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Executive Summary

On April 20, 2010, the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and
eventually sank in the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and other substances
from BP Exploration and Production’s (BP) Macondo well and causing loss of life and extensive
natural resource injuries. Initial efforts to cap the well following the explosion were unsuccessful,
and for 87 days after the explosion, the well continuously and uncontrollably discharged oil and
natural gas into the northern Gulf of Mexico. Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million
gallons) of oil were released into the ocean (U.S. v. BP et al. 2015). Oil spread from the deep ocean
to the surface and nearshore environment from Texas to Florida. The oil came into contact with
and injured natural resources as diverse as deep-sea coral, fish and shellfish, productive wetland
habitats, sandy beaches, birds, endangered sea turtles, and protected marine life. The oil spill
prevented people from fishing, going to the beach, and enjoying typical recreational activities
along the Gulf of Mexico. Extensive response actions, including cleanup activities and actions to
try to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources, were undertaken to try to reduce harm to
people and the environment. However, many of these response actions had collateral impacts on
the environment and on natural resource services. The oil and other substances released from the
well in combination with the extensive response actions together make up the DWH 0il Spill.

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH Oil Spill is subject to the provisions of the Oil Pollution Act
(OPA) of 1990, which addresses preventing, responding to, and paying for oil pollution incidents
in navigable waters, adjoining shorelines, and the exclusive economic zone of the United States.

Under the authority of OPA, a council of federal and state “Trustees” was established on behalf of
the public to assess natural resource injuries resulting from the incident and work to make the
environment and public whole for those injuries. As required under OPA, the Trustees conducted
a natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) and prepared the Final Programmatic Damage
Assessment and Restoration Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Final
PDARP/PEIS; DWH Trustees 2016b).

The primary goal of OPA is to make the environment and public whole for injuries to natural
resources and services resulting from an incident involving an oil discharge (or substantial threat
of an oil discharge). Under OPA regulations, the natural resource injuries for which responsible
parties are liable include injuries resulting from the oil discharge and those resulting from
response actions or substantial threat of a discharge. OPA specifies that Trustees responsible for
representing the public’s interest (in this case, state and federal agencies) must be designated to
act on behalf of the public to assess the injuries and to address those injuries. The DWH Oil Spill
Trustees (the DWH Trustees) for the affected natural resources conducted a NRDA to:

= Assess the impacts of the DWH 0il Spill on natural resources in the Gulf of Mexico and the
services those resources provide.
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= Determine the type and amount of restoration needed to compensate the public for these
impacts.

Following the assessment, the DWH Trustees determined that the injuries caused by the DWH Oil
Spill could not be fully described at the level of a single species, a single habitat type, or a single
region. Rather, the injuries affected such a wide array of linked resources over such an enormous
area that the effects of the DWH 0il Spill must be described as constituting an ecosystem-level
injury. Consequently, the DWH Trustees’ preferred alternative for restoration planning employs a
comprehensive, integrated ecosystem approach to best address these ecosystem-level injuries.

Given the broad ecological scope of the injuries, restoration planning requires a broad ecosystem
perspective to restore the vast array of resources and services injured by the DWH 0il Spill. Thus,
the DWH Trustees proposed a comprehensive, integrated ecosystem restoration plan with a
portfolio of Restoration Types that addressed the diverse suite of injuries that occurred at both
regional and local scales. The DWH Trustees identified the need for a comprehensive restoration
plan at a programmatic level to guide and direct the massive restoration effort, based on the
following five overarching goals:

= Restore and conserve habitat.

= Restore water quality.

= Replenish and protect living coastal and marine resources.
= Provide and enhance recreational opportunities.

= Provide for monitoring, adaptive management, and administrative oversight to support
restoration implementation.

These five goals work both independently and together to restore injured resources and services.

Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment

This document, the Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment #2: Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities (RP/EA #2), was prepared by the Louisiana Trustee Implementation
Group (LA TIG) pursuant to OPA and is consistent with the DWH Trustees’ findings in the Final
PDARP/PEIS. The LA TIG includes five Louisiana state trustee agencies and four federal trustee
agencies: the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA); the Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources (LDNR); the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
(LDEQ); the Louisiana 0il Spill Coordinator’s Office (LOSCO); the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF); the United States Department of Commerce, represented by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); the United States Department of the
Interior (DOI), represented by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Park
Service (NPS); the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA); and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1508.12, the LA TIG designated EPA
as the lead federal agency responsible for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance
for this RP/EA #2. The federal and state agencies of the LA TIG are acting as cooperating agencies
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for the purposes of compliance with NEPA in the development of this RP/EA #2. Each federal
cooperating agency on the LA TIG intends to adopt the NEPA analyses in this RP/EA #2. In
accordance with 40 CFR § 1506.3(a), each of the three federal cooperating agencies (DOI, NOAA,
and USDA) participating on the LA TIG will review the RP/EA #2 for adequacy in meeting the
standards set forth in its own NEPA implementing procedures and make a decision to adopt the
analysis in the RP/EA #2. Adoption of the EA would be completed via signature on the relevant
NEPA decision document.

Under the Consent Decree discussed in Section 1.1 of this RP/EA #2, the LA TIG has an allocation
of $5 billion for restoration activities in the Louisiana Restoration Area, which includes Early
Restoration projects approved prior to the settlement in 2016. Because of the significant injury to
recreational use services as a result of the DWH oil spill, $60 million of these total funds are
dedicated to the “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type in
Louisiana. The 2014 Final Programmatic and Phase III Early Restoration Plan and Early
Restoration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Phase 111 ERP/PEIS; DWH Trustees
2014) originally allocated $22 million toward the Louisiana Marine Fisheries Enhancement,
Research, and Science Center (LMFERSC). The LMFERSC project included two hatchery and
outreach facilities (Calcasieu Parish and Plaquemines Parish), with the primary location near
Lake Charles also featuring a visitor center and youth fishing pond. However, site issues arose
during planning and development, which precluded the LA TIG from moving forward with the
LMFERSC project. This plan re-allocates the $22 million in early restoration funds toward other
projects that would restore lost recreational use in Louisiana, with a specific focus on enhancing
recreational fishing opportunities.

This RP/EA #2 provides restoration for lost recreational use within Louisiana by evaluating
alternatives that could compensate for a part of Louisiana's recreational fishing use injury.
Louisiana Trustees have identified lost recreational fishing opportunities as the most significantly
impacted recreational use in the state. As such, Louisiana’s approach to restoring for lost
recreational use in this RP/EA #2 emphasizes the creation and enhancement of recreational
fishing infrastructure, enhanced recreational fishing access or opportunity, and educational and
outreach components that promote utilization of the natural resources and encourage
conservation and stewardship for them, consistent with the injuries caused by the DWH Qil Spill
and fisheries-based objectives embodied in the original LMFERSC project.

In identifying the suite of alternatives considered in this RP/EA #2, the LA TIG took into account
the OPA screening criteria, the Restoration Goals in the Final PDARP/PEIS, other criteria
identified by the DWH Trustees, input from the public, and the current and future availability of
funds under the DWH 0il Spill NRDA settlement payment schedule. The RP/EA #2 describes the
screening process for 263 projects and sequential application of screening criteria used to
identify the alternatives carried forward for detailed OPA/NEPA analysis as well as a No Action
alternative.

The LA TIG published a Notice of Availability of the Draft Restoration Plan and Environmental
Assessment #2: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (Draft RP/EA #2) in the Federal
Register on December 20, 2017. The LA TIG hosted a public meeting on January 24, 2018, in New
Orleans, and the public comment period for the Draft RP/EA #2 closed on February 2, 2018. The
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Draft RP/EA #2 proposed four restoration project alternatives, evaluated in accordance with OPA
and NEPA. In response to public comments received on the Draft RP/EA #2, the LA TIG prepared
a Draft Supplemental Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment for the Elmer’s Island Access
Project Modification (Supplemental RP/EA; CPRA 2018) to evaluate proposed changes to the
Elmer’s Island Access project. A Notice of Availability of the Supplemental RP/EA was published
in the Federal Register on May 21, 2018. The LA TIG hosted a public meeting on May 22, 2018, in
New Orleans, and the public comment period for the Supplemental RP/EA closed on June 20,
2018. The Federal Trustees of the LA TIG have evaluated the environmental consequences of the
proposed alternatives and the findings indicate that no significant environmental impacts are
anticipated within the context of NEPA.

The LA TIG considered the public comments received on both the Draft RP/EA #2, and
Supplemental RP/EA, which informed the LA TIG’s analyses and selection of the restoration
projects in this RP/EA #2. A summary of the public comments received and the Trustees’
responses to those comments are included in Section 7 of this RP/EA #2.

In this RP/EA #2 the LA TIG selects the following preferred alternatives for implementation:
=  Elmer’s Island Access - $6,000,000
= Statewide Artificial Reefs - $6,000,000
= Lake Charles Science Center and Educational Complex - $7,000,000
= [sland Road Piers - $3,000,000

The total cost of the preferred alternatives selected in this RP/EA #2 is $22,000,000.
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Section 1

Introduction

The LA TIG prepared this RP/EA #2: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities to address
lost recreational use opportunities in the State of Louisiana as a result of the DWH 0il Spill. This
RP/EA #2 was prepared by the federal and state natural resource trustees for the LA TIG, which
is responsible for restoring the natural resources and services within the Louisiana Restoration
Area that were injured by the April 20, 2010 DWH 0il Spill and associated spill response efforts.
The LA TIG includes five Louisiana state trustee agencies and four federal trustee agencies: CPRA,
LDNR, LDEQ, LOSCO, LDWF, NOAA, DOI, USDA, and EPA.

The LA TIG has prepared this RP/EA #2 to inform the public about DWH NRDA restoration
planning efforts and has received public comment on the proposed alternatives for engineering
and design and construction (henceforth “implementation”) in this RP/EA #2.

The purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed more fully in the Final
PDARP/PEIS, is to make the environment and the public whole for injuries resulting from the
incident by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural resources and services
to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses in accordance with OPA, NEPA, and
associated NRDA regulations. The Final PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) can be found
www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.

1.1 Background and Summary of the Settlement

On April 4, 2016, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a
Consent Decree resolving civil claims by the DWH Trustees against BP, arising from the DWH 0il
Spill. This historic settlement resolves the Trustees’ claims against BP for natural resources
damages under OPA.

Under the Consent Decree, BP agreed to pay over a 15-year period a total of $8.1 billion in natural
resource damages (which includes $1 billion that BP previously committed to pay for early
restoration projects) and up to an additional $700 million (some of which is in the form of
accrued interest) for adaptive management or to address injuries to natural resources that are
presently unknown but may come to light in the future.

More details on the background of the DWH 0il Spill, the impact of the spill on the Gulf of Mexico
ecosystem, and additional context for the settlement and allocation of funds can be found in
Chapter 2 of the Final PDARP/PEIS. The Final PDARP/PEIS can be found at
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov (DWH Trustees 2016).

1.2 DWH Qil Spill Trustees

The DWH Trustees are the government entities authorized under OPA to act as trustees on behalf
of the public to assess the natural resource injuries resulting from the DWH 0il Spill and develop
and implement a restoration plan to compensate for those injuries. DWH Trustees fulfill these
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responsibilities by developing restoration plans, providing the public with a meaningful
opportunity to suggest restoration projects and to review and comment on proposed plans,
implementing and monitoring restoration projects, managing natural resource damage funds, and
documenting trustee decisions through a public administrative record. The DWH Trustees are
responsible for governance of restoration planning throughout the entire Gulf Coast. To work
collaboratively on the NRDA, the DWH Trustees organized a Trustee Council composed of
Designated Natural Resource Trustee Officials, or their alternates, for each of the DWH Trustee
agencies. The following federal and state agencies are the designated DWH Trustees under OPA
for the DWH O0il Spill:

= NOAA, on behalf of the U.S. Department of Commerce

= DOI, as represented by NPS, USFWS, and Bureau of Land Management
= EPA

= USDA

= The State of Alabama’s Department of Conservation and Natural Resources and Geological
Survey of Alabama

= The State of Florida's Department of Environmental Protection and Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission

= The State of Louisiana’s CPRA, LOSCO, LDEQ, LDWF, and LDNR
= The State of Mississippi’s Department of Environmental Quality

= The State of Texas’ Parks and Wildlife Department, General Land Office, and Commission on
Environmental Quality

The DWH NRDA funds were distributed geographically to address the diverse suite of injuries
that occurred at both regional and local scales. As specified in the Consent Decree and Final
PDARP/PEIS, specific amounts of money were allocated to seven geographic areas: each of the
five Gulf States (Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida), Regionwide, and the Open
Ocean. The Louisiana Restoration Area includes coastal and nearshore areas within the
geographic jurisdiction of the state of Louisiana. The funding distribution was based on the DWH
Trustees understanding and evaluation of exposure and injury to natural resources and services,
as well as their evaluation of where restoration spending for the various Restoration Types will
be most beneficial within the ecosystem-level restoration portfolio.

1.3 Authorities and Regulations

1.3.1 OPA and NEPA Compliance

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH Oil Spill is subject to the provisions of OPA, 33 United States
Code [U.S.C.] § 2701 et seq. A primary goal of OPA is to make the environment and public whole

for injuries to natural resources and services resulting from an incident involving an oil discharge
or substantial threat of an oil discharge. Under OPA, each party responsible for a vessel or facility
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from which oil is discharged, or which poses the substantial threat of a discharge, is liable for,
among other things, removal costs and damages for injury to, destruction of, loss, or loss of use of
natural resources, including the reasonable cost of assessing the damage.

This process of injury assessment and restoration planning is referred to as NRDA. Under the
authority of OPA, a council of federal and state trustees was established to assess natural
resource injuries resulting from the incident and to work to make the environment and public
whole for those injuries. NRDA is described under Section 1006 of OPA (33 U.S.C. § 2706 et seq.).
Under the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR Part 990 et seq.), the NRDA process consists of three
phases: (1) Preassessment; (2) Assessment and Restoration Planning; and (3) Restoration
Implementation. The DWH Trustees are currently in the Assessment and Restoration Planning
Phase, and the Restoration Implementation Phase of the NRDA. As part of the initiation of
restoration implementation, this RP/EA #2 identifies potential alternatives, evaluates those
alternatives under various criteria, and identifies a suite of proposed alternatives that would
compensate the public for lost recreational use in Louisiana caused by the DWH 0il Spill.

Under the OPA regulations, federal trustees must comply with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., and its regulations, 40 CFR § 1500 et seq., among others,
when planning restoration projects. NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the potential
environmental impacts of planned actions. NEPA provides a framework for federal agencies to
determine if their proposed actions have significant environmental effects and related social and
economic effects, consider these effects when choosing between alternatives, and inform and
involve the public in the environmental analysis and decision-making process.

NEPA and its implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, and agency-specific NEPA
regulations) outline the responsibilities of federal agencies in the NEPA process. In this
document, the LA TIG addresses these requirements by tiering from environmental analyses
conducted in the Final PDARP/PEIS, evaluating existing analyses, and preparing environmental
consequences analyses for projects as appropriate. See Chapter 4 of the PDARP/PEIS for more
information on tiering and incorporation by reference under NEPA and how they apply to this
RP/EA #2.

EPA is the lead federal Trustee for preparing this RP/EA #2 pursuant to NEPA. The federal and
state agencies of the LA TIG are acting as cooperating agencies for the purposes of compliance
with NEPA in the development of this RP/EA #2. Each federal cooperating agency on the LA TIG
intends to adopt the NEPA analysis in this RP/EA #2. In accordance with 40 CFR § 1506.3(a), each
of the three federal cooperating agencies (DOI, NOAA, and USDA) participating on the LA TIG will
review the RP/EA #2 for adequacy in meeting the standards set forth in its own NEPA
implementing procedures. Adoption of the EA would be completed via signature on the relevant
NEPA decision document. There are no other cooperating federal, state, or local entities, or tribes.

More information about OPA and NEPA, as well as their application to DWH O0il Spill restoration
planning, can be found in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

1.3.1.1 Standard Operating Procedures for DWH Trustees

Another document that guides restoration planning is the 2016 Trustee Council Standard
Operating Procedures for Implementation of the Natural Resource Restoration for the DWH Oil Spill
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(DWH 2016d). The Trustee Council developed the standard operating procedures (SOPs) for
administration, implementation, and long-term management of restoration under the Final
PDARP/PEIS. The Trustee Council SOP documents the overall structure, roles, and decision-
making responsibilities of the Trustee Council and provides the common procedures to be used
by all trustee implementation groups (TIGs). The Trustee Council SOP addresses, among other
issues, the following topics: decision-making and delegation of authority, funding, administrative
procedures, project reporting, monitoring and adaptive management, consultation opportunities
among the DWH Trustees, public participation, and the Administrative Record. The Trustee
Council SOP (DWH Trustees 2016d) is available through the NOAA Restoration Portal, here:
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites /default/files /TC%20SO0P%202.0%20with%20a
pendices.pdf. The Trustee Council SOP was developed and approved by consensus of the Trustee
Council and may be amended as needed. The division of responsibilities among the Trustee
Council, TIGs, and Individual Trustee Agencies is summarized in Table 7.2-1 of the Final
PDARP/PEIS.

1.3.2 Final PDARP/PEIS Record of Decision

Given the potential magnitude and breadth of restoration for injuries resulting from the DWH 0il
Spill, the DWH Trustees prepared a PDARP/PEIS under OPA and NEPA to analyze alternative
approaches to implementing restoration and to consistently guide restoration decisions. Based on
the DWH Trustees’ thorough assessment of impacts to the Gulf’s natural resources, a
comprehensive, integrated ecosystem restoration approach for restoration implementation was
proposed. On February 19, 2016, the DWH Trustee Council issued a Final PDARP/PEIS detailing a
specific proposed plan to fund and implement restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico
region over the next 15 years. On March 29, 2016, in accordance with OPA and NEPA, the DWH
Trustees published a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a ROD for the Final PDARP/PEIS in the
Federal Register [FR] (81 FR 17438). Based on the DWH Trustees’ injury determination
established in the Final PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the DWH Trustees’ decision
to select Alternative A: Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative. The DWH Trustees’
selection of Alternative A includes the funding allocations established in the Final PDARP/PEIS.
More information about Alternative A can be found in Sections 5.5 and 5.10 of the Final
PDARP/PEIS.

1.3.3 Relationship of the Final RP/EA #2 to the Final PDARP/PEIS

As a programmatic restoration plan, the Final PDARP/PEIS provides direction and guidance for
identifying, evaluating, and selecting future restoration projects to be carried out by the TIGs
(Section 5.10.4 and Chapter 7 of the Final PDARP/PEIS). The DWH Trustees elected to prepare a
PEIS to support analysis of the environmental consequences of the selected Restoration Types, to
consider the multiple related actions that may occur because of restoration planning efforts, and
to allow for a better analysis of cumulative impacts of potential actions. The programmatic
approach was taken to assist the TIGs in their development and evaluation and to assist the
public in its review of future restoration projects.

For the Final PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees developed a set of Restoration Types for inclusion
in programmatic alternatives, consistent with the desire to seek a diverse set of projects
providing benefits to a broad array of injured resources and services. Ultimately, this process
resulted in the inclusion of 13 Restoration Types in 5 major Restoration Goals evaluated for
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restoration (Final PDARP/PEIS). For this RP/EA #2, the LA TIG used the direction and the
guidance of the Final PDARP/PEIS to consider and evaluate alternatives within the “Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type.

Chapter 5 of the Final PDARP/PEIS analyzes different restoration approaches to address resource
injuries for each Restoration Type. The proposed alternatives included in this RP/EA #2 are
consistent with the following restoration approaches described for the “Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type, as described in Section 5.5.14.2 of the Final
PDARP/PEIS.

Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use. This restoration approach
focuses on creating new or improved access to natural resources for recreational purposes by
enhancing existing or constructing new infrastructure. Providing or improving water access in
publicly owned areas through the construction and operation of boat ramps, piers, or other
infrastructure could also improve public access. Larger-scale infrastructure improvements such
as a ferry service or the construction or improvement of roads and bridges could also serve to
improve access to natural resources. Enhancing public access would also include targeted
acquisition of land parcels to serve as public access points.

Enhance recreational experiences. This restoration approach focuses on enhancing the public’s
recreational experiences. The quality of activities such as swimming, boating, diving, bird
watching, beach-going, camping, and fishing can vary depending on the appearance and
functional condition of the surrounding environment in which they occur. A variety of restoration
techniques could be used individually or in combination as potential restoration projects.

Promote environmental stewardship, education, and outreach. This restoration approach
involves providing and enhancing recreational opportunities through environmental
stewardship, education, and outreach activities. Multiple restoration techniques could be used
individually, or in combination, as potential restoration projects.

Section 2 of this RP/EA #2 summarizes the screening process used to develop a reasonable range
of proposed alternatives, which is consistent with the DWH Trustees’ selected programmatic
alternative in the Final PDARP/PEIS, the Consent Decree and OPA. The LA TIG also prepared a
NEPA environmental consequences analysis for the reasonable range of proposed alternatives
(Section 4 of this document), which “tiers” from the Final PDARP/PEIS programmatic NEPA
analysis.

One of the objectives of the Final PDARP/PEIS was the ability to use it to “tier” the NEPA analysis
in the subsequent restoration plans prepared by the TIGs (40 CFR 1502.20 and Final PDARP/EIS,
Chapter 6). A tiered environmental analysis is a project-specific analysis that focuses on project-
specific issues and summarizes or references (rather than repeats) the broader issues discussed
in the PEIS. This RP/EA #2 is consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS and ROD and provides NEPA
analysis for each proposed alternative, tiering from the PEIS where applicable. For this RP/EA #2,
the DWH Trustees considered the extent to which additional NEPA analyses may be necessary for
the proposed alternatives that tier their NEPA analyses from the Final PDARP/PEIS. These
considerations include whether the analyses of relevant conditions and environmental effects
described in the Final PDARP/PEIS are still valid and whether project impacts have already been
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fully analyzed in the Final PDARP/PEIS. The applicable sections of the Final PDARP/PEIS are
incorporated by reference into this plan (40 CFR § 1502.21).

1.3.4 Summary of Injuries Addressed in this Final RP/EA #2

The DWH NRDA evaluated injury to natural resources and their services as a result of the DWH
0il Spill. A number of different resource categories were evaluated, including losses to
recreational users. Impacts to recreational users occur when oil degrades the quality of a natural
resource and impairs an individual's ability to interact with it. During the DWH Oil Spill, some
beaches were closed, fishing areas and bay access was limited, recreational fishing was
minimized, and camping and other recreational uses were also minimized due to oiling or
cleanup activities. The oil spill affected recreation in the Gulf of Mexico as a result of people
cancelling recreational trips; choosing alternate sites for recreation; modifying planned activities;
and experiencing a reduction in the quality of their recreational activities (see Final PDARP/PEIS,
Section 4.10.1). Both direct oiling and the expectation of oiling caused individuals to cancel
planned recreational fishing trips to coastal areas.

The DWH injury assessment on lost recreational use covered two broad categories of recreation:
shoreline use and boating. Shoreline use refers to recreational activities conducted by individuals
at locations near beaches and other shoreline areas and includes swimming, sunbathing, surfing,
walking, camping, kayaking, and fishing from the shore or shoreline structures (i.e., piers). It also
includes fishing at sites that are considered coastal but are not directly on the beach. Specifically
excluded from the shoreline use assessment are recreational boating, commercial activities, and
oil spill response.

The second broad category, boating, includes individuals engaged in recreational boating
activities that begin at sites providing access to salt water near the Gulf Coast. The term “sites”
encompasses a wide variety of locations providing boat access to coastal waters, including
marinas, unimproved launches, and private residences. Excluded from this category are non-
recreational boating activities, including commercial fishing, law enforcement/safety, and oil spill
response.

1.4 LA TIG Final RP/EA #2 for Recreational Use

The LA TIG prepared this RP/EA #2 in accordance with the Final PDARP/PEIS and ROD, OPA, and
NEPA. This RP/EA #2 describes the DWH NRDA restoration planning process, considers
alternatives to address a portion of the injuries to recreational fishing use caused by the DWH 0il
Spill, and identifies from among those alternatives a suite of preferred alternatives that would
compensate the public for lost recreational use in Louisiana caused by the DWH O0il Spill. In
accordance with 40 CFR § 1508.16, the LA TIG designated EPA as the lead federal agency
responsible for NEPA compliance for this RP/EA #2.

1.5 Purpose and Need

The LA TIG has undertaken this recreational use restoration planning effort to meet the purpose
of restoring those natural resources and services injured as a result of the DWH Oil Spill. This
RP/EA #2 falls within the scope of the purpose and need identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS. As
described in Section 5.3 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, the five Trustee programmatic restoration
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goals for restoration work independently and together to benefit injured resources and services.
This RP/EA #2 focuses on the restoration of injuries to Louisiana’s natural resources and
services—in particular to Restoration Type: “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities,”
using funds made available in Early Restoration and through the DWH Consent Decree (see Final
PDARP/PEIS, Chapter 4).

For the purpose of restoring natural resources and services injured as a result of the DWH 0il
Spill, the DWH Trustees need to address the associated recreational loss that occurred in
Louisiana. The DWH Trustees propose to implement compensatory restoration projects that
would provide the public with additional and enhanced recreational use services in Louisiana in a
manner consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS. Impacts to Louisiana from the DWH 0il Spill,
including oiled shorelines, the closure of fishing and recreational areas and the cancellation of
recreational trips, resulted in losses to the public’s use of natural resource for outdoor recreation,
such as fishing, boating, vacationing, beach-going, and other recreational activities.

Louisiana Trustees have identified lost recreational fishing opportunities as the most significantly
impacted recreational use in the state. As such, Louisiana’s approach to restoring for lost
recreational use in this RP/EA #2 is multi-faceted and utilizes a combination of all recreational
use restoration approaches described in the Final PDARP/PEIS, including enhance public access
to natural resources for recreational use, enhance recreational experiences, and promote
environmental stewardship, education, and outreach. These approaches are encompassed by all
four of the proposed alternatives, including the creation of new and enhancement of existing
recreational fishing infrastructure, enhanced recreational fishing access and opportunities, and
the development of educational and outreach components to promote responsible utilization of
natural resources. The proposed alternatives described in this RP/EA #2 are consistent with
techniques to restore for the recreational use injuries caused by the DWH Oil Spill, while meeting
fisheries-based objectives and also providing educational elements encompassed by the original
LMFERSC Early Restoration project.

1.6 Proposed Action: LA TIG Final RP/EA #2 for Recreational
Use

To address the programmatic and Restoration Type goals described above, the DWH Trustees
propose to undertake the restoration planning and project implementation of the four projects
identified as preferred alternatives in this RP/EA #2 to provide compensatory restoration of lost
recreational fishing use in Louisiana, using funds made available in Early Restoration and through
the DWH Consent Decree. Proposed alternatives are described briefly below and detailed in
Section 3 of this plan. The LA TIG will consider additional recreational use projects in Louisiana,
as well as projects to address Louisiana’s other injury categories and Restoration Types, in
subsequent restoration plans.

1.6.1 Alternatives Considered in the Plan

The LA TIG requested public input on project ideas to be considered as alternatives in this RP/EA
#2, including via a May 17, 2017, notice posted at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov . The
screening objectives and the screening process applied to all project suggestions received from
the public are described in Section 2 of this RP/EA #2. Public involvement for this plan and how it

1-7




was used to develop proposed alternatives is discussed in Section 1.9 of this RP/EA #2. Figure 1-
1 shows the location of the alternatives.
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1.6.2 Supplemental RP/EA for Elmer’s Island Access Project Modification

During the public comment period for the Draft RP/EA #2, the LA TIG received more than 20
comment submissions from private citizens, businesses, federal, state, and local agencies, and
non-government organizations. A summary of public comments is presented in Section 7 of this
document. While comments on whole were favorable toward the Draft RP/EA #2, particular
concerns were raised regarding the elevated lagoon boardwalk component of the proposed
Elmer’s Island Access project. As proposed, this feature originated near Elmer’s Island Road,
crossed the lagoon, and ran eastward approximately 0.75 mile, providing access to Caminada
Beach. Several public comments voiced concern that the boardwalk would be a permanent
obstruction across the lagoon, interrupting the natural landscape, disturbing habitat, and
preventing access to the entire length of the lagoon for kiteboarding and kayaking. Other
comments raised concern for the sustainability of an elevated boardwalk given the inevitability of
hurricanes and tropical storms. It also was stated that previously existing elevated boardwalks in
the area were not reconstructed because the posts, beams, and structural components led to
accelerated erosion of the adjacent beach and dune. Other concerns included trash and debris
removal with increased public access and the need for signage to increase environmental
awareness and environmental stewardship. Public comments in support of the elevated
boardwalk were enthusiastic about gaining access to the beach area and nearer to Caminada Pass
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for recreational fishing because public driving on the beach was eliminated during construction,
and after completion of the Caminada Headland Beach and Dune Restoration project (CAM II).
Some commenters also suggested alternative boardwalk alignments for easier public access and a
shorter walking distance to the beach, as well as suggested other means, such as a beach shuttle
service, to assist the public in accessing the area for fishing and beach recreation.

Based on these public comments, the LA TIG decided to evaluate two additional boardwalk
alignments of a behind-the-dune boardwalk and a beach shuttle service at Elmer’s Island in the
DWH 0il Spill LA TIG Supplemental RP/EA, herein incorporated by reference
(http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/louisiana). The additional
boardwalk alignments included a boardwalk crossing the lagoon farther east than the original
alignment and a boardwalk that would originate near an existing parking area and run parallel to
the beach. Based on comparison of environmental impacts between the beach shuttle service and
a behind-the-dune boardwalk, the beach shuttle service was selected as the preferred alternative.

The beach shuttle service would be contracted to a third-party and would provide a means of
transportation along the 1.8-mile beachfront, which will remain closed to public vehicular traffic.
For the first year, the shuttle service would ferry the public from the existing parking area east,
toward Caminada Pass. After the first year, operation of the shuttle service would be evaluated to
determine if the shuttle would service the beachfront westward of the existing parking lot or
remain operational only east of the existing parking area. Three operations scenarios were
considered, including a high coverage (maximum number of daily shuttles and shuttle season),
moderate coverage, and low coverage. The high coverage operation scenario included 9,474 man-
hours of operation year-round, the moderate coverage 8,483 man-hours of operation year-round,
and the low coverage 7,262 man-hours of operation year-round. All three operations scenarios
included a similar number of man-hours during the summer months (June-August). Monthly
operation scenarios for the shuttle service are described further in Section 2 of the Supplemental
RP/EA. While the shuttle service would not ferry people to the west from the existing parking
area in the first year, this area may be traversed by shuttle vehicles for litter abatement and trash
removal purposes.

For purposes of the Supplemental RP/EA, the high coverage operations scenario was used to
analyze impacts associated with the proposed beach shuttle service alternative because it would
have the greatest potential environmental impacts. All other features analyzed in the Draft RP/EA
#2 that were proposed as part of the original Elmer’s Island Access project, including the culvert
installation, washout repair, boat launch, parking area, and observation deck, would remain
unchanged, with the exception of the parking area and boat launch located at the original
boardwalk origination point because these amenities were associated with the original
boardwalk configuration, which is no longer proposed by the LA TIG.

The beach shuttle service would meet the purpose and need of this RP/EA #2, which allows the
LA TIG to implement restoration projects that would provide the public with additional and
enhanced recreational use services in Louisiana in a manner consistent with the Final
PDARP/PEIS.

The LA TIG finds that the project change does not affect the LA TIG’s proposed selection of the
modified project under OPA. This analysis remains subject to the results of additional
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consultations and reviews as required for compliance with all other laws (e.g., Endangered
Species Act [ESA], Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976
[Magnuson-Stevens Act], and others), including consideration of any significant new
circumstances or information presented as part of those processes.

1.7 Relationship to Other Plans, Policy, or Actions

1.7.1 Previous Restoration under DWH Early Restoration

Due to the magnitude of the DWH Oil Spill, the DWH Trustees began planning for and
implementing Early Restoration projects with funding from BP before the oil spill’s injury
assessment was complete and prior to the entry of the Consent Decree. Early Restoration
occurred in five separate phases, during which Early Restoration plans were prepared and
associated NEPA compliance was completed. These actions are a subset of the extensive,
continuing effort needed to address complete restoration of injuries to natural resources
resulting from the DWH 0il Spill.

During Early Restoration, in June 2014, the DWH Trustees issued the Phase III ERP/PEIS,
selecting, among a variety of other projects, the LMFERSC (Phase III ERP/PEIS, Chapter 9, Section
9.8). The LMFERSC was to establish state of the art facilities to responsibly develop aquaculture-
based techniques for marine fishery management. The project included two hatchery and
outreach facilities (Calcasieu Parish and Plaquemines Parish), with the primary location near
Lake Charles also featuring a visitor center and youth fishing pond. The project locations had
shared goals of fostering collaborative multidimensional research on marine sport fish and bait
fish species; enhancing stakeholder involvement; and providing fisheries extension, outreach, and
education to the public. However, site issues that arose during planning and development of the
LMFERSC precluded the LA TIG from moving forward with the project as initially proposed. This
plan considers re-allocating the $22 million in Early Restoration funding originally allocated to
the LMFERSC project to other proposed alternatives evaluated within this RP/EA #2, and
intended to provide and enhance recreational opportunities, with specific focus on recreational
fishing opportunities.

1.7.2 Coordination with Other Gulf Restoration Programs

As discussed in Section 1.5.6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, the LA TIG is committed to coordination
with other Gulf of Mexico restoration programs to maximize the overall ecosystem impact of
DWH NRDA restoration efforts. This coordination will ensure that funds are allocated for critical
restoration projects across the affected regions of the Gulf of Mexico and within Louisiana.

During the course of the restoration planning process, the LA TIG has coordinated and will
continue to coordinate with other DWH O0il Spill and Gulf of Mexico restoration programes,
including the Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived
Economies of the Gulf Coast States (RESTORE) programs and the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund. In so doing, the LA TIG has reviewed the
implementation of projects in other coastal restoration programs and is striving to develop
synergies with those programs to ensure the most effective use of available funds for the
maximum coastal benefit.
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1.8 Public Involvement

Beginning in 2010, the DWH Trustees established websites to provide the public with
information about injury and restoration processes and to solicit ideas for restoration projects.

Following a November 2016 notice, posted at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov,
informing the public that the $22 in Early Restoration funding originally allocated to the
LMFERSC project would need to be re-allocated, the LA TIG requested project ideas from the
public. The project ideas submitted through the DWH Trustee Council website portal and
Louisiana project portal were considered together with those gathered during all phases of Early
Restoration, and the development of the Final PDARP/PEIS, and the public scoping conducted for
this document.

On June 20, 2017, the LA TIG posted a Notice of Intent (NOI), informing the public that it was
beginning to draft a restoration plan to address lost recreational opportunities caused by the
DWH 0il Spill. Publication of the NOI did not solicit comments from the public. The DWH Trustees
will provide a website link specific to this RP/EA #2 for public review and comment.

1.8.1 Public Review and Comment Opportunity

On December 20, 2017, the LA TIG released the Draft RP/EA #2 in the Federal and Louisiana
Registers. Comments were accepted via an online public comment portal, in person, and U.S.
Postal Service mail. The NOA also announced a public meeting scheduled for January 17, 2018, in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana. However, due to icy conditions in Baton Rouge, the January 17 public
meeting was canceled and rescheduled and held on January 24, 2018 in New Orleans. As a result,
EPA published a second NOA in the Federal Register on January 26. The notice reopened the
comment period through February 2, 2018 to allow the LA TIG to consider additional comments
from the public, including those provided at the rescheduled January 24 public meeting. The Draft
RP/EA #2 was made available for public review and comment for 45 days. The public comment
period closed on February 2, 2018.

As described in Section 1.6.2, the Supplemental RP/EA was drafted based on public comments on
the Draft RP/EA #2. This Supplemental RP/EA was made available for public review and
comment for 30 days as specified in the public notice published on May 20, 2018. An additional
public meeting, focusing specifically on the project modification as described in the Supplemental
RP/EA, was held in New Orleans on May 22, 2018. The public comment period closed on June 20,
2018.

This Final RP/EA #2 was completed only after review, consideration, and response to public
comments, and this Final RP/EA #2 has been modified in response to those comments in addition
to incorporating the Supplemental RP/EA. Section 7 of this document provides a description of
the comment analysis process, a summary of the public comments, and the LA TIG’s responses to
these comments.

1.8.2 Administrative Record

The DWH Trustees opened a publicly available Administrative Record for the NRDA for the DWH
0il Spil], including restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 NOI
(pursuant to 15 CFR § 990.45). DOl is the lead federal Trustee for maintaining the Administrative
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Record, which can be found at http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord. This
administrative record site is also used by the LA TIG for DWH restoration planning.

Information about restoration project implementation is being provided to the public through the
Administrative Record and other outreach efforts, including at

http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov.
1.9 Decisions to be Made

This document is intended to provide the public and decision makers with information and
analysis on the LA TIG’s proposal to proceed with the selection and implementation of the four
proposed alternatives in this RP/EA #2. Upon finalizing this RP/EA #2, the LA TIG has
determined that a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate. Decision to fund
implementation of the projects is completed via LA TIG resolution.

1.10 Document Organization

Consistent with the proposed actions identified above, this RP/EA #2 is divided into the following
sections:

= Section 1 (Introduction and Planning Process): Introductory information and context for
this document; background on the NRDA restoration planning process, summary of injuries
to resources resulting from the DWH Oil Spill addressed in this RP/EA #2, and screening of
alternatives to address those injuries;

= Section 2 (Restoration Planning Process: Project Screening and Alternatives): Identifies
and evaluates alternatives for compensating the public for the lost recreational fishing uses.

= Section 3 (OPA Evaluation of Restoration Alternatives): Evaluates the suite of proposed
alternatives for NRDA restoration.

= Section 4 (NEPA Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences): Describes the
affected environment and the environmental consequences for the suite of proposed
alternatives evaluated in this RP/EA #2.

= Section 5 (Compliance with Other Laws and Regulations): Identifies and describes other
federal and state laws, in addition to the requirements of OPA and NEPA, that may apply to
the proposed alternatives in this RP/EA #2.

= Section 6 (Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan and Best Management Practices):
Presents monitoring and adaptive management requirements for DWH 0il Spill NRDA
restoration projects.

= Section 7 (Response to Publ