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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Project: Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization (ME-18) 
 
Sponsor:  National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Louisiana Coastal Protection and 

Restoration Authority (CPRA) 
 
Contact:  Cecelia Linder; 1315 East-West Hwy, Silver Spring MD 20910; ph 301-427-8675 
 
Project Size:  450 acres 
 
Location:  Rockefeller Wildlife Refuge, 5476 Grand Chenier Hwy, Grand Chenier, Louisiana 
 
Need:  Reduce the current loss of marsh, resulting from a shoreline erosion rate of 46 feet per 

year, projected to be 325 acres of saline marsh over the next 20 years. 
 
Purpose:  Protect saline marsh habitat and enhance fish and wildlife habitat via shoreline 

protection. In 20 years, 256 net acres of saline marsh would be preserved. 
 
Proposal: Construct 3 miles of breakwater along the −3.5 ft contour about 150 ft offshore westward 
from Joseph’s Harbor Canal, incorporating existing breakwaters with gaps every 1,500 ft. 

Public Participation: 
State resource agencies, Federal resource agencies, and local government coordinated throughout project 
development. A draft version of the Supplemental EA is to be available at 
http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/pdf/rock_ME_18_draft_supplemental_EA.pdf. 

Summary of statement and conclusions: 
Long-term benefits to Louisiana coastal resources without substantial long-term adverse environmental 
impacts are expected of the preferred alternative. Construction-related adverse impacts are considered 
minor and insubstantial because they are temporary or reversible. Benefits are moderate and sustained. 
This conclusion is based on a review of relevant literature, site-specific data, and project-specific 
engineering reports related to biological, physical, and cultural resources, and experience gained through 
more than a decade of coastal restoration in Louisiana. The action would protect marsh and shoreline 
habitat that would convert to shallow Gulf open water without action. 
 
Potential adverse impacts: None 
 
Issues to be resolved:   None 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) proposes the continuation of the Rockefeller Refuge Gulf 
Shoreline Stabilization Project (ME-18) for which a previous Environmental Assessment (EA) was 
completed in 2006 (NMFS 2006). The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for ME-18 was signed 
on August 29, 2006. The purpose of this Supplemental EA (SEA) is to determine if there are significant 
new circumstances or information bearing on the proposed action or its impacts that were not addressed in 
the 2006 EA. This SEA incorporates by reference the entire 2006 EA. The proposed continuation action 
has the same name, needs, goals, and location as the previously assessed action.  
 
The proposed project is authorized under the Coastal Wetlands, Planning, Protection and Restoration Act 
(CWPPRA) of 1990 (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] §777c, 3951-3956), which stipulates that five 
federal agencies and the State of Louisiana jointly develop and implement a plan to reduce the loss of 
coastal wetlands in Louisiana (16 U.S.C. §3952(b)(2)). Federal agencies that make up the CWPPRA Task 
Force are the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
Department of the Interior; the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Department of Commerce; the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Department of Agriculture; and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). The Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) is the 
non-federal local sponsor and cost-share partner.  
 
The CWPPRA Task Force selected this project through a publicly vetted process for engineering and 
design (Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force [LCWCRTF] 2003). This 
project was on the Tenth Priority Project List, approved by the CWPPRA Task force in 2001. 
 
The NMFS and CPRA are providing funding through CWPPRA to construct an approximately 3-mile-
long gapped breakwater in nearshore waters to protect the Gulf shoreline and interior marshes. As the 
federal sponsor for the project, the NMFS is responsible for project oversight, including National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, as required under the CWPPRA program guidelines. 
Through their responsibilities under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, the USACE will 
review the preferred alternative prior to issuing a Department of the Army permit for project construction.  
 
This SEA and the 2006 EA specifically evaluate the impacts on the human environment associated with 
the proposed action and alternatives. These EAs provide the required analysis to determine whether the 
proposed action and alternatives have the potential to cause significant impacts to the human 
environment. Only short-term adverse impacts are anticipated related to construction and are considered 
minor and reversible; while benefits are anticpated to be moderate and sustained. This conclusion is based 
on a review of relevant literature, site-specific data, and project-specific engineering reports related to 
biological, physical, and cultural resources. The natural resource benefits anticipated from implementing 
the preferred alternative would include protection of shoreline and saline marsh habitats within the 
proposed project area. The maintenance of the quality and acreage of fisheries habitat would be expected 
to have long-term beneficial effects on the local economy. This SEA provides information on measures 
that would be taken to avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to existing resources, such as 
threatened and endangered species. This SEA complies with the NEPA of 1969 and Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementation of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500 through 1508 [CEQ 1992]). 
 

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed action is located in nearshore Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) waters off Cameron Parish, Louisiana 
along the Rockefeller Wildlife Management Area and Game Preserve (Rockefeller Refuge). The refuge is 
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located in southwestern Louisiana, approximately 45 miles southeast of Lake Charles, Louisiana. The 
refuge is owned by the State of Louisiana and maintained by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 
Fisheries (LDWF). The proposed action will be located along three miles of nearshore Gulf waters west 
of the entrance of Joseph Harbor Bayou (Figure 1).  

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.2.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this proposed action is to support the coastal restoration objectives of CWPPRA by 
stabilizing the Gulf of Mexico shoreline and preventing the loss of coastal wetlands in the project area. 
The goals of this project are to: (1) halt Gulf shoreline retreat and direct marsh loss along three miles of 
nearshore Gulf waters west of the entrance of Joseph Harbor over the 20-year life of the project, (2) 
protect saline marsh habitat, and (3) enhance fish and wildlife habitat (NMFS 2006).  

1.2.2 Need for Action 

In order to achieve these goals, NMFS needs to consider alternative methods to provide necessary 
shoreline stabilization and habitat protection. From an ecological standpoint, the proposed action is 
needed due to the rapidly degrading environmental conditions at the project site and the necessity to 
preserve the structural integrity of the shoreline and saline marsh habitat in the project area (Figure 1). On 
average, 46 ft of shoreline erode annually from the western portion of the Refuge (US Geological Survey 
[USGS] 2013). The Refuge originally encompassed 86,000 acres; however, only about 71,000 acres 
remain due to erosion and land loss. The shoreline change from 1998 to 2010 in the project area is 
presented in Figure 2. A healthy coastal marsh provides nursery habitat for shellfish and finfish; furnishes 
habitat for waterfowl, wading birds, small mammals, and numerous amphibians and reptiles; protects 
interior lands from storm surges; helps maintain water quality; and provides other services. Louisiana’s 
coastal wetlands are essential to sustain renewable fisheries resources integral to the local, state, and 
national economies. Of the nearly1.4 billion pounds of fisheries landings reported for the Gulf Coast in 
2013, nearly 75% were landed in Louisiana (NOAA 2014). Marshes provide nursery, foraging, and 
spawning habitat for numerous marine and estuarine species of commercial and recreational importance. 
Coastal shorelines and marshes also help protect the habitat, infrastructure, and communities inland by 
reducing storm surge. 

1.2.3 NEPA Requirements and the Scope of the NEPA Analysis  

The 2006 EA and this SEA disclose information on and analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts on the human environment likely to result from the continuation of the Rockefeller Refuge Gulf 
Shoreline Stabilization Project (ME-18) proposed action. These EAs are needed to inform the decision of 
whether or not to fund and authorize this project, including the proposed action and alternatives, and to 
determine whether the proposed shoreline stabilization project has the potential for significant impacts to 
the human environment. 

1.2.4 Description of the Proposed Action 

The original ME-18 project was intended to protect a 9.2-mile area from Beach Prong to Joseph Harbor 
(Figure 1). The 2006 EA considered more than 80 alternatives, and variations of these alternatives, to 
address shoreline losses. Foundation soils along the Refuge shoreline are extremely soft with a high 
potential for excessive settlement. Four alternatives, plus the no-action alternative, were retained for 
further evaluation in the 2006 EA. 
 
However, because of the unique geophysical conditions along the Refuge shoreline, the innovative nature 
of the proposed alternatives, and the lack of definitive methodology, test sections of the three most 
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Figure 1. Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization (ME-18) Project Location  
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promising alternatives (gravel beach fill, reef breakwater, and reef breakwater with lightweight aggregate 
core [LWAC]) were implemented as part of a demonstration project to evaluate effectiveness and 
determine a preferred alternative for the full project. 
 
The demonstration project was constructed in 2009, with funding by the State of Louisiana, through the 
Coastal Impact Assistance Program. After construction, the test sections were monitored for average 
shoreline change, settlement, hydraulic stability, and wave attenuation, to determine the breakwater with 
the best performance for constructing the full project. The reef breakwater with LWAC lost only 3 feet of 
shoreline over the 11-month monitoring period, compared to the control area, which lost 45.3 ft (Table 1). 
The average wave transmission coefficients were 0.03 for the LWAC reef breakwater and 0.27 for the 
reef breakwater. The LWAC reef breakwater was better able to attenuate waves and reduce shoreline 
recession; therefore, it was recommended for construction along the full project shoreline. This 
breakwater also performed well in accommodating the soft foundation soils and displayed adequate 
hydraulic stability despite the potential destabilizing effects of the LWAC (HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). 
Therefore, the proposed action and preferred alternative is funding construction of the LWAC reef 
breakwater. 
 
Table 1.  Average Shoreline Change (in feet) from February 2010 to March 2011 for Design 
Alternatives Evaluated in the 2006 EA 

Alternatives Evaluated 
from 2006 EA 

Average Shoreline 
Change (ft) 

Control area (no action) −45.3  
Beach fill  −84.4  
Reef breakwater  −17.8  
LWAC reef breakwater  −3.0   
     Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 

 
Additional testing and modeling was conducted to determine the best design for construction of the full 
project. As expected, shoreline recession had the greatest reduction shoreward of the center of each 
breakwater and recession increased towards the breakwater ends (HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). It was 
therefore recommended to construct the full project as continuous as feasible with minimal gaps. 
Different gap configurations and methods to tie into the existing breakwaters were also evaluated (HDR 
Engineering, Inc. 2014). 
 
The overall stabilization project is intended to protect the 9.2-mile portion of the Refuge west of Joseph 
Harbor Bayou; however, due to the cost, protection for this effort is only proposed for about 3 miles of 
the most critically eroded shoreline west of the bayou (Figure 1). The average annual shoreline loss 
estimate of 46 ft is equivalent to a loss of approximately 17 acres per year over the 3-mile project area 
(USGS 2013). The shoreline change from 1998 to 2010 is provided in Figure 2.   
 
 
2  ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED 

As noted in the section above, 80 alternatives, and variations of these alternatives, were considered in the 
NMFS (2006) EA. The 2006 EA report evaluated four build alternatives; three of these alternatives were 
constructed as a demonstration project in 2009 and performance was assessed by HDR Engineering, Inc. 
(2014). The preferred alternative (reef breakwater with LWAC) was selected and designed based on 
results of the demonstration project; geotechnical studies; coastal process assessments; and topographic, 
bathymetric, and magnetometer surveys. The other alternatives evaluated in the 2006 EA are incorporated 
by reference and will not be further analyzed in this SEA. 
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Figure 2. Shoreline Change Rate from 1998 to 2010 at the Proposed Project Location 

 
Source: USGS 
 

2.1 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The LWAC is an encapsulated lightweight expanded shale or clay product that is almost neutrally 
buoyant; this decreases the bearing pressure and allows greater crest elevations and increased wave 
attenuation. The greater crest elevation is intended to eliminate the need for secondary protection via 
beach fill. The LWAC also has lower permeability and less wave transmission through the structure, 
although armor stone stability may decrease with decreased permeability.  
 
As noted above, although the overall stabilization project is intended to protect 9.2 miles of shoreline; the 
effort proposed under this SEA would stabilize only the 3 most critically eroded shoreline miles west of 
Joseph Harbor Bayou. A reef breakwater with LWAC would be constructed along the approximate −3.5 ft 
North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) contour, approximately 150 ft offshore, and would 
generally follow the shape of the shoreline. Due to high erosion rates at the mouth of Joseph Harbor 
Bayou and to prevent erosion behind the breakwater, the breakwater would extend from 830 ft into the 
mouth of the inlet to approximately three miles west along the shoreline. The breakwater would have a 
crest width of 18 ft and would be constructed to an initial height of +3.25 ft NAVD88 (Figures 3, 4) and 
is expected to settle to +1.90 ft NAVD88 over the project life. The breakwater design incorporates the 
existing demonstration projects. 
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Figure 3. Construction of the Test Section of Reef Breakwater with Lightweight Aggregate Core 
(LWAC) in 2009 

 
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 
 
Figure 4. Typical Section of the Reef Breakwater with Lightweight Aggregate Core (LWAC) 

 
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 
 
Material and organism linkages would be maintained by gapping the breakwater about every 1,500 ft. The 
gap configuration (Figure 5) was designed to transmit the least amount of wave energy and still allow 
circulation. The design includes 7 breakwater gaps about 11 ft wide at the toe of the breakwater and about 
21 ft wide at mean high water (MHW). In addition, openings would be left between the breakwater and 
the two existing rock demonstration breakwaters. The two bio-engineered oyster reef demonstration 
project breakwaters would serve as gaps and the breakwater would be constructed in the area between the 
oyster reefs. All gaps (except for the two oyster ring features that would remain as they were constructed) 
would be lined with geo-fabric and bedding stone to minimize scour. 
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Figure 5. Breakwater Gap Schematic 

 
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 
 
Construction and material transportation would be water-based and is expected to take 600 days (HDR 
Engineering, Inc. 2014). A temporary flotation channel may be necessary for construction to ensure 
sufficient water depths to allow boats and barges access to the planned contour elevation of −3.5 ft 
(Figures 6, 7). However, a flotation channel was not needed during test section construction. If necessary, 
the flotation channel would be about 80 ft wide by 7 ft deep; requiring the dredging of approximately 
30,000 cubic yards of material. Dredged material would be stockpiled by side-casting seaward of the 
channel and backfilled after use. Some of the dredged material would be lost through wave action (HDR 
Engineering, Inc. 2014).  

2.2 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

NEPA refers to the no-action alternative as the continuation of baseline conditions without 
implementation of the proposed action. Evaluation of the no-action alternative is required by the CEQ 
regulations implementing NEPA to provide a baseline analysis against which the potential impacts of the 
action alternatives can be compared. Under this alternative, no additional steps would be taken to protect 
the shoreline along the refuge except the features that were previously constructed in the two 
demonstration projects. The no-action alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project, but is 
considered here for comparative purposes.  
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Figure 6. Layout of Proposed Shoreline Protection with Flotation Channel 

 
 
Figure 7. Typical Section of Proposed Shoreline Protection with Flotation Channel 

 
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 

2.3 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

The major features of the preferred alternative were detailed in Section 1.2.4. Consequences of the 
preferred and no-action alternatives from the 2006 EA and this SEA are described in Table 2. Section 4.0 
(Environmental Effects) includes a more detailed discussion of the impacts of these alternatives on 
resources that changed since the 2006 EA or were evaluated more thoroughly for this SEA.   
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Table 2.  Comparison of the Alternatives 
Resource No Action Preferred  
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
Geology, Soils, and Topography Land loss and erosion continues, 

average shoreline erosion rate is 
estimated to be 46 ft per year; 
demonstration project breakwaters 
reduce shoreline erosion and land 
loss in areas under their influence 
until failure in year 10; erosion over 
20-year project life estimated to be 
325 acres 

Most impacts would consist of 
disturbing waterbottom during 
construction; long-term direct, 
beneficial impacts by protecting 
shoreline; breakwater is expected to 
reduce shoreline erosion by 93% 
until year 11 and 75% until year 20; 
net with-project benefit is 256 acres 

Air Quality No impacts Localized, minor adverse impacts 
from emissions over 600 days; 
emissions would quickly dissipate  

Surface Water Resources No direct impacts; indirectly, loss 
of land and shoreline retreat could 
increase vulnerability to storm 
surge of surrounding areas 

Short-term, minor, adverse impacts 
at the rock placement site and 
temporary increase in turbidity 
during flotation channel dredging 
and placement; reduction in 
turbidity shoreward of breakwater; 
long-term, moderate, beneficial 
impacts would result from 
preservation of filtering action of 
marsh, wave cessation at location 
of breakwater, and wave reduction 
to shoreline; over 95 percent of 
wave energy would be deferred 
away from shoreline by breakwater 
down to 75 percent at year 11 when 
settling occurs 

BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 
Vegetative Communities Reduction in saline marsh, 

shoreline, and shallow water 
habitat, as shoreline erodes and 
land subsides; erosion over 20-year 
project life estimated to be 325 
acres over 20 years 

No adverse impact to existing 
saline marsh and long-term, direct, 
moderate benefits to saline marsh 
and shoreline vegetation; net 
acreage at year 20 is 256 acres and 
79 net Average Annual Habitat 
Units  

Fish and Wildlife Continued increase in open water, 
and reduction in less common 
sandy and marsh habitat; marsh 
habitat supports 70% of estuarine 
species 

Long-term, direct, minor adverse 
impacts by: coverage of shallow 
water habitat by rock placement 
and burial of non-motile organisms 
by dredging activities; moderate 
benefits through protection of 
shoreline, marsh habitat, and sandy 
benthos; increase of diversity 
possible by rock placement; gaps 
will provide passage for aquatic 
organisms  

Essential Fish Habitat  Variety and quality of estuarine, 
sandy bottom, and marsh edge EFH 
would decline and convert to open 
water; conversion of marsh EFH to 
mud EFH 

Short-term, unavoidable, adverse 
impacts from construction and 
long-term, unavoidable, moderate 
adverse impacts from rock 
placement would be offset by long-
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Resource No Action Preferred  
term, moderate, benefits to: (1) 
EFH and nursery resources through 
preservation of marsh and shoreline 
and sandy intertidal habitats, and 
(2) prevention of conversion to 
open water and mud EFH  

Threatened and Endangered Species Indirect adverse impacts through 
loss of habitat 

Temporary minor impacts of 
displacement unlikely with long-
term benefits from habitat 
preservation expected 

CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT 
Historical or Archaeological 
Resources  

No direct impact; potential indirect 
impact by uncovering and loss of 
undiscovered sites as erosion 
continues 

No direct impact; potential indirect 
impact by reduction in shoreline 
erosion that could potentially 
preserve cultural resource sites 
located shoreward of the proposed 
breakwater 

Recreation Indirect impact to recreational 
fishing and birding due to 
continued land loss 

Indirect benefit to recreational 
fishing and birding due to reduction 
in land loss 

HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

No impacts No impacts 

 
 
3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Affected Environment section describes the existing environmental resources of the areas that would 
be affected by project implementation. The purpose of this SEA is to determine if there are significant 
new circumstances or information bearing on the proposed action or its impacts that could potentially 
have an impact on the finding of no significant impact determination of the 2006 EA (NMFS 2006).  
 
The Affected Environment sections describe only those environmental resources relevant to the decision 
making process. A resource is considered important if it is: recognized by statutory authorities including 
laws, regulations, executive orders, policies, rules, or guidance; recognized as important by some segment 
of the public; or determined to be important based on technical or scientific criteria. The condition of 
most environmental resources in the project area remain unchanged from the 2006 EA, except for some 
habitat and biological resources that may have changed due to naturally occurring processes, the effects of 
wave action and storm surges from storms and the passage of several hurricanes, and manmade impacts. 
The area was impacted by the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill of 2010 and subsequent cleanup efforts. The 
demonstration project based on the 2006 EA was constructed in 2009 and an oyster ring demonstration 
project was constructed in 2012. Although changes have occurred in the area, none of these events has 
changed the site conditions of this project location in a significant way or in a manner such that proposed 
project activities would present a cumulatively significant impact to the project area.  
 
The 2006 EA presented detailed historic and existing information relevant to this project and that 
information is incorporated by reference. Circumstantial changes and updated information are discussed 
below.  
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3.1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

3.1.1 Geology, Soils, and Topography 

Section 4.1.1 of the 2006 EA describes the geology, soils, and topography of the project area (Figure 8). 
The shoreline has eroded since the 2006 EA due to the passage of storms and hurricanes; however, there 
is little change from that described in the 2006 EA. The ME-18 demonstration project test sections (gravel 
beach fill, reef breakwater, and reef breakwater with LWAC) described in Section 1.2.4 were constructed 
in 2009, and the oyster reef demonstration project (LA-08) was constructed in 2012 (Figure 6). The 
Bioengineered Oyster Reef Demonstration Project consists of two, 215 ft segments of artificial reef 
constructed by interlocking OysterbreakTM concrete rings overlain on a marine mattress and separated by 
a 145 ft gap (CPRA 2012).  
 
Updates for this effort include a review of topographic and bathymetric surveying, geotechnical 
investigations, aerial photography, prior reports and historical information, a wave and water level 
assessment, and a morphological evaluation (HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). Additional topographic and 
bathymetric data were collected in 2013 and 2014.  
 
Previous geotechnical investigations were summarized by HDR Engineering, Inc. (2014). The project 
area has extremely soft soils. The subsurface conditions appeared to be relatively uniform along-shore 
and across-shore, with primarily clayey soils. In addition to analysis of bearing capacity and slope 
stability, structure settlement was assessed in detail. For alternatives predicted to have significant 
settlement, increased wave transmission was a concern due to potential for greater erosion of the marsh. 
Settlement data collected during monitoring of the demonstration project were used to design the current 
project. Additional geotechnical analyses were performed in 2014 to determine current soil conditions at 
the site, including percent consolidation, soil strength, gain, and bearing capacity.  

3.1.2 Air Quality 

Section 4.1.3 of the 2006 EA also describes the air quality of the project area. The area of influence is an 
unpopulated shoreline. There are emissions from recreational boat traffic and oil and gas industry in the 
surrounding areas. No air quality concerns are known or expected for this area, as it is remote and 
freshened by Gulf breezes.  

3.1.3 Surface Water Resources   

Surface water resources are described in Section 4.1.4 of the 2006 EA; additional information from 
demonstration project monitoring from May to November 2010 is presented below. The project area has 
direct exposure to waves from the open Gulf. Prevailing winds in the project site during the monitoring 
were from the southeast (HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). The predominant wave direction during the 
monitoring was from the south. The demonstration project affected average wave heights landward of the 
breakwater. Average wave heights recorded landward of the reef breakwater with LWAC were typically 
96% smaller than those recorded at an adjacent control site without a breakwater.  
 
The breakwater and oyster ring sections have settled since the demonstration projects were constructed; 
settling affects the wave attenuation by the breakwater. The current average crest elevations of the 
demonstration sections reported by HDR Engineering, Inc. (2014) are: reef breakwater (+0.4 ft), reef 
breakwater with LWAC (+2.9 ft), and oyster ring breakwater demonstration project (+0.1 ft). The 
ultimate consolidation for the reef breakwater with LWAC was estimated to be between 2.0 and 2.7 ft 
(HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). The current crest elevation of the reef breakwater with LWAC 
demonstration section is approximately one foot above the minimum desired crest elevation and is not 
expected to settle below this minimum elevation. The minimum desired crest elevation of +1.9 ft over the 
20-year project life is based on the +1.8 ft NAVD88 MHW level in the area. The reef breakwater 
demonstration section is approximately 1.6 ft below the minimum desired elevation of the reef breakwater 
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with LWAC, and the oyster ring breakwater demonstration section is about 2 ft below the minimum 
desired elevation; however, the foundation soil bearing capacity limits the amount of fill that could be 
added to these demonstration sections in the future to increase the elevation (HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2014). 
 
Figure 8. ME-18 Project Boundary 

 

3.2 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

3.2.1 Vegetative Communities  

Section 4.2.1 of the 2006 EA describes the vegetative communities in the project area. The vegetative 
community has not changed since the description in the 2006 EA. The demonstration project test sections 
have protected some of the shoreline in the area and reduced some of the marsh loss. 
 

3.2.2 Fish and Wildlife Resources  

Section 4.2.2 of the 2006 EA describes the fish and wildlife in the project area. The project location is 
along a state wildlife refuge and a project goal is to enhance the fish and wildlife habitat. The USFWS 
was consulted in development of the proposed action, and is a cooperating agency under CWPPRA. The 
state wildlife refuge supports the proposed project. The demonstration project test sections have protected 
portions of the shoreline in the area and reduced marsh loss, thereby retaining more wildlife habitat and 
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marsh nursery habitat for some fish and shellfish species. In addition, the test sections have provided hard 
habitat in the area. 
 

3.2.3 Essential Fish Habitat   

Section 4.2.3 of the 2006 EA describes the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in the project area and a 
summary EFH table is presented in Table 3. In addition to being designated as EFH for a number of 
species, aquatic and wetland habitats in the project area serve as nursery, foraging, and predator refugia 
habitats for other marine species. Some of these species serve as prey items for species managed by the 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management Act. 
 
Table 3.  Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for the Species and Life Stages Listed in the Project Area 
(M=marine; E=estuarine) 

Species Life Stage System EFH 
SHRIMP FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Brown shrimp  
(Farfantepenaeus 
aztecus) 

eggs M  <18-110 m; sand/shell/soft bottom 
larvae/ postlarvae M/E <82 m; planktonic, sand/shell/soft bottom, 

SAV, emergent marsh, oyster reef 
juveniles E <18 m; SAV, sand/shell/soft bottom, emergent 

marsh, oyster reef 
adults M 14-110 m; sand/shell/soft substrate 

White shrimp 
(Litopenaeus 
setiferus) 

eggs M <9-34 m; sand/shell/soft bottom 
larvae/ postlarvae M/E <82 m; planktonic, soft bottom, emergent 

marsh 
juveniles E <30 m; soft bottom; emergent marsh 
adults M 9-34 m; soft bottom 

RED DRUM FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Red drum 
(Sciaenops 
ocellatus) 

eggs M Gulf of Mexico (GOM) < 46 m 
larvae/ postlarvae E all estuaries planktonic, SAV, sand/shell/soft 

bottom, emergent marsh 
juvenile M/E GOM <5 m, all estuaries, SAV, 

sand/shell/soft/hard bottom, emergent marsh 
adults M/E GOM, 1-46 m, all estuaries SAV, pelagic, 

sand/shell/soft/hard bottom, emergent marsh 
REEF FISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Lane snapper 
(Lutjanus synagris) 

eggs M 4-132 m: pelagic 
larvae M/E 4-132 m; reefs, SAV 
juvenile M/E <20 m; SAV, mangrove, reefs, sand/shell/soft 

bottom 
Dog snapper 
(Lutjanus jocu) 

juvenile M/E SAV, mangrove, emergent marsh 

COASTAL MIGRATORY PELAGICS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Spanish mackerel 
(Scomberomorus 
maculatus) 

larvae M <50 m isobath 
juvenile M/E offshore, beach, estuarine 
adult M pelagic 

King mackerel 
(Scomberomorus 
cavalla) 

juvenile, adult M pelagic 

Cobia 
(Rachycentron 
canadum) 

postlarvae M pelagic 
larvae M/E estuarine & shelf 
postlarvae, juvenile, 
adult 

M coastal & shelf 
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Species Life Stage System EFH 
HIGHLY MIGRATORY PELAGICS FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Bonnethead shark 
(Sphyrna tiburo) 

juvenile E <25 m; inlets, estuaries, coastal waters, 
adult M <25 m 

3.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Section 4.2.4 and Appendix A of the 2006 EA describe threatened and endangered species in the project 
area. Protected species that could be potentially affected by the project are listed in Table 4. Changes that 
have occurred since the 2006 EA include the delisting of brown pelican, threatened listing for red knot, 
and candidacy for listing of the Sprague’s pipit.  
 
Table 4.  Listed Species that could be Affected by the Proposed Project (E=endangered, 
T=threatened, C=critical habitat) 

Species Scientific Name Federal Status 

FISHES 
Gulf sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi T 

SEA TURTLES 
Green turtle Chelonia mydas T 
Hawksbill  Eretmochelys imbricata E 

Kemp’s ridley  Lepidochelys kempii E 
Leatherback  Dermochelys coriacea E 
Loggerhead  Caretta caretta T 

BIRDS 
Piping plover Charadrius melodus EC 

Red knot 
Calidris canutus rufa Threatened 

Sprague’s pipit Anthus spragueii Candidate  

MARINE MAMMALS 
Florida manatee Trichechus manatus latirostris E 

 
The Gulf sturgeon is listed as threatened and is known or believed to occur in Cameron Parish. No critical 
habitat for the species is designated in the project area.  
 
Two sea turtle species, the threatened loggerhead sea turtle and the endangered Kemp's ridley could 
potentially nest in Louisiana during the summer (i.e., May through November), however, none of these 
species are known to nest along this portion of the Louisiana coastline. 

3.3 CULTURAL AND SOCIOECONOMICS ENVIRONMENT 

3.3.1 Historical and Archaeological Resources  

Section 4.3.1 of the 2006 EA describes the historical and archaeological resources in the project area and 
is summarized below. 
 
Archeological features consist of several known shell middens on or near the refuge and a shipwreck site. 
The Nuevo Constante, a Spanish merchant ship, foundered in 19 ft of water about 1,600 ft off the coast 
near what is now the Rockefeller Refuge in 1766 (Pearson 1981). Archaeologists, under contract to the 
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State of Louisiana, mapped and catalogued the wreck in 1981. The camp occupied by shipwreck 
survivors had been extensively documented previously. Although archaeologists found a few historic 
artifacts, these objects may have been washed onshore by waves. No other evidence of the survivors’ 
camp was found. The shoreline in this area had eroded about 4,600 ft since 1766 and it is assumed that 
erosion destroyed the site of the camp. 
 
Changes since the 2006 EA involve the continued erosion of the shoreline into the marsh. Any shell 
middens that may have been present would have been dispersed into Gulf waters along the shore by 
currents running westward along the shoreface and/or inland by storm surge.  
 
The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) reported four potential cultural resource sites (CM114, 
CM150, CM151, and CM152) near the proposed project area (Pam Breaux, SHPO, letter dated Sept. 2, 
2014; Appendix A).  

3.3.2 Recreation 

Section 4.3.3 of the 2006 EA describes the recreational uses of the project area as a refuge, and include 
shrimping, crabbing, fishing, bird and alligator watching. The refuge has an annual visitation rate of 
approximately 80,000 people. 

3.4 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE  

Hydrocarbons are the highest concern in terms of Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW). 
Hydrocarbons in the Gulf come from natural seeps and anthropogenic shore-based and offshore sources. 
The area was impacted by the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill of 2010 and subsequent cleanup efforts. 
 
 
4 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This section is the scientific and analytic basis for comparing effects of the alternatives on the 
environment. It summarizes changes that may occur to the existing environment including direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects and compares these effects for the No-Action Alternative (Future Without-Project 
Conditions) and the Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Protection (Future With-Project Conditions). The 
current Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Protection project includes the gapped breakwater, optional 
flotation channel, and optional temporary stockpile. Environmental effects were developed and integrated 
from the 2006 EA and other documents.  
 
Section 5.0 of the 2006 EA analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative social, economic, and 
environmental impacts of the proposed activities on resources in the project area. Based on the 2006 EA, 
the NMFS issued a FONSI. This SEA evaluates whether the proposed action, new circumstances not 
previously analyzed, or information not previously available contribute to significantly different 
environmental effects (43 CFR 46.120). Current baseline conditions are generally believed to be similar 
to conditions described in the 2006 EA, except for effects due to the construction of the two 
demonstration projects and erosion that has occurred since the 2006 EA.  

4.1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT  

Section 5.1 of the 2006 EA evaluated direct and indirect effects of three test sections and the No-Action 
Alternative on physical resources (Geology, Soils, and Topography; Climate and Weather; Air Quality; 
and Surface Water Resources) on the project area and is incorporated by reference. The current 3-mile 
long project is expected to have similar effects on physical resources; effects are summarized in Table 2.  
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4.1.1 Geology, Soils, and Topography  

Section 5.1.1 of the 2006 EA describes environmental consequences to the geology, soils, and topography 
in the project area.   

No-Action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would allow current shoreline erosion rates and land loss rates to continue; the 
average shoreline erosion rate is estimated to be 46 feet per year. The demonstration project breakwaters 
reduce shoreline erosion and land loss in areas under their influence until failure at year 10. Without 
stabilizing the Refuge coast, the shoreline may retreat over 900 ft within a 20-year timespan (Figure 9). 
Erosion over the 20-year project life is estimated to be 325 acres (NMFS 2014).  

Preferred Alternative 
Most adverse impacts from the preferred alternative would consist of disturbing waterbottom in nearshore 
Gulf waters and 830 ft into the mouth of Joseph's Harbor Bayou during construction of the breakwater. 
Additionally, a temporary floatation channel may be constructed to access the site and have potential 
adverse impacts to 29.8 acres. If constructed, dredged material would be stock piled and backfilled (32.6 
acres). The footprint of all hard features along the 3-mile long breakwater is 16.5 acres.  
 
The project would provide long-term direct, beneficial impacts by protecting the shoreline. The preferred 
alternative is expected to reduce shoreline erosion by 93% until year 11 post-construction and 75% until 
20 years post construction. The project would protect 256 acres along the 3-mile long area over the 20-
year period (NMFS 2014). 
 

4.1.2 Air Quality Resources 

Section 5.1.3 of the 2006 EA describes environmental consequences to air resources in the project area.   

No-action Alternative 
No impacts would result from this action. 

Preferred Alternative 
Minor temporary adverse impacts would result from the preferred alternative. Exhaust emissions from 
dredging equipment with airborne pollutants would be quickly dissipated by prevailing winds and be 
limited to the construction and removal phases. Construction would be limited to 600 days and removal 
phase would be less than 600 days. 

4.1.3 Surface Water Resources   

Section 5.1.2 of the 2006 EA describes environmental consequences to the surface water resources in the 
project area.   

No-action Alternative 
Relative sea-level rise at Rockefeller Wildlife Refuge can range from 5 to 10 inches over the 20-year 
design life of the project. There would be no direct impacts to surface water resources without project 
conditions. Without the project, the subsequent loss of land and shoreline retreat could increase 
vulnerability to storm surge of surrounding areas.  

Preferred Alternative 
Rock placement and dredging of a flotation channel, which may be needed to access the area, would 
increase turbidity in the already turbid waters of a 3-mile long area. After the two-year construction 
period, turbidity would be decreased between the structure and shoreline over approximately 20 years. 
Beneficial effects would result from preservation of filtering action of marsh, wave cessation at the 
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location of the breakwater, and wave reduction at the shoreline. Over 95% of wave energy would be 
deferred away from shoreline by the breakwater, although this effect would reduce to 75% at year 11 due 
to settling. Gaps in the breakwater were designed to allow organism access but minimize wave impacts 
and were oriented based on the predominant wave direction (Figure 10; HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). 
 
Figure 9. Future without Project Shoreline at the Proposed Project 

 
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 
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Figure 10. Breakwater Gap Wave Analysis  

 
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014 

4.2 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT  

Section 5.2 of the 2006 EA evaluated direct and indirect effects of the demonstration project and the No-
Action Alternative on the biological environment (Vegetative Communities, Fish and Wildlife, Essential 
Fish Habitat, and Threatened and Endangered Species) on the project area and is incorporated by 
reference. The current 3-mile long project is expected to have similar effects on the biological 
environment; updated effects are presented below and are summarized in Table 2.  

4.2.1 Vegetative Communities   

Section 5.2.1 of the 2006 EA describes environmental consequences to the vegetative communities in the 
project area.   

No-action Alternative 
The Rockefeller Wildlife Refuge in Cameron Parish, LA is currently experiencing erosion rates in excess 
of 40 ft per year along the Gulf of Mexico shoreline. Recent estimates indicate erosion along the western 
portion of the Refuge’s shoreline is as high as 46 ft per year (USGS 2013); this is equivalent to 
approximately 16 acres of wetlands lost per year. Without any protection, the Refuge shoreline would 
continue to retreat landward, leaving less marsh complex, which could substantially impact the Refuge as 
well as the surrounding area. Without stabilizing the Refuge coast, the shoreline may retreat over 900 ft 
within a 20-year timespan. This is equivalent to the loss of over 325 acres of saline marsh that would 
convert to open water in 20 years. 
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Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would have no adverse impact to existing saline marsh and long-term, direct, 
moderate benefits to saline marsh and shoreline vegetation. The project would protect 256 acres over the 
20-year period and generate 79 net Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHUs; NMFS 2014). 

4.2.2 Fish and Wildlife   

Section 5.2.2 of the 2006 EA describes environmental consequences to fish and wildlife in the project 
area.   

No-action Alternative 
The shoreline is eroding (46 ft per year), and has little to no beach. Shoreline erosion is expected to 
continue under no action. The continued conversion of marsh to open water would decrease the ability of 
the project area to support fish and shellfish and decrease fisheries diversity in the project area. Marsh 
habitat supports 70% of estuarine species. Shoreline and marsh losses would also decrease wildlife habitat 
in the project area. 

Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would be constructed in and affect shallow water off the shoreline for the 
purpose of protecting the shoreline. All construction would be water based. Shoreline activities would 
only include conventional surveys needed for baseline conditions and monitoring and would include a 
few personnel walking on the shoreline. The shoreline is eroding (46 ft per year), and includes little to no 
beach. The proposed action has demonstrated benefits to the shoreline by reducing erosion 
(approximately 93%, HDR Engineering, Inc. 2014). The preferred action is not expected to have adverse 
effects on wildlife resources. The proposed breakwater would also provide a stable above water substrate 
for perching and feeding by nearshore avian species. 
 
The preferred alternative would have long-term, direct, minor adverse impacts by coverage of shallow 
water habitat and burial of non-motile organisms by rock placement on 16.5 acres of waterbottom. 
Breakwater rocks would provide a stable substrate for colonization of lower forms of sedentary aquatic 
organisms. Construction could have temporary impacts to shallow water habitat and non-motile 
organisms by construction of the optional flotation channel (29.8 acres) and stockpile of dredged material 
that would be backfilled (32.6 acres). The preferred alternative would increase the diversity of fisheries 
habitat, maintain valuable marsh habitat, and gaps would allow ingress and egress through the otherwise 
continuous breakwater. 

4.2.3 Essential Fish Habitat   

Section 4.2.3 of the 2006 EA describes potential effects of the alternatives on EFH in the project area.  

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would allow continued conversion of marsh to open water. This would allow the 
continued conversion of estuarine, sandy bottom, and marsh edge EFH to mud EFH, and decrease the 
ability of the project area to support managed fisheries.  

Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would cause short-term unavoidable, adverse impacts from construction, and 
long-term, unavoidable, adverse impacts from rock placement that would be offset by long-term, 
moderate, benefits to EFH and nursery resources. The preferred alternative would protect acreage of 
marsh EFH from converting to open water and mud EFH. The breakwater gaps are designed to allow fish 
and shellfish ingress and egress. The proposed project would adversely impact 16.5 acres of waterbottom 
that currently serves as EFH by converting it to hard structure (breakwater), and could potentially 
temporarily adversely impact 29.8 acres by dredging and 32.6 acres by the stockpile area for the optional 
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flotation channel. The optional flotation channel would be backfilled upon completion of construction. 
The area around the hard structure would serve as EFH for different species. Breakwater rocks would 
provide a stable substrate for colonization of lower forms of sedentary aquatic organisms. 

4.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species  

Section 5.2.4 of the 2006 EA described potential effects of the alternatives on threatened and endangered 
species in the project area. Overall effects on threatened and endangered species are listed below, 
followed by effects on selected individual protected species.   

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have indirect adverse impacts through shoreline erosion and loss of 
marsh habitat. 

Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would adversely impact bottom dwelling organisms through displacement and 
disturbance during construction. Free swimming, open water species of aquatic life, including some 
endangered and threatened species would be able to maneuver away and avoid direct impact. The 
proposed breakwater would also provide a stable above-water substrate for perching and feeding by 
nearshore avian species. The proposed project includes the use of best management practices to reduce 
off-site turbidity and sedimentation impacts to surrounding aquatic areas including habitats for threatened 
and endangered species, and other aquatic life. The USFWS concurred that the preferred action is not 
likely to adversely affect the Florida manatee, piping plover or its critical habitat, proposed red knot, the 
candidate Sprague’s pipit, sea turtles, or Gulf sturgeon (Jeffrey D. Weller, USFWS, letter dated Sept. 10, 
2014; Appendix A). 
 
Gulf sturgeon    

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have no direct or indirect effects on gulf sturgeon. 

Preferred Alternative 
No impacts are expected, because sturgeon would likely avoid the immediate area during construction. 
The project would have no long-term impact on sturgeon use of the nearshore habitat, nor prevent 
migration along the coast because the depth of water increases gradually from shore, allowing ample 
room for avoidance.  
 
Sea Turtles  

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have no indirect or direct impact to manatee.  

Preferred Alternative 
Loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley, hawksbill, leatherback, and green sea turtles occur along the coast in 
Louisiana. Two species, the threatened loggerhead sea turtle and the endangered Kemp's ridley could 
potentially nest in Louisiana during the summer (i.e., May through November). Federally listed sea turtles 
would not be affected onshore because none of these species are known to nest along this portion of the 
Louisiana coastline. The USFWS concurred that the proposed action is not likely to affect nesting sea 
turtles due to the lack of suitable nesting habitat within the project area (Appendix A). 
 
Piping Plover and Critical Habitat and Red Knot   
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No-action Alternative 
Continued shoreline erosion would reduce the availability of foraging habitat and critical habitat that is 
available to piping plover and foraging habitat available to red knot.  

Preferred Alternative 
The project would involve no construction on the shoreline other than personnel walking along the beach 
to survey. Although noise from construction activities nearby may temporarily displace birds to adjacent 
suitable habitats, birds would not be excluded from utilizing the shoreline habitat in proximity to the 
offshore work. The proposed action would not adversely affect designated critical habitat for the piping 
plover because no work would be done within critical habitat other than surveys. In addition, the action is 
designed to reduce shoreline erosion and protect the constituent elements of critical habitat. The USFWS 
concurred with the determination that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the piping 
plover and its critical habitat, or red knot, because effects would be temporary, discountable, and 
insignificant in nature (Appendix A).  
 
Sprague’s pipit    

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have no indirect or direct impact to Sprague’s pipit.  

Preferred Alternative 
The proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the Sprague's pipit because no suitable habitat is 
present within or adjacent to the project area and the pipit is not likely to occur in nearby saline marshes. 
The USFWS concurred with that determination (Appendix A). 
 
West Indian Manatee  

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have no indirect or direct impact to manatee.  

Preferred Alternative 
The West Indian manatee may travel through the area during warm summer months and have been 
sighted in southwestern Louisiana. However, the marine, shallow open water habitat along the shoreline 
of this project does not provide suitable foraging habitat for the manatees, and the construction noise from 
the project would likely cause any manatees to avoid the project area. The USFWS concurred that the 
project is not likely to adversely affect the manatee (Appendix A). 

4.3 CULTURAL AND SOCIOECONOMICS ENVIRONMENT  

Section 5.3 of the 2006 EA evaluated direct and indirect effects of the demonstration project and the No-
Action Alternative on the cultural and socioeconomics environment (Historical or Archaeological 
Resources, Economics [Employment and Income], Recreation, Noise, and Infrastructure) on the project 
area and is incorporated by reference. Section 6.0 of the 2006 EA evaluated effects of the demonstration 
project on Environmental Justice. The current 3-mile long project is expected to have similar effects on 
the cultural and socioeconomics environment; updated effects are presented below and are summarized in 
Table 2.  
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4.3.1 Historical and Archaeological Resources   

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have no direct impact on cultural resources. The no-action alternative 
could indirectly impact cultural resources by uncovering and the loss of undiscovered sites as erosion 
continues. 

Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would have no direct impact on cultural resources. Although the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) reported that four potential cultural resource sites were near the proposed 
project area (CM114, CM150, CM151, and CM152), no known historic properties would be affected by 
the project. SHPO concurred with this no effects determination (Pam Breaux, SHPO, letter dated Sept. 2, 
2014; Appendix A). The project could have potential indirect effects through the reduction in shoreline 
erosion that would preserve cultural resource sites located shoreward of the proposed breakwater. 

4.3.2 Recreation 

No-action Alternative 
The no action alternative would decrease the area’s ability to support recreational fishing and birding and 
reduce the size of the wildlife reserve. 

Preferred Alternative 
This alternative has the potential to protect acres of state wildlife preserve, and benefit recreational uses 
such as fishing and birding for 20 years. 
 
 
5 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE (HTRW) 

No-action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would have no direct impact on HTRW. Potential indirect effects on HTRW 
could occur through uncovering of oil and gas infrastructure as erosion continues. 

Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would have no direct impact on HTRW. The project area has not had any 
activities associated with it that would be expected to produce hazardous or toxic wastes. Accidental spills 
and releases of waste/fuel, although remote, are possible. The Contractor will prevent oil, fuel, or other 
hazardous substances from entering the air or water by design and procedural controls. All wastes and 
refuse generated by project construction would be removed and properly disposed. The Contractor will 
implement a spill contingency plan for hazardous, toxic, or petroleum material. Compliance with U.S. 
EPA Vessel General Permits would be ensured, as applicable.   
 
 
6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Direct and indirect impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future events were considered in 
the analysis of consequences of the proposed project. This analysis was considered over the adjacent 
Refuge and over the past 20 years. These impacts include historical and predicted future land loss rates 
for the area and other restoration projects in the vicinity. The preferred alternative would have temporary 
adverse impacts to some environmental resources but overall cumulative benefits.  
 
The coastal habitats and associated resources of Louisiana, including the project area, have been greatly 
impacted by natural subsidence, levees, hurricanes, and oil and gas infrastructure. Recent events, 
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particularly hurricanes, contribute to the loss of habitat but not enough to be discernible from other 
impacts. 
 
Although CWPPRA projects are nominated and implemented one at a time and must have individual 
merit, the cumulative value of all wetland restoration and protection projects in an area can far exceed the 
summed values of the individual projects. Similar wetland protection projects in the area would operate 
with the preferred alternative to enhance the structural and functional integrity of the ecosystem, improve 
primary productivity rates, and thereby improve the overall environmental resources. 
 
Existing and planned restoration projects north of ME-18 are shown in Figure 11 (the project area is in the 
3-mile section to the east); some of these projects are funded through CWPPRA. Since the inception of 
CWPPRA, 151 coastal restoration or protection projects have been authorized, benefiting over 110,000 
acres in Louisiana (CWPPRA 2014). 
 
 
Figure 11. Existing and Planned Restoration Projects North of ME-18 

 
 
 
Physical cumulative impacts of this protection project and other protection and restoration projects are 
meant to slow the land loss rate in coastal Louisiana. Currently, land is lost at an average rate of an acre 
every 38 minutes. If the current rate of loss is not slowed by the year 2040, an additional 800,000 acres of 
wetlands will convert to open water. 
 
Physical cumulative adverse impacts are related to coverage of shallow water habitat by rock placement. 
Placement of rock for the proposed project and for other shoreline protection projects is not expected to 
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have any long-term adverse cumulative impacts and will make hard substrate available. In addition, 
benefits of shoreline protection would outweigh any minimal adverse impacts. 
 
The cumulative impact of the proposed action on air and water quality, when considered in addition to 
other protection, restoration, and CWPPRA projects, would not differ substantially from the effects of the 
alternatives considered individually. Air quality would be temporarily and locally affected during 
construction of each project. Short-term, localized increases in turbidity would result from all the projects; 
however, these impacts are considered to be localized and short-term because projects would not co-occur 
in space or time. The cumulative beneficial impact to water quality would be a long-term increase in 
quality by increasing marsh and decreasing turbidity.  
 
Biological cumulative impacts of all the CWPPRA and other protection and restoration projects would be 
similar to the direct and indirect impacts of the alternatives described previously. All alternatives, except 
the no-action alternative, would work with existing projects to enhance habitat for fish, wildlife, 
vegetation, and EFH. Cumulatively, the build alternatives would increase benefits to the area by 
decreasing land loss rates. No cumulative adverse impacts are anticipated from the proposed project, other 
CWPPRA projects, and other habitat protection and restoration projects.  
 
Cumulative beneficial impacts to socio-economic resources would result from synergy of the build 
alternative with nearby protection and restoration projects. These projects would cumulatively decrease 
losses of habitat, thereby benefiting the local economy and providing improved storm protection. The 
build alternative is similar to previous protection actions in coastal Louisiana that have had no adverse 
cultural impacts. No adverse cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be expected to result from 
implementation of the preferred alternative. 
 
 
7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

The NMFS and CPRA commit to avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating for adverse effects during 
construction activities by including the following commitments in the contract specifications. 
Minimization and avoidance measures of the preferred alternative are presented in Table 5. Mitigation 
and monitoring would be derived through consultation and coordination with federal and state agencies. 
The USACE, LDNR, and Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality permits that would be 
obtained for this project would contain extensive requirements/conditions to ensure the minimizing and 
mitigation of adverse effects and the project would comply with applicable environmental requirements. 
  



 

 25 

 
Table 5.  Summary of Avoidance and Minimization Measures of the Preferred Alternative 

Resource Potential Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures 

Geology, Soils, and Topography  • Construction of the breakwater, optional flotation 
channel, and optional stockpile of dredged material 
had been designed to minimize project impacts to 
waterbottom. Best management practices would be 
implemented to minimize impacts.  

Air Quality  • No permanent sources of air emissions are part of 
this project. Equipment would be maintained to 
minimized exhaust fumes and best management 
practices would minimize dust.  

Surface Water Resources  • Best management practices would be 
implemented to minimize turbidity.  
• Compliance with the Clean Water Act and other 
regulations would protect water resources.  

Vegetative Communities • Construction will be water based to avoid 
impacts to wetlands  

Fish and Wildlife  • Construction of the breakwater, optional flotation 
channel, and optional stockpile of dredged material 
has been designed to minimize project impacts to 
waterbottom. Best management practices would be 
implemented to minimize impacts. 
• Areas adjacent to optional flotation channel and 
stockpile areas would provide source organisms 
for recolonization. 

Essential Fish Habitat • Areas adjacent to optional flotation channel and 
stockpile areas would provide source organisms 
for recolonization. Flotation channel would be 
backfilled after construction. 
• Project-specific evaluations and coordination 
with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies 
would focus on protecting sensitive species.  
• Gaps will be constructed in the breakwater to 
provide organism access.  

Threatened and Endangered Species  • Safeguards to protect threatened and endangered 
species would be implemented during project 
construction 

Historical and Archaeological Resources  • Appropriate Section 106 Consultation with the 
Louisiana SHPO has been completed. No known 
sites should be affected by the project; 
unanticipated discovery of sites would be referred 
to appropriate agencies. 

Recreation • Coordination with appropriate federal, state, and 
local agencies would focus on maintaining the 
quality of public recreation.  
• All work would be done by boat  

Environmental Justice • Project area is offshore of a wildlife refuge and is 
in compliance  

Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste  • Contractor will use design and procedural 
controls to prevent oil, fuel, and other hazardous 
substances from entering the air or water. 
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8 PREPARERS 

This SEA was prepared by biologists Joy Merino, Cecelia Linder, John Foret Ph.D., and Donna Rogers 
Ph.D. of NMFS.  
 
 
9 COORDINATION 

The original 2006 EA was reviewed by the participating CWPPRA agencies (EPA, USFWS, NRCS, 
USACE, and State of Louisiana), and comments were received from the USFWS and NRCS in support of 
the project. Agency comments were also requested in conjunction with this SEA and will be requested in 
coordination with the permitting process. USFWS concurred with the determination that the SEA action 
was not likely to adversely affect any threatened or endangered species in their review of the document. A 
final SEA will be made available to the public at http://www.lacoast.gov along with other public records 
for the project.   
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EPA Letter 

 
  

Joy Merino - NOAA Federal <joy.merino@noaa.gov>

Fwd: CWPPRA projects CS-59 Oyster Bayou EA and Rockefeller Refuge
ME-18 SEA review
1 message

John Foret - NOAA Federal <john.foret@noaa.gov> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 9:35 AM
Reply-To: john.foret@noaa.gov
To: "Joy Merino (E-mail)" <joy.merino@noaa.gov>, Cecelia Linder <Cecelia.Linder@noaa.gov>

Wading through my emails...

John

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:CWPPRA projects CS-59 Oyster Bayou EA and Rockefeller Refuge ME-18 SEA review

Date:Wed, 24 Dec 2014 17:48:33 +0000
From:Aldridge, Barbara <aldridge.barbara@epa.gov>

To:john.foret@noaa.gov <john.foret@noaa.gov>
CC:McCormick, Karen <McCormick.Karen@epa.gov>

Hi John,

 

I’m responding for Karen McCormick and the EPA CWPPRA Team.

 

The EPA has reviewed both the ME-18 Rockefeller Refuge SEA and CS-59 Oyster Bayou EA and have no
comments at this time.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review these environmental assessment documents.

 

Barbara J Aldridge

Barbara J. Aldridge

Marine & Coastal Section 6WQ-EC

Ecosystems Protection Branch

Water Quality Protection Division

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=9cc0c3bc73&view...

1 of 2 1/5/15, 9:57 AM
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Dallas TX 75202

(214) 665-2712 Office; (214) 310-6217 Cell

 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=9cc0c3bc73&view...

2 of 2 1/5/15, 9:57 AM
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NRCS Letter 

 

Joy Merino - NOAA Federal <joy.merino@noaa.gov>

Fwd: Re: Phase 2 request for Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization
Project (ME-18)
1 message

John Foret - NOAA Federal <john.foret@noaa.gov> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 9:41 AM
Reply-To: john.foret@noaa.gov
To: "Joy Merino (E-mail)" <joy.merino@noaa.gov>

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Re: Phase 2 request for Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization Project (ME-18)

Date:Tue, 23 Dec 2014 11:27:21 -0500
From:Cecelia Linder - NOAA Federal <cecelia.linder@noaa.gov>

To:Jurgensen, John - NRCS, Alexandria, LA <john.jurgensen@la.usda.gov>
CC:John.Foret@noaa.gov <John.Foret@noaa.gov>, Mallach, Troy - NRCS, Lafayette, LA

<Troy.Mallach@la.usda.gov>, Boustany, Ron - NRCS, Lafayette, LA <ron.boustany@la.usda.gov>,
Paul, Britt - NRCS, Alexandria, LA <britt.paul@la.usda.gov>

Thanks John for supplying NRCS' comments.

I hope you and the rest of the NRCS team have a lovely Christmas and New Years!

Cece

On Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:24 AM, Jurgensen, John - NRCS, Alexandria, LA <john.jurgensen@la.usda.gov>
wrote:

December 23, 2014

 

 

Cecelia Linder

National Marine Fisheries Service

1315 East-West Hwy

Silver Spring, MD 20910

 

Cece, 

 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd:... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=9cc0c3bc73&view...

1 of 5 1/5/15, 10:02 AM
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Please reference your November 2014, draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the
proposed continuation of the Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization Project (ME-18).  The Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has reviewed the information and offers the following comments
as requested. 

 

General Comments on the Draft SEA

 

The draft SEA is well-written and generally provides an adequate description of the proposed project, the
affected environmental resources, and the anticipated project impacts to those resources. 

 

The purpose and orientation of the “overlapping” gaps are not well described and potentially unnecessary. 
NRCS has had similar shoreline protection success with conventional gapping of breakwaters without
“overlapping.”  Please explain the purpose and benefits of that gapping.

 

Specific Comments on the Draft SEA

 

Page ES-i, Summary of statement and conclusions, Fourth Sentence – Please include that the conclusions
are also based on test sections from the demonstration project as well. 

 

Page 1, Introduction, Paragraph 5 , Fourth Sentence - We would like you to include that the conclusion is
also based on test sections constructed during a project demonstration. 

 

Page 1, Introduction, Paragraph 5 , Fifth Sentence – Is the protected marsh entirely saline or would some
of it be classified as brackish?  If so, you could include protection of shoreline and saline and brackish
marsh habitats. 

 

Page 2, Purpose and Need, Paragraph 1, First Sentence – We would like you to include that this project
would also support Louisiana’s Comprehensive Master Plan for a Sustainable Coast.  (i.e.) …is to support
the coastal restoration objectives of CWPPRA and the Louisiana’s Comprehensive Master Plan for a
Sustainable Coast by stabilizing the Gulf of Mexico shoreline.

 

Page 2, Purpose and Need, Paragraph 1, First Sentence – We recommend that you include brackish
marsh with the second bullet (2) protect saline and brackish marsh habitat.

 

Page 6, Preferred Alternative, Paragraph 3, First Sentence – Please include a reference for gapping every
1500 feet.  How was it determined to gap every 1500 feet?  Could you gap at every 1000 feet and save

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd:... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=9cc0c3bc73&view...

2 of 5 1/5/15, 10:02 AM
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costs?

 

Page 12, Biological Environment, Vegetative Community, Paragraph 1, First Sentence – The CRMS
database describes this area as brackish marsh.  It probably fluctuated between saline and brackish so
please include both habitats.

 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments please us know.

 

 

Thanks,

 

John

 

 

_______________________________________________

John Jurgensen, P.E.

Civil Engineer

Water Resources Office - Louisiana

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service

Phone     (318) 473-7694

Email      john.jurgensen@la.usda.gov

 

nrcs143_020968

.

From: Cecelia Linder - NOAA Federal [mailto:cecelia.linder@noaa.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 3:24 PM
To: Constance, Troy G MVN; Richard Hartman; Paul, Britt - NRCS, Alexandria, LA; Bren Haase; Karen
McCormick; Darryl Clark
Cc: Murry, Allison MVN-Contractor; Inman, Brad L MVN; Crawford, Brad; Kevin Roy; Jurgensen, John -
NRCS, Alexandria, LA; Stuart Brown; Andrew Beall; John Foret - NOAA Federal
Subject: Phase 2 request for Rockefeller Refuge Gulf Shoreline Stabilization Project (ME-18)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd:... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=9cc0c3bc73&view...
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