like to ask folks to take a look at the ‘Questions’ box in the top right corner 
of the GoToWebinar control panel, which is shown on this slide. If you would like to make a 
verbal comment today, type your name into this box and we will add you to the speaker 



queue. Each speaker will have up to three minutes. Please state your name and affiliation 
(if any) at the beginning of your comment.  

Note that any personal information shared in your comment will be considered part of your 
formal comment and will be included in the project record.  

I will go ahead and pause to give folks a moment to add their names to the speaker queue.  

Public Comment: 

I’m Ronnie Lanasa, and I have no affiliation other than I grew up playing in the Rigolets. 

I thought this was about the New Orleans East Lands Bridge, so my comment is about that.  

I'm concerned and would love to see a lot more data on how any of these activities would 
impact the salinity and change the estuary experience for Lake Pontchartrain. 

That is my comment. 

Ok, it looks like that’s the end of our public comment session for today. I’ll go ahead and 
pass it back to Mel to finish up the meeting.   
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Thank you Erin. On behalf of the Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group, I want to thank 
you all for attending this webinar on the Draft Restoration Plan #8.1.  

We hope that you found the information helpful and informative.  We also appreciate your 
interest in our ongoing efforts to restore for the natural resource damages caused by the 
Deepwater Horizon oil spill.  

We encourage you to submit comments on the draft plan. Comments can be submitted 
online at the link shown on this slide, or by mail to the address shown. The TIG will consider 
public comments on the Draft RP/EA received on or before June 17, 2026. The trustees will 
review and consider all comments received before making a final selection of projects for 
implementation. These comments, as well as the verbal comments submitted today, will 
be included in the final restoration plan that is released to the public.  

You can find the materials for today’s meeting as well as other useful information on our 
past and ongoing restoration efforts on the web sites listed here.   

Thank you and have a great rest of the day. 

 




Accessibility Report



		Filename: 

		Louisiana TIG Restoration Plan 8.1 Presentation Script.pdf






		Report created by: 

		Lena Flannery


		Organization: 

		





 [Personal and organization information from the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.



		Needs manual check: 2


		Passed manually: 0


		Failed manually: 0


		Skipped: 1


		Passed: 29


		Failed: 0





Detailed Report



		Document




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set


		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF


		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF


		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order


		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified


		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar


		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents


		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast


		Page Content




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged


		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged


		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order


		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided


		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged


		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker


		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts


		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses


		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive


		Forms




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged


		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description


		Alternate Text




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text


		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read


		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content


		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation


		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text


		Tables




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot


		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR


		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers


		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column


		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary


		Lists




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L


		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI


		Headings




		Rule Name		Status		Description


		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting







Back to Top
