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Bucket 2 — Council Selected Restoration Component

PROPOSAL TITLE

Cote Blanche Freshwater and Sediment Introduction, and Shoreline Protection Project

LOCATION

Teche/Vermilion Basin in St. Mary Parish, Louisiana

SPONSOR(S)

Department of Army (New Orleans District)

TYPE OF FUNDING REQUESTED (Planning, Technical Assistance, Implementation)

Planning and Technical Assistance

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

January 7, 2015

Best Available Science:
These 6 factors/elements help frame the reviewers answers to A, B and C found in next section:

1. Have the proposal objectives, including methods used, been justified using peer reviewed and/or publicly
available information?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

NRCS developed project information and cooperated USACE for the proposal. Land loss rates and marsh type conversions
within the area justify the need for the project.

Methods are largely justified based on two previous and co-located projects: CWPPRA Cote Blanche Hydrologic Restoration
(TV-04) and Sediment Trapping at the Jaws (TV-15). Section 2.B.i states that USGS analysis finds reduced erosion as a
result of TV-4 without the citations. More details on the similarities and differences of the methods for the two projects would
are needed. TV-4 appears to have been largely based on low-level weirs (http://lacoast.gov/reports/gpfs/TV-04_hq.pdf) while
the proposed project was is based on canal construction to allow sediment-laden water into the project area. The
attachments were very helpful. However, the map series under E (bedinning on page 31) were un-cited, including who




2. If information supporting the proposal does not directly pertain to the Gulf Coast region, are applicant’s
methods reasonably supported and adaptable to that geographic area?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Information pertains directly to the Gulf Coast region.

3. Are the literature sources used to support the proposal accurately and completely cited?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The proposal would benefit from additional literature sources related to CWPPRA Cote Blanche Hydrologic Restoration
(TV-04) since so much of the justification relies on the benefits of this earlier project, as well as similar projects as noted
above.

4. Are the literature sources represented in a fair and unbiased manner?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

5. Does the proposal evaluate uncertainties and risks in the scientific basis for the proposal, including any
identified by the public and Council members?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

methods should be presented and uncertainties identified. If the net flow is less than anticipated, how does that affect the
amount of wetlands that can be expected? If more than anticipated, could there be more wetlands in life of the project?

The proposal does not address uncertainties and risks in the scientific basis of the proposal. Changes to net freshwater flows
to interior wetlands are estimated (without citation.) Methods for estimating the changes were not presented. The model used
may provide insight into the variance and uncertainties. The net flow increase is estimated to create 449 acres of wetland. The




6. Does the proposal evaluate uncertainties and risks in achieving its objectives over time? (e.g., is there an
uncertainty or risk that in 5-10 years the project/program will be obsolete or not function as planned given
projections of sea level rise?)

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

There are areas of risk that should be included in the evaluation related to performance over time.

1) How has the PVC sheet-pile wall from TV-04 performed? Has it exacerbated erosion either at the toe or at the ends of the

structure? Has it had a measurable reduction in shoreline erosion, thereby reducing risk? Will the distance from the shoreline
be similar?

Based on the answers to the previous 6 questions, and giving deference to the
sponsor to provide within reason the use of best available science the following
three questions can be answered:

A. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that uses peer-
reviewed and publicly available data?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Methods used and citations for estimating changes of net flow change.
Variability in net flow and how that can change delivery of sediment.
Estimated (or standard) error in the flow model.

AAoul ol ! L ocidodl L " " Al ] " Lo ol 4 L1 L

B. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that maximizes the
guality, objectivity, and integrity of information (including, as applicable, statistical information)?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

The need for the project is well documented and science based. However, implementation methods have not been assess in a
quantitative manner, other than providing net flow change and wetland creation estimates.

C. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that clearly
documents and communicates risks and uncertainties in the scientific basis for such projects?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

There are areas of risk that should be included in the evaluation related to performance over time.

1) How has the PVC sheet-pile wall from TV-04 performed? Has it exacerbated erosion either at the toe or at the ends of the
structure? Has it had a measurable reduction in shoreline erosion, thereby reducing risk? Will the distance from the shoreline
be similar?

]
Science Context Evaluation

A. Have other methods been discussed and reasons provided to why the method is being selected (e.g.,
scientifically sound; cost-effectiveness)?

Other alternative methods have not been discussed. Why is dredge material from the old channels sidecast onto old spoil
sites rather than pumped to former wetland (now open water) locations? Were other materials and basic design of the plug
and shoreline protection considered, or will the be considered during planning and engineering?

B. Has your agency/vendor/project manager conducted a project/program like the one proposed?

My agency has been involved with several projects that plug canals and ditches, similar to TV04 with excellent results.
Opening old channels to deliver freshwater and sediment to eroded interior wetlands is an approach that | am unfamiliar with.

C. Is there arisk mitigation plan in place for project objectives? (captures risk measures as defined under best
available science by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

There is no reference to a risk mitigation plan. The section on risk and uncertainty is addressed in a general way.

D. Does the project/program consider consequences with implementation? (captures risk measures as defined
under best available science by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

There were no measures related to risk.

E. Does the project/program have clearly defined goals?

Yes.




F. Does the project/program have clearly defined objectives?

Yes.

G. Does the project/program have measures of success? (captures statistical information requirement as defined
by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Yes.

H. Is a monitoring program in place to determine project goals, success and help adaptive management (if
applicable)? (captures statistical information requirement as defined by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Yes. However, the metrics presented combine restored and protected wetland habitat. The wetland habitat restoration

resulting from sediment delivery is the more interesting metric related to this project. For this proposal, it may be worthwhile to
have metrics associated with the planning and engineering.

I. Does the project/program consider recent and/or relevant information? (captures statistical information
requirement as defined by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

The proposal references TV-04 but presents limited (and un-cited) details such as the rate of marsh loss decreasing by
two-thirds since construction.

J. Has the project/program evaluated past successes and failures of similar efforts? (captures the

communication of risks and uncertainties in the scientific basis for such projects as defined by the
Comprehensive Plan and Act)

TV-04 is the major past success addressed in this proposal. A more thorough evaluation of the effects of the TV-04 project

components would benefit the proposal. In addition, analyzing one or two projects that opens old channels to deliver
freshwater and sediment to interior wetlands would assist in the evaluation of the proposal.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:
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