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The Habitat Protection Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Grand Ballroom A & B of the San Luis Resort, Galveston, Texas, Tuesday morning, November 14,

2006, and was called to order at 9:55 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Columbus Brown.

CHAIRMAN COLUMBUS BROWN:  Good morning.  The Habitat Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council is called to order.  All members of the committee are present and the agenda can be found at Tab J-1.  Are there any questions or additions to the agenda?  Hearing none, is there a motion to accept?
MR. JOE HENDRIX:  So moved.

MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Mr. Hendrix made the motion and seconded by Mr. Adams.  Is there any opposition?  The motion carries.  The minutes from the last meeting can be found in J-2.  Our last meeting was on January 7th in Corpus Christi.  Are there any corrections or modifications to the minutes?  Hearing none, is there a motion to accept the minutes?

MS. JULIE MORRIS:  I so move.

MR. ADAMS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Motion by Ms. Morris and second by Mr. Adams.  Are there any objections to the motion?  The motion carries.  The first item to discuss will be the Texas Habitat Protection AP Meeting Review.  Mr. Jeff Rester is called in and so we will get that report from him and the first report is at Tab J, Number 3.

TEXAS HABITAT PROTECTION AP MEETING REVIEW
MR. JEFF RESTER:  I appreciate you all letting me call in this morning.  My wife is very pregnant and she’s due next week and she convinced me it was in my best interest not to be in Galveston today.  I’m hoping this will work out.

The Texas Habitat Protection Advisory Panel met on September 26th in Houston.  Eight of nine AP members were in attendance with twenty-nine other people in attendance and there were seven items on the agenda.

The AP received an update on the widening and deepening of the Sabine-Neches Waterway.   The existing waterway is a forty-foot deep, sixty-three-mile long deep draft channel extending from the Gulf into Port Arthur and the Port of Beaumont.  
The project called for dredging the channel to forty-eight-foot depths with a seven-hundred-foot width.  The project would require dredging 114 million cubic yards of material to obtain the proposed depth and the project would require annual dredging of 15.6 million cubic yards of material.  
The dredged material management plan called for using six existing upland confined placement areas, expanding two upland placement areas, using four existing ocean dredged material disposal sites offshore, and creating four new disposal sites offshore.  
The dredged material would be used beneficially in both Texas and Louisiana.  The offshore sites would encompass almost 28,000 acres where the dredge material would be dispersed through thin layer disposal.  The primary impact of the channel would be an adverse impact on coastal wetland habitats from increased salinity and associated land loss.  
The salinity model showed that the highest impact would be on the eastern side of Sabine Lake where salinities would rise two to three parts per thousand.  In order to compensate for habitat impacts from the project, the mitigation goals are to replace habitat in kind to the extent practicable, mitigate losses in the state in which they occur, and share the dredged material from Sabine Pass equally between Louisiana and Texas.  
Even after the beneficial use plan, the negative impacts to intermediate marsh would take place in Louisiana and therefore, mitigation would be required in Louisiana to compensate for this loss.  To do that, several marsh restoration mitigation measures have been formulated for Louisiana.  Finally, a draft EIS should be released sometime here within the next few months for the project.
The next presentation we heard about was the Bahia Grande Restoration.  This entire area is almost 22,000 acres, of which approximately 10,000 acres are wetlands.  The Fish and Wildlife Service acquired the land in 1999 and 2000 and it has since been managed as a unit of the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge.  
In the past, the Bahia Grande area was a source of blowing dust that affected the Port Isabel and Brownsville area.  Historically, the area was an estuary that was very productive.  This changed when the Brownsville Ship Channel was dredged in the 1930s and cut off the area’s hydrologic connection.  
The restoration goals for the area have been to provide nursery areas and habitat for aquatic organisms such as shrimp, crabs, and finfish, and to provide habitat for resident and migratory wildlife, to reduce windblown dust, and to provide increased public recreation areas.  
In order to accomplish these goals, the Fish and Wildlife Service decide to dredge three canals within the area to restore hydrologic connectivity.  The first canal was a 150-foot wide by 2,300-feet long canal from the Brownsville Ship Channel into the area.  This canal was opened in July 2005.  
The area now contains water, but salinities are too high to support fish and wildlife.  They’re in the neighborhood of somewhere around I think 150 to 170 parts per thousand currently, but additional canals should help with tidal exchange and reduce that salinity down and fish and other wildlife should be able to use the area again in the very near future.  
The next item on the agenda was the Deepening of the Matagorda Ship Channel.  This ship cannel is currently the shallowest in Texas, with a depth of thirty-six feet.  The new proposed channel would be forty-four feet deep with a 400-feet bottom width.

Estimated new dredging would be 46.5 million cubic yards of sand and clay with an estimated fifty years of maintenance dredge material of 257 million cubic yards.  Direct impacts of the project would include dredging impacts to oysters, bay bottom, wetlands, and dredged material placement impacts on habitats.
Indirect impacts would include saltwater intrusion.  Concerns are about changes to Pass Cavallo, which is south of the area, shoreline erosion associated with larger vessels, and resuspension and redistribution of mercury-contaminated sediments.

Potential impacts are being assessed and the project would develop a mitigation plan in coordination with the Corps of Engineers and other resource agencies.  The fifty-year dredged material management plan was considering several options that included beneficial use for habitat creation, shoreline restoration and protection, as well as contaminant capping.  

Since the AP meeting, I have learned that the current preferred alternative for this dredged material management plan includes quite a bit of open bay disposal and so this is a project that we should be concerned about and I’ll keep an eye on in the future as more details become available.

The next item was Dredging Associated with the Calhoun Liquefied Natural Gas Facility in Lavaca Bay.  It kind of goes hand-in-hand with this deepening of the Matagorda Ship Channel.  The Calhoun LNG terminal would be developed on a remote 150-acre site approximately three miles south of the city of Point Comfort.  
The facility would be able to receive and produce one billion cubic feet of natural gas per day.  The draft EIS was released earlier this year, during the summer.  Dredging would be required for the development of the facility.  The majority of the dredging would be associated with the creation of a 35.8-acre turning basin.  
This dredging would produce two million cubic yards of material.  Additional dredging of a marine slip would be 13.2 acres producing about 0.7 million cubic yards.  This dredged material would be placed in an upland disposal area and also in an area with residual mercury contamination.  
The dredged material would be placed in a ninety-five-acre area on top of the contaminated sediment and would form a protective cap.  Dredge material from yearly maintenance would be placed in a 271-acre dredge island.  Eighteen acres of oysters would be impacted by the project and oyster impacts would be mitigated.  The next item was the Texas Artificial Reef Program.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Jeff, Mr. Adams has a question.

MR. ADAMS:  Jeff, those last two projects are virtually one and the same, or hand-in-hand, and the state of Texas is certainly aware of them and I guess you’re aware of them and aware of the specific problem of the mercury contamination, that Superfund site that’s there at Point Comfort.  I would ask that you watch that carefully.

I think that the council should send a letter that we are concerned with resuspension of that contaminated area, but I think more importantly is that we address these two channels being dredged and what impact they are going to have, not only on Pass Cavallo, but potentially as far north as the Colorado River and as far south as the Cedar Bayou Pass near Rockport.

I would like to ask for mitigation for maintenance dredging of Pass Cavallo and Cedar Bayou and the Colorado River passes, that the increased volume of water that’s going to be going through this new channel will definitely close those natural passes a lot faster than they know that they’re going to close anyway.  

I guess as a committee motion I would propose that the council send a letter to the Corps of Engineers, or whoever is appropriate, addressing these two projects.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there a second?

MS. MORRIS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there discussion?  

MS. MORRIS:  This is a question for Jeff.  Jeff, I noticed in the two summary reports that you sent to us that the Louisiana AP actually made some motions asking the council to take some actions on some of the permits, but the Texas group did not.  Is that because -- Could you explain that difference to us?

MR. RESTER:  I think the difference would be it’s two different groups.  Also, the issues before the Texas AP, right now they’re currently -- They’re working on these projects, but they’re in stages where they’re either between a draft EIS and a final EIS or they’re still in development stages.  

They felt that maybe the comment period wasn’t the right time to comment.  They did have concerns about these projects, but they didn’t express those in the form of a motion or any action for the council to take.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there any further discussion?  The motion reads:  The council send a letter to the Corps of Engineers to address the two projects concerning the Matagorda Ship Channel and Lavaca Bay Channel Expansion.  All in favor raise your hand; anyone against.  The motion carries.

MR. RESTER:  The next item was the Texas Artificial Reef Program.  They are starting a new public reefing program in Texas.  The purpose of the program is to increase marine habitat in the Gulf of Mexico, enhance fishing and diving opportunities, develop reef sites close to shore, involve the public, and increase reefing opportunities.  
What they’ve proposed are seven 160-acre public reefing sites in state waters off Port Arthur, Galveston, Freeport, Port O’Conner, Corpus Christi, Port Mansfield, and Port Isabel.  Each 160-acre site will contain 260-foot-by-260-foot grids where the public can place approved reef materials.  
The Artificial Reef Program will also supplement public materials with larger material.  The public reefing process will have three steps that the public will follow to reef their materials. 

There will be application phase, where they will consult with Texas Parks and Wildlife staff about the reef material and placement of material.  There will be a material inspection phase and also there will be a reefing and verification phase, where the applicant will reef the material and Parks and Wildlife staff will verify the placement of materials through direct observation or with sidescan sonar.
The next item was the Beacon Port Liquefied Natural Gas Facility.  Mr. Kevin Elm of ConocoPhillips stated that the Beacon Port facility would be located fifty miles southeast of Galveston and would be designed to transmit 1.5 billion cubic feet of natural gas per day.  
As reported, the facility would use an open rack vaporizer that would use 167 million gallons of seawater per day to regasify the LNG.  A lot more went into that presentation, but I’ll save you some time and state that on November 3rd, after the meeting, obviously, ConocoPhillips informed the Coast Guard that ConocoPhillips no longer has a business need for an LNG terminal off the coast of Texas at this time.

This is due to the fact that they have acquired capacity rights of two inshore LNG facilities.  Therefore, ConocoPhillips has withdrawn their deepwater port license application for this facility.

MR. ADAMS:  Jeff, I’m sorry for the delayed reaction, but I want to go back to this Texas Artificial Reef Program.  The next time you or anyone there attends one of these meetings, can we get some more information?
There’s hundreds of oil and gas pipelines that come in from offshore Texas, coming in onshore, and can somebody ask the question of how they can assure us that this material is not going to move and damage a pipeline and cause pollution problems?

MR. RESTER:  I know that pipelines are required, due to existing regulations, to be buried three feet below the mudline if they’re a certain extent.  These areas, I’m sure that they’re planning on placing these materials, the seven areas -- It’s a 160-acre reef site and I’m sure they hopefully would take that into consideration as far as pipeline placement.

They wouldn’t want to on a large concentration put them there, but I believe most of these materials that are going to be placed there are going to be smaller materials that the public can handle themselves or on small barges, but it’s mainly a way to try and get the public more involved in reef building activities.  I will ask that question, though.

MR. ADAMS:  Because it is small material, and we know it will be small material, it will move.  

MR. RESTER:  They’re looking to use more -- Some of the materials that Mr. Shively talked about were more of the prefabricated materials and also concrete rubble, things of that nature.  They do have a list of approved items.  I can get that information and provide it to you all if you are interested and I can also bring up this issue with him and see if he has a response for it.

MR. ADAMS:  I am interested.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other questions?

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  Let me help try to clarify just a little bit, Degraaf.  Of those sites mentioned, not all of them have been permitted and, of course, we’ll have to go through the same permitting requirements that anyone would with an artificial reef site.

I believe three of the seven are permitted at this time and then what we’ll have to do is obviously we are inspecting those materials and we’re trying to ensure that they will stay where they’re placed.  That’s part of all that inspection phase that we’ll be going through with those materials.

The idea is to model it somewhat after the Alabama and Florida system of artificial reefs, where you can have more local involvement.  That was the bill that was passed in our last legislative session to basically set this up and we’re going to be closely monitoring those sites and making sure that material stays at least within the block and on the site as much as we can and, of course, we’re creating some buffer zones around each site in case there is some movement, if you would have a storm or something like that.

Of course, pipelines and so forth are always considered in siting characteristics and so we’ll be looking at all those things and maybe at the next Habitat meeting if we want a fuller presentation of that, we can certainly help get some folks there that can do that.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  I would like to see a further presentation of that information, especially about Degraaf’s comment about pipelines.  They’re supposed to be buried three feet and I think they probably were to start with, but after the storm in Louisiana, many pipelines are now on the surface that were three feet before.

You talked about monitoring for movement of the material.  Do you have a plan to move it back if it moves too far or how are you handling that?

MR. RIECHERS:  These sites will be permitted to the Department and to Texas and so yes, we will be looking at them if we have that kind of movement.  We’re responsible at that point and not a private entity.  These are our permitted sites.  They’re not a private entity’s permitted sites.

MS. FOOTE:  After the experience that we heard in Alabama with the storm, they lost many of their reefs and did the legislature know about that when they passed the bill?

MR. RIECHERS:  We were pre-Katrina and Rita at that time and so no, they wouldn’t have known about that.  Obviously, I think storms like Katrina and Rita bring into question a lot of the activities we’ve had in the past and we have to look at all those issues in regards to artificial reefs, Rigs to Reefs and all those programs, and movement of those materials.

Alabama has experienced that and Louisiana has had experiences with pipe.  We’ve experienced similar things with pipes as far as they’re not being to the depth they’re supposed to be and so all those -- Those are all considerations we have to continue to look at.  We’re not going to answer that question today, but we’ll have to consider those in siting.

MR. HENDRIX:  To expand on what Robin said, there’s already parameters in place for identifying -- For the Texas Artificial Reef Program, parameters defining what materials qualify for being put out there and one of the things is the size and the weight.  It’s much larger, I believe, than the Alabama and Mississippi programs.

DR. BOB SHIPP:  I’m not on the committee and I just walked into this discussion, but I heard comments on the Alabama reefs that were lost in the storm.  We have a new ROV system with a sonar on it and a couple of months ago, we went out and looked for about a dozen reefs that had been lost and we found every single one of them.  They’re not lost.  

They’re simply covered over and with relief of about a foot or so, you can’t pick them up on the ship sonar, but when you put an ROV down and lay it on the bottom and start to sweep, you find every one of them.  None of ours have been lost.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other questions?

MR. RESTER:  I have one more thing to add on that.  The way these sites are designed, they’re 160-acre sites and I talked about the 260-by-260-foot grid system.  What Parks and Wildlife has proposed to do is only let the public reef on those inside sites.

The outside parameter sites would be only sites that only Parks and Wildlife would place materials in and that would act as a buffer and make sure that they know that they’re putting a material that would not move in those outside sites and so that should cut down a lot on the movement also, material movement, outside these areas.
The final agenda item we talked about was the council’s ecosystem management plan and I just basically discussed with them the status of the council’s ecosystem management plan.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Are there any further questions of Mr. Rester?  IS there a motion to accept his report?

MR. HENDRIX:  So moved.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  It’s been moved by Mr. Hendrix.  Is there a second?

MR. ADAMS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Seconded by Mr. Adams.  Any objections?  The report is approved.  The next report will be Tab J, Number 4, the Louisiana and Mississippi Habitat Protection AP Meeting Review.

LOUISIANA/MISSISSIPPI HABITAT PROTECTION AP MEETING REVIEW
MR. RESTER:  The Louisiana and Mississippi Habitat AP met on October 3rd of this year.  Eight of ten AP members were in attendance.  There were sixteen others in attendance and there were ten items on the agenda.
The first item was the Port of Iberia and they want to deepen the Commercial Canal.  Let me first state that this area is in south-central Louisiana.  The Port of Iberia wants to deepen the Commercial Canal, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, and Freshwater Bayou to twenty feet deep to allow deepwater access to the Gulf of Mexico.  
Area industry would like a deeper channel to transport larger rigs and components to the Gulf.  The effect of a deeper channel on salinity levels showed that channel deepening up to 150-feet wide by twenty-feet deep would have little to no effect, less than 0.5 parts per thousand, on salinity levels in the project area.  
Although the final environmental impact statement had the twenty-foot depth as the preferred alternative when it was released earlier this year, Corps Headquarters wanted to revisit the sixteen-foot depth alternative.  The sixteen-foot alternative would significantly decrease the amount of material available for beneficial use from roughly 4,000 acres all the way down to about 1,000 acres for marsh creation.  
Of note, and it doesn’t look like this is going to happen, but it was a concern at the time, is that the Senate version of the current Water Resources Development Act specified that it wanted to place all dredged material on the south side of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway for hurricane storm surge protection.  
That would be something that would impact quite a bit of marsh, the way they would just bypass this material.  It wouldn’t form a true levy.  It would just be basically placing the spoil there in a pile.  The final environmental impact statement did not examine the effects of this action.  
The AP expressed considerable concern about this and a lack of environmental review of the potential impacts.  Therefore, the AP passed a motion that the council request the Corps to complete a NEPA document to evaluate any proposed change to the preferred alternative previously evaluated in the already completed EIS on the Port of Iberia channel deepening project prior to making any decision or taking any action relative to deepening of the channel or placement of the dredged material.
Concerning this motion, since the meeting, an addendum to the final environmental impact statement was released.  It was recently published, just a couple of weeks ago.  It described the rationale for a sixteen-foot channel plan recommendation for the Port of Iberia.  It also does not discuss the Senate language in the Water Resources Development Act.

It looks like this issue, at least for now, it’s not of concern.  They’re going to move forward with this project at sixteen-foot and they’re going to use dredged material for beneficial use and create about 1,000 acres.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Mr. Rester, you would say that in light of the actions that have happened to date, there’s no need for this motion?

MR. RESTER:  Correct.  The next item on the agenda was a Deauthorization of the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet.  The current channel for the Gulf Outlet is thirty-six-feet deep and 500-feet wide.

Several activities are currently taking place concerning the MRGO, as they call it.  These included levee repairs, the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Plan, which is the LACPR plan that we’ll talk about in just a second, the MRGO deep draft deauthorization study, CWPPRA construction, and 100-year protection levee upgrades.  
Public Law 109-234 instructed the Chief of Engineers to develop a comprehensive plan to deauthorize deep draft navigation on the MRGO.  Deep draft was defined as over fourteen-foot in depth.  The plan needs to include recommended modifications to the existing authorized navigation uses of the MRGO and any navigation uses that should be maintained, identify measures for hurricane and storm protection, develop the plan in consultation with St. Bernard Parish, the State of Louisiana, and affected Federal agencies, and submit an interim report to Congress no later than December 15, 2006.  
The plan also needs to be fully consistent with the Final Technical Report for the LACPR Plan.  The major issues included the scope of the study, future navigation uses of the channel, past environmental impacts, and relocation and/or compensation for channel-dependent businesses.

The plan would examine closures and saltwater barriers at the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal that connects to Lake Ponchatrain, the area where the MRGO intersects the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, the area known as the Golden Triangle, and around Shell Beach, which is further to the east.  
The plan would also examine shoreline protection along sections of the MRGO and on the south side of Lake Borgne.  Also, several extensive wetland restoration sites would be examined, as well as a possible freshwater diversion around the Violet Canal area.
The Corps is not recommending any course of action, but examining a range of options for Congress to consider.  The AP expressed concerns over some of the options in the study, chiefly that several interim protection measures to provide storm surge protection do not include mitigation for their impacts to habitat.  
The AP passed a motion that the council urges the Corps to include environmental restoration features in the plan to close the MRGO to deep draft navigation.  The goal of the environmental features should be to restore the affected system to a naturally sustainable level and include freshwater introduction, marsh creation, and ridge and barrier island restoration.  Do we want to take this motion up now or get to the second motion?

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  I guess this would be a good time.  

MR. ADAMS:  I just want to ask Karen, do you have any specific thoughts on this?  I would like to understand what they mean by include freshwater introduction.

MS. FOOTE:  The Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is one of the few agencies that spoke against the MRGO when it was first being thought of.  We still maintain that closing it is the right thing to do.

Freshwater introduction in Louisiana is one of the major ways that we restore our marsh.  We take Mississippi River water and channel it through various old channels of the river to restore the proper salinity regime and grow more grass and restore marsh and so I would support this, definitely support this.

MS. SUSAN VILLERE:  I’m not on this committee, but I will be as of tomorrow, and I just want to interject that Karen is absolutely correct.  The MRGO needs to be closed.  I live in New Orleans.  It’s a major problem and we do need the fresh water diversion into our marshes to restore the Louisiana coastline more than ever and so I would support Karen’s position.

MR. ADAMS:  I would make a motion to adopt the motion as worded in the report: The council urges the Corps to include environmental restoration features in the plan to close the MRGO to deep draft navigation.  The goal of the environmental features should be to restore the affected system to a naturally sustainable level and include freshwater introduction, marsh creation, and ridge and barrier island restoration.  
MR. HENDRIX:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Seconded by Mr. Hendrix.  Any discussion?  The motion is to recommend the Council urges the Corps to include environmental restoration features in the plan to close the MRGO to deep draft navigation.  The goal of the environmental features should be to restore the affected system to a naturally sustainable level and include freshwater introduction, marsh creation, and ridge and barrier island restoration.  On a voice vote, those for; against.  The motion carries.
MR. RESTER:  Concerning this agenda item, the AP also passed a motion that in evaluating plans to provide hurricane protection to New Orleans, which were funded under the fourth supplemental Water Resource Development Act appropriation, the council urge that the Corps and Congress not take actions which would later need to be replaced by features funded under the LACPR Plan.  Lacking certainty of LACPR funding, any interim measures to provide hurricane protection should include stand alone mitigation necessary to offset the impacts of that action.  

Just to give you a little background on this, they’re proposing several things to take place in these areas.  Some of them are related to the MRGO and some of them are related to the LACPR plan.

There is concern from the AP that a lot of these measures with the MRGO will take place before the LACPR plan has been completed or actually funded.  Some of these measures might not be the best thing, but for right now they might be okay, but later on you would have to go back and change those somewhat and they could have some serious impacts on the habitat that potentially will not be mitigated, especially if they decide to build levies and that nature that are going to directly impact habitat.

The final part of it basically states that if LACPR doesn’t take place, they would hope and they would urge that the stand-alone mitigation for these impacts from any work concerned with the MRGO deauthorization would be included in that and not just stating that LACPR or some other study will take care of those impacts.

MR. ADAMS:  Jeff, I’m looking forward to the next topic, where we talk about the LACPR, and the motion that addresses the WRDA, asking to take a closer look at LACPR and then the next item that addresses LACPR, is what we’re trying to ask to scrap WRDA and implement LACPR?  Is that what we’re trying to say here?

MR. RESTER:  No, not anything like that.  We’re basically stating that although these plans will be working in conjunction, don’t necessarily assume that if you do something now, that if you impact habitat now, that something else will come along and mitigate for those impacts.

If you’re going to do some type of project right now for hurricane protection, you need to mitigate for those impacts right now.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other questions?

MS. MORRIS:  I move recommending the AP motion to full council.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  The motion is made by Ms. Morris.  Is there a second?  It was seconded by Ms. Foote.  Discussion?  The motion that in evaluating plans to provide hurricane protection to New Orleans, which were funded under the fourth supplemental Water Resource Development Act appropriation, the council urge that the Corps and Congress not take actions which would later need to be replaced by features funded under the LACPR Plan.  Lacking certainty of LACPR funding, any interim measures to provide hurricane protection should include stand alone mitigation necessary to offset the impacts of that action.  All for say aye; anyone against.  The motion carries.
MR. RESTER:  The next item was the LACPR Plan, which is the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Plan.  Congress has directed the Corps to examine a comprehensive hurricane protection analysis and design; to examine a full range of flood control, coastal restoration, and hurricane protection measures from a storm surge equivalent to a Category 5 hurricane; to deliver a preliminary technical report within six months with a final technical report within twenty-four months; and to coordinate closely with the State of Louisiana.  
The LACPR Plan will identify, describe and propose a full range of flood control, coastal restoration, and hurricane protection measures for south Louisiana.  The preliminary report was completed in July of this year and it characterized the hurricane threat and engineering design challenges, suggested multiple lines of defense strategy including coastal restoration/protection, structural measures, and non-structural features, and described the need for using a risk reduction decision framework.  
The LACPR Plan would develop a decision-making framework that was more robust than the current National Economic Development framework was, a practical necessity that would facilitate more robust, comprehensive decision-making.  
The plan would supplement the well established and well understood NED analysis with risk-based models of storm damage and risk to human life and property so that decision makers could more accurately assess the relative merits of potential protective and mitigating actions.  Basically, you can look at the cost and the benefits associated with any of these actions under this plan.

The AP passed a motion that prior to requesting congressional authorization for specific features under this plan, the council recommends the Corps undertake all measures necessary to fully quantify likely direct and indirect impacts to habitat and resources of concern.  

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any questions?  Do we have a motion?

MS. MORRIS:  I move that we recommend the AP motion to full council for adoption.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  The motion is made by Ms. Morris.  Is there a second?  Seconded by Ms. Foote.  Is there discussion?  

MS. FOOTE:  This is another good attempt by the AP to make sure that environmental impacts are at the table with hurricane protection and I think we can strongly support this.  Hurricane protection has to move forward, but it’s our job to make sure that the environmental concerns go with it.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other discussion? The motion is that prior to requesting congressional authorization for the specific features under the LACPR plan, the council recommends the Corps undertake all measures necessary to fully quantify likely direct and indirect impacts to habitat and resources of concern.  All for say aye; anyone against.  The motion carries.  Mr. Rester, in light of time, since some of these are informational, can we move down to the Atchafalaya?   

MR. RESTER:  The Port of Pascagoula has an action item on it.  This is a project that the council heard about in September of 2003 and it’s the dredged material management plan for the Port of Pascagoula.

The initial fifty-year plan called for a modified horseshoe design south of Singing River Island that was not confined on the west side.  Due to concern over impacts to Gulf sturgeon critical habitat, the design has been modified.  
At the time of the meeting, the current plan called for a 425-acre site south of Singing River Island that would now be contained behind geotubes.  They would also use upland disposal areas.  The Corps had committed to creating a minimum of 150 acres of tidal marsh and tidal creeks would be created to allow ingress and egress of fish within this area.  
It was stated that roughly 25 to 30 percent of the dredged material would be used beneficially, but it was cost prohibitive to use the rest.  The AP was concerned about this and passed a motion that the council should recommend to the Corps that as much dredge material as possible should be used beneficially.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any comments?  Is there a motion?

MS. MORRIS:  I had a question for Jeff.  Jeff, were they telling the AP that they’re going to step back from these goals of a minimum of 150 acres of tidal marsh and they’re going to do less beneficial use than they had stated in their documents?

MR. RESTER:  No, they have committed to 150 acres of marsh creation.  They are going to use the material in a 425-acre confined site.  Obviously, there could be some more marsh built there, but I don’t think they have plans to plant anything more than 150 acres.

There’s opportunities though around Mississippi to use some of this material in other ways beneficially that the AP felt they should explore and look into a little bit more in-depth instead of using open bay disposal or offshore disposal of this dredged material.
MS. MORRIS:  Is there anyone here from Mississippi who could comment on it?

MR. CORKY PERRET:  We’re fully supportive of utilizing as much material as we can for beneficial marsh creation.

MS. MORRIS:  I would move the AP motion to be recommended to full council.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  There’s a motion by Ms. Morris.  Is there a second?

MR. ADAMS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  It’s been seconded by Mr. Adams.  Are there questions?  We have a motion to recommend to the Corps that as much dredged material as possible should be used beneficially.  Is anyone against?  The motion carries.

MR. RESTER:  The next item was the Donaldsonville to the Gulf Hurricane Protection Project.  This is another project taking place in Louisiana.  It could have the potential to impact several thousand acres of marsh and alter freshwater flow in the area.

The AP had some questions and concerns about why the Corps would want to protect basically wetlands from water.  Obviously the Corps wants to save money and the shortest route usually does that.  Unfortunately, that would impact a lot of wetland.  They didn’t pass any motions concerning that. 

The next item was the Proposed Deepening of the Atchafalaya River Ship Channel.   There is a feasibility study that’s ongoing for deepening this channel to thirty-five feet in depth.   It would encompass the dredging of the lower Atchafalaya River, Bayou Chene, Bayou Black, and Bayou Boeuf. 
The study would examine the opportunities associated with the dredging, including deeper draft loading for offshore petroleum exploration fabrication facilities, beneficial use of dredge material, marsh creation and nourishment, island restoration, and reef restoration.  
Problems associated with a deeper channel would mainly be concerning the soupy consistency of the sediment there at the river mouth, impacts to active delta building at the river mouth, and saltwater intrusion.  
We don’t really know about the impact to the habitat just yet, because a wetlands value assessment had not been conducted yet and also, a beneficial use plan also had not been completed yet.  A draft EIS should be out by the end of next year.  
The AP had concerns over the disposal of the dredged material.  National Standards call for disposal of the material in the least expensive, environmentally acceptable manner available.  This often means that beneficial use opportunities are lost.
The least expensive calculation does not include any value of the dredged material itself and how if it was used beneficially it would drive the cost of beneficial use down with the value added after it had created marsh.  The AP passed a motion that the council urges the Corps to include the value added economic benefit of using dredged material beneficially to create marsh in the quantification of the federal standard for any navigation channel.  
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any discussion?  Do we have a motion?

MS. FOOTE:  So moved.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  It’s moved by Ms. Foote.  Is there a second?

MS. MORRIS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Second by Ms. Morris.  Is there discussion?  Our motion is regarding the proposed deepening of the Atchafalaya River Ship Channel that the council urges the Corps to include the value added economic benefit of using dredged material beneficially to create marsh in the quantification of the federal standard for any navigation channel.  All for; any opposition.  The motion carries.

MR. RESTER:  The next item was another hurricane protection project.  It was Morganza to the Gulf.  This project is ahead of the Donaldsonville to the Gulf Hurricane Protection Project.  It’s going to involve about seventy-two miles of earthen levee, thirteen sector gate structures for flood control, twelve water control structures, and a lock complex there in the Houma Navigation Canal.

It would be creating about 1,300 acres of new marsh for mitigation for project impacts.  The AP again expressed concern that the wetlands that were now protected behind the levees, since they were protected, could be potentially their value could go up in the future and they could potentially be developed.  Finally, again, I discussed the council’s ecosystem management plan.  That concludes my report.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Thank you, Mr. Rester.  Are there any more questions of Mr. Rester?  

MS. FOOTE:  Jeff, I would like to ask if you could make sure that the Louisiana/Mississippi habitat group is fully briefed on the status of the Sabine-Neches Waterway Deepening Project, since it impacts so much Louisiana marsh.  Thank you.

MR. RESTER:  Okay.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any other questions?  Thank you, Mr. Rester, for a great report.  Any more issues to be brought to the Habitat Committee?  Hearing none, this committee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 10:50 o’clock a.m., November 14, 2006.)
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