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PROPOSAL TITLE

Cote Blanche Freshwater and Sediment Introduction and Shoreline Protection Project, St. Mary Parish, Louisiana

LOCATION

Teche/Vermilion Basin, Cote Blanche Bay

SPONSOR(S)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana

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

Planning, engineering, environmental compliance, and design

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

12/17/2014

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 @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Numerous sediment introduction and shoreline protection projects have been implemented in Louisiana, but the success of
any project depends on the specific methods used at a particular location, because environmental characteristics (e.g.,
hydrology, soil type, marsh type, salinity) vary greatly from location to location. The use of sediment introduction at this
location in Cote Blanche Bay may work, because of the proximity of sediment-laden waters from the Atchafalaya River, but
only if sheet flow over the marsh in the project area can be enhanced. The use of fiberglass sheet piling to bulkhead more
than 5 miles of shoreline, however, does not seem to be a viable solution for shoreline protection and marsh restoration. A
small section of shoreline in the area was armored with fiberglass sheet piling to test this method as part of the Cote Blanche
Hydrologic Restoration Project (TV-04), but the results from this test were not encouraging and not discussed in the proposal.
Based on the results of the TV-04 test, the risk of the shoreline work failing may be high. Furthermore, other more




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?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

See comments above.

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

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

See comments above.

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

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

See comments above.

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

See comments above.




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

Based on the results of the shoreline work done in the TV-04 project, there is a risk that the shoreline protection component of
this project will fail.

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 @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Fiberglass sheet piling was used to protect the shoreline near the project area as part of the TV-04 project. The material is still
in place, but many of the fiberglass sheets were worked loose by wave action and popped up out of the sediment. Therefore,
the effectiveness of this method of shoreline protection seems problematic . The effectiveness of the shoreline protection work
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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 applicant has not presented any information that would support the use of fiberglass sheet piling as the best approach for
protecting the shoreline in the project area. This technique does not appear to have worked based on the results from the
TV-04 project. Construction of a living shoreline (e.g., bioengineered, marsh-fringing oyster reef) may be a better option.

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:

See comments above. A discussion and evaluation of the results of the shoreline protection component included in the TV-04
project was not included in the proposal.

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)?

Using a living shoreline to protect the shoreline would be more environmentally sound than using fiberglass sheet piling, but
this method or other alternatives to bulk heading the entire shoreline were not discussed in the proposal. No reason was
provided in the proposal as to why fiberglass sheeting was selected over other possible methods of shoreline protection.

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

No. Other than the short segment of shoreline armored with fiberglass sheet piling as part of the TV-04 project of 1999, this
method has not been used in Louisiana.

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)

No risk mitigation plan is discussed in the proposal. The applicants state that the risk and uncertainty associated with this
project is minimal, but they may well be underestimating the risk of failure for the shoreline protection component.

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

No, not that | can ascertain from reading the proposal.

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

Yes, the project goals are clearly defined.




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

Yes, the project objectives appear to be clearly defined.

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

Measures of success are not clearly defined in the proposal. The sponsors indicate that the project will be monitored using
CRMS data, but how these data would be used to measure project success is hot mentioned in the proposal.

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)

The sponsors indicate that the project will be monitored using CRMS data, but the locations of CRMS sites relative to the
project area are not provided. It is not clear how CRMS data could be used to monitor the project and determine whether the

project goals are being met. The applicants state specifically that adaptive management would not be considered for this
project.

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

See comments above about the results of the TV-04 project that used fiberglass sheet piling on a short section of shoreline.

This project would provide relevant information, but an evaluation of the effectiveness of this method of shoreline protection
was not discussed in the proposal.

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)

See comments above about an evaluation of shoreline protection in the TV-04 project, which used fiberglass sheet piling to
armor a short section of shoreline.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

The shoreline protection component of this project does not appear to be viable because the method selected (fiberglass
sheet piling) likely will not work in this area. Furthermore, bulk heading the entire shoreline of the project area does not seem
compatible with the higher goal of restoring coastal habitat to benefit fish and wildlife resources. The bulkhead may impede
access to the project area from the bay by aquatic organisms. There are more environmentally sound methods of shoreline

protection that should have been considered such as marsh-fringing reefs. Sediment introduction may work at this site if
sediment-laden water can he diverted into the nroiect area and sheet flow over the marsh in the nroiect area can he
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