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Corps provides status of rock dike emergency permit request 

 
NEW ORLEANS – Today, July 3, 2010, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers New Orleans District 
commander Col. Al Lee denied a Jefferson Parish request to build rock dikes in the Barataria Basin. 
 
In a letter to Jefferson Parish, Col. Lee offered (in part) the following explanation:  “My effort to 
facilitate a decision that best serves the public interest required careful review of the supporting 
documentation you furnished and affording state and federal resource agencies and the scientific 
community an opportunity to provide meaningful input on the proposed action.   Additionally, 
scientists and engineers of the New Orleans District, Mississippi Valley Division and Engineer 
Research and Development Center (ERDC) conducted a technical assessment of the effects these 
structures would likely have on coastal processes, the attendant consequences for the Barataria Bay 
estuarine system, and relative benefit derived from these structures in reducing the intrusion of oil into 
the estuary.  The findings I have reached based on close examination of the project and comments 
received from agency coordination raise very serious concern with granting authorization to perform 
this work in accordance with our emergency permit provisions.” 
 
For clarification, a series of documents, including the full letter from Col. Lee to Jefferson Parish, is 
attached to this release. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 60267
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70160-0267

3 July 2010

Operations Division
Eastern Evaluation Section

SUBJECT: (Emergency Permit) NOD-20
BASE FILE: MVN-2010-1271-EOO

Ms. Mamie Winter

Jefferson Parish, Department of Environmental Affairs
4901 Jefferson Highway
Jefferson, Louisiana 70121

Dear Ms. Winter:

This responds to your request dated June 7, 2010, subsequently amended June 24, 20 I0, seeking
emergency authorization to construct rock dike structures in Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass, in Jefferson
and Plaquemines Parishes, Louisiana, for the purpose of reducing oil penetration into the Barataria
Basin resulting from the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill.

My effort to facilitate a decision that best serves the public interest required careful review of the
supporting documentation you furnished and affording state and federal resource agencies and the
scientific community an opportunity to provide meaningful input on the proposed action. Additionally,
scientists and engineers of the New Orleans District, Mississippi Valley Division and Engineer Research
and Development Center (ERDC) conducted a technical assessment of the effects these structures would
likely have on coastal processes, the attendant consequences for the Barataria Bay estuarine system, and
relative benefit derived from these structures in reducing the intrusion of oil into the estuary. The
findings I have reached based on close examination of the project and comments received from agency
coordination raise very serious concern with granting authorization to perform this work in accordance
with our emergency permit provisions.

I recognize your effort to strategically locate the rock dikes so as to effectively manage oil inflow
into the estuary while attempting to minimize impact to current dynamics and circulation patterns critical
to ecological function and stability. However, modeling data you provided, and models developed by
ERDC, indicate that installation of these structures will nevertheless have a substantial effect on the
existing hydrologic regime in the estuary. Accelerated flow rates at the constricted passes and increased
tidal retention with a concomitant reduction in tidal prism in the interior estuary are predicted to occur.
Such effects will redirect water movement to other passes and result in the establishment of new avenues
for tidal flow, especially during tropical storm events. A net effect of channel expansion and land erosion
is anticipated as basin-wide equilibrium becomes adjusted to the constricted hydrologic regime.



In addition to the potentially severe adverse impacts to the estuary, I am concerned that a defined
plan of action to mitigate adverse environmental impacts has not been established. Specifically, no
responsible party to ensure timely structure removal to minimize environmental harm has been identified;
no restoration plan to mitigate environmental damages has been furnished; and insufficient baseline data
from which to assess project.-related damages has been provided. Without a detailed written plan of
action that is agreed to by ~ll parties having ,interest in this project, I have no confidence that remedial
actions will be taken in a manner that assures protection of the environment.

Last, the numerous pipelines occurring in the passes are of major concern to me. Some ofthese
pipelines are no longer buried and are exposed to strong tidal currents. Beyond the immediate direct
threat from rock placement in proximity to these pipelines, there is the risk that increased current velocity
will result in further scouring and cause greater exposure. In addition, the anticipated increase in channel
scouring at all the passes has a high probability of exposing pipelines that are currently buried beneath the
seafloor. The threats to existing critical energy transportation infrastructure and from further
environmental contamination caused by accidental damage are clear and significant.

Having carefully reviewed the information you provided in light of the findings from my technical
project assessment, I cannot conclude that anticipated benefits outweigh foreseeable detriments as is
required in my public interest determination; therefore, I am required to deny your request for emergency
authorization to construct the proposed rock dikes.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Pete Serio, Chief, Regulatory Branch, at (504) 862
2255 or bye-mail: pete.i.serio@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Colonel, US Army
District Commander
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UNITED FOR A HEALTHY GULF 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
338 Baronne St., Suite 200, New Orleans, LA  70112 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 2245, New Orleans, LA  70176 
Phone: (504) 525-1528  Fax: (504) 525-0833 
www.healthygulf.org 

 
June 2, 2010 
 
Col. Alvin Lee 
United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 
New Orleans District 
7400 Leake Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70118 
 
 
RE:   Jefferson Parish Emergency Authorization for Proposed Rock Dikes in Barataria Basin 

Passes 
 
Dear Col. Lee, 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Gulf Restoration Network (GRN), a diverse coalition of individual 
citizens and local, regional, and national organizations committed to uniting and empowering 
people to protect and restore the resources of the Gulf of Mexico.  Please consider the 
following comments regarding the emergency permit for the Proposed Rock Dikes in Barataria 
Basin.  While we share the Parish’s desire to protect our coast from the harmful effects of the 
ever‐growing threat of oil fouling our wetlands, it does not seem that the rock dike proposal 
gives sufficient evidence supporting the claim that it will reduce oil impacts that outweigh the 
impacts this project could have on the basin.  Given the below concerns, we ask that the Corps 
not approve this request for an emergency general permit at this time.   
 

1.  There is not sufficient information in the proposal to show that this plan would actually 
reduce the impact of the oil to Louisiana’s coast. 

2. Altering hydrology could result in increase erosion of barrier islands and interior 
marshes. 

3. Constricting tidal passes would increased velocity, which could actually hasten oil into 
interior marshes. 

4. Constricting tidal passes would influence migration of aquatic life. 
5. The proposed rock dike could interrupt the sediment exchange between the interior 

marshes and the Gulf of Mexico. 
6. The rock dikes would not be a temporary oil‐fighting feature, but a permanent change.  

If the applicant claims that the dikes will be temporary, no explanation as to how the 
dikes will be removed was supplied. 
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7. We understand that the BP oil drilling disaster is a disaster of unprecedented 
proportions.  However, we are concerned that Louisiana is proposing to have such a 
large project covered under a general permit (NOD 20).  General permits are intended 
to have negligible impacts individually and cumulatively, however this project will 
certainly have impacts that would normally require a full Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  While we 
acknowledge that this disaster requires regulatory flexibility, general permits were 
never intended to address massive projects with potentially significant environmental 
impacts.   We are deeply troubled by the precedent that would be set by this action. 

 
We would like to be clear that we are very concerned about the impacts of the BP oil drilling 
disaster; however, hastily moving forward with this effort that may prove ineffective and inflict 
harm on existing natural resources is not the best approach.  For the above reasons, as well as 
reasons submitted by coastal scientists and stakeholders, the permit should be denied until 
additional information can be provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the commenting 
agencies and the public.  Once sufficient information is provided, an additional comment period 
should be set. 
 
Thank you for reviewing our concerns.  I would be happy to explore these ideas further if you 
have any questions. 
 
For a healthy Gulf, 
 
 
Matt Rota 
Water Resources Program Director 
 
 
CC:  Mike Boots, CEQ  
  Host Greczmiel, CEQ 

Garret Graves, State of Louisiana 
Lisa Jackson, EPA 

   Al Armendariz, EPA Region 6 
  Lawrence Starfield, EPA Region 6 
  John Ettinger, EPA Region 6 
  Jane Lubchenco, NOAA 
  Pete Serio, USACE New Orleans District 
   
   













From: Serio, Pete J MVN
To: Laborde, Brad MVN
Subject: FW: Special Condtions and monitoring plan
Date: Friday, July 02, 2010 9:18:36 AM

FYI

Pete Serio
Chief, Regulatory Branch
504-862-2255

In order to assist us in improving our service to you, please complete the survey found at:
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

-----Original Message-----
From: Ettinger.John@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Ettinger.John@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 10:46 AM
To: Serio, Pete J MVN
Cc: Honker.William@epamail.epa.gov; Watson.Jane@epamail.epa.gov; Woodka.Janet@epamail.epa.gov;
EOC_Water; McCormick.Karen@epamail.epa.gov; Parrish.Sharon@epamail.epa.gov;
Evans.David@epamail.epa.gov; Keehner.Denise@epamail.epa.gov; Miller.Clay@epamail.epa.gov;
Landers.Timothy@epamail.epa.gov; Keeler.Barbara@epamail.epa.gov; Croll.Brittany@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: Re: Special Condtions and monitoring plan

Pete,

Here are our comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed conditions for a permit for rock
jetties in Jefferson Parish.  EPA continues to have ongoing concerns about the efficacy of this project
and the severe potential environmental impacts, as detailed in our earlier comments.  Our concerns
about the impact and degradation of the ecosystem are shared by local scientists, again, as detailed in
their letters to the Corps. The temporary nature of this proposal is questionable and the ability to
mitigate the impact is questionable.  We would urge continued review and discussion on this project
with a broader group of scientists and engineers.  EPA considers a decision to issue this permit in light
of these concerns to be solely a Corps decision and a Corps decision alone.

----- Original Message -----
From: "Serio, Pete J MVN" [Pete.J.Serio@usace.army.mil]
Sent: 06/30/2010 06:56 AM EST
To: John Ettinger; <Patti_Holland@fws.gov>; "Patrick Williams" <Patrick.Williams@noaa.gov>; "Richard
Hartman" <Richard.Hartman@noaa.gov>; <rachel.sweeney@noaa.gov>; "Miles Croom"
<Miles.Croom@noaa.gov>
Subject: FW: Special Condtions and monitoring plan

Attached is the draft permit for the rock dikes in Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass.  Please submit your
comments to us by 7:00 AM on Thursday, July 1.
Also attached is the first draft of the interim monitoring plan.  We are forwarding the plan as a heads-up
to be discussed later.

Pete Serio
Chief, Regulatory Branch
504-862-2255

mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=MVD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=B2ODSPJS97072702
mailto:Brad.Laborde@usace.army.mil
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html
mailto:Ettinger.John@epamail.epa.gov
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1.0

1.1 Submit detailed plans for the rock tie-in points at 
Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass: address the 
eastern tie end of the rock jetty @ the island on the 
east side of Four Bayou Pass

● Shaw has developed tie in details for both of the proposed passes.  At Pass 
Abel, the dike will tie into the recently constructed East Grand Terre dune.  
As this dune is higher than the proposed rock structure,  the proposed rock 
structure will be overtopped first in the event of a storm surge, thus 
minimizing scour of the existing island.  In addition, a scour blanket will 
extend around the tie in to the -1 ft NAVD contour.  For Four Bayou Pass, 
topographical highs were identified using existing lidar information.  The 
rock dike will extend 50 ft onto the island at the high spot.  Topographical 
surveys will be performed to verify the location and elevation of the tie in.  
A scour blanket will extend from the tie in to the -1 NAVD contour. Details 
of the proposed tie-ins are attached.

1.2 Identify need, if any, for land-based construction 
equipment at shoreline tie-in points. ● Land based equipment will operate within the footprint of the dike and tie 

in. End-on construction techniques will be utilized at the tie in to limit 
shore impacts.

1.3 Identify need, if any, for dredging for flotation or 
equipment access.

● No dredging is anticipated at this time. Barges will be light loaded to 
faciliate access in shallow waters.

1.4 No excavation should be authorized for this 
project unless approved by the NOD through 
coordination with natural resource  agencies.

● No excavation will be required

Provide more engineering information, particularly how the structures will tie into existing islands.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

1.5 Lacks details on construction access locations and 
methods.

● In depths less greater than 6 ft, rocks will be offloaded directly onto the 
alignment.  From depths ranging from 6 ft to 3ft, barges will be light loaded 
and rocks placed in a similar manner.  For depths less than three feet, track 
based equipment operating within the footprint will spread material into 
the desired configuration. Daily progress reports on construction methods 
and equipment will be provided. Pre-construciton bird surveys will be 
performed with USFWS and LDWLF. Construction, and if deemed 
necessary, biological monitors will be onsite.

1.6 Unclear who would maintain the proposed 
structures for the duration of the emergency (to 
avoid creation of navigation hazards) and who 
would remove the rock after the emergency has 
concluded to minimize adverse impacts.

● USCG has personnel and vessels on site to assist with navigational issues. 
Project features will be marked and/or lighted as per USCG requirements. 
Rocks will be removed by BP contractors after the Unified Command 
determines that the threat of oil has passed.

2.0
2.1 The rock dikes should be removed entirely 

immediately after the threat of oiling resulting 
from the Mississippi Canyon 252/Deepwater 
Horizon incident ends. 

● ● ● The subject permit application is for a temporary structure that will be 
removed when the threat of oil has past, as determined by the National 
Incident Command.

2.2 The determination of oiling threat will be based 
on near shore oiling forecasts produced in 
support of the National Incident Command.

● Actual field conditions will be constantly monitoring allowing for early 
identification and response to adverse effects on ecosystem.

Concerns that the rocks will not be temporary
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

2.3 The permittee will be responsible for removal of 
these structures if monitoring shows adverse 
effect on ecosystem (especially the adjoining 
barrier islands in form of erosion, breach 
overwash, etc.) or within 90 days after threat of 
oil has passed. 

● Shaw is also developing a monitoring plan capable of identifying 
morphological changes to the barrier islands and passes.  Should serious 
unexpected morphological changes be observed, the proposed rock 
structures will be altered or removed to correct the problem.

2.4 Removal if they are found to be causing erosion 
elsewhere or are ineffective in preventing oil from 
entering through either pass.

● Monitoring will include effectiveness of preventing oil from entering 
through the passes as well as ecosystem impacts.

2.5 IF the permit is granted, identify the responsible 
party for impacts from the jetties and their 
removal.

● Project was authorized by the Unified Command and is being funded by BP. 
Removal will also be funded by BP.

2.6 If permitted, there needs to be clause in the 
permit for removal, and the identification of a 
responsible party for the financial aspects of 
removing the rocks.

● Noted. See comment 5.5 above.

2.7 There is no firm commitment to remove such rock 
barriers.; Lacking a commitment by the applicant 
to remove these structures, an analysis on the 
likely long term impacts of rock jetty installation 
should be required.

● ● The emergency permit application is for a temporary structure to limit oil 
impact on interior marsh. A separate permit would be required to leave 
the rocks in place, and it is agreed that an analysis ofon the likely long term 
should be required if such an application were to be submitted.
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Editor's note:  Comments provided by Shaw Group



Page 4 of 32

U
SA

CE

U
SF

W
S

EP
A

CP
RA

N
O

AA

H
-S

ER
T

CR
CL

 e
t a

l

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

2.8 The rock dike structures would not be a 
temporary oil-fighting feature, but a permanent 
change to the landscape in Barataria Bay. If the 
project is anticipated to be temporary, no 
information was provided to describe how the 
project would be dismantled and temporary 
impacts addressed. Therefore, the impacts of 
these structures would also be permanent and 
long-term. The potential for large-scale 
environmental impacts would require more in-
depth study prior to approving for construction.

● The rocks will be removed after the threat of oil has been determined to 
be over by the Unified Command.

3.0
3.1 The plan relies on an engineering and 

construction approach that carries high economic 
and environmental risk, and threatens the 
sustainability of the very ecosystem we are all 
trying to save.

● We all agree that there is a potential risk of environmental impacts on 
ecosystem of Barataria Bay from the dikes.  However this risk is 
manageable by an intensive monitoring program and removal of dikes if 
potential damage is identified through monitoring.  Compared to the risk 
from the dikes, the risk to ecosystem from oil is real and not manageable.

Effectiveness for preventing oil intrusion, less damaging alternatives.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.2 Estuaries can naturally recover from the impacts 
of oil. In our current crisis, the degraded state of 
the oil and the dispersed nature of the oil will 
likely not result in long-term impacts to large 
areas of interior wetlands.

● There is a definite immediate short term impact from oil entering the 
estuary; the long-term impact is unclear.  The impacts from the dikes that 
have been raised occur over a longer term (decades), while their short-
term impacts are minor and can be mitigated. The dike will limit the 
immediate short-term impact from oil by improving the collection 
efficiency of oil. After the immediate short-term threat is gone the dikes 
will be removed. This is the best possible scenario, as impacts from dikes 
are likely on larger time scales (decades) and will be mitigated by removal 
of dikes after oil impact has decreased.

Large areas of interior wetlands are being impacted now, and we cannot 
know for sure that additional and repeated oiling will not result in long-
term impacts. David Westerholm, Director of NOAA’s Office of Response 
and Restoration testified that:
 “The effect of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill and the dispersants used, on 
coastal wetland loss will be determined by how much oil reaches coastal 
wetlands, and how long the oil persists. Large amounts of oil resting on 
vegetated coastal shorelines could cause the vegetation to become 
stressed and die. This could cause the roots to die, which would weaken 
marsh soils. Weakened marsh soils would then be at risk of accelerated 
erosion from waves and storms. The long-term effects to these habitats 
have yet to be determined.”  (Written statement of David Westerholm, 
Director, Office of Response and Restoration, National Ocean Service, U.S. 
Department of Commerce Hearing on Our natural resources at risk: the 
short and long term impact of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill before the 
subcommittee on insular affairs, Oceans and Wildlife, Committee on 
Natural Resources, U.S. House of Representatives, June 10, 2010.

B2PA9RDB
Typewritten Text

B2PA9RDB
Typewritten Text

B2PA9RDB
Typewritten Text
Editor's note:  Comments provided by Shaw Group



Page 6 of 32

U
SA

CE

U
SF

W
S

EP
A

CP
RA

N
O

AA

H
-S

ER
T

CR
CL

 e
t a

l

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.3 There are remediation activities that would be 
more appropriate for use in interior wetlands 
than those wetlands located in high energy areas 
such as the Mississippi River Delta.

● Suggestions are welcome. This spill will provide ample opportunity to use 
all available remediation activities.

3.4 Increased velocities resultant from the rock jetties 
will compromise the ability for clean up 
technologies to remove the oil  

● It is not clear that this is the case; modeling results indicate that the 
resulting velocity fields allow for clean-up operations to continue. 
Monitoring of the effectiveness will help adapt to more efficient strategies 
if required, including modification to the dikes if required.

The ability for clean up technologies to remove the oil will be improved, 
not compromised, through the reduction in the pass width
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.5 No information provided to support the claim that 
oil is suspended under the water and could 
therefore move under the barges.

●  Grand Isle Mayor David Camardelle  provided an eye witness account of 
subsurface oil surfacing almost daily between 2:00 pm and 4:00 pm and 
made reference to NOAA’s recent confirmation of subsurface oil.  News 
agencies reported on June 8, 2010, that NOAA agency head, Jane 
Lubchenco told a news conference that NOAA's research offers proof that 
vast quantities of oil have spread not just along the ocean's surface, but at 
a great depth underwater, and further stated that scientists have 
completed a process of “fingerprinting” the oil that confirms the oil did in 
fact come from the BP spill. "The test results confirm that there is oil 
subsurface. We've always suspected that, but it's good to have 
confirmation," the NOAA chief said. 
(http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iyqYbhKXS-
hMfVWZBOzpifZIciOQ)
 NOAA research data relative to subsurface oil can be found in several 
scientific reports including:  Smith, Mayer, DeRobertis,  et al. June 3-11, 
2010. NOAA Ship Thomas Jefferson Deepwater Horizon Response Mission 
Report. Interim Project Report-Leg 2,.

3.6 NOAA believes the proposed activity will have 
little or no effect on reducing the exchange of 
water, and thus the movement of oil, through the 
passes under consideration.

● Please see response to 2.12-2.16 below

3.7 Should the oil still be in the Gulf of Mexico when 
the Fall/Winter cold fronts come through, the 
rock barrier will slow the flow of unoiled or oiled  
water out of the basin.

● In the same way that the rock barriers allow us to better spread resources 
in the passes for incoming oil, the rocks will allow us to do the same for 
outgoing oil.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.8 We continue to believe that the barge barrier 
option is a viable altemative with less 
environmental consequences and should be tried 
before it is abandoned in favor of a more 
environmentally damaging rock berm.

●

Barge and boom operations are currently underway, and are not effective 
due to the size of the pass. There are not sufficient barges available to 
effectively operate over the entire pass width, which allows for a 
significant flow of oil to enter the pass unmitigated
The barge barrier option is being implemented. However, the rock barriers 
are part of the comprehensive plan and will work in conjunction with the 
barges.  Rocks will provide a barrier when inclement weather limits barge 
operations or if the threat of severe weathers forces removal of the barges 
until the weather threat has abated. Additionally, the rock barrier is less 
costly and labor intensive.
he barge/boom only option is being implemented as we speak.  Limited 
barges, weather down time, shallow water and other factors are limiting 
our ability to best use the barges.  By placing rocks in these two passes, 
and reducing the length of the fight, we can move the barges to other 
areas, better utilizing the limited resources available.

3.9 Lack of clarity on why the rock structures are 
better than barges/boom alone.

●
3.10 The rocks will reduce the linear extend of the 

operations, but with faster currents there is a risk 
of having to move farther inland to capture the 
oil, and that would increase the distance over 
which operations take place.

● It is not clear that this is the case; modeling results indicate that the 
resulting velocity fields allow for clean-up operations to continue. 
Monitoring of the effectiveness will help adapt to more efficient strategies 
if required, including modification to the dikes if required.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.11 Oil in the water column could also become 
trapped in the rock structure, leading to a more 
complex cleanup effort.

● Rock recovers from oiling much faster than any other shoreline type, while 
marsh shoreline is the most sensitive to oiling and takes longer to recover 
than sandy beaches.  The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) established Shoreline 
Environmental   Sensitivity Index (ESI) rankings for different shoreline types 
(Table 1).  Habitat sensitivity is based on exposure to natural removal 
processes (wind and wave action), biological sensitivity and production, 
human use of habitat, and ease of oil removal. The property of the 
shoreline contacted affects the behavior of the spilled oil. High wave action 
enhances both physical removal and weathering processes, thus wave-
swept rocky shores tend to recover from oil spills in a matter of months 
while marshes and mangroves may be affected for years. (NRCS, May 
2010. Organic sorbents for the remediation of oil contaminated soils, 
Interim Conservation Practice Standard 772 Guidance, Field Office 
Technical Guide Section IV, p. 2) 

Methods of cleaning oil off of rock structures have been established. Also, 
he rock can be protected with a smaller (and more available) boom than 
that needed to block the high velocity passes.  Furthermore, the rocks can 
be cleaned on an individual event basis, thus reducing the complexity of 
removal efforts.  
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Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.12
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.13 Figure 1 pre-post velocity profiles and impacts on 
operations ( Ioannis Georgiou)

●
3.14 Response to 3.13-3.16:

2.18. We appreciate the opportunity to use of the sketch prepared by Dr 
Ioannis Georgiou to explain the mechanics of possible reduction of oil 
propagation through the Passes.  Maximum velocities (V) at the passes 
without barrier are in excess of 4 ft per second.  The passes are very wide: 
Pass Abel is more than 7,000 ft in width.  One can compute a possible huge 
amount of oil that currently or in the future can propagate into the bay. 
Excluding velocities for most of the length of the pass (making V=0 and 
making B post <<< B pre-project would exclude a significant amount of oil 
from entering the pass.

In addition, modeling showed that construction of the dike would reduce in 
more than a 65% decrease in the flow volume at Pass Abel (Vi*B*C; the 
total amount of water and oil that enter the bay) and more than a 35% 
reduction in volume at Quattre Bayou Pass. This means that there is an 
overall reduction of the oil entering the bay through these passes. 

3.15 The primary concern is to reduce the large 
openings for attacking and capturing oil 
effectively. I understand that the rocks will reduce 
the linear extend of the operations, but with 
faster currents there is a risk of having to move 
farther inland to capture the oil, and that would 
still increase your distance over which operations 
take place.

● Same as above.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.16 Since there is oil at depth (another concern), and 
surface structures (barges, rigid pipe, or boom) 
cannot capture this, we have to acknowledge that 
by constricting inlets you will also accomplish this:
a. The faster currents will change the velocity 
profile (figure 1), and inadvertently increase the 
volume that skimmers would have to pump, per 
unit time during flood currents (gray box in fig 1)
b. The area below the gray box, integrated and 
subtracted from the pre-rock placement profile, 
would also increase the amount of subsurface oil 
coming through these inlets. Water surface oil 
capturing depth ,--------------, Increased volume of 
oil that post-rocks velocity profile needs to be  
captured compared to present operations 
Increased volume of subsurface oil per unit time, 
per unit width or opening 

● Same as above.

3.17 The proposed rocks would accelerate velocities 
through the narrowed passes. Thus, the 
movement into the estuary of any such 
subsurface oil could potentially be accelerated by 
the proposed rock berm project itself. With 
respect to subsurface oil, the rock project could 
actually make matters worse.

● ● We are using our models to inform the barge and boom operations.  The 
ingress of subsurface oil can be predicted and addressed.

B2PA9RDB
Typewritten Text
EDITOR'S NOTE: COMMENTS PROVIDED BY SHAW GROUP



Page 13 of 32

U
SA

CE

U
SF

W
S

EP
A

CP
RA

N
O

AA

H
-S

ER
T

CR
CL

 e
t a

l

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.18 Alterations in hydrology could increase water flow 
through the passes creating a funnel effect for oil 
to enter into the Barataria Bay and complicate the 
oil-fighting methods in the passes.

● By reducing the length of the fight in other passes, we have more assets 
available for stopping  and collecting oil in other passes. 

3.19 Deepening of the channel, along with increased 
velocities, could accelerate the movement of oil 
both on the surface and in the water column into 
the interior marshes.

● The velocities are not increased in Pass Abel as shown by the modeling. 
The velocities are slightly increase in Quattre Bayou Pass. However, as 
discussed above, the overall flow rate decreases, reducing the volume of 
oil entering through the pass.

3.20 Storm surge would greatly increase the velocities 
through the narrowed passes, potentially 
accelerating oil entry into the estuary during a 
storm.

● Storm surge will increase velocities for existing conditions as well as with-
dike conditions. It is expected that as was shown to be the case with typical 
conditions, the dikes will reduce the volume of flow compared to existing 
conditions for storm surge.

Storm surge could potentially accelerate oil entry into the estuary without 
the rock structures.

3.21 There needs to be some consideration of how the 
islands and/or the shape of the inlets will change 
as the flows change after rock placement. It is 
possible that this could make it even more 
difficult to contain oil moving through the inlet 
using the fixed barges as the flow paths change, 
new areas open up/close, etc.

● The time scale of morphology of the type described is much longer than 
the expected time period the dikes are in place. Therefore, this is not 
expected to be a concern.

3.22 Full support for the rapid implementation of the 
authorized barge barriers as a less damaging 
option for attempting to block oil in these passes.

● Noted.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

3.23 Lesser environmentally damaging and practicable 
alternatives to reduce the inland movement of oil, 
such as booms and skimmers, should be utilized 
to the maximum extent practicable.

● Noted.

3.24 The risks of long-term damage posed from oil 
entering into the interior marshes could be less 
damaging than the long-term risks associated 
with the rock dikes proposed in the Emergency 
Barataria Bay Oil Spill Protection Plan.

● Rock dikes will be temporary. Therefore, long-term risks are not 
anticipated. Monitoring plan will detect short-term  morphological changes 
to the barrier islands and passes, and allow for appropriate response to 
limit impacts.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

4.0
4.1 Will likely result in scouring and breaching of the 

barrier island chain.
● ● ● ●

4.2 Restricting the tidal passes may force water to 
seek new outlets for drainage or increase the size 
of existing openings. Those outlets would likely be 
through lower elevation portions of existing 
barrier islands.

●

4.3 Modeling shows the preferred altematives would 
significantly alter flow volumes through the two 
passes; most likely result in the widening and/or 
deepening of other passes through increased 
scour and erosion.

●

4.4 Confining the water flow through a smaller 
opening could lead to increased erosion at the 
bottom of the pass, deepening these passes 
permanently.

●

Secondary impacts, primarily due to changes in tidal hydrology
Response to Comments on scouring and erosion/breaching of barrier 
islands: • Breaching of adjacent islands will be mitigated by providing a 
dike with a low crest height, suggested to be +2 ft NAVD88. Most islands 
have elevations on average of +3 to +5 ft NAVD88

• Higher velocities through Quattre Bayou Pass may result in deepening of 
the pass. The depth of tidal passes are primarily controlled by the volume 
of water flowing through them. When the dike is removed and the pass 
returned to existing conditions, the flow through the pass will be 
insufficient to maintain the scoured depth, and the channel is expected to 
fill in to existing conditions.

• It is not clear how the dikes will increase wave energy and erosion from 
waves. The proposed erosion mechanisms should be further explained in 
detail so that an appropriate response can be developed to address the 
concern.
Generally, these comments are addressed through the proposed extensive 
monitoring program. Previous experience by USACE by building a dike in 
Pass Abel appears to not have resulted in these impacts.  The figure below 
shows this rock dike at Pass Abel , constructed more than 10 years ago.  In 
order to assure that the proposed berm does not create any negative 
impact, and extensive monitoring program will be conducted and if 
damage is shown to have occurred, the dikes will be removed.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

4.5 Restricting the tidal passes may force water to 
seek new outlets for drainage or increase the size 
of existing openings. Those outlets would likely be 
through lower elevation portions of existing 
barrier islands.

●

4.6  Increased erosion of existing barrier islands could 
be expected from wave energies

●
4.7 Installation of rock jetties will definitely increase 

the current through the remaining tidal 
interchange area and likely increase scouring on 
the sea floor.

●

4.8 The rock dikes could also result in longterm 
economic impacts through increased barrier 
island and wetland land loss, reducing the habitat 
for fish and wildlife and diminishing the lines of 
defense against storm surges.

●

4.9 The presence of hardened structures at the inlets 
will likely create more instability around the 
barrier islands, create more erosion and possibly 
additional conduits for oil to enter into the bays 
and marshes.

● Monitoring and pre/concurrent construction morphological modeling will 
be used to determine if this is the case.  If so, corrective action will be 
taken.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

4.10 Analysis and modeling were performed with 
islands and jetties as non-overtopping (solid) 
boundaries. This obviously underestimates the 
performance of hard-soft connections; the 
weakest point near connections of hard-soft 
combinations, the soft being the barriers and 
marsh vicinity will definitely erode and 
subsequently breached.

●  The flow modeling was intended to illustrate the maximum changes in 
maximum velocities expected to occur; existing conditions do not overtop 
either the islands or the dikes. Therefore the use of solid boundaries is 
correct to determine maximum possible changes. If storm surge modeling 
is conducted, all boundaries will be represented by accurate elevations and 
overtopping will be allowed to occur.

4.11 The 10 - 14 % change in the tidal prism; shown in 
the presentation as a reduction and therefore a 
positive point, is not entirely positive. During a 
storm, the storm prism (exchange of ocean with 
bay during a storm), is much more energetic, and 
will still be accommodated by the bay because 
the bay area did not change. Hence, risking island 
breaching, and marsh incisions in areas that may 
appear robust today. The science behind where 
this might happen is still complex.

● The expected storm prism is likely to be reduced for the same reasons 
discussed abov

4.12 Scouring of restricted tidal passes may cause 
exposure of pipelines and other infrastructure.

● Concrete aprons or other engineered solutions will be used to protect 
pipelines and other insfrastructure. Monitoring will provide early 
identification of potential problem areas.

4.13 Disrupt the littoral process and result in increased 
erosion;  would affect sediment transport 
processes

● ● ● Generally, these comments are addressed through the proposed extensive 
monitoring program.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

4.14 Adverse impacts on adjacent shorelines, 
especially on eastern Grand Terre where one rock 
jetty is proposed to tie into the adjacent beach 
face.

● Dike tie-in to East Grand Terre would like result in accretion on the 
seaward side of the structure due to the bayward orientation of littoral 
drift along the island. The island on the bayward side of the structure is 
primarily wetlands and unlikely to be impacted by the dike, especially 
when considering that the dike will greatly reduce velocities in the vicinity. 

4.15 Iincreased velocities associated with a storm 
surge could cause breaching on or near the 
transition points where the proposed rocks 
connect with existing islands. This would be 
similar to what occurred at levee transition points 
during hurricane Katrina.

● ● See attached design for end-point detail.  

4.16 It should be noted that restoration of the beach 
and dune on eastern Grand Terre had been 
recently partially completed by a barrier island 
restoration project funded under the auspices of 
the Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP).

● Noted.

4.17 Altering hydrology will likely result in increased 
erosion of Louisiana's barrier islands and interior 
marshes.

● This comments is addressed through the proposed extensive monitoring 
program.

4.18 The proposed rock dike could interrupt the 
sediment exchange between the interior marshes 
and the Gulf of Mexico, specifically during storm 
events.

● Please discuss the mechanism on how the dikes will result in increased 
erosion to interior marshes and adjacent barrier islands so the comment 
can be addressed.  Based on our understanding of the local coastal 
processes, it is unclear how or where this would occur
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

4.19 The proposed rock dikes will alter the tidal prism 
which could lead to changes in salinities and 
wetland habitats.

●

4.20 Shall evaluate potential impacts of the activity on 
habitats of concern including impacts on tidal 
passes and oyster producing areas and sediment 
transport.

●

4.21 The proposal would result in substantial 
reductions in tidal inlet cross-sectional area which 
could reduce fish and crustacean passage.

● ● The overall area change of inlets to Barataria Bay is less than a 10% 
reduction.

4.22 Applicant fully intends to seek authorization of 
rock placement in the three remaining passes in 
the near future.

● ● Impacts from further rock placement should be evaluated in permits for 
those structures, and not for the proposed work in this permit application.

4.23 Modeling in an idealized estuary conducted by the 
USACE Engineer Research and Development 
Center found that the increase in current 
velocities resulted in a "tendency to shift toward 
flood dominance with increasing wetland loss." 
(Reference: Sanchez, A. 2008. Interactions 
between wetlands and tidal inlets. Coastal and 
Hydraulics Engineering Technical Note. (ERDC/CHL 
CHETN-IV-72. Vicksburg, MS: U.S. Army Engineer 
Research and Development Center.)

● The study performed in the CHETN-IV-72 arrived at the stated conclusions 
by assuming the only changing factor was wetland loss, not necessarily the 
other way around (ie they conclude wetland loss led to more flood 
dominance and higher velocities, not that higher velocities led to more 
flood dominance and wetland loss). In addition, the wetland loss that 
caused the increased velocities and flood dominance occurs over a long 
time scale (decades) while the proposed project is expected to be in place 
much shorter time scales (months to years). 

Response to 6.1 and 6.2:
The tidal prism was shown to be reduce by approximately 10%. In the past 
100 years, the tidal prism of Barataria Bay has been increased by more 
than 200% through wetland erosion, subsidence and relative sea level rise 
that resulted from water, oil, and natural gas extraction as well as from 
controlling flood events from the Mississippi River and Bayou Lafource. A 
10% change (decrease) is unlikely to cause detrimental impacts on 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

4.24 The proposed action could result in adverse direct 
and indirect impacts to near shore, surf zone, 
sand flats, and back barrier marshes designated as 
essential fish habitat. Direct impacts from 
excavation and tracking (movement of heavy 
equipment on the barrier islands) may occur as a 
result of moving and placing rock into existing 
shorelines. Shorelines may be indirectly impacted 
f  lt d  tt  d di t 

● Direct impacts from construction will be limited to the construction 
template. Indirect impacts stated (wave and sediment transport) are not 
expected based on our understanding of the coastal processes. Please 
provide more detail on the mechanism of the direct impacts so the specific 
concerns can be addressed. 

4.25 The permittee shall assess potential direct and 
indirect impacts on shoreline stability and 
hydrodynamics using shoreline response and 
sediment transport modeling. This assessment 
shall include all shorelines, islands and passes 
extending from Caminada Pass eastward to 
Chenier Ronquille. At a minimum, the analyses 
shall evaluate potential changes in sediment 
transport, tidal pass dynamics and shoreline 
response. These analyses shall be conducted using 

     

● This modeling work has been initiated, but requires considerable time and 
effort. Results will not likely be available for several weeks or months. 
Extensive monitoring before, during , and after construction will help 
assess the impacts. If results of the modeling study indicate negative 
impacts beyond the impact of oil, the dikes will be removed. 

%.0
5.1 The cumulative effect of this action and the future 

rock closures would most likely be long-term 
significant changes in hydrology through the 
passes, which could have substantial unforeseen 
adverse impacts in terms of increased barrier 
island erosion and breaching, and possibly 
reduced fishery access

● ● Long term is over time scales of years to decades; this is a temporary 
structure that is expected to be in place for the short term. 

Cummulative impacts.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

5.2 Concerned about the cumulative impacts of five 
proposed partial closures on barrier islands in the 
Barataria Bay estuary

●  At this time we are only seeking authorization for the two passes.  We 
are initiating modeling to analyze alternatives in other passes and 
determine if there are acceptable alternatives.   If it is determined that this 
technique will work in other passes, in conjunction with the two currently 
requested, then we will modify our request accordingly.  At that time, the 
Corps will analyze potential impacts and determine if the additional 
authorization is warranted.

5.3 NOAA requests the Army Corps of Engineers 
express its intention pertaining to the need to 
conduct a Regulatory Environmental Impact 
Statement to evaluate likely near and long term 
project impacts individually, as well as the 
cumulative effects of similar emergency response 
actions in the vicinity of the project area.

● Noted.

5.4 It is our understanding that closure of these two 
passes will be followed by plans to close the other 
three passes, Caminda Pass, Barataria Pass and 
Cheniere Ronquille Pass. The cumulative impacts 
of the entire project could have drastic 
modifications to the tidal prism for Barataria 
Basin.

● At this time we are only seeking authorization for the two passes.  We are 
initiating modeling to analyze alternatives in other passes and determine if 
there are acceptable alternatives.   If it is determined that this technique 
will work in other passes, in conjunction with the two currently requested, 
then we will modify our request accordingly.  At that time, the Corps will 
analyze potential impacts and determine if the additional authorization is 
warranted.

5.5 Modeling comments
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

5.6 No analysis was undertaken to determine the 
likely impact of such increased velocities on the 
depth of each pass, or the dimensions of adjacent 
passes.

● Higher velocities through Quattre Bayou Pass may result in deepening of 
the pass. The depth of tidal passes are primarily controlled by the volume 
of water flowing through them. When the dike is removed and the pass 
returned to existing conditions, the flow through the pass will be 
insufficient to maintain the scoured depth, and the channel is expected to 
fill in to existing conditions.

5.7 Lacking wave refraction/diffraction analyses. ● ●  Most of the waves striking the rock structures will be depth limited.  Also  
the rock structures will protect west grand terre and the NE of East Grand 
Terre from northerly waves.  We anticipate a net benefit to these two 
islands in terms of wave energy.

5.8 Modeling conducted as a part of the permit 
request indicates an increase in water velocities 
and a shift in water current patterns, although no 
velocity profiles have been modeled or provided.

● Modeling is ongoing and will be further developed based on field 
monitoriing data.

5.9 Modeling performed is inadequate to accurately 
represent the system being impacted.

● Noted.

5.10 Perform at minimum coarse morpho dynamic 
modeling at the passes to determine effects on 
sediment transport.

● Modeling is ongoing and will be further developed based on field 
monitoriing data.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

5.11 This is a purely a hydrodynamic study, without (or 
at least other parts are ongoing) any information 
to either infer, or provide insights into the 
morphological response of nearby nonhard 
shorelines and marshes, in combination with 
coastal processes operating in the project area.

● Modeling is ongoing and will be further developed based on field 
monitoriing data.

5.12 There needs to be some consideration of how the 
islands and/or the shape of the inlets will change 
as the flows change after rock placement. It is 
possible that this could make it even more 
difficult to contain oil moving through the inlet 
using the fixed barges as the flow paths change, 
new areas open up/close, etc.

● This modeling work has been initiated, but requires considerable time and 
effort. Results will not likely be available for several weeks or months. 
Extensive monitoring before, during , and after construction will help 
assess the impacts. If results of the modeling study indicate negative 
impacts beyond the impact of oil, the dikes will be removed. However, the 
timescale of the potential morphologic processes are years to decades, 
while the proposed project is to be in place only for months to years. 

6.0
6.1 IF the permit is granted, that it be on the 

condition that the rock jetties are removed when 
they are no longer needed as part of the 
response.

● Concur.

6.2 Recommends a Special Condition be added to any 
permit issued for this project indicating that the 
permit does not address the applicability of this 
project to the spill response effort, which is a 
decision to be made by the National Incident 
Commander in consultation with the Federal On-
Scene Coordinator.

● Concur.

Recommended permit conditions
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

6.3 The permittee shall include emergency provisions 
for allowing drainage of surge from Barataria Bay 
in the event tropical storm or hurricane.

● Consider low crested "weir" segment or other means.

6.4 Rock baniers should be designed and constructed 
in a manner that does not increase water velocity 
in any of the passes to the point that results in 
scour of beach habitat down to the mean low low 
water line.

● Modeling is being conducted to predict such changes.  IN addition, 
monitoring will be conducted to identify such changes should they occur.

6.5 Rock barrier installation should not result in a 
redirection of the ebb-tide delta Gulfward to the 
point that the littoral building process is
compromised.

●

Concur.
6.6 The permittee shall develop and implement a 

monitoring plan which will address the changes in 
current (velocity and direction) and impact on 
sediment morphodynamics of the adjoining 
banler island system. This monitoring plan should 
be developed in consultation with state and 
federal agencies.

● Concur.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

6.7 The permittee shall develop a post-emergency 
mitigation plan to ensure compensation for all 
unavoidable adverse impacts to vegetated and 
unvegetated habitats. Such a plan may include 
sand fill placement to restore pre-project 
conditions (i.e., coastal processes and spatial 
extent of islands) to the maximum extent 
practicable. Implementation of the mitigation 
shall occur within the same year the rock dikes 
are removed.

● Our monitoring plan will identify secondary impacts should they occur.  If 
negative secondary impacts are occurring, then a suitable mitigation plan 
will be developed and implemented.

6.8 Permit conditions: No dredging for flotation or 
equipment access is authorized.

● Concur.

6.9 No heavy construction equipment (i.e., dump 
trucks or tracked excavators) should be allowed 
on existing islands, shorelines or vegetated 
wetlands  unless approved by the NOD through 
coordination with the natural resource agencies. 
No construction access corridors should be across 
marsh unless approved by the NOD through 
coordination with the resource agencies.

● No construction corridors will be allowed in critical habitat or vegetated 
wetlands.   Impacts to vegetated wetlands due to construction of the tie 
ins will be identified and submitted to the NOD prior to construction.

7.0
7.1 Strongly recommend the Corps not authorize the 

proposed rock project.
● Noted.

7.2 Recommends the NOD not authorize this project 
under emergency procedures.

● Noted.

OTHER COMMENTS
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.3
7.4 Limited, if any, scientific input has been 

incorporated from outside experts, even when 
offered. This process is inadequate for an 
endeavor of this scope of potential impacts and 
risks. Prior to issuance of a permit, we 
recommend incorporating science and technical 
expertise into the planning process to work to 
address the concerns listed in this letter.

●  The model used to inform selection of the preferred alternative was 
developed through coordination with scientific input from several sources 
over an extended period of time. Input from scientists and engineers at the 
state and federal level was provided throughout project development.
 The comments provided will be used in the development of the 
monitoring plan and the scientific community will have an opportunity to 
review and provide additional input into the monitoring process.

7.5 we re-emphasize our desire to resolve these 
concerns in a constructive way and in an 
expedited manner. We also request to be 
included in future oil-fighting strategies planning. 
We stand ready to assist. 

● We will be happy to collaborate and share with the scientific community as 
we implement these novel measures.  Lessons learned during this fight 
may provide critical tools in combating future events.  Before this event is 
over, collaboration may lead to continuing improvements in our 
operational capacity.  However, the immediacy of the situation demands 
swift action.  It should be noted that these plans were developed by 
experts in coastal project implementation and coastal process modeling.

All constructive comments, scientific input, and other suggestions are 
welcome and will be evaluated if detailed information is provided. 

7.6
7.7 Pre (or concurrent) and post construction 

monitoring of the adjacent shorelines should be 
conducted to quantify the impact to wetlands.

● All comments relative to monitoring are being considered in the 
development of the monitoring plan.

Lack of collaboration with scientific community.

Monitoring 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.8 The permittee shall develop and implement a 
monitoring plan which will address the changes in 
current (velocity and direction) and impact on 
sediment morphodynamics of the adjoining 
banler island system. This monitoring plan should 
be developed in consultation with state and 
federal agencies.

● A monitoring plan to address operational efficiency and secondary impacts 
due to these structures will be implemented..  The plan includes provisions 
for addressing the concerns expressed by the commenting entities. This 
plan will include periodic workshops with the agencies to identify concerns.  

7.9 Monitoring should consist of a GlobalPosition-
Satellite (GPS) determination of the existing 
shorelines plotted on the most recent low altitude 
aerial photography presently available for oil spill 
response.

● Same as above.

7.10 Every six months post project construction, the 
permittee should submit a monitoring report to 
the NOD, and interested natural resource 
agencies that includes GPS data indicating 

h h  h     b h   h  k 

● Same as above.

7.11 Hydrographic surveys of the passes should also be 
taken every 6 months to document system 
response and determine if adverse erosion is 
occurring.

● Same as above.

7.12 Should monitoring demonstrate that the project 
has significant adverse effects, corrective action 

ill b  i l t d

● Same as above.

7.13 The effectiveness of these structures in enhancing 
the capture of oil should be monitored.

● Same as above.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.14 Should be monthly meetings of an 
agency/permittee/expert group to consider 
whether the structures are still needed for oil spill 
response and to identify an appropriate time for 
their removal.

● Same as above.

7.15 With the UFWL Service's assistance, a qualified 
observer should monitor each colonial nest site to 
determine the minimum distance at which 
construction can occur without disturbing nesting 
birds (nesting gulls, terns, and/or black skimmer).

● Same as above. 

Birding surveys are being conducted in conjunction with the USFWL and 
LWL&F.

7.16 Monitoring should include surveying the effects of 
construction activities and rock dikes on erosion 
or infilling tidal passes and marsh. As part of the 
monitoring plan, the permittee shall provide to 
the resource agencies copies of pre-construction 
and as-built plans and surveys of the passes and 
the islands on each side of the passes. The 
bayward, alongshore, and offshore limits of the 
surveying should be approved by the NOD 
through coordination with the resource agencies.

● Same as above.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.17 The permittee shall develop and implement a 
monitoring plan, in coordination with the natural 
resource agencies, to assess the potential direct 
and indirect impacts of project implementation. 
At a minimum, the monitoring plan shall require 
field data collection (e.g., topographic and 
bathymetric surveys, aerial photography) 
adequate to quantitatively assess potential and 
actual impacts to tidal pass geometry, sediment 
transport and resulting shoreline response for all 
areas that may be directly and indirectly impacted 
(i.e., from Caminida Pass east to Chenier 
Roquille). As part of the  monitoring plan, the 
permittee shall provide to the resource agencies 
copies of pre-and post- construction data and 
results.

● Same as above.

7.18 The permittee will be responsible for removal of 
these structures if monitoring shows adverse 
effect on ecosystem (especially the adjoining 
barrier islands in form of erosion, breach 
overwash, etc.) or within 90 days after threat of 
oil has passed. 

● Noted.

7.19
7.20 Applicant expressed an unwillingness to 

undertake actions that may be necessary to 
mitigate for unintended consequences of project 
implementation.

● Monitoring willl allow for early identification of unintended consequences 
and allow for mitigation adaptive management or other appropriate 
mitigation actions.

Mitigation
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.21 Restoring portions of barrier islands impacted by 
refracted/diffracted waves, breached by tidal 
movement, or otherwise impacted by 
construction of the rock jetties.

●

Noted.
7.22 Permittee should be responsible for mitigating all 

unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands.
●

Noted.
7.23 The permittee shall develop a post-emergency 

mitigation plan to ensure compensation for all 
unavoidable adverse impacts to vegetated and  
unvegetated habitats. Such a plan may include 
sand fill placement to restore pre-project 
conditions (i.e., coastal processes and spatial 
extent of islands) to the maximum extent 
practicable. Implementation of the mitigation 
shall occur within the same year the rock dikes 
are removed.

● Noted.

7.24 Permittee should be responsible for mitigating all 
unavoidable adverse impacts to piping plover 
critical habitat.

● See ESA comment below. Additionally, it is noted that the intend of the 
project is to protect back barrier shorebird habitat as most habitat at the 
project site has already been impacted by oil.

7.25 An acceptable compensatory mitigation plan 
should be developed through coordination with 
resource agencies.

● Mitigation plan will be developed through coordination with appropriate 
agencies.

7.26
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.27
7.28 Piping plover Critical Habitat (CH) includes Elmer's 

Island, Grand Isle, and East Grand Terre. To the 
maximum extent possible, avoid impacts to island 
habitat from the dune/vegetation line to mean 
low low water (Le., within CH). If this is not 
possible, in order to minimize disturbance to 
feeding and resting piping plovers, construction 
activity should be limited in CH to the maximum 
extent possible.

● We are coordinating with the LDWF and the USFWS to identify critical 
habitat in the project area.  Our monitoring plan will address potential 
impacts to critical habitat.

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.c. 1531 et 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Emergency permit application to restirct Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass to limit oil intrusion into interior marsh (June 26, 2010)

7.29
7.30 To minimize disturbance to colonies containing 

nesting gulls, terns, and/or black skimmers, the 
Service typically recommends that all work within 
650 feet of a colonial nest site be restricted to the 
non-nesting period (i.e., September 16 through 
April 1). The Service should be notified if colonial 
bird nest sites are identified within the 650-foot 
buffer, and coordination should take place 
between the permittee and the Service to 
determine the most appropriate course of action. 
With the Service's assistance, a qualified observer 
should monitor each colonial nest site to 
determine the minimum distance at which 
construction can occur without disturbing nesting 
birds. That distance could be utilized as the 
construction zone buffer for that nesting area. An 
additional precaution would include limiting 
activities that are closest to the nesting sites to 
the cooler parts of the day (i.e., morning and 
evening).

● We are coordinating with the LDWF and the USFWS to identify nesting 
colonies in the project area.  Our monitoring plan will address potential 
impacts to nesting colonies.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.),
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Introduction 
After the June 23, 2010 interagency presentation, comments were received from the USFWS, EPA, 
CPRA, NOAA, H‐SERT and CRCL.  These comments were forwarded to Jefferson Parish and Shaw by the 
NOD permit analyst.   This document was produced to address concerns raised in these comments.   
Most of the commenters are concerned about the same key issues.   Below, we attempt to condense 
these comments into the key issues in order to address concisely.  In addition, we will address the 
specific permit conditions recommended by the various stakeholders. 

Provide more engineering information, particularly how the structures will 
tie into existing islands. 
Shaw has developed tie in details for both of the proposed passes.  At Pass Abel, the dike will tie into the 
recently constructed East Grand Terre dune.  As this dune is higher than the proposed rock structure,  
the proposed rock structure will be overtopped first in the event of a storm surge, thus partially 
diverting wave energy and minimizing scour of the existing island.  In addition, a scour blanket will 
extend around the tie in to the ‐1 ft NAVD contour.  For Four Bayou Pass, topographical highs were 
identified using existing lidar information.  The rock dike will extend 50 ft onto the island at the high 
spot.  Topographical surveys will be performed to verify the location and elevation of the tie in.  A scour 
blanket will extend from the tie in to the ‐1 NAVD contour. 

Details of the proposed tie‐ins are attached. 

Concerns that the rocks will not be temporary 
The requested emergency authorization is for temporary rock structures.  The proposed rock structures 
are being implemented by BP at the direction of the National Incidence Command (NIC) to aid in 
preventing the ingress of oil into sensitive interior marshes.  After the threat of oil is gone, at the 
direction of the NIC, BP will remove the rock structures. 

Shaw is also developing a monitoring plan capable of identifying morphological changes to the barrier 
islands and passes.  Should serious unexpected morphological changes be observed, the proposed rock 
structures will be altered or removed to correct the problem.  

Effectiveness for preventing oil intrusion, less damaging alternatives.   
Mississippi Canyon 252 Deepwater Horizon oil spill is unprecedented and continues to inflict high 
economic and environmental damage on coastal parishes and the state of Louisiana. The risk of not 
moving forward with this project to limit oil reaching interior marsh is greater than the potential short‐
term environmental impacts associated with this project. Potential negative impacts have been 
minimized through extensive hydrodynamic modeling to determine the best possible alignments for 
Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass.  

 Currently, a variety of methods are being employed to prevent oil from entering the estuaries.  Booms, 
skimmers, steel pipe booms and barge mounted vacuum trucks are all being utilized in this attempt.  
Unfortunately, there is a wholesale shortage of necessary assets to effectively keep oil out of the 
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estuary.  The Jefferson Parish barge plan (MVN‐2010‐1342‐EOO) calls for 16 barges sets in Pass Abel and 
24 barge sets in 4 Bayou Pass.  Currently, 7 sets are in place in Pass Abel, 7 sets are sitting in Bayou 
Rigaud and the contractors are scrambling to find the remainder.  By utilizing the proposed rock 
structures in Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass, these assets can be moved to enhance the effort in other 
passes. 

Some commenters stated that the oil would be less damaging than our proposed structure.  Large areas 
of interior wetlands are being impacted now, and we cannot know for sure that additional and repeated 
oiling will not result in long‐term impacts. David Westerholm, Director of NOAA’s Office of Response and 
Restoration testified that: 

 “The effect of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill and the dispersants used, on coastal wetland loss will be 
determined by how much oil reaches coastal wetlands, and how long the oil persists. Large amounts of 
oil resting on vegetated coastal shorelines could cause the vegetation to become stressed and die. This 
could cause the roots to die, which would weaken marsh soils. Weakened marsh soils would then be at 
risk of accelerated erosion from waves and storms. The long‐term effects to these habitats have yet to be 
determined.”  (Written statement of David Westerholm, Director, Office of Response and Restoration, 
National Ocean Service, U.S. Department of Commerce Hearing on Our natural resources at risk: the 
short and long term impact of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill before the subcommittee on insular affairs, 
Oceans and Wildlife, Committee on Natural Resources, U.S. House of Representatives, June 10, 2010. 

Other commenters stated that the proposed structures would increase velocities in the passes, making 
it harder to contain and collect oil.  However, our modeling results clearly demonstrate that the peak 
velocity will be reduced in Pass Abel, and only localized increases will occur in Four Bayou Pass.  
Modeled velocity fields in Four Bayou Pass indicate that the proposed rock structures would in fact 
create a situation that enhances oil capture effectiveness.   Slight velocity increases in other passes are 
manageable and predictable.  

 In addition, our model results predict a slight decrease in overall tidal prism of Barataria Bay  as a result 
of the proposed rock structures.  Modeling showed that construction of the dike would result in a more 
than 65% decrease in the flow volume at Pass Abel and more than a 35% reduction in volume at Four 
Bayou Pass. This means that there is an overall reduction of the oil entering the bay through these 
passes directly proportional to the reduction of flow volume. Therefore, concerns about increased oil 
ingress due to changed velocities are unfounded. 

Shaw is developing a monitoring plan which will document the effectiveness of the proposed 
structures/operations to capture oil. 

Secondary impacts, primarily due to changes in tidal hydrology.   
Extensive modeling was performed in order to identify the most effective, least damaging alternatives in 
the two passes.   Based on our modeling, the proposed rock structure will reduce the tidal flow in Pass 
Abel and Four Bayou Pass, slightly increase the tidal flow in Caminada Pass, Barrataria Pass and Pass 
Ronquille and overall, slightly decrease the tidal prism of the overall system (Barataria Basin).   It was 
noted that the pass will respond morphologically  to reach an equilibrium.  However, morphological 
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responses occur on the order of years or decades, while our structure will only be in place until the NIC 
declares that there is no more threat of oil. 

Numerical modeling is being conducted to address concerns about storm surge. Results of the modeling 
are not available at the time of this writing, and will be presented as soon as available. In general, storm 
surge will increase velocities for existing conditions as well as with‐dike conditions. It is expected that as 
was shown to be the case with typical conditions, the dikes will reduce the volume of flow entering the 
bays as compared to existing conditions for storm surge. 

Shaw is also developing a monitoring plan capable of identifying morphological changes to the barrier 
islands and passes.  Should serious unexpected morphological changes be observed that cannot be 
corrected through adaptive management,  the proposed rock structures will be altered or removed to 
correct the problem.  

Cumulative impacts. 
At this time we are only seeking authorization for the two passes.  We are initiating modeling to analyze 
alternatives in other passes and determine if there are acceptable alternatives.   If it is determined that 
this technique will work in other passes, in conjunction with the two currently requested, then we will 
modify our request accordingly.  Again, at this time we are only requesting an emergency permit for 
rock structures in Pass Abel and Four Bayou Pass.     

Recommended Permit Conditions 
1. IF the permit is granted, that it be on the condition that the rock jetties are removed when they are 

no longer needed as part of the response. 
 Concur. 

2. Recommends a Special Condition be added to any permit issued for this project indicating that the 
permit does not address the applicability of this project to the spill response effort, which is a 
decision to be made by the National Incident Commander in consultation with the Federal On‐Scene 
Coordinator. 

 Concur. 
3. The permittee shall include emergency provisions for allowing drainage of surge from Barataria Bay 

in the event tropical storm or hurricane. 
 Concur. 

4. Rock barriers should be designed and constructed in a manner that does not increase water velocity 
in any of the passes to the point that results in scour of beach habitat down to the mean low low 
water line. 

 Modeling is being conducted to predict such changes.  In addition, monitoring will be conducted 
to identify such changes should they occur. 

5. Rock barrier installation should not result in a redirection of the ebb‐tide delta Gulfward to the point 
that the littoral building process is compromised.  The permittee shall develop and implement a 
monitoring plan which will address the changes in current (velocity and direction) and impact on 
sediment morphodynamics of the adjoining barrier island system. This monitoring plan should be 
developed in consultation with state and federal agencies. 
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 Concur.  The monitoring plan will also address critical habitat, and migratory bird nesting 
colonies.  Pre‐construction monitoring activities have been initiated. 

6. The permittee shall develop a post‐emergency mitigation plan to ensure compensation for all 
unavoidable adverse impacts to vegetated and unvegetated habitats. Such a plan may include sand 
fill placement to restore pre‐project conditions (i.e., coastal processes and spatial extent of islands) 
to the maximum extent practicable. Implementation of the mitigation shall occur within the same 
year the rock dikes are removed. 

 Concur.  Our monitoring plan will identify secondary impacts should they occur.  If negative 
secondary impacts are occurring, then a suitable mitigation plan will be developed and 
implemented. 

7. No dredging for flotation or equipment access is authorized. 
 Concur. 

8. No heavy construction equipment (i.e., dump trucks or tracked excavators) should be allowed on 
existing islands, shorelines or vegetated wetlands unless approved by the NOD through coordination 
with the natural resource agencies. No construction access corridors should be across marsh unless 
approved by the NOD through coordination with the resource agencies. No construction corridors 
will be allowed in critical habitat or vegetated wetlands.    

 Concur. Impacts to vegetated wetlands due to construction of the tie in features will be 
identified and submitted to the NOD prior to construction of those features. 
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From our modeling effort, we observe a number of reactions to the constricting Pass A Bel and Four 
Bayou Pass.  These include: 

1)  Slight lowering of the tide ranges North of the passes (see time series water level data).  The 
largest differences in the tide ranges are just north of the passes with the changes being 
reduced as the tide progresses inland. 

2) Slight differences in the wetted areas for the high and low water levels.   
3) There is a redistribution of flow through the passes with Barataria Pass possessing higher 

velocities for the plan configuration. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Locations with Water Surface Elevation Point Comparisons. 
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Figure 2.  Locations with Velocity Comparisons. 
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Figure 3.  Base Maximum Water Surface Elevation. 
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Figure 4.  Plan Maximum Water Surface Elevation. 

 

 

B2PA9RDB
Typewritten Text
EDITOR'S NOTE: USACE ERDC MODELING AND COMMENTS



 

Figure 5.  Base Minimum Water Surface Elevation. 
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Figure 6. Plan Minimum Water Surface Elevation. 
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Figure 7.  Base Maximum Ebb Velocities. 
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Figure 8.  Plan Maximum Ebb Velocities. 
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Figure 9.  Base Maximum Flood Velocities 
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Figure 10.  Plan Maximum Flood Velocities. 

 

 

We also ran a storm condition (tide increased to a value of approximately 4.5 meters) and compared the 
water surface elevations for the previously shown 11 points.  The results are below. 
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