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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

Region 3 (Fig. 1-1) spans from Bayou
Lafourche on the east to Freshwater
Bayou Canal on the west. It isbordered
on the south by the Gulf of Mexico and
on the north by the coastal wetlands
boundary asit is defined in the 1997
Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Conservation Plan. It encompasses the
Terrebonne, Atchafalaya, and Teche-
Vermilion hydrologic basins. Region 3
coversall or part of Lafourche,
Terrebonne, Assumption, Iberville, St.
Martin, Iberia, St. Mary, Lafayette, and
Vermilion parishes.

This appendix contains information and
data, collected by the Region 3 Regional
Planning Team (RPT), that wasused in
the formulation of the Coast 2050 Plan.
In order to organize the information
during this planning effort, the RPT used
“mapping units’ which are depicted and
summarized here (Figure 1-2).
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Coastal Lovisiana
hydrologic basin area

Region 3

Terrebonne,

Atchafalaya &
Teche/Vermilion

Within each mapping unit, wetland loss
trends and habitat shifts, fish and
wildlife resources, infrastructure, and
previously proposed strategies were
assessed by the RPT, and this
information is presented here. Based
upon these analyses and in conjunction
with regional habitat objectives,
strategies were developed for each
mapping unit by the RPT, in association
with the Planning Management Team
(PMT) and others participating in the
2050 process. The PMT took thelead in
developing the regional ecosystem
strategies but were greatly assisted by the
RPT and others. Thefinal regional
ecosystem and mapping unit strategies,
aswell as programmatic
recommendations, are also included in
this appendix.
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Pontchartrain

Region 2
Breton, Barataria &
Mississippi River

Figure 1-1. Regions used in the Coast 2050 plan.
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SECTION 3

MAPPING UNIT SUMMARIES

TerrebonneBasin
South Bully Camp Marsh

Location - This 133,912-acre unit is
located in Lafourche Parish. Itis
bordered on the east by Bayou Lafourche
and Belle Pass, and on the west by
Bayou Pointe au Chien and the parish
line. The northern boundary isthe
double pipeline canal that runs south of
Catfish Lake. The southern boundary is
the northern edge of the Timbalier
Islands.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, wetlands within the
unit were classified as brackish with a
small amount of salt marsh along the bay
edges. By 1968, the areawas primarily
salt marsh with some brackish marsh
along the northeast boundary. In 1988,
the area was amost entirely salt marsh.
Numerous access canals were dredged
prior to the mid-1970's. Over thelast 15
to 20 years, the interior marshes in the
area have become increasingly sparse
due to rapid subsidence and lack of
sediment input.

Historic Land L oss - Between 1932 and
1990, some 10,675 acres of wetlands
were lost in this unit. Most of thisloss
was associated with direct and indirect
impacts of canal dredging in the Leeville
Oil and Gas Field prior to the 1950's,

although some shoreline erosion in the
area’ s bays occurred. From the mid-
1950's through the mid-1970's, most loss
consisted primarily of canal dredging
west of Catfish Lake pluslossin an area
adjacent to Bayou Tetede Ours. A
noticeable area of marsh deterioration
around Bay Sevin began prior to the
mid-1950's. Lossin thisareaincreased
following the mid-1970's, resulting in a
small hot-spot area of loss. During the
1980's, this area of deterioration and loss
expanded throughout much of the area
between Catfish Lake and Bay Sevin.
The deterioration and loss of these and
other interior marsh areas can be
attributed in part to local human impacts.
Nevertheless, areamarsh lossis
primarily due to the long-term effects of
eliminating riverine flow to the areain
the early 1900's, in combination with
continued subsidence. Erosion of bay
shore marshes has also contributed to the
overall loss of marshesfor all time
periods. Subsidenceintheareais
estimated at 2.1-3.5 ft/century.

Future Land L oss Projections -
Assuming that future land loss will occur
at the 1974 to 1990 rate, 41.2% of the
marsh in this unit will be lost by 2050.
Total marsh loss will be approximately
12,990 acres.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - Area
marshes provide habitat for migratory



waterfowl, wading birds, rails, nutria,
mink, raccoons, river otters, swamp
rabbits, and American alligators. These
areas also provide nursery habitat for
commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, sand seatrout, spot, striped
mullet, southern flounder, blue crab,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and many
others. Salinity in the northern and
central portions of the unit is suitable for
American oyster production.

Over the last 10-20 years, red drum,
black drum, blue crab, and Spanish
mackerel have shown increasing
population trends. Species with
declining populations include spotted
seatrout, Gulf menhaden, southern
flounder, American oyster, and white
and brown shrimp. With the exception
of the Spanish mackerel population,
which should continue to increase, al
other fishery species are expected to
decline.

The brown pelican has had an increasing
population trend over the last 10-20
years, and is projected to increase by
2050. Populations of seabirds, wading
birds, shorebirds, nutria, muskrats and
American alligators have declined, and
are projected to continue so through
2050.

Infrastructure - Substantial
infrastructure exists in Golden Meadow
and the communities |ocated aong
Bayou Lafourche. Inthelate 1980's, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
completed construction of the Larose
and Golden Meadow Hurricane
Protection project. Through this project,

a hurricane protection levee was built to
protect communities along the west bank
of Bayou Lafourche, from Golden
Meadow northward. Associated with the
levees are sector floodgatesin Bayou
Lafourche at Larose and Golden
Meadow. The community of Leeville
and Louisiana Highway One south of
Golden Meadow have no storm
protection system. Bayou Lafourche,
from Leevilleto the gulf, is a Federd
navigation channel maintained by the
USACE. The only other significant
infrastructure consists of camps, access
canals, pipeline canals, and oil and
natural gasdrilling and production
facilities. There are 8.5 miles of
secondary roads and no railroads in this
unit. Thisunit has 1,416 oil and/or
natural gas wells and 60.1 miles of
pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
short-term critical strategy proposed in
the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Restoration Plan for reducing marsh loss
within the South Bully Camp Unit is
hydrologic restoration. The long-term
critical strategy is freshwater and
sediment introduction. The only
CWPPRA project authorized within the
unit is the West Belle Pass Headlands
project. Protection of the lake and bay
shorelines has also been proposed.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the South Bully
Camp unit are fresh, intermediate,
brackish, and some relatively minor
amounts of saline marshes and their
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
priorities include shrimp, blue crabs,
American oysters, saltwater finfish,
recreation and tourism, storm buffering
capacity, oil and natural gas, roads,



levees, bridges, communities, and
utilities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for this unit include stabilizing
the banks of navigation channels for
water conveyance, dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building, building
land in the Timbalier subbasin by
sediment diversion from the Mississippi
River viaa conveyance channel parallel
to Bayou Lafourche, and maintaining the
shoreline integrity in Caillou,
Terrebonne, and Timbalier bays.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to causeagain in
marsh areain this unit by 2050. They
will enhance fresh marshes, intermediate
marshes, brackish marshes, and salt
marshes. For example, sediment
delivery materia will strongly enhance
al of these habitats, and a sediment
diversion will enhance fresh,
intermediate, and brackish marshes.

Shrimp, blue crab, American oyster,
finfish, American alligator, furbearer,
waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
and endangered species populations
should be enhanced by all of these
strategies. The same projections are
made for recreation and tourism, storm
buffering capacity, and infrastructure
such as roads, levees, bridges, and
communities. Barrier island restoration
in the mapping unit to the south will
protect oil and gasinfrastructure. The
oil and natural gas industry is projected
to be enhanced only by shoreline
integrity measures.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Protecting bay and lake
shorelines (e.g., with areef zone,

breakwaters, oyster reefs, or oyster shells
from shucking plants), establishing and
protecting ridge function, and beneficial
use of dredged material are mapping unit
strategies adopted for the area. There are
no programmeatic strategies
recommended for this unit.

North Bully Camp Marsh

L ocation - This 43,882-acre unit is
located in Lafourche Parish. Itis
bordered on the east by the back levee of
the devel oped areas on the west bank of
Bayou Lafourche. It isbordered on the
west by Grand Bayou Canal, Grand
Bayou, and Cutoff Canal. The northern
boundary is Bayou Manuel. The
southern boundary is the double pipeline
canal that runs south of Catfish Lake.
Communities near the unit include Belle
Amie, Galliano, and Golden Meadow.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, this unit was
primarily intermediate marsh, dominated
by floating three-cornered grass, with
lesser amounts of fresh and brackish
marshes. By 1968, most of the
intermediate marsh had become either
brackish or fresh marsh.

HistoricLand Loss- Total land lossin
this unit between 1932 and 1990 has
been estimated at 12,840 acres. A
significant amount of the land lossin
this area since 1949 may be attributed to
direct removal and altered hydrol ogy
from canal dredging. Between 1956 and
1974, an estimated 5,760 acres of marsh
werelost. Altered hydrology remains a
current cause of land loss. Subsidence in
thisunit is high (2.1-3.5 ft/century), and
in conjunction with wind and wave
erosion, contributes largely to the current



land loss. Between 1974 and 1990, an
additional 5,200 acres of marsh were lost
dueto natural and indirect causes. This
was in addition to 380 acres |ost to man-
made causes.

FutureLand L oss Projections - By
2050, it is expected that approximately
54.7% (10,485 acres) of the 1990 marsh
areawill belost if nothing is done.
Approximately 1,900 acres will be
preserved by CWPPRA projects.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to alarge variety of
fish and invertebrate species. Recent
monitoring in the Bully Camp marshes
(North and South) has shown increases
in populations of red drum, black drum,
and blue crabs, but decreases in spotted
seatrout, flounder, American oysters, and
brown and white shrimp popul ations.
Although American oyster and Spanish
mackerel populations are expected to
increase, al other fishery species are
projected to decline through 2050.

The brown pelican has shown an
increase in abundance over the last 10-
20 years, and afurther increaseis
projected by 2050. Populations of
shorebirds, wading birds, seabirds, and
raptors have shown a steady trend, but
are projected to decline. Nutria,
muskrat, and other furbearer populations
have shown a declining trend, but are
expected to remain steady by 2050.
American alligator populations have
shown adeclining trend, and thisis
expected to continue.

Infrastructure- Bayou Lafourche
borders the southern end of thisunit. Its
hydrology has been severely atered for
commercia navigation purposes and a

permanent closureis present at the head
of the bayou. Between Golden Meadow
and Leeville, a9-ft deep and 100-ft wide
channel ismaintained. The bayou isalso
closed at Pass Fourchon, but a jettied
entrance is maintained at Belle Pass.
Thereis oil and natural gas activity in
the area, but it is much more substantial
in the South Bully Camp mapping unit.
In this unit there are no primary roads or
railroads, but there are 1.2 miles of
secondary and 3.3 miles of tertiary roads.
There are 982 oil and/or natural gas
wells and 40.9 miles of pipelines (36.6
natural gas and 4.3 crude oil).

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Proposed defensive measures in this unit
are numerous and include protecting
and/or preserving the natural ridges,
maintai ning and managing the hydrology
of navigation channels (Bayou
Lafourche) and marshes, implementing
freshwater diversions, creating reef
zones, and protecting lake shorelines.
Offensive measures include sediment
diversions and the dedicated use of
dredged material.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives- The
objective of thismapping unit is
maintenance as a fresh marsh habitat.
However, afresh/intermediate marsh
objective may be more achievable (from
north to south, respectively), since the
southern region of this management unit
is currently largely brackish marsh.
Resource priorities include shrimp, blue
crabs, American oysters, saltwater
finfish (spotted seatrout, red and black
drum, and flounder), waterfowl,
recreation, and tourism. The area also
serves as a storm buffer and contains
roads, levees, bridges, oil, and natura
gas.



Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
regional strategy for the North Bully
Camp Marsh isto build land in the
Timbalier subbasin by sediment
diversion from the Mississippi River via
a conveyance channel parallel to Bayou
Lafourche.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - This
strategy is projected to cause aganin
marsh areain this unit by 2050 and will
enhance the fresh and intermediate
marshesin this unit.

Blue crab, finfish, American alligator,
furbearer, waterfowl, and nongame fish
and wildlife populations are generally
projected to be enhanced by this strategy.
It will have a short-term, detrimental
effect on shrimp and saltwater finfish.
However, in the long term, these
resources will be enhanced. Oysters will
be displaced in this mapping unit but
will be benefitted regionally. This
strategy is also projected to enhance
recreation and tourism, storm buffering
capacity, and infrastructure such as
roads, levees, and bridges.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Four mapping unit strategies
for this unit are to establish and protect
the ridge function, protect bay and lake
shorelines, beneficial use of dredged
material, and hurricane and flood
protection (e.g., maintain an apron of
marshes outside the levees where
possible). There are no programmatic
strategies for this unit.

St. Louis Canal
Location - This 25,563-acre unit,

located in Lafourche Parish, is bordered
on the north by Louisiana Highway 24;

on the east by Grand Bayou Canal,
Grand Bayou, and Cutoff Canal; and on
the southwest by Bayou Pointe au Chien.
Communities bordering the unit include
Grand Bois, Larose, Pointe au Chien,
and Klondyke. The Pointe au Chien
Wildlife Management Area, owned and
operated by the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF), lies
within the southern portion of this unit.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - This unit includes the upper
end of an interdistributary basin located
between Bayou Pointe au Chien and
Bayou Blue. Most of the unit consists of
fresh marsh, but the northwestern and
western fringes are bordered by cypress
swamps, shrub/scrub, and some
bottomland hardwoods. In 1949 and
1968, non-forested areas were entirely
fresh marsh. By 1978, fresh marsh still
dominated the unit, but its southern
portion had become brackish.
Additionally, cypress trees |ocated along
the lower portion of Bayou Pointe au
Chien and along the southern portion of
St. Louis Cana were either dead or
dying. By 1994, brackish marshesin the
south and southeastern areas occupied
amost half of the unit. The southern
portion of the unit experienced high land
loss rates during the 1960's, 1970's, and
1980's.

Historic Land Loss - Areamarsh loss
between 1932 and 1990 is estimated to
be about 3,450 acres. Much of thisloss
can be attributed to subsidence, the long-
term effects of eliminating riverine
inflow in the early 1900's, and canal-
related hydrologic changes. Dredging of
Grand Bayou Canal and Cutoff Canal in
the early 1900's disrupted area



hydrology. Prior to the mid-1950's,
other changes occurred which also
affected area hydrology. These changes
included canal dredging and marsh loss
in the Bully Camp Oil and Gas Field,
subsidence of marshes and ridges that
provided storm surge protection, and the
deterioration of the southern rim of Lake
Felicity, which allowed saltwater to flow
northward through the Cutoff Canal.
These changes increased area salinity
and tidal exchange, and made the area
more vulnerable to storm surge
inundation. Marshes within the southern
portion of the unit experienced rapid
conversion to open water between the
mid-1950's and 1974, likely due to
entrapment of saline storm surgesin
areas enclosed by canal spoil banks.
Rapid loss of marshes in the southern
and eastern portion of the unit continued
through 1990. Despite these losses, the
northern interior areas remained intact.
However, during the mid-1990's, those
areas have begun to experience increased
lossrates. Subsidence rates are currently
1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand L oss Projections - By
2050, approximately 32.3% of the 1990
wetlands acres will be lost.
Approximately 5,020 acres of marsh and
zero acres of swamp will be lost.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Swamp
and fresh marshes in the northern portion
of the unit provide high quality habitats
for migratory waterfowl, wading birds,
rails, nutria, mink, raccoons, river otters,
swamp rabbits, white-tailed deer, and
American alligators. In addition,

swamp, forest, and bottomland
hardwood habitats support populations
of songbirds, woodpeckers, raptors, and
other bird species. One active bald eagle

nest exists in the northwestern portion of
the areanear St. Louis Canal. Fresh and
low-salinity areas support populations of
largemouth bass, bluegill, crappie, blue
catfish, and other recreationally and
commercialy important fishes. These
areas may also provide nursery habitat
for commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish species such as Atlantic
croaker, Gulf menhaden, red drum,
striped mullet, southern flounder, blue
crab, white shrimp, and others.

The brackish marsh portions of the unit
provide habitat for migratory waterfowl,
wading birds, rails, nutria, mink,
raccoons, river otters, swamp rabbits,
and American alligators. These areas
also provide nursery habitat for
commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, sand seatrout, spot, striped
mullet, southern flounder, blue crabs,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and many
others.

This unit has had increasing populations
of red and black drum, Gulf menhaden,
American oysters, brown shrimp, and
blue crabs. Declining popul ations over
the last 10-20 years include spotted
seatrout, southern flounder, largemouth
bass, and channel catfish. The white
shrimp population has remained steady.
Although American oyster populations
are expected to remain steady and
largemouth bass and channel catfish
popul ations are expected to increase, all
other fishery populations are expected to
decline.



Wading birds, raptors and American
aligators have had increasing popul ation
trends over the last 10-20 years. Bad
eagle, other avifauna, nutria, muskrat,
and other furbearer populations have
remained steady. Bald eagle, seabird,
nutria, muskrat, other furbearer, and
American alligator populations are
expected to have a steady trend through
2050. Wading bird, raptor, and other
avifauna populations are expected to
decline.

Infrastructure- Infrastructure in the
area consists primarily of Louisiana
Highways 24 and 665 and the structures
associated with the adjacent
communities of Grand Bois and Pointe
au Chien, respectively. The Fina
LaTerre, Inc./Grand Bois oil and natural
gasfield, located in the northwestern
portion of the area, was devel oped
between 1974 and 1983 and is serviced
by board roads. Other infrastructure
includes several pipelines and pipeline
canals which cross the area, St. Louis
Canal, which runs along the
southwestern unit boundary, two large
water control structures located along
Grand Bayou Canal/Grand Bayou,
several small boat pulloverslocated on
the Pointe au Chien Wildlife
Management Area, and the low-level
levee along the west bank of Cutoff
Canal, Grand Bayou, and Grand Bayou
Canal. There are no primary roads or
raillroads, but there are 3.9 miles of
secondary and 12.1 miles of tertiary
roads. Thisunit has 39 oil and/or natura
gas wells and 22.6 miles of natural gas
pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies include
preservation and protection of the natural

bayou ridges and freshwater diversions
into the marshes. The authorized Grand
Bayou Diversion/Cutoff Canal Structure
CWPPRA project would benefit part of
the unit. Proposed expansion of this
project, if authorized, would benefit the
entire unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the St. Louis
Canal unit are fresh marshes and
forested wetlands and their associated
aquatic habitats. Resource priorities
include freshwater finfish, American
aligators, furbearers, crawfish,
waterfowl, agriculture/grazing, storm
buffering capacity, roads, levees, and
bridges.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies for this unit include
stabilizing the banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance,
dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh
building, and building land in the upper
Timbalier subbasin by sediment
diversion from the Mississippi River via
a conveyance channel parallel to Bayou
Lafourche.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - All of
the strategies for this unit are projected
to enhance fresh marshes and forested
wetlands. These strategies are projected
to enhance populations of freshwater
finfish, American alligators, furbearers,
crawfish, and waterfowl in thisunit. All
of the strategies will enhance the storm
buffering capability of the unit and
protect infrastructure, such as roads,
levees, and bridges. Communities and
utilities are projected to be enhanced by
the strategies.



Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Establishing and protecting
ridge function and stabilization of banks
are mapping unit strategies for the St.
Louis Canal unit. Flood protectionisa
programmatic strategy.

Montegut

Location - This 17,326-acre unit is
located southeast of Houmain
Terrebonne Parish. It is made up of two
independent marsh management subunits
and an unmanaged area. The Upper
Bayou La Cache subunit lies between
Bayou Petit Caillou and Bayou
Terrebonne, north of Bush Canal. This
areaiswithin thelocal hurricane
protection levee system and water
exchange is regulated primarily through
alarge water control structure on Bayou
LaCache at its junction with Bush
Canal. The second subunit, the
Montegut Marsh Management Area, is
part of the LDWF Pointe au Chien
Wildlife Management Area. Thisarea
lies at the upper end of the
interdistributary basin between Bayou
Terrebonne to the west and Bayou Jean
Charlesto the east. Two large flap-gated
water control structures along its
southern levee regulate water exchange
between this area and adjacent areas.
The unmanaged Viguerie Canal areais
made up of the upper portion of the
interdistributary basin between Bayou
Pointe au Chien to the east and Bayou
Jean LaCroix to the west. The southern
boundary of thisareaisthe Island Road,
which allows vehicular access between
Isle Jean Charles and Louisiana Highway
665 along Bayou Pointe au Chien.
Communities adjacent to this unit
include Montegut, Chauvin, Isle

Jean Charles, and Bayou Pointe au
Chien.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - The Upper Bayou La Cache
subunit was swamp, fresh, intermediate,
and brackish marshin 1949. By 1978,
nearly the entire subunit was brackish
marsh, and the cypress swamps were
dead.

The Montegut subunit was fresh marsh
in 1949, with some living cypress trees
present along the northern and western
perimeters. The area experienced
substantial marsh loss aswell as
conversion to more brackish conditions
during the 1950's, 1960's, and 1970's.
By the mid-1980's, the area was
primarily brackish open water and most
of the cypresstreesweredead. A few
living cypress trees still remain on higher
elevations in the northern portion of the
subunit. After being acquired by the
LDWF in 1968, the Montegut marsh
management area was leveed and
managed passively with two fixed-crest
weirs. In 1995, both weirs were
modified into variable-crest flap-gated
structures and the areais now managed
actively as an intermediate marsh.

In 1949 and 1968, the Viguerie Cana
area was dominated by fresh marsh with
brackish marsh occupying the southern
quarter of the area. By 1978, brackish
marsh covered the mgjority of the area.
In 1988, the entire area consisted of
brackish marsh.

Historic Land L oss - Between 1932 and
1990, about 8,330 acres of wetlands
were lost in this unit. The eimination of
riverine inflow in the early 1900's
resulted in interior marshes with high



organic content. These organic soil
areas are very susceptible to loss due to
hydrologic alterations and saltwater
intrusion. All subunits suffered
significant marsh loss beginning in the
mid-1950's and this | oss continued
through the 1980's. Dredging of
numerous access canals north of Lake
Barre prior to the mid 1950's allowed
saline Lake Barre water to readily flow
northward through Bayou Barre and into
sensitive freshwater marshes.
Additionally, the dredging of canals,
such as Humble Canal, Madison Candl,
and several other unnamed canals
through the east bank of Bayou,
Terrebonne have increased tidal
exchangein Bayou Terrebonne. This
facilitated saltwater intrusion into
connecting waterways such as Bush
Cana and Bayou La Cache. Causes of
marsh loss within the Viguerie Cand
area are not clear. However,
construction of the Island Road and
entrapment of saline storm tides may
have occurred. Additionally,
development of cuts through the Bayou
Jean Charles ridge and extending the
Island Road borrow canal through the
west bank of the Bayou Pointe au Chien
ridge may have altered water exchange
and contributed to rapid breakup of the
area’ s fragile organic marshes.
Subsidence rates are 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

Future Land L oss Projections -
Assuming that future land loss will occur
at the 1974 to 1990 rate, over 69.7%
(4,000 acres) of the unit’s marsh will be
lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Marsh
management activities in the Upper
Bayou La Cache and the Montegut
subunits have increased production of

submerged aquatic vegetation, making
these marshes high quality wintering
areas for migratory waterfowl. These
subunits also provide habitat for wading
birds, rails, nutria, mink, raccoons, river
otters, swamp rabbits, and American
aligators. Water control structures are
operated to provide for ingress and
egress of estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish so that they may use the
managed areas as nursery habitat.
Commercially and recreationally
important species using the subunits
include Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, sand seatrout, spot, striped
mullet, southern flounder, blue crabs,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and many
others. Because fresher conditions are
maintained in the Montegut subunit
compared to the Upper Bayou La Cache
subunit, species preferring more saline
conditions (e.g., spotted seatrout, black
drum, and brown shrimp) may not be as
abundant there. Remaining marshes
within the Viguerie Canal area provide
low-quality wildlife habitat, having only
moderate value for estuarine-dependent
fish and shellfish.

This unit has had increasing populations
of red and black drum, Gulf menhaden,
American oysters, blue crabs, and brown
shrimp over the last 10-20 years. White
shrimp populations have remained
steady. Spotted seatrout, southern
flounder, largemouth bass, and channel
catfish populations have declined. With
the exception of the American oyster,
largemouth bass, and channel catfish
populations, which are projected to
increase, al other fishery species are
expected to decline.



The brown pelican population has shown
an increasing trend over the last 10-20
years. Seabird populations have
remained steady, whereas nutria,
muskrat, other furbearer, and American
aligator populations have shown a
declining trend. By 2050, the brown
pelican population is expected to
increase, while other avifauna

popul ations are expected to remain
steady. Furbearer and American
alligator populations are expected to
decline.

Infrastructure- Infrastructure in the
area consists primarily of Louisiana
Highways 56, 55, and 665, and the
structures associated with the
communities of Chauvin, Montegut, and
upper Bayou Pointe au Chien,
respectively. Hurricane protection
features such as the Bayou Petit Caillou
Floodgate, the Bayou Terrebonne
Floodgate, the Humble Canal Floodgate,
and the protection levee along Bush
Canal and Bayou Terrebonne provide
hurricane protection to the Upper Bayou
La Cache subunit. Other infrastructure
includes the Bayou La Cache water
control structure/pump that is operated
to regulate water levels and salinities
within the Upper Bayou La Cache
subunit. Similarly, the two flap-gated,
variable-crest weirs located along the
southern levee of the Montegut marsh
management area are operated to provide
water level and salinity management for
that area. Oil and natural gas
exploration within the subunitsis
presently inactive. Portions of Bayou
Petit Caillou and Bayou Terrebonne
adjacent to the subunits are maintained
by the USACE. Thisunit hasthree
drainage pump stations that drain from
the Terrebonne Area. There are no

primary roads or railroads, but there are
6.7 miles of secondary and 21.6 miles of
tertiary roads. There are 112 oil and/or
natural gas wellsand atotal of 21.7
miles of pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies for this
unit include protection and preservation
of bayou ridges and beneficial use of
dredged material. Hydrologic
management of the brackish marshes has
also been proposed. The existing Upper
Bayou La Cache and Montegut marsh
management unit projects are restoration
projects funded through the Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources
(DNR).

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Montegut unit
include fresh and intermediate marshes
and their associated agquatic habitats.
Resource objectives include shrimp, blue
crabs, satwater finfish, freshwater
finfish, furbearers, waterfowl, storm
buffering capacity, flood water retention,
navigation, oil, and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies for this unit include
enhancing Atchafalaya River water
influence to central Terrebonne marshes
and stabilizing the banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to enhance fresh
and intermediate marshes, forested
wetlands, and fastlands.

All of these strategies are generally
projected to enhance blue crab, finfish,
American alligator, crawfish, furbearer,
waterfowl, and nongame fish and



wildlife populations. Storm buffering
capacity; agriculture and grazing;
recreation and tourism; infrastructure
such as roads, levees, and bridges;
communities; and utilities are projected
to be enhanced by all of the strategies.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies
recommended for this unit include
establishment/protection of ridge
function, beneficia use of dredged
material, and beneficia use of pump
outfall. A programmatic strategy for this
unit isto conduct additional studies on
the influence of Atchafalaya River water.

Terrebonne Marshes

Location - This 211,992-acre unit is
located in Terrebonne Parish. The
northern boundary of this unit runs from
the community of Point Barre east to
Bayou St. Jean, south along Bayou St.
Jean to Isle of Jean Charles Road, and
northeast along thisroad to its
intersection with Louisiana Highway
665. The southern boundary isformed
by Timbalier Island and Wine Island.
The western boundary runs from Wine
Island Pass north to the Houma
Navigation Cana (HNC) and inland to
Bayou Petit Caillou, then follows the
Bush Canal to Bayou Terrebonne and
north to the community of Point Barre.
This unit is bordered on the east by the
Pointe au Chien ridge and the
Terrebonne-Lafourche parish line.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, this mapping unit was
about half salt marsh and half brackish
and intermediate marsh. By 1968, al of
the intermediate marsh was lost or

converted to brackish and salt marsh. In
1990, the unit was 80% saline marsh.

Historic Land L oss - Subsidence has
been and continues to be amajor
problem plaguing this mapping unit.
This unit has had some of the highest
rates of wetland lossin the state.
Between 1932 and 1990, total land loss
in this unit was estimated to be 24,270
acres, representing the loss of more than
44.3% of the 1932 land area. In addition
to subsidence, a significant amount of
the land loss in this area may be
attributed to storm-related events
(including severa hurricanes) and wind
and wave erosion of shorelines. Altered
hydrology from canal dredging has aso
impacted this area, which has been
largely deprived of sediment and
freshwater input. Between 1974 and
1990, 11,530 acres of marsh were lost
due to natural and indirect causes and an
additional 140 acres lost due to man-
made causes. Land in the Terrebonne
Marshes unit is subsiding at a high rate
(2.1-3.5 ft/century).

FutureLand LossProjections- Itis
expected that approximately 64.5% of
the 1990 marsh areawill be lost by 2050
if no actions are taken. Thisamountsto
19,620 acres.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to alarge variety of
fish and invertebrate species. Recent
monitoring has shown increasesin red
drum, black drum, blue crab, and
Spanish mackerel populations, but
decreases in spotted seatrout, Gulf
menhaden, flounder, American oysters,
and brown and white shrimp
populations. Although the American
oyster populations are expected to



remain steady and Spanish mackerel
popul ations are expected to increase, all
other fishery species are projected to
decline by 2050.

The brown pelican population has
increased over the last 10-20 years.
Other avifauna abundance has remained
steady in open water habitats, but
decreased in salt marsh habitats.
Furbearer and American alligator

popul ations have decreased in the salt
marsh habitats. By 2050, the brown
pelican population is expected to
increase. Other avifauna abundanceis
expected to remain steady in open water
habitats but decrease in salt marshes.
Furbearer and American alligator

popul ations are expected to decrease in
salt marshes.

Infrastructure- The hydrology of this
mapping unit has been significantly
affected by the creation and maintenance
of commercia navigation channels. The
HNC is part of the western boundary of
thisunit. The HNC is approximately 15
ft deep and 150 ft wide from Houmarto
the Gulf of Mexico. Little Caillou
Bayou isfive ft deep and 40 ft wide and
extends from Bayou Terrebonne to
Robinson Canal. Bayou Terrebonne has
a six-ft deep channel and is sufficiently
wide from Houmato Bush Canal. There
issubstantial oil and natural gas activity
in the area, especialy in Terrebonne and
Timbalier bays to the south. There are
Nno primary roads or railroads in this unit,
but there are 13.2 miles of secondary and
6.1 miles of tertiary roads. Thisunit has
2,647 oil and/or natural gas wells and
88.6 miles of pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Proposed defensive measures in this unit

include protection and preservation of
natural ridges, stabilizing the banks of
navigation channels, managing
hydrology to enhance and restore the
brackish and salt marsh vegetation in the
area, protecting lake shorelines, and
creating reef zones. Offensive measures
for the unit include sediment diversions
and the dedicated use of dredged
materia to help offset the high
subsidence rates in the area.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives- The
habitat objective for this management
unit is abrackish and salt marsh and
their associated aquatic habitats.
Resource priorities for the areainclude
shrimp, blue crabs, American oysters,
saltwater finfish, and waterfowl. The
area’ s storm buffering capacity and oil
and natural gasinfrastructure, roads,
levees and bridges are aso resource
priorities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies for the Terrebonne
Marshes unit include enhancing
Atchafalaya River water influence to
central Terrebonne Marshes, establishing
multi-purpose hydrologic control of the
HNC, stabilizing the banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance,
dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh
building, maintaining shoreline integrity
in Timbalier Bay, restoring and
maintaining Timbalier Island, and
building land in upper Timbalier basin
by sediment diversion from the
Mississippi River viaa conveyance
channel parallel to Bayou Lafourche.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
loss by more than 50%. All of these
strategies are projected to strongly



enhance intermediate, brackish, and salt
marshes.

Shrimp, blue crab, American oyster,
finfish, American alligator, furbearer,
waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
and endangered species populations are
al projected to be enhanced by these
strategies, except for sediment
diversions, which are projected to
displace oyster production in the upper
portion of the unit. All of the strategies
are projected to enhance recreation and
tourism, scientific study, storm buffering
capacity, and infrastructure, such as
roads, levees, bridges, communities, and
utilities, and the oil and natural gas
industry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
Terrebonne Marshes are to establish and
protect ridge function, stabilize banks
(Bayou Terrebonne), protect bay and
lake shorelines, and use dredged materia
beneficialy. Establishing multi-purpose
control of the HNC is proposed as a
programmatic strategy for this area.

Timbalier | sland Shorelines

L ocation - This 8,615-acre unit is
located at the southern extent of
Lafourche and eastern Terrebonne
parishes. This mapping unit is bordered
on the east by the Lafourche erosional
headland. The shordline extendsto the
west from the Belle Pass jetties and
includes the western shoreline of the
Lafourche erosional headland, East
Timbalier Iland, and Timbalier Island.

Habitat Description and Landscape
Change - In 1949, this barrier island
chain was about half salt marsh and half

beach. In 1968, salt marsh was
dominant. Theseislands have been
slowly migrating to the northwest as
storms and overwash events erode the
beach and deposit sands into the back
barrier marshes. Astheidands have
migrated, they have decreased in width,
height, and area.

Historic Land Loss - Land loss
estimates are not available for the period
between 1932 and 1978. Approximately
631 acres of land werelost in this unit
from 1978-1988/90. Much of theland
loss and erosion of theislandsis
attributable to storm events. Tropical
storms and hurricanes have resulted in
substantial beach erosion and overwash
of these islands over the years. Winter
storms and cold front passages also
erode the islands, particularly the back
barrier salt marsh shorelines. The
erosional forces acting on Timbalier
Island, combined with western longshore
transport, cause updrift erosion and
downdrift accretion. Thisresultsin the
southeast to northwest lateral migration
of theisland. During the past 100 years,
the eastern half of Timbalier Island has
been eroding at arate of 61 ft/yr,
whereas the western end has accreted at
arate of 57.7 ft/yr. Over the past
century, Timbalier Island has decreased
58% in size. During thistime, dune
height has decreased and the width of the
island has diminished considerably.

The subsidence rate is currently 2.1-3.5
ft/century.

Future Land L oss Projections - Future
land loss estimates are not available for
thisunit. However, land lossis expected
to be high.



Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to alarge variety of
fish and invertebrate species. Of all the
species reported, only numbers of
Spanish mackerel are believed to be
increasing. Spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, southern flounder, Gulf
menhaden, blue crabs, American oysters,
and brown and white shrimp are all
decreasing in abundance. These trends
are expected to remain the same in the
future.

The brown pelican, seabird, and other
avifauna popul ations have remained
steady over the last 10-20 years, while
furbearer populations have declined. By
2050, numbers of brown pelican,
seabirds, and most other avifauna are
expected to remain steady, while
furbearer populations are expected to
continue to decline.

Infrastructure- Thereis substantial il
and natural gas activity in the area,
especialy in Terrebonne and Timbalier
bays behind the islands, but also on the
islands themselves. Both East Timbalier
and Timbalier Islands have been
negatively impacted by oil and natural
gas access canals that were dredged on
theislands. These canals serve as
potential weak spots, or focal points, for
breaches to form during severe storm
and overwash events. There are no roads
or railroadsin thisunit. It does contain
258 ail and/or natural gaswellsand 11.6
miles of pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies for this
unit include creating and restoring the
barrier islands, as well as protecting the
bay shoreline and beneficia use of
dredged material. There have been six

different proposed plans that address the
restoration of these fragile and dynamic
barrier islands. The proposed plans
utilized a variety of techniques and
included the use of sand fencing and/or
pumped sand additions to nourish the
beach and maintain island elevation.

V egetative plantings have been
recommended to help stabilize and bind
the sand, and to further capture and
accrete wind-blown sand. Dedicated
dredging may also be utilized as a means
to fill and restore canals. Various hard
structures, such as rip-rap shorelines or
breakwaters, have aso been proposed.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives- The
habitat objective for thisunit is barrier
island/chenier shoreline. However, the
back barrier salt marshes must be
included as a critical component of the
overall barrier island environment.
Resource priorities include shrimp, blue
crabs, American oysters, saltwater
finfish, nongame fish and wildlife,
endangered species, and recreation and
tourism. The area also serves as a storm
buffer and contains oil and natural gas
infrastructure.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- A
regional strategy proposed for this unit
includes restoring and maintaining the
Timbalier barrier island chain.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance salt
marsh and barrier island habitats.

Shrimp, blue crab, American oyster,
saltwater finfish, nongame fish and
wildlife, and endangered species

popul ations are projected to be enhanced
by this strategy. This strategy is also
projected to greatly enhance recreation



and tourism and storm buffering
capacity, as well asthe oil and natural
gas industry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Protection of bay, lake, and
gulf shorelines, and beneficial use of
dredged material are the mapping unit
strategiesfor thisarea. The
programmatic strategies for Timbalier
Island Shorelines are to eliminate any
new dredging of canals on the islands,
directiona drilling to prevent new

devel opment footprints on the land, and
getting oilfield companies to help restore
the island.

Boudreaux

L ocation - This 48,053-acre unit is
located south of Houmain Terrebonne
Parish. It consists of the interdistributary
subbasin bordered by Bayou Grand
Caillou to the west, Bayou Petit Caillou
to the east, and Louisiana Highway 57 to
the south. Communities bordering the
unit include Chauvin, Cocodrie, Dulac,
and Ashland. Lakes Boudreaux and
Quitman are located within the area.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, wetlands within the
unit were classified as fresh and
intermediate marsh. However, by 1968,
the southern half of the unit had become
brackish. By 1988, most of the area
consisted of brackish marsh and open
water with only asmall area of fresh
marsh remaining in the northeast corner
of the unit. Fresh marshes north of Lake
Boudreaux have experienced substantial
conversion to shallow open water. Wax
myrtle thickets, once abundant
throughout the northern area, have

deteriorated to the point where few
healthy thickets remain. Cypress
swamps in the vicinity of Bayou
Chauvin have also experienced
substantial mortality. Someliving
cypress and bottomland hardwood areas
still exist around the extreme
northwestern and northern fringes of the
unit. Extensive conversion of marsh to
open water has occurred in the unit from
the 1960's to the present.

Historic Land L oss - Between 1932 and
1990, approximately 10,330 acres of
marsh were lost within this unit. The
dredging of Boudreaux and Robinson
canalsinthe early 1900's caused a
profound basinwide hydrologic change.
During the same period, basin hydrology
was aso affected by the elimination of
riverine processes throughout the region.
These changes, however, did not result
in immediate deterioration and |oss of
marsh, but greatly reduced long-term
marsh viability in arapidly subsiding
environment. Prior to the 1950's, marsh
loss consisted primarily of physical
erosion aong larger water bodies within
the southern portion of the unit.
Dredging of numerous access canals
within the unit, in the marshes north of
Lake Barre, and through the natural
banks of bayous Petit Caillou and
Terrebonne, not only allowed high
salinity Lake Barre water to enter the
Lake Boudreaux unit through Robinson
and Boudreaux canals, but also helped
introduce saline water into interior
portions of the unit.

Having been deprived of riverine
sediment and freshwater for decades, the
interior fresh and low-salinity marshes,
comprised largely of organic sediments,
were very vulnerable to local hydrology



changes and increased salinity. Over
time, canal spoil banks deteriorated,
allowing the introduction of increasingly
saline water throughout sensitive interior
areas and causing rapid loss of the
interior marshes during the 1960's,
1970's, 1980's, and 1990's. Hurricanes
Juan and Andrew also caused extensive
loss of marshesin the central and
southern portion of the unit through
shoreline erosion and
lifting/displacement of interior marshes.
Such losses are to be expected where
stressed organic marshes are exposed to
high wave energy or storm surges. Land
in the unit issubsiding at arate of 1.1-
2.0 ft/century.

One project designed to reduce marsh
lossis the Lashbrook Outfall
Management project. This project,
completed in the mid-1990's, was
designed to route freshwater discharge
from the Lashbrook Pump Station
through deteriorated marshes rather than
directly into Lake Boudreaux. During
the mid 1990's, the South Terrebonne
Tidewater District also constructed a
steel sheet pile structure in Boudreaux
Canal to restrict that channel and reduce
excessive water exchange and saltwater
intrusion into the basin. Since the
1970's, FinaLaTerre, Inc. has helped to
reduce shoreline erosion along the
northern and northeast portions of Lake
Boudreaux by building and maintaining
an earthen dike along portions of those
shores. 1n 1985, Terrebonne Parish
reconstructed a portion of East Island
and later, with the USACE, rebuilt a
portion of Wine Island.

Future Land L oss Projections -
Assuming that future marsh loss occurs
at the 1974 to 1990 loss rate, over 57.8%

(10,130 acres) of the unit’s marshes will
be lost by 2050. Of the 1,910 acres of
swamp existing in 1990, none are
expected to be lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Fresh
and low-salinity marshesin the northern
portion of the unit provide high-quality
habitat for migratory waterfowl, bitterns,
herons, ibises, egrets, rails, nutria, mink,
raccoons, river otters, swamp rabbits,
white-tailed deer, American aligators,
bullfrogs, and other species of reptiles
and amphibians. In addition to these
species, swamp forest and bottomland
hardwood habitats support numerous
songbirds, woodpeckers, raptors, and
other bird species. Forested and/or
shrubby areas a so provide habitat for
one or two nesting colonies of wading
birds. Additionally, two active bald
eagle nests are located within the unit.
Fresh and low-salinity areas support
largemouth bass, bluegill, crappie, blue
catfish, and other recreationally and
commercialy important fish. These
areas also provide nursery habitat for
commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, red drum, spot, striped
mullet, southern flounder, blue crabs,
white shrimp, and others.

Brackish marsh portions of the unit
provide habitat for migratory waterfowl,
wading birds, rails, nutria, mink,
raccoons, river otters, swamp rabbits,
and American alligators. These areas
also provide nursery habitat for
commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, sand seatrout, spot, striped



mullet, southern flounder, blue crab,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and many
others. Salinity within the unit is
generaly too low for reliable American
oyster production except in the extreme
southeastern area, which receives saline
water from Robinson Canal.

This unit has had population increases
over the last 10-20 years for red and
black drum, Gulf menhaden, American
oysters, blue crabs, and brown shrimp.
The population of white shrimp has
remained steady, while popul ations of
spotted seatrout, southern flounder,
largemouth bass, and channel catfish
have decreased. Although populations
of American oyster, largemouth bass,
and channel catfish are projected to
increase, al other fishery populations are
projected to decrease.

Over the past 10-20 years, brown pelican
populations have increased, whereas
populations of other avifauna have
remained steady. Nutriaand American
aligator populations have been
decreasing. By 2050, populations of
brown pelican are expected to increase,
the bald eagle population will remain
steady, and most other avifauna
populations will decrease. In open
water, American alligator populations
are expected to decrease; in the marshes,
American alligators will remain steady,
while nutria numbers will decline.

Infrastructure- Louisiana Highways 57
and 56 and their associated infrastructure
nearly surround the unit. Additionally,
many of the communities along the east
and west boundaries have constructed, or
are planning to construct, forced
drainage systems to provide flood
protection and adequate drainage for

developed areas. Bayou Grand Caillou
and Bayou Petit Caillou, which form the
western and eastern unit boundaries,
respectively, are channels maintained by
the USACE. Excluding the developed
areas along the distributary channels, the
only significant infrastructure within the
unit consists of access canals, pipeline
canals, and oil and natural gasdrilling
and production facilities. The outfalls of
three pump stations draining the
Terrebonne Area mapping unit are
located in the Boudreaux mapping unit.
There are no railroads or primary roads,
but there are 13.6 miles of secondary and
14.1 miles of tertiary roads. There are
253 oil and/or natural gas wells and 44.3
miles of pipelines, aswell asone
industrial groundwater uptake.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies for this
unit include preservation and protection
of the natural levee ridges, hydrologic
management of the navigation canals
and fresh to brackish marshes, and
freshwater diversions. The only
CWPPRA project authorized within the
unit isthe Lake Boudreaux Basin
Freshwater Introduction project.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Boudreaux
unit are maintenance of fresh and
brackish marshes and their associated
aguatic habitats, and fastlands and other
developed lands. Resource objectives
include shrimp, blue crabs, American
oysters, saltwater finfish, freshwater
finfish, American alligators, furbearers,
waterfowl, agriculture and grazing,
storm buffering capacity, flood water
retention, navigation, oil and natural gas,
roads, levees, and bridges.



Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies for this unit include
enhancing Atchafalaya River water
influence to the central Terrebonne
marshes, stabilizing the banks of
navigation channels for water
conveyance, dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building, and
establishing multi-purpose control of the
HNC.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss by nearly 50%. All of these
strategies are projected to greatly
enhance fresh, intermediate, and

brackish marshes, forested wetlands, and
fastlands.

Shrimp, blue crab, finfish, American
aligator, furbearer, crawfish, waterfowl,
nongame fish and wildlife, and
endangered species populations are
generaly projected to be enhanced by all
of the strategiesin this unit. American
oysters may be displaced with atrend
toward fresher conditions. All of the
strategies are projected to enhance
agriculture and grazing, forestry,
recreation and tourism, water quality,
storm buffering capacity, floodwater
retention, and infrastructure, such as
roads, levees, bridges, utilities, and oil
and natural gas.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
the area are to establish and protect ridge
function, beneficia use of dredged
material, and protect bay and lake
shorelines. Two programmatic strategies
proposed for this unit include conducting
additional studies on the influence of
river water and establishing multi-
purpose control of the HNC.

Pelto Marshes

Location - This 143,834-acre unit is
located in Terrebonne Parish. This unit
is bordered by Bayou Grand Caillou, the
upland ridge around Four Point Bayou,
Louisiana Highways 57 and 56, Bayou
Petit Caillou, the HNC, aline from the
HNC in Bay Welsh to Wine Island Pass,
the back bay side of Isle Dernieres from
Wine Island Pass to Pass Wilson, and the
marsh edge from Pass Wilson to Bayou
Grand Caillou.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, the Pelto marshes
were about 70% salt marsh, 20%
brackish marsh, and 10% intermediate
marsh. By 1968, the marshes had
become more saline (88%) with some
remaining brackish (12%). Today this
unit is primarily saline marsh.

Historic Land L oss - Of the 56,315
acres of land present in 1932, some
14,800 acres (26.2%) have been lost.
Over half of the loss occurred by 1974.
Primary causes of lossin this unit are
wind and wave erosion, subsidence, and
atered hydrology. The HNC is centrd
to changes in hydrology in this unit.
Other causes of loss include storm-
related loss and lack of sediment and
fresh water. Subsidence rates are
estimated to be 2.1-3.5 ft/century.

Future Land L oss Projections -
Although land loss rates have recently
decreased in this unit, atered hydrology,
subsidence, and wind and wave erosion
continue to be problems. Lack of fresh
water and sediment are underlying
causes of marsh lossin thisunit. If no
action istaken, an additional 14,600
acres (35.2%) will be lost by 2050.



Fish and Wildlife Resour ces -
According to the fisheries work group,
populations of red and black drum, blue
crab, and Spanish mackerel have had
increasing trends. Species with
decreasing populations include spotted
seatrout, Gulf menhaden, southern
flounder, American oysters, white and
brown shrimp, largemouth bass and
channel catfish. Although American
oyster populations are projected to
remain steady and Spanish mackerel
popul ations are projected to increase, all
other fishery populations are expected to
decline by 2050.

The brown pelican hasincreased in
population over the last 10-20 years. In
open water, populations of other
avifauna have remained steady. Inthe
salt marshes, avifauna, furbearer, and
American alligator populations have
declined over the same period. All
wildlife in the salt marshes (avifauna,
furbearers, and American aligators) are
expected to decline by 2050. In the open
water, brown pelican populations are
expected to increase, seabirds are
expected to remain steady, and migratory
waterfow! are expected to decline. In
salt marshes, avifauna, furbearer, and
American alligator populations are
expected to decline.

Infrastructure- The HNC isthe mgor
navigation channel in this part of the
coast. This 15-ft deep, 150-ft wide
channel cuts through 41 miles of
marshes from Houma to the Gulf of
Mexico. Average annual traffic on this
channel exceeds 1.2 million tons. Oil
and natural gas exploration and
production has been active in this unit
since the late 1920's. Subsequently,
numerous oil and natural gas canals have

been constructed in the unit. The largest
community in thisunit is Cocodrie. The
unit has no primary roads or railroads,
but has 11.3 miles of secondary and 6.5
miles of tertiary roads. Thereare 1,761
oil and/or natural gaswellsin this unit
and 1.8 miles of natural gas pipeline.
One drainage pump station discharges
into this unit from the Terrebonne Area
mapping unit.

Previously Proposed Strategies - Five
previous documents, including the

“ Blueprint” and CWPPRA plan, target
hydrologic management and bank
stabilization of the HNC as major
strategies for this unit. Other strategies
include establishing areef zone,
protecting bay and lake shorelines, and
using dredged material beneficialy.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Pelto Marshes
are fresh, intermediate, brackish, and
saline marshes and associated aquatic
habitats. Resource objectivesinclude
shrimp, blue crabs, American oysters,
saltwater finfish, waterfowl, scientific
study and education, storm buffering
capacity, oil and natural gas, roads,
levees, bridges, and communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies proposed for the
Pelto Marshes include enhancing
Atchafalaya River water influence to
central Terrebonne marshes, establishing
multi-purpose hydrologic control of the
HNC, stabilizing the banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance,
dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh
building, maintaining the shoreline
integrity of Timbalier Bay, and restoring
and maintaining the Timbalier barrier
island chain.



Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss. All of these strategies are
projected to greatly enhance fresh,
intermediate, brackish and salt marshes,
forested wetlands, and fastlands.

Shrimp, blue crab, American oyster,
finfish, American alligator, furbearer,
waterfowl, crawfish, nongame fish and
wildlife, and endangered species

popul ations are projected to be enhanced
by these strategies. These strategies are
also projected to enhance agriculture and
grazing, forestry, recreation and tourism,
scientific study, water quality, storm
buffering capacity, and infrastructure
such as roads, levees, bridges,
communities, utilities, and the oil and
gas industry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Stabilizing banks (HNC),
protecting bay and lake shorelines, and
beneficia use of dredged material are the
mapping unit strategies adopted for this
area. Programmatic strategies proposed
for this unit include establishing multi-
purpose control of the HNC and
conducting additional studies on the
influence of river water.

Fields Swamp

L ocation - The Fields Swamp mapping
unit includes 103,790 acres. Thisunitis
bordered by Thibodaux on the
northwest, the Bayou Lafourche ridge on
the north and east, and the Bayou Blue
ridge on the west and south. Thisunit is
within Lafourche Parish.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, Fields Swamp was
approximately 70% fresh marsh and

30% unknown. In 1968, the unit was
approximately 75% fresh marsh and
25% unknown. In 1988, this unit was
39% fresh marsh, 1% swamp, and the
remainder forest, pasture, water, and
developed.

Historic Land Loss - From 1932 to
1990, approximately 3,470 acres of land
were lost. The largest amount of acreage
(1,610 acres) was lost between 1932 and
1956. Historically the primary cause of
land loss in this unit was direct removal.
Altered hydrology and storm related
losses were also contributors to land loss
in thisunit. Currently, wake and wave
erosion isthe primary cause of land loss
in the Fields Swamp mapping unit.

Land in Fields Swamp issubsiding at a
rate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand Loss Projections- The
projected amount of natural loss by the
year 2050 is 3,210 acres (15.5%). With
CWPPRA projectsin place, 200 acres of
the 3,210 acres will be preserved,
lowering the rate of lossto 14.5%. Of
the 580 acres of swamp in this unit in
1990, it is projected that none will be
lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces -

Popul ations of largemouth bass and
channel catfish in this mapping unit are
currently stable and are projected to
increase through 2050.

Wildlife in the unit includes wading
birds, shorebirds, raptors, other avifauna,
nutria, and American aligators.
Muskrats and other furbearers are
present in low numbers. Populations of
most wildlife have been steady for the
last 10-20 years, with increasesin
American alligator populations in fresh



marshes and open water, and raptor
populations in hardwood forests.
Through 2050, wildlife populations are
expected to remain steady, except for
projected declines in raptors and other
woodland avifaunain the hardwood
forests.

Infrastructure- The GIWW is designed
to be a 12-ft deep by 125-ft wide cana
used for navigation. There are 9.6 miles
of primary, 0.5 miles of secondary, and
56.0 miles of tertiary roads, aswell as
0.5 miles of railroad. Thisunit has 202
oil and/or natural gaswells, and 32.4
miles of pipeline, most of which are
natural gas (26.6 miles). There aretwo
industrial surface water intakesin this
unit.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Navigation canal bank stabilization and
freshwater diversions are the only
strategies previously proposed for this
unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for Fields Swamp are
fresh marshes and forested wetlands and
their associated aquatic habitats.
Resource priorities for the unit are
freshwater finfish, American aligators,
furbearers, crawfish, waterfowl,
endangered species, agriculture and
grazing, storm buffering capacity, flood
water retention, roads, levees, bridges,
and communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- A
regional strategy proposed for thisunit is
to stabilize the banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance fresh

marshes, forested wetlands, and
fastlands.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Three mapping unit
strategies (stabilizing banks, beneficial
use of dredged material, and beneficial
use of pump outfall) have been adopted
for thisarea. A programmatic strategy
proposed for thisunit is awake limit
control for larger boats in order to reduce
wave erosion.

Devil’s Swamp

Location - Devil’s Swamp mapping unit
contains approximately 22,190 acres of
land. Itisin the upper portion of
Terrebonne Parish. Thisunit is bordered
by Thibodaux on the north, Bayou
Terrebonne on the west, Houma and a
portion of the GIWW on the south, and
Bayou Blue to the east.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - There are no habitat data
available on the Devil’s Swamp unit for
1949. In 1968, the areawas
predominately fresh marsh. In 1988, the
areawas 7% fresh marsh, 1% swamp,
2% open water, and the remainder was
forest, pasture, and developed areas.

Historic Land Loss - From 1932 to
1990, approximately 1,010 acres of land
were lost. Almost half (490 acres) of the
1,010 acres have been lost since 1974.
The two main historic causes of land
lossin this unit are direct removal by fire
and altered hydrology. Subsidenceis
also aproblem in thisunit. Current
subsidence rates are 1.1-2.0 ft/century.
The major waterbodies in this unit are
St. Louis Bayou and Bayou Little
Coteau.



Future Land L oss Projections - By
2050, 865 (63.1%) acres of marsh are
predicted to be lost in the Devil’s
Swamp mapping unit. Future losswill
most likely be associated with wake and
wave erosion. Of the 200 acres of
swamp in the unit in 1990, noneis
expected to be lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to freshwater fishes,
including largemouth bass and channel
catfish, aswell as wading birds, raptors,
other woodland avifauna, furbearers, and
American alligators. While American
aligator populations are currently
increasing, their numbers are expected to
remain steady through 2050. Furbearer
populations have remained steady over
the past 10-20 years, and are projected to
remain steady through 2050. Most
avifauna populations have been
increasing. Their numbers are expected
to remain steady, except for woodland
residents and migrants, which are
expected to decline. Currently steady
populations of largemouth bass and
channel catfish are projected to increase
in the future.

Infrastructure- The GIWW is a12-ft
deep by 125-ft wide canal used for
navigation. Thisunit has 14.0 miles of
primary, 0.1 miles of secondary, and
117.5 miles of tertiary roads, aswell as
3.4 milesof railroad. There are 118 ail
and/or natural gas wells and 18.4 miles
of pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
CWPPRA Restoration Plan proposed
navigation canal bank stabilization,
freshwater diversion, managed
hydrology, and beneficial use of dredged

material as means to enhance swampsin
this unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the unit are
freshwater marshes and swamps and
their associated aquatic habitats.
Resource priorities include freshwater
finfish, American alligators, furbearers,
crawfish, waterfowl, storm buffering
capacity, flood water retention, roads,
levees, bridges, and communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- A
regional strategy proposed for thisunit is
to stabilize the banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy would protect floodwater
retention and infrastructure such as
communities, roads, bridges, and levees.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Stabilization of banksisa
mapping unit strategy that was adopted
for Devil’s Swamp. Maintenance of
levees and water quality improvement
are the programmatic recommendations.

Savoie

L ocation - The Savoie mapping unit
contains approximately 16,240 acres of
land and is located in Terrebonne Parish.
It is bordered by Little Bayou Black on
the west and south, Houma on the
southwest, and Bayou Terrebonne on the
northeast.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - There are no habitat type data
available on the Savoie mapping unit for
1949 or 1968. The unit is currently
classified as 25% fresh marsh and 77%



forested wetlands. Mgjor water bodies
include Ouisk Bayou and Bayou Cane.

Historic Land Loss - From 1932 to
1990, approximately 330 acres of land
werelost. Most (310 acres) of the 330
acreswere lost since 1974. Flooding
and altered hydrology, both related to
hydrologic changes in the Atchafalaya
River floodway, are the two major
causes of historic land loss. Lack of
sediment and fresh water and, currently,
direct removal are also contributorsto
land lossin thisunit. Land is subsiding
at an estimated rate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand Loss Projections- The
projected land loss by 2050 is 860 acres
(33.1%), primarily due to flooding and
atered hydrology. Of the 340 acres of
swamp occurring in 1990, noneis
expected to be lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to freshwater fishes,
including largemouth bass and channel
catfish, aswell as wading birds, shore
birds, raptors, other woodland avifauna,
furbearers, and American aligators.
While American aligator and wading
bird populations are currently increasing,
their numbers are expected to stabilize
through 2050. Furbearer populations
have been steady over the past 10-20
years and are projected to remain steady
through 2050. Most avifauna

popul ations have been increasing, but
their numbers are generally expected to
remain steady, except for raptors and
woodland residents and migrants, which
are expected to decline. Currently steady
populations of largemouth bass and
channel catfish are expected to increase
in the future.

Infrastructure - Thereisno USACE
maintained infrastructure in this
mapping unit. Thisunit has 12.0 miles
of primary and 32.1 miles of tertiary
roads, and 0.8 miles of railroad. There
are 31 oil and/or natural gaswellsand a
total of 5.1 miles of natural gas pipeline
in this unit.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Strategies previously proposed for this
unit include hydrologic management of
swamps and fresh marshes and
freshwater diversions into the unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives are freshwater
marshes and forested wetlands and their
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
priorities include freshwater finfish,
American alligators, furbearers,
crawfish, waterfowl, agriculture and
grazing, storm buffering capacity, flood
water retention, roads, levees, bridges,
and communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies - There
were no regional strategies developed for
this unit dueto its small size and isolated
nature.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - Not
applicable.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - There are no suggested
strategies for Savoie under these
headings.

North Houma Ship Canal Wetlands

Location - This 21,134-acre unit is
located immediately south of Houmain
Terrebonne Parish. It is bordered by the
Bayou du Large uplands on the west;



Falgout Canal, the HNC, and Bayou
Grand Caillou on the south; by the
Bayou Grand Caillou uplands on the
east; and Houma on the north.
Communities bordering the unit include
Houma, Theriot, Dulac, and Ashland.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1988, this unit was 4%
fresh marsh, 11% intermediate marsh,
0.5% brackish marsh, 28% cypress
swamp, and 16% open water. The
remainder was forest, agriculture, and
developed land. Cypress swamps and
fringing bottomland hardwoods
presently dominate the northern half of
the unit. The southern half of the unit
consists of marshes and afew higher

elevation ridges supporting cypress trees.

In the southern portion of the mapping
unit, many of the cypress trees died from
saltwater intrusion following completion
of the HNC in 1962. Marsh areas which
previously consisted primarily of fresh
marshes were, by 1978, primarily
intermediate marshes, and by 1988,
brackish marsh vegetation was abundant
in portions of the extreme southern
areas. Along with the rapid habitat
change, substantial marsh loss occurred.
To preserve deteriorating marshes and
swamps north of the Falgout Canal and
west of the HNC, the Falgout Canal
marsh management project was
completed by the DNR and Terrebonne
Parishin 1992. That project was
designed to maintain appropriate water
levels, introduce fresh water when
available, and to preclude entry of high-
salinity water. The DNR had several
sections of the west HNC bank rock
armored in 1995 to prevent spoil bank
breaches and maintain project
effectiveness. In 1996, a CWPPRA
project to plant vegetation aong the

north bank of Falgout Canal was
completed. Since construction of the
HNC, private land owners have plugged
several canals and/or openings to the
HNC that allowed saltwater intrusion
into adjacent cypress swamps.

Historic Land L oss - Between 1932 and
1990, approximately 1,760 (34.1%)
acres of marsh were lost within this unit.
Historically, altered hydrology and direct
removal were the main causes of loss.
Altered hydrology and wind/wave
erosion are currently the biggest land
|oss causes.

Following the construction of the HNC
in 1962, fresh marshes north of Falgout
Canal and west of the HNC experienced
catastrophicloss. Lossinthisarea
continued through the mid 1980's.
During this period, most cypressin the
southern portion of the unit died.
Cypressin areas further to the north al'so
experienced loss, resulting in areas of
dead standing trees, with living cypress
often nearby on higher elevation sites.
The dead trees appeared to have been
located in lower areas where saline
storm tides were trapped. Some of these
areas presently support an intermediate
marsh understory. Regrowth of marshes
within the northern portion of the
Falgout Canal marsh management area
has occurred since that project became
operational. Currently, land is subsiding
at arate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

Future Land L oss Projections -
Assuming that future land loss occurs at
the 1974 to 1990 rate, over 58.5% (1,990
acres) of the unit’s marsh would be lost
by 2050. None of the 1990 swamp
acreage (6,030 acres) would be lost by
2050. Since aportion of the unit’s



marshes have been placed under water
level and salinity management, future
marsh loss rates might not be as high as
those in the past. Additionally, the HNC
and the GIWW are carrying increasingly
greater quantities of riverine water to
area marshes and may help to reduce
adverse impacts of canal-induced
saltwater intrusion during periods of low
Atchafalaya River flow.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Swamps
and fresh marshes in the northern portion
of the unit provide high quality habitats
for migratory waterfowl, bitterns,

herons, ibises, egrets, rails, nutria, mink,
raccoons, river otters, swamp rabbits,
white-tailed deer, American aligators,
bullfrogs, and other species of reptiles
and amphibians. In addition, swamp
forest and bottomland hardwood habitats
support numerous songbirds,
woodpeckers, raptors, and other bird
species. Fresh and low-sdlinity areas
support largemouth bass, bluegill,
crappie, blue catfish, and other
recreationally and commercially
important fish. These areas may aso
provide nursery habitat for commercially
and recreationally important estuarine-
dependent fish and shellfish that are
tolerant of fresh water or low salinity
such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf

menhaden, red drum, striped mullet,
southern flounder, blue crab, white
shrimp, and others.

Brackish marsh portions of the unit
provide habitat for migratory waterfowl,
wading birds, rails, nutria, mink,
raccoons, river otters, swamp rabbits,
and American aligators. These areas
also provide nursery habitat for
commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and

shellfish such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, sand seatrout, spot, striped
mullet, southern flounder, blue crab,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and many
others.

This unit has had increasing populations
of red and black drum, spotted seatrout,
Gulf menhaden, southern flounder, white
and brown shrimp, and blue crabs, with
decreasing population trends for
largemouth bass and channel catfish.
These trends are al expected to reverse
themselves in the future.

Wading birds and raptors have had
increasing population trends over the
past 10-20 years, whereas popul ations of
seabirds, shorebirds, marsh residents and
migrants, and woodland residents and
migrants have remained steady.
Furbearer populations have declined, and
American alligator populations have
remained steady. By 2050, avifauna
populations are projected to remain
steady in all habitats, with the exception
of hardwood forests, in which avifauna
popul ations are projected to decline.
Furbearer and American alligator
populations are expected to remain
steady.

Infrastructure- Infrastructure in the
area consists primarily of Louisiana
Highways 315 and 57 and the
communities of Theriot and
Ashland/Dulac. Other transportation
routes include a portion of the Falgout
Canal Road east of the HNC and the
Falgout Canal Road pontoon bridge, the
HNC, and Bayou Pelton. Additional
infrastructure includes four water control
structures along the north bank of
Falgout Canal and one structure in Forty



Arpent Bayou near the HNC. These
structures are part of the Falgout Canal
marsh management project. The HNC,
Bayou Pelton, and a portion of Bayou
Grand Caillou are maintained by the
USACE. Oil and natural gas access
canals and production facilities also exist
within the unit. There are 28 oil and/or
natural gas wellsand 12.2 miles of
pipelines (10.0 miles of natural gas).
There are no primary or secondary roads,
but there are 18.5 miles of tertiary roads
and 1.2 miles of railroad. Thisunit has
one drainage pump station that
discharges from the Terrebonne Area
mapping unit. Thereisoneindustria
surface water intake.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Hydrol ogic management and bank
stabilization of the navigation canalsin
this unit are the primary previously
proposed strategies. A CWPPRA
project involving vegetative plantings
along the north side of Falgout Canal
was completed in thisunit in 1996.
Hydrol ogic management of the swamps
and fresh to brackish marshes has also
been proposed, as well as beneficial use
of dredged material.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives include freshwater
marshes, forested wetlands, and their
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
priorities are freshwater finfish,
American alligators, furbearers,
crawfish, waterfowl, nongame fish and
wildlife, endangered species, agriculture
and grazing, forestry, recreation and
tourism, scientific study, storm buffering
capacity, navigation, roads, levees, and
bridges.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies for this unit include
establishing multi-purpose hydrologic
control of the HNC, stabilizing the banks
of navigation channels for water
conveyance, dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building, and
enhancing Atchafalaya River water
influence to the central Terrebonne
marshes.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss by more than 50%. All of
these strategies are projected to greatly
enhance fresh marshes, forested
wetlands, and fastlands, except for
beneficia use of dredged material, which
is projected to be compatible with the
other resource objectives.

Blue crab, finfish, American aligator,
furbearer, crawfish, waterfowl, nongame
fish and wildlife, and endangered species
populations are projected to be enhanced
by all of these strategies. Agriculture
and grazing, forestry, recreation and
tourism, scientific study, storm buffering
capacity, and community infrastructure
are projected to be enhanced by all of
these strategies. The oil and natural gas
industry, navigation, roads, levees,
bridges, and utilities are projected to be
enhanced by bank stabilization and
dredged material use.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
the North Houma Ship Canal Wetlands
include stabilizing banks and beneficia
use of dredged material. Programmatic
strategies include amending the Falgout
Canal project water management plan,
flood protection for both sides of the
channel, and boat and wake control.



Caillou Marshes

L ocation - This 87,079-acre unit is
located south of Houmain Terrebonne
Parish. It is bordered on the east by the
HNC and Bayou Grand Caillou, on the
west by Bayou du Large, on the north by
Falgout Canal, and on the south by the
Gulf of Mexico.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - According to 1949 habitat
maps, the northern 40% of the areawas
dominated by solid fresh and
intermediate marshes at that time.
Residents clam the areaimmediately
south of Falgout Canal was afresh,
floating, maidencane marsh. Within this
freshwater area, there were wax myrtle
thickets and a stand of cypress trees.
These freshwater northern areas were
separated from the saline marshes along
the gulf shore and around Caillou Lake
by aband of brackish marsh. After
completion of the HNC in 1962,
saltwater intrusion caused dramatic
losses in the sensitive fresher habitats.
By the mid-1970's, fresh marshes and
cypress swamps in the northern portion
of the area had been converted to open
water. By 1988, 34% of the areawas
saline marsh, 13% brackish marsh, and
the remainder open water. The marshes
north of Caillou Lake, Moncleuse Bay,
and adjacent to Bayou Sauveur are
presently dominated by black
needlerush.

Fohs Canal and many connecting access
canalsin the northern area were dredged
prior to the mid-1950's. Prior to the
mid-1960's, marshes between Fohs
Canal and the upper end of Bayou
Sauveur were partitioned by agrid-like
series of east-west and north-south

trenasses. Between the mid-1950's and
the mid-1970's, a series of access canals
were dredged north of Moncleuse Bay.

Historic Land L oss - Between 1932 and
1990, about 13,385 acres (25.8%) of
wetlands were lost in this unit.
Historically, altered hydrology, wind and
wave erosion, and direct removal were
the main causes of erosion. With the
exception of continued erosion along the
Gulf of Mexico shoreline, most historic
and current loss has occurred within the
northern and central portions of the unit,
areas that were formerly fresh or low
sdlinity areas. Following the
construction of the HNC in 1962, fresh
marshes south of Falgout Canal
experienced catastrophic loss. Lossin
this area continued through the mid-
1980's. During this same time period,
the grid of trenasses in the marshes
between the upper end of Bayou Sauveur
and Fohs Canal allowed the effects of
the HNC to impact that area, resulting in
some breakup and loss of marsh. The
needlerush marshes further to the south
have experienced minimal |osses with
the exception of shoreline erosion aong
the bay shores and the Gulf of Mexico.
Currently theland is subsiding at 2.1-3.5
ft/century.

The long-term effects of eliminating
riverine inflow in the early 1900's, in
combination with continued subsidence,
have made area marshes more vulnerable
to the effects of local and regiond
hydrologic alterations. With growth of
the Atchafalaya River Delta, the HNC
and the GIWW are carrying increasingly
greater quantities of riverine water to
area marshes and may be serving to
reduce marsh loss rates.



FutureLand Loss Projections - If
future marsh loss occurs at the 1974 to
1990 loss rate, over 24.6% (9,960 acres)
of the unit’s remaining marshes will be
lost by 2050. However, increasing flow
of Atchafalaya River fresh water down
the HNC and the lower end of Bayou
Grand Caillou may tend to curtail marsh
deterioration and loss within the unit.
Future losses will likely occur primarily
within the trenasse grid area located in
the north central portion of the unit.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Area
marshes provide habitat for migratory
waterfowl, wading birds, rails, nutria,
mink, raccoons, river otters, swamp
rabbits, and American alligators. These
areas also provide nursery habitat for
commercially and recreationally
important estuarine-dependent fish and
shellfish such as Atlantic croaker, Gulf
menhaden, spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, sand seatrout, spot, striped
mullet, southern flounder, blue crabs,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and many
others. The Caillou Lake areais a State
oyster seed ground. Because of its
seasonal supply of riverineinput, itis
often very productive. Consistent
American oyster production is hampered
because areas to the north tend to be too
fresh and areas to the south tend to be
too saline.

This unit has had increasing population
trends for red and black drum, brown
shrimp, blue crabs, and Spanish
mackerel. White shrimp have remained
stable over the last 10-20 years.
Largemouth bass, spotted seatrout, Gulf
menhaden, southern flounder, and
American oyster populations have
declined in this same period. Although
Spanish mackerel populations are

projected to increase, all other fishery
popul ations are expected to decline.

Brown pelican and wading bird
populations have had increasing trends
over thelast 10-20 years. Other avifauna
such as seabirds, shorebirds, raptors, and
marsh residents and migrants have
remained stable, whereas furbearer and
American alligator populations have
declined. By 2050, most avifauna are
projected to decline in abundance,
except for brown pelicans, which are
expected to increase. American alligator
abundance is expected to decrease, but
furbearer numbers are expected to
remain stable.

Infrastructure - Infrastructure within
this unit consists primarily of Louisiana
Highway 314 and the adjacent
community located along the east bank
of Bayou du Large south of Falgout
Canal. This community is surrounded
by a hurricane protection levee and
includes a swing-barge floodgate in the
southern end of Bayou du Large.
Drainage for this developed areais
provided by pumps. Other infrastructure
includes the Falgout Canal Road along
the southern bank of Falgout Canal.
Thisroad, and the associated HNC
pontoon bridge, allows travel from the
Bayou du Large community to those
located along Bayou Grand Caillou. The
only other significant infrastructure
consists of access canals, pipeline canals,
oil and natural gasdrilling and
production facilities, and private camps.
One drainage pump dischargesinto this
unit from the Terrebonne Area mapping
unit. No railroads or primary or
secondary roads are in this unit, but there
are 5.9 miles of tertiary roads. This unit



also has 235 oil and/or natural gas wells
and 16.4 miles of pipeline.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
strategies proposed for reducing marsh
loss within the Caillou Marshes unit
include preserving/protecting ridge
functions, managing hydrology in
brackish and saline marshes, developing
areef zone, and beneficialy using
dredged material.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the unit are to
have bands of fresh, intermediate,
brackish, and saline marshes from north
to south. Resource prioritiesinclude
shrimp, blue crabs, American oysters,
saltwater finfish, freshwater finfish,
furbearers, waterfowl, storm buffering
capacity, roads, levees, and bridges.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies affecting this unit
include establishing multi-purpose
hydrologic control of the HNC,
increasing the transfer of Atchafalaya
River water to lower Penchant tidal
marshes, stabilizing the banks of
navigation channels for water
conveyance, dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building, and
maintaining shoreline integrity in
Caillou Bay.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland |oss by more than 50% and to
enhance fresh, intermediate, brackish,
and salt marshes; forested wetlands; and
fastlands.

Populations of shrimp, blue crabs,
American oysters, finfish, American
aligators, furbearers, crawfish,

waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
and endangered species are projected to
be greatly enhanced by these strategies.
The same pattern holds for agriculture
and grazing, forestry, recreation and
tourism, water quality improvement,
storm buffering capacity, and
communities. Generally, the strategies
are projected to enhance scientific study,
navigation, the oil and natural gas
industry, roads, levees, bridges, and
utilities.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
Caillou Marshes are to establish and
protect ridge function and beneficial use
of dredged material. There are no
programmatic strategies for this area.

Ides Dernieres Shorelines

L ocation - This 7,307-acre unit is
located at the southern extreme of
Terrebonne Parish. This unit consists of
the Isles Dernieres from Wine Island
Pass to Racoon Point.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - Thelsles Dernieres barrier
island chain isthe result of transgressive
barrier island arc formation after
abandonment of the Lafourche delta.
The main distributaries of the Lafourche
deltawere bayous Grand Caillou and
Terrebonne, which may have been
abandoned 1,200 years ago, or as
recently as 600-800 years ago. Thelsles
Dernieres barrier island chain currently
consists of four islands. From east to
west these islands are East Island,
Trinity Island (the largest island),
Whiskey Island, and Raccoon Island.
These islands contain beach, dune,
swale, and marsh habitats (including



black mangroves), and numerous
washover surfaces.

In 1949, this barrier island chain was
classified by O’ Neil as being composed
of nearly equal amounts of salt marsh
and beach habitat. The 1968
classification reported salt marsh habitat
as the dominant marsh type. A transect
across atypical Louisianabarrier island
(from gulf to bay) begins with the beach
habitat followed by arelatively low
elevation primary dune. Behind the
dune is the swale habitat, which grades
down to a high marsh region where
black mangroveistypically found.
Finally, the high marsh grades into the
tidally influenced back-barrier marsh.
Historically, these islands have been
slowly migrating to the northwest as
storms and overwash events erode the
beach and deposit dune sands back
across the swale and into the back barrier
marshes. Astheislands migrate, or
rollover, they decrease in width, height,
and area.

Historic Land L oss - Much of the land
loss and erosion of theislandsis
attributable to storm events. Tropical
storms and hurricanes have resulted in
substantial beach erosion and overwash
of these islands over the years. Winter
storms and cold front passages also
erode the islands, particularly the back
barrier salt marsh shorelines. Historic
rates of shoreline erosion on the Isles
Dernieres have averaged 32.8-49.2 ft/yr.
Subsidence is occurring at an estimated
rate of 2.1 3.5-ft/century. Following the
passage of Hurricane Andrew just to the
west of the Isles Dernieresin 1992,
Raccoon Island lost 30-40% of its area
and shoreline erosion aong stretches of
Trinity Island exceeded 131.2 feet.

Approximately 495 acres of land were
lost in this unit from 1978-1990.

FutureLand LossProjections- Itis
expected that none of the Isles Dernieres
will remain in 2050 if no action is taken.
Infact, it is believed that, with no action,
the Isles Dernieres chain may become
sub-agueous by 2007.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to alarge variety of
fish and invertebrate species. Of all the
species reported, only Spanish mackerel
is believed to be increasing in abundance
in this unit. Spotted seatrout, red drum,
black drum, flounder, Gulf menhaden,
blue crabs, American oysters, and brown
and white shrimp are all displaying a
trend of decreasing abundance. These
population trends are projected to
continue through 2050.

The brown pelican population has had an
increasing trend over the last 10-20
years. Other avifauna populations have
remained stable over thistime, and
furbearer abundance has declined. By
2050, the pelican population is expected
to increase, the seabird population in
open water habitatsis projected to
remain stable, and the avifauna

popul ations el sewhere are expected to
decline, as are the furbearer populations.

Infrastructure - Thereis substantia oil
and natural gas activity in the area,
especialy in Terrebonne Bay behind the
islands, but also on the islands
themselves. Trinity Island in particul ar
has been negatively impacted by oil and
natural gas access canals that were
dredged on theisland. These canals
serve as potential weak spots, or focal
points, for breaches to form during



severe storm and overwash events. This
unit has 11 oil and/or natural gas wells
and no roads or pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies - There
have been six different proposed plans
that addressed the restoration of these
fragile and dynamic barrier islands. The
proposed plans utilized a variety of
techniques and included the use of sand
fencing and/or pumped sand additions to
nourish the beach and maintain island
elevation. Vegetative plantings have
been recommended to help stabilize and
bind the sand, and to further trap and
accrete wind-blown sand. Dedicated
dredging may also be utilized as a means
to fill and restore canals. Various hard
structures, such as rip-rap shorelines or
breakwaters, have aso been proposed.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives- The
habitat objective for this mapping unit is
barrier island/chenier shoreline.
However, the back barrier salt marshes
must be included as a critical component
of the overal barrier island environment.
Resource priorities include shrimp, blue
crabs, American oysters, saltwater
finfish, nongame fish and wildlife,
endangered species, and recreation and
tourism. The areaalso serves asa storm
buffer and contains oil and natural gas
infrastructure.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- A
regional strategy affecting the Isles
Dernieres Shoreline unit includes
restoring and maintaining the Isles
Dernieres barrier island chain.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance salt
marshes and barrier islands.

Shrimp, blue crab, and American oyster,
saltwater finfish, nongame fish and
wildlife, and endangered species
populations are projected to be enhanced
by this strategy. This strategy is also
projected to greatly enhance recreation
and tourism and storm buffering
capacity. The oil and natural gas
industry is projected to be enhanced by
barrier island restoration and sediment
delivery, but institutional measures and
dredged material use are projected to
have dlightly detrimental impacts on the
industry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Protection of bay, lake, and
gulf shorelines and beneficia use of
dredged materia (fill abandoned canals)
are two mapping unit strategies.
Programmatic strategies include
directiona drilling to prevent new
development footprints on the land,
elimination of any new dredging of
canals on theislands, and enlisting
oilfield companies help in restoring
islands.

Pigeon Swamps

Location - This11,510-acre unit is
located in Assumption, St. Martin, and
Iberia parishes. It isbordered on the
west by the East Atchafalaya Basin
Protection Levee, to the east by
Louisiana Highway 70, and Bayou
Natchez to the north.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1988, this unit was 51%
cypress swamp, 38% bottomland forest,
6% water, and 4% pasture/devel opment.
Major water bodies in the area are Bayou
Grosbec, Bayou Natchez, and Big Godde
Bayou.



Historic Land L oss - Altered hydrology
isthe mgjor cause of historic land loss,
while flooding is a continued threat in
this unit. Currently land in the unit is
subsiding at 1.1-2.0 ft/century. There
are no other land loss data available for
this unit.

FutureLand Loss Projections- In
1990 this unit had approximately 5,500
acres of swamp and 10 acres of marsh.
By 2050 the unit will lose 40% of this
total (2,200 acres). All of the 1990
marsh areawill be gone.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to wading birds,
raptors, some marsh avifauna, woodland
avifauna, furbearers, and American
aligators. While wading bird and raptor
populations are currently increasing,
their numbers are expected to stabilize
through 2050. Furbearers have remained
steady over the past 10-20 years, and are
projected to remain so through 2050.
The American alligator population has
been increasing, and is expected to
continue to increase through 2050. Most
avifauna populations are expected to
remain steady, except for raptors,
woodland residents, and migrants, which
are expected to decline in hardwood
forests. Fishery population trends are
unknown and projections are therefore
unavailable.

Infrastructure - Thereisno USACE-
maintained infrastructure in this
mapping unit. Thisunit has no primary
or secondary roads or railroads, but has
4.7 miles of tertiary roads. There are 23
oil and/or natural gaswellsand 14.1
miles of pipelines, 11.2 miles of which
are natural gas.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
only previously proposed strategy isto
manage hydrology in the swamps.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives- The
habitat objectives for the Pigeon
Swamps unit are forested wetlands and
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
priorities include freshwater finfish,
furbearers, crawfish, nongame fish and
wildlife, endangered species, and
forestry.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
regional strategy for the Pigeon Swamps
unit is to improve hydrology and
drainage in the Verret Subbasin.

The problems associated with chronic
and excessive flooding in thisand
surrounding areas are largely due to the
Atchafalaya River influence and would
be alleviated by implementing a USACE
flood protection feature named the
“Barrier Plan.” This feature would block
water exchange at U.S. Highway 90
between Morgan City and Houma. A
network of pumps would be installed to
remove excess water from the Verret
Subbasin. Additional measures such as
introducing supplemental water from the
Atchafalaya River or the Mississippi
River during drought conditions to
address water quality needs would be
considered.

Benefits of Regional Strategies -
Implementation of the hydrologic
management strategy would benefit
about 200,000 acres of forested wetlands
in the Verret Subbasin and would protect
the affected communities, industries, and
agricultura lands from flooding.

Hydrol ogic management is projected to
enhance freshwater finfish, crawfish,



nongame fish and wildlife, endangered
species populations, and forestry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic

Strategies - There are no suggested

mapping unit or programmatic strategies

for the Pigeon Swamps mapping unit.
Verret Wetlands

Location - This 116,943-acre unit

encompasses portions of Assumption, St.

Martin, and St. Mary parishes. Itis
bordered by Louisiana Highway 70 on
the north and west; Morgan City, U.S.
Highway 90, Bayou L’ Ourse, and
Louisiana Highway 398 on the south;
and Bayou Lafourche on the east.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1988, the unit was
composed of 49% cypress swamps, 22%
bottomland forests, 26% water, and 3%
pasture\devel opment.

Historic Land Loss - There are no land
loss datafor this unit. Flooding and
subsidence are the two major causes of
land loss. Herbivory and lack of
sediment and fresh water are also threats
to wetland stability in thisunit. Land in
the unit is subsiding at an estimated rate
of 1.1-2.0 ft/century. Major water
bodiesin the areainclude Lake Verret,
Lake Palourde, and Grassy Lake.

FutureLand Loss Projections- In
1990, the unit had approximately 57,700
acres of swamps and 250 acres of marsh.
By 2050, it is estimated that over 40%
(23,080 acres) of the swamp and all of
the marsh will be gone.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit is host to blue crabs,

wading birds, marsh and woodland
avifauna, furbearers, and American
aligators. Blue crab, bald eagle, wading
bird, and American aligator populations
have been increasing over the past 10-20
years. Furbearers and marsh and
woodland avifauna populations have
remained stable. By 2050, bald eagle,
raptor, and American alligator
populations are expected to increase,
while furbearers and other avifauna
populations are expected to remain
stable. Blue crab, largemouth bass, and
channel catfish populations are projected
to increase.

Infrastructure- The Bayou Boeuf to
Bayou Long Drainage Canal is a nine-ft
deep by 100-ft wide channel that is used
for flood control and navigation. There
are 16.0 miles of secondary and 62.5
miles of tertiary roads, but no railroads
intheunit. There are 499 oil and/or
natural gas wells and 70.8 miles of
pipelines present. There are also two
surface water intakes, one industrial and
onefor St. Mary Water District 3.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies included
hydrologic management to enhance the
productivity of swamps and fresh
marshes, including freshwater
diversions. Protection of lake shorelines
and beneficial use of dredged material
have also been proposed.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Verret
Wetlands unit are forested wetlands and
their associated aquatic habitats.
Resource priorities include freshwater
finfish, furbearers, crawfish, waterfowl,
endangered species, forestry, recreation
and tourism, aquifer recharge, water



quality enhancement, and flood water
retention.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
only regional strategy for Verret
Wetlands is to improve hydrology and
drainage in the Verret Subbasin.

The problems associated with chronic
and excessive flooding in this and
surrounding areas are largely due to the
Atchafalaya River influence and would
be alleviated by implementing a USACE
flood protection feature named the
“Barrier Plan.” This feature would block
water exchange at U.S. Highway 90
between Morgan City and Houma. A
network of pumps would be installed to
remove excess water from the Verret
Subbasin. The hydrology and drainage
will be improved by incorporating the
following needsin this unit: flood
protection, water quality enhancement,
beneficia use of pump outfall, and
hydrologic management in swamps and
fresh marshes by reduction of excessive
flooding.

Benefits of Regional Strategies -
Hydrol ogic management of the swamps
in this unit is projected to enhance
forested wetlands and fastlands,
freshwater finfish, American aligators,
furbearers, crawfish, waterfowl,
nongame fish and wildlife, and
endangered species populations.
Floodwater retention, water quality,
agriculture and grazing, recreation and
tourism, forestry, and infrastructure,
such as utilities, roads, bridges, levees,
and communities, are projected to be
greatly enhanced.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - There is one mapping unit

strategy proposed for this unit—the
beneficial use of pump outfall to
minimize impacts to flotant marshes.
There are no programmeatic strategies
recommended for this unit.

Chacahoula Swamps

L ocation - This 48,865-acre unit is
located in parts of Assumption,
Lafourche, and Terrebonne parishes. It
is made up of the naturally forested and
seasonally wet area which lies east of
Louisiana Highway 398, south of forced
drainage areas along Bayou Lafourche,
west of the Little Bayou Black ridge, and
north of Bayou Chacahoulaand
Louisiana Highway 20.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - O’ Neil listed the habitat as
“unknown” in 1949. No dataexistson
the 1968 habitat types. In 1988 this area
was 76% cypress forest and 21%
bottomland forest. The mgority of this
unit is situated on a Barbary-Fausse soil
whichislow lying and frequently
flooded. The natural vegetation for this
area consists of water-tolerant trees and
understory plants. Baldcypress, black
willow, and water tupelo are the main
trees.

Historic Land L oss - The mgjor cause
of land lossin thisareais dueto
flooding and altered hydrology. There
are no land loss data for this unit.
Subsidence rates are estimated to be 1.1-
2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand L oss Projections - Since
this area consists of soilswith avery
high clay content (90-95%), they are not
highly subject to erosion unless their
natural stateis disturbed. The major



threat to thisareaisin the form of
draining these woodlands for
development and decreasing the quality
of wildlife habitat by long duration
flooding events.

In 1990, the unit had 37,300 acres of
swamp and 270 acres of marsh. By
2050, the areawill lose 14,920 acres of
swamp (40%) and al of the marsh.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - This unit
supports a steady population of
largemouth bass and channel catfish, and
an increasing population of Gulf
menhaden. These populations are
expected to increase in the future. Other
wetland wildlife habitat is provided for
migratory ducks, wood ducks, squirrels,
American alligators, wading birds, and
other nongame species. White-tailed
deer, turkeys, and swamp rabbits utilize
these areas when they are dry or not
flooded too deeply.

Wading bird, raptor, and American
aligator populations have been
increasing over the last 10-20 years. Bald
eagle, marsh and woodland avifauna,
and furbearer populations have remained
stable. By 2050, avifauna populationsin
the hardwood forests are expected to
decline, but remain stablein the
freshwater swvamp. The American
alligator population is expected to
increase, whereas furbearer abundanceis
expected to remain stable.

Infrastructure - This unit has many
petroleum exploration canals and board
roads. Baldcypresslogging operations
were extensive during the early 1900's.
There are 7.5 miles of primary road
(Louisiana Highway 309), 49.8 miles of
tertiary roads, and 7.7 miles of railroad.

This unit has 435 oil and/or natural gas
wellsand 17.6 miles of natural gas
pipeline. There are two industria
groundwater intakes and one industrial
surface water intake.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for this mapping unit
are forested wetlands and associated
aquatic habitats. Resource objectives
include freshwater finfish, American
aligators, furbearers, agriculture and
grazing, recreation and tourism, storm
buffering capacity, roads, levees,
bridges, and communities.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Freshwater diversionsinto the areato
enhance swamp productivity is the only
previously proposed strategy for this
unit.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- A
strategy for the Chacahoula Swamps unit
isto improve hydrology and drainagein
the Verret Subbasin.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance forested
wetlandsin thisunit. Itisalso generaly
projected to enhance popul ations of
American alligators, furbearers,
crawfish, waterfowl, and nongame fish
and wildlife. Thisstrategy isalso
projected to enhance recreation and
tourism, forestry, the oil and natural gas
industry, and utilities, and greatly
enhance agriculture and grazing,
floodwater retention, and infrastructure
such as roads, levees, bridges, and
communities.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - There is one mapping unit
strategy for this area—bank stabilization



of drainage canals. There are no
programmatic strategies recommended.

Black Bayou Wetlands

L ocation - This 20,695-acre unit is
|located in Terrebonne Parish. Theunit’'s
border follows the northern bank of
Bayou Black from Louisiana Highway
20 near Gibson to Southdown. From
Southdown, the boundary runs along the
western side of Louisiana Highways 311
and 309 north to Louisiana Highway 20
near Chacahoula and follows Louisiana
Highway 20 south to Gibson.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - Historical habitat data are not
availablefor thisunit. The areais 78%
cypress forest, 17% bottomland
hardwood and forest, and 1% fresh
marsh.

Historic Land Loss - There are no land
loss datafor this unit. Nevertheless,
historic causes of loss have included
atered hydrology and flooding. Current
problems are related to subsidence and
flooding. Current subsidence rates are
1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand Loss Projections- In
1990, this unit had approximately 16,270
acres of swamp and 160 acres of marsh.
By 2050, over 39% (6,510 acres) of the
swamp and all of the marsh will be gone.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - This unit
supports fish and invertebrate
populations of Gulf menhaden, southern
flounder, blue crab, largemouth bass,
and channel catfish, aswell aswildlife
populations of wading birds, raptors,
woodland avifauna, furbearers, and
American alligators. Gulf menhaden,

southern flounder and blue crab
populations areincreasing. A species
with adecreasing trend is largemouth
bass. All of these populations are
expected to increase in the future,
however. Trends for channel catfish are
unknown.

Wading birds, raptors, and American
aligators have had increasing popul ation
trends over the last 10-20 years.
Furbearers and other avifauna have
remained stable. By 2050, American
alligator populations are expected to
increase. The other fauna are expected
to remain stable, with the exception of
populations of avifaunain hardwood
forests, which will decline.

Infrastructure- Oil and natural gas
operations have been present in this unit
since the late 1930's. During thistime,
canals were constructed to support oil
and natural gas activitiesin the Black
Bayou Wetlands. There are 1.8 miles of
primary road, 14.7 miles of tertiary
roads, and 0.4 miles of railroad. This
unit has 100 oil and/or natural gas wells,
and 15.7 total miles of pipeline. There
aretwo industrial groundwater intakes.

Previously Proposed Strategies - There
are no previously proposed strategies for
this unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Black Bayou
Wetlands are freshwater marshes and
forested wetlands and their associated
aguatic habitats. Resource priorities
include freshwater finfish, American
aligators, furbearers, waterfowl,
endangered species, recreation and
tourism, storm buffering capacity, flood



water holding capacity, and oil and
natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- A
strategy for the unit isto improve
hydrology and drainage in the Verret
Subbasin.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance
wetlands. American dligators,
furbearers, waterfowl, and endangered
species are projected to be greatly
enhanced by flood protection measures.
Recreation and tourism, and the oil and
natural gas industry are projected to
benefit from this strategy. It isalso
projected to greatly enhance floodwater
retention.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - There are no proposed
programmatic strategies under these
headings for this area. The only mapping
unit strategy proposed for thisunit is
bank stabilization of drainage canals.

Avoca

Location - This 15,195-acre unit is
located in St. Mary Parish. It isbordered
by bayous Shaffer, Chene, and the
GIWW.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - The 1949 habitat map showed
that this area was 65% fresh marsh with
the remaining 35% of the area
unclassified. In 1968, the habitat was
70% fresh marsh with the remaining
30% of the area unclassified. By1988,
the area was 17% fresh marsh, 14%
bottomland forest, 8% cypress forest,
and 58% water.

Historic Land L oss - Between 1932 and
1990, about 5,000 acres (65.6%) of
wetlands were lost. Wake-generated
wave action has caused much edge
erosion in thisunit. Historic interior
erosion was primarily aresult of failed
agricultural impoundments. Subsidence
(1.1-2.0 ft/century) has aso played arole
in causing erosion of the interior marsh.

FutureLand Loss Projections- In
1990, this unit had approximately 2,630
acres of marsh and 1,180 acres of
swamp. It isestimated that by 2050 over
1,850 acres of marsh will belost. No
swamp acreage will be lost.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces -
Dominant fish and invertebrate
populations in the unit are Gulf
menhaden, southern flounder, and blue
crab. The populations of these species
areincreasing. Although southern
flounder populations are projected to
remain steady, Gulf menhaden and blue
crab populations are projected to decline.

Bald eagle, wading bird, and American
aligator populations have had increasing
trends over the last 10-20 years.

Seabird, shorebird, woodland and marsh
avifauna, and furbearer populations have
remained stable. By 2050, bald eagle
popul ations are projected to increase.
Other avifauna, furbearer, and American
aligator populations are projected to
remain stable, with the exception of
avifauna populations in hardwood forest
habitat, which are projected to decline.

Infrastructure- The following USACE
projects are present in the unit:
Atchafalaya River and bayous Chene,
Boeuf and Black, a 20-ft deep by 400-ft
wide channel; East Atchafalaya Basin



Protection Levee, alevee along the east
bank of the Atchafalaya Floodway; and
the GIWW, a 12-ft deep by 125-ft wide
channel. There are 6.5 miles of pipeline
and 19 oil and/or natural gas wells.
There are also 14 miles of tertiary roads,
but no primary or secondary roads, or
railroads.

Previously Proposed Strategies - Prior
restoration plans proposed stabilizing the
banks of navigation channels,

freshwater diversions, increasing
Atchafalayaflow to the area, and using
dredged material to create marsh.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectivesfor Avoca are
freshwater marshes and their associated
aquatic habitats, fastlands, and other
developed lands. Resource objectives
include blue crabs, freshwater finfish,
American alligators, furbearers, water
fowl, endangered species, recreation and
tourism, storm buffering capacity,
navigation, oil and natural gas, roads,
levees, and bridges.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies for this unit include
stabilizing banks of navigation channels
and dedicated delivery of sediment for
marsh building.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to benefit
wetlands.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
Avoca are to establish and protect ridge
function, stabilize banks, and use
dredged material beneficially. There are
no programmeatic strategies for this area.

GIWW

Location - This 71,857-acre unit is
located in Terrebonne and Assumption
parishes. This unit includes the wetlands
affected by the GIWW from Avoca
Island in the west to the Bayou du Large
ridgein the east. The northern boundary
isformed by the Bayou Black ridge. The
southern boundary parallels the GIWW
to its south.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - This unit consists of fresh
marsh and swamps. Large areas of fresh
marsh habitat in this unit have changed
from maidencane flotant to thin
spikerush flotant in the last 20 years. In
1988, this area was 32% fresh marsh,
31% cypress forest, 20% water, 9%
bottomland forest, and the remainder
nonwetland. Magjor natural water bodies
in this unit are Lake Cocodrie and Lake
Hackberry.

Historic Land Loss - A total of 18,140
acres of wetlands (44.3%) werelost in
this unit from 1932 to 1990. Land loss
in this region has been due to direct
removal, especially the construction of
the GIWW which, in combination with
oil and natural gas access candls, adtered
the hydrology of thisunit. Currently,
increased flooding due to the increased
stage of the Atchafalaya River and wake
erosion aong the GIWW have been
identified as the most important factors
in continued land loss. Wind erosion
along the shorelines of the major water
bodies and herbivory are also
contributing to the land loss in this unit.
Subsidence in the GIWW unit is
occurring at arate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century.



Future Land L oss Projections - By
2050, 43.6% of the 1990 marsh acreage
(9,940 acres) will belost if current land
loss rates continue and no action is
taken. Land loss in the 22,620 acres of
swamp is unknown.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Some
fisheries populations have had increasing
trends in this unit, such as those of Gulf
menhaden, southern flounder, and blue
crabs. Largemouth bass and channel
catfish, which support alarge
recreational fishery in this unit, have
been steady. Although Gulf menhaden,
southern flounder, and blue crab
popul ations are projected to decline,
largemouth bass and channel catfish
popul ations are projected to increase.

This unit also supports waterfowl,
American aligatorsand alarge
population of nutria. The swamp is used
for nesting by bald eagles. Bald eagles,
wading birds, raptors, and American
aligators have had increasing popul ation
trends over the last 10-20 years. Other
avifauna and furbearer populations have
been stable. By 2050, bald eagle

popul ations are projected to increase.
Furbearer, American dligator, and
wading bird populations are expected to
remain stable. In freshwater marshes,
populations of seabirds, shorebirds,
raptors, and other marsh resident and
migrant avifauna are projected to decline
in abundance. In hardwood forests,
populations of raptors and woodland
resident and migrant avifauna are
projected to decline. In the freshwater
swamps, avifauna populations are
projected to remain stable.

Infrastructure- Thisunit contains part
of the GIWW navigation channel. The

USACE is degpening the channedl to the
20-ft contour from the U.S. Highway 90
crossing over Bayou Boeuf to the Gulf of
Mexico viathe GIWW and Bayou
Chene. The northern border of this unit
isformed by 25 miles of levee protecting
the settlement along Bayou Black. This
unit has 3.2 miles of primary and 6.2
miles of tertiary roads, aswell as 3.8
miles of railroad. There are 506 oil
and/or natural gas wells and 56.4 miles
of pipelinein this unit.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Stabilizing the banks of all navigation
channels, managing hydrology of
swamps and marshes to reduce water
levels and flows into the unit, increasing
freshwater and sediment inflow from the
GIWW, and using dredged materia to
create marsh in open water areas have
been previously proposed as strategies
for restoration of this unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the GIWW unit
are freshwater marshes, forested
wetlands and their associated aquatic
habitats, and fastlands and other
developed lands. Resource priorities
include freshwater finfish, American
aligators, furbearers, waterfowl,
agriculture and grazing, storm buffering
capacity, flood water retention,
navigation, oil and natural gas, roads,
levees, and bridges.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Stabilization of the banks of the GIWW
for water conveyance and lowering of
the water levelsin the Upper Penchant
Marshes are the regional strategies
proposed for this unit.



Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss. They are aso projected to
enhance fresh marshes and forested
wetlands.

These strategies are projected to enhance
populations of American alligators,
furbearers, crawfish, waterfowl, blue
crabs and freshwater finfish. Agriculture
and grazing, forestry, recreation and
tourism, storm buffering capacity, roads,
bridges, and levees are also projected to
be enhanced by these strategies.
Communities and utilities are also
projected to be enhanced by these
strategies.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Two mapping unit
strategies, stabilization of banks and
beneficial use of dredge material (create
marsh in open water areas), have been
adopted for thisunit. No programmeatic
strategies were recommended for this
unit.

Penchant

Location - This 157,126-acre unit is
located in Terrebonne Parish. Theunit’s
northern border parallels the GIWW to
its south from Bayou Chene to the Bayou
du Largeridge. The eastern border isthe
Bayou du Large Ridge. The southern
border is the Bayou Marmande and the
Mauvois Bois Ridge where it crosses
south of Carencro Lake. The eastern
boundary excludes the marshes that

drain into Four League and Atchafalaya
bays and follows the Atchafalaya River
north to bayous Shaffer and Chene.

Habitat Description and Landscape
Change - The most common habitat in
this unit is fresh flotant marsh, with a
small band of intermediate and brackish
marshes in the southern part of the unit.
Thel949 habitat maps show that large
areas in the southeastern part of the unit
were dominated by floating three-corner
grass marsh. In 1968, many of these
areas were fresh marsh. It has been
shown that although the habitat type
remained fresh marsh, the vegetation
typein large portions of this unit has
changed from robust maidencane flotant
to thin spikerush flotant. In 1988, this
areawas 64% fresh marsh, 3%
intermediate marsh, 1% brackish marsh,
3% bottomland forest, and 20% water.
The remainder was nonwetland. Major
water bodiesin this unit include Bayou
Penchant, Bayou Copesaw, Lake
Theriot, Lake Penchant, and Carencro
Lake.

Historic Land L oss - Approximately
39,600 acres (27.1%) werelost in this
unit from 1932 to 1990. Increased
flooding due to the reduced hydrologic
efficiency of the Atchafalaya River has
been identified as an important factor in
current land loss. Altered hydrology and
subsidence have been and continue to
play aroleinland loss. Herbivory and
direct removal for oil and natural gas
canals have a so contributed to land loss
inthisunit. Land issubsiding a an
estimated rate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century

Future Land L oss Projections - By
2050, 18.2% (19,360 acres) of the
remaining marsh will be lost if current
land loss rates continue. However, 1,310
acres are projected to be preserved by
CWPPRA projects. Of the 1,250 acres of



swamp occurring in 1990, none will be
lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Red
drum, black drum, and blue crab
populations are increasing. Largemouth
bass, which support alarge recreational
fishery in this unit, brown and white
shrimp, American oyster, southern
flounder, Gulf menhaden, and spotted
seatrout are all declining in this unit.
American oyster and largemouth bass
popul ations are projected to increase,
while spotted seatrout and southern
flounder populations are expected to
decline. All other fishery species are
projected to remain stable through 2050.

This unit also supports popul ations of
waterfowl, American aligators, and a
large population of nutria. Bald eagle,
wading bird, and American alligator
populations have had increasing trends
over the last 10-20 years. Other
populations have remained stable,
including those of other waterfow! and
furbearers. By 2050, increases are
projected for populations of bald eagle
and American aligator. Other waterfowl
and raptor populations are generally
projected to decline. Furbearer
abundance is projected to remain stable.

Infrastructure- The USACE is
deepening the shipping channel to the
20-ft contour from the U.S. Highway 90
crossing over Bayou Boeuf to the Gulf of
Mexico viathe GIWW, Bayou Chene,
Avoca Island Cutoff, and the Lower
Atchafalaya River for navigation and
harbor purposes. Borrow pits have been
constructed below Morgan City for
drainage interception. No primary or
secondary roads or railroads are located
within the unit, but there are 6.9 miles of

tertiary roads. This unit has 620 oil
and/or natural gas wells and 42.6 miles
of pipeline, aswell as one surface water
intake for mining.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Preserving and protecting the ridge
function of the ridges that form the
southeastern boundary of the unit,
stabilizing the banks and managing
hydrology of al navigation channels,
managing hydrology seasonally to
reduce water levels and flows in the unit,
increasing freshwater and sediment
inflow from the GIWW and Atchafalaya
River, protecting shorelines of the major
lakes, and using dredge material to
create marsh in open water areas have
been previously proposed as strategies
for restoration of thisunit. The
CWPPRA Penchant restoration effort
will protect 244 acres in the western side
of thisunit. Demonstration projects that
will test two new strategies (fencing and
enhancement of flotant marshes) will be
started soon.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Penchant unit
are freshwater marshes and their
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
prioritiesinclude saltwater finfish,
freshwater finfish, American aligators,
furbearers, waterfowl, nongame fish and
wildlife, endangered species, scientific
study, water quality enhancement, storm
buffering capacity, and oil and natura
gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies affecting the
Penchant unit include lowering water
levelsin the upper Penchant marshes,
stabilizing banks of navigation channels



for water conveyance, and dedicated
delivery of sediment for marsh building
along navigation canals.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss by more than 50%. They
are also projected to enhance fresh
marshes and forested wetlands.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Four mapping unit
strategies, (protection of the Marmande
and Mauvois Bois ridge function,
stabilization of banks, protection of lake
shorelines, and beneficial use of dredge
material) have been adopted for this unit.
There were no programmeatic strategies
proposed for the Penchant unit.

Mechant/de Cade

Location - This 108,167-acre unit is
located west of Dulac in Terrebonne
Parish. The unit's northern boundary is
the Bayou Marmande and the Mauvois
Bois Ridge and crosses south of
Carencro Lake to Four League Bay. Its
eastern and southern boundary isthe
Bayou du Large ridge and generally
follows Bayou du Large southwest to
Four League Bay. The western boundary
isthe Four League Bay shoreline.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, O’ Nell listed the
predominant habitat as being brackish,
three-cornered grass marsh with lesser
amounts of intermediate and freshwater
marsh. By 1968, brackish marsh still
dominated the habitat but fresh marsh
became the second largest habitat type,
followed by intermediate marsh.
Additionally a small amount of saline

marsh area was recorded southeast of
Lake Mechant. In 1988 this unit was
64% fresh marsh, 3% intermediate, 1%
brackish, 1% cypress forest, 3%
bottomland forest, and 20% water. Major
water bodies included in the unit are
Lost Lake, Lake Mechant, Lake de Cade,
and Blue Hammaock Bayou.

Historic Land L oss - Approximately
14,170 acres (20.6%) within the unit
were lost between 1932 and 1990. The
primary cause for land loss in the
Mechant/de Cade unit is high subsidence
rates, which are estimated at 2.1-3.5
ft/century in the interior marsh. Asthe
marsh subsides, water exchange due to
tidal action increases, leaving the interior
wetlands more susceptible to soil
erosion. The natural hydrology within
the unit has been altered by severdl
manmade waterways including Falgout
Canal, Minors Canal, Peoples Candl,
Grand Pass, and numerous pipeline and
oilfield exploration canals. The result
has been severe marsh erosion,
especially within the area adjacent to
Lake de Cade and Lake Mechant.
Although not actually in the unit, the
HNC has allowed saltwater intrusion
into the Falgout Canal area. Tidal
influences and historic water circulation
patterns have also been modified by the
HNC. This hasresulted in alack of
sediment and fresh water replenishing
the unit. Hurricanes and herbivory have
also contributed adversely to the interior
erosion of the unit's marshes.

FutureLand Loss Projections- The
Mechant/de Cade unit is projected to
have future losses of 11,150 acres of
marsh by 2050. Thisis an estimated
20.4% loss of the unit's 1990 acreage.
Funded CWPPRA projects will help



preserve 240 acres within the unit
through 2050, thereby reducing the land
loss rate to 19.9%.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces -
Populations of red drum, black drum,
Gulf menhaden, American oysters,
brown shrimp, blue crabs, and Spanish
mackerel have been increasing in this
unit. Spotted seatrout, southern
flounder, largemouth bass, and channel
catfish populations have been declining,
while white shrimp populations have
been steady. Although American oyster
and Spanish mackerel populations are
projected to keep increasing and
largemouth bass and channel catfish
popul ations are expected to remain
steady, al other fishery populations are
projected to decline through 2050.

Additionally, this management unit lies
within the Mississippi Flyway, acritical
wintering site for alarge number of
waterfowl species. The unit's fresh and
intermediate marshes provide habitat for
many resident and migratory nongame
birds, white-tailed deer, swamp rabbits,
American alligators, raccoons, nutria,
mink, otters, muskrats, and numerous
other furbearers. The unit's saline marsh
provides habitat for wading birds,
shorebirds, and seabirds. The
Mechant/de Cade unit is host to one
threatened species, the bald eagle. The
brown pelican, an endangered species,
also occurs within the unit's boundary.

Brown pelican, wading bird, and
American alligator populations have
shown an increase over the last 10-20
years. Other waterfowl and bald eagle
popul ations have remained steady.
Muskrat, nutria, and other furbearer

popul ations have declined over thistime.

They are projected to decline further by
2050, as are American aligator
populations. In open water, waterfowl
populations are projected to remain
stable. In intermediate marsh and
brackish marsh, marsh avifauna and
raptor populations are expected to
decline. In freshwater swamps, bald
eagle populations are expected to remain
stable.

Infrastructure - Louisiana Highway
315 runs parale to the unit's eastern
border. The only other significant
infrastructure within the unit are the
numerous oilfield-related waterways and
pipelines. The USACE maintains no
structures within the unit's boundaries.
The outfall of one pump station draining
the Terrebonne Area mapping unit is
located in thisunit. Future
considerations may take into account the
use of current pumps as a means of
establishing a freshwater source to
combat saltwater intrusion. This unit
has no primary or secondary roads or
raillroads, but has 11.0 miles of tertiary
roads. There are 223 oil and/or natural
gas wells, but no pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Sediment diversions, establishment of a
reef zone, freshwater diversion,
preserving ridge function, use of dredged
matereial, managing hydrology, and
protecting bay\lake shorelines have been
proposed for the unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives- The
habitat objectives for Mechant/de Cade
are freshwater and brackish marshes and
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
objectives include shrimp, blue crabs,
American oysters, saltwater finfish,
freshwater finfish, American aligators,



furbearers, waterfowl, recreation and
tourism, storm buffering capacity, flood
water retention, oil and natural gas, and
communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
only regional strategy proposed for this
unit isto increase transfer of Atchafalaya
River water to lower Penchant marshes.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to reduce future
wetland loss. It would aso greatly
enhance fresh, intermediate, brackish,
and salt marshes; forested wetlands;
and fastlands.

Shrimp, blue crab, American oyster,
finfish, American alligator, furbearer,
waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
and endangered species populations are
projected to be greatly enhanced by this
strategy. This strategy is also projected
to enhance grazing, recreation and
tourism, water quality, storm buffering
capacity, roads, bridges, levees,
communities, and utilities.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Four mapping unit strategies
are to establish and protect ridge
function, stabilization of banks,
protecting bay and lake shorelines, and
the beneficial use of dredged material.
There is one programmatic strategy
proposed for this unit—increase water
guality and wastewater management.

Atchafalaya Marshes

L ocation - This 58,844-acre unit is
located in Terrebonne Parish and
includes those marshes indirectly
affected by the Atchafalaya River. The
unit's northern border starts where the

Avoca Cutoff enters the Atchafalaya
River and includes the Big Horn and
Little Horn Bayou areas. The eastern
extent is determined by the watershed
that enters the Atchafalaya River and
Four League Bay. The southern
boundary includes the watershed of Big
Carencro Bayou, but excludes Carencro
Lake. The western boundary follows the
Four League Bay shoreline.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - The most common habitat in
this unit is fresh marsh, with asmall
band of intermediate marsh in the
southern part of the unit. Habitat maps
show that most of this unit was brackish
marsh in 1949. In 1968, habitat maps
showed that many of these areas had
changed to fresh marsh. It has been
shown that the area has continued to
freshen especially during years of high
floods on the Atchafalaya River. In
1988, 52% was fresh marsh, 19% was
intermediate marsh, 2% was brackish
marsh, 15% was bottomland forest\shrub
scrub, and 12% was water. Major water
bodiesin this unit include Big Horn
Bayou, Deer I1sland Bayou, Palmetto
Bayou, Plumb Bayou, Creole Bayou, Big
Carencro Bayou, and Plumb Lake.

Historic Land L oss - Approximately
5,560 acres (11.6%) were lost in this unit
from 1932 to 1990. Altered hydrology
contributed to historic land loss. Wind-
driven wave erosion has been a
contributing factor in wetland loss and
continuesto play arole. Much of the
recent loss was due to Hurricane
Andrew, which significantly impacted
the southern part of the unit. Herbivory
isalso contributing to current land loss
inthisunit. Theland in the Atchafalaya



Marshes unit is subsiding at an estimated
rate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand Loss Projections - If
current land loss rates continue and no
action is taken, 8.6% (3,680 acres) of the
remaining marsh would be lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - All
fishery species are stable in this unit (red
drum, black drum, spotted seatrout, Gulf
menhaden, southern flounder, white
shrimp, blue crab, Spanish mackerel,
largemouth bass, and channel catfish).
These populations are projected to
remain steady except for populations of
Spanish mackerel, which is expected to
decline, and largemouth bass and
channel catfish which are expected to
increase.

This unit also supports waterfowl,
American aligatorsand alarge
population of nutria. Over the past
10-20 years, brown pelican, bald eagle,
and American aligator populations have
had increasing trends, and thisis
projected to continue through 2050.
Other waterfowl and raptor populations,
aswell as nutria, muskrat, and other
furbearer populations have been stable
and are projected to remain so.

Infrastructure- The USACE is
deepening the Avoca Cutoff channel to
the 20-ft contour. No roads or railroads
are located within the unit. There are
13.4 miles of natura gas pipelines, and
251 oil and/or natural gas wells.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Strategies that have been proposed for
restoration of this unit include stabilizing
the banks of all navigation channels,
managing hydrology for fresh and

intermediate marshes, protecting the
shorelines of the mgjor lakes, and
increasing freshwater inflow from the
Atchafalaya River.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Atchafalaya
Marshes unit are fresh and intermediate
marshes and their associated aguatic
habitats. Resource prioritiesinclude
shrimp, blue crabs, saltwater finfish,
freshwater finfish, furbearers, recreation
and tourism, storm buffering capacity,
navigation, and oil and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
major strategy to maximize land building
in Atchafalaya Bay will indirectly lead to
reduced shoreline erosion on the
Atchafalaya Bay shore of this unit.

Other regiona strategies include bank
stabilization of navigation channels for
water conveyance, and dedicated
delivery of sediment for marsh building.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to greatly reduce
future wetland loss. They are also
projected to greatly enhance fresh and
intermediate marshes.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Three mapping unit
strategies (stabilization of banks,
beneficia use of dredge material, and
protecting bay\lake shorelines) have
been adopted for thisunit. No
programmeatic strategies were proposed
for this unit.



Four League Bay

L ocation - This 22,685-acre unit is
located in Terrebonne Parish. It includes
the entire Four League Bay.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - Thisbay consists of fresh to
brackish open water. Salinity is strongly
influenced by the discharge of the
Atchafalaya River.

Historic Land L oss - There has never
been land in this unit.

Future Land Loss Projections - There
isno land in this unit.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Several
fishery populations are currently
increasing in this bay (red drum, black
drum, Gulf menhaden, brown shrimp,
and blue crabs) and they are expected to
remain stable. White shrimp isthe only
currently steady fishery species, and this
population is expected to remain stable.
Spotted seatrout, southern flounder, and
largemouth bass are decreasing, and
except for aprojected increase in
largemouth bass populations, are
projected to keep declining. Trends for
Spanish mackerel and channel catfish are
undetermined. Although American
oyster populations are currently
increasing, they are expected to decline
through 2050.

The brown pelican population has shown
an increasing trend over the last 10-20
years and is projected to continue this
trend through 2050. Seabirds and
waterfowl populations have been stable
and are projected to remain so.

Infrastructure- The bay has 63 ail
and/or natural gas wells, and 0.1 miles of
natural gas pipeline. It has no roads or
railroads.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previous strategies include creating
wetlands in this bay through sediment
and freshwater diversions through a
channel from the Atchafalaya River.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for Four League Bay
are intermediate and brackish aquatic
habitats. Resource prioritiesinclude
shrimp, blue crabs, saltwater finfish, and
freshwater finfish.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
major strategy to maximize land building
in Atchafalaya Bay might lead to
minimal land building in the upper
portion of this unit.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance fresh,
intermediate, and brackish marshes
around this unit.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - No mapping unit or
programmatic strategies have been
adopted for this unit.

Point au Fer

L ocation - This 52,000-acre unit is
located in the southwest portion of
Terrebonne Parish. The unit includes all
of Point au Fer Island, which is bordered
by Four League Bay on the north and
east, Atchafalaya Bay on the north and
west, the Gulf of Mexico on the south,
and Oyster Bayou on the east.



Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, the magjority (65%) of
the wetlands in this unit were brackish
and the remainder were saline. By 1968,
more marsh (75%) was brackish. Saline
marsh has decreased in this unit from
shoreline retreat and conversion to
brackish and intermediate marsh due to
the influx of fresh water from the
AtchafalayaRiver. In 1988, this unit
was 11% intermediate marsh, 55%
brackish marsh, 10% saline marsh, and
22% water. Intermediate marshes have
been rapidly expanding from nonein
1978 to 4,500 acresin 1994.

Historic Land L oss - Of the original
35,290 acres of wetlands in this unit,
5820 acres (16.8%) were lost from 1932
to 1990. Causes of land loss in this unit
include altered hydrology (from canals),
wind and wave erosion, and subsidence.
Some storm related |oss has occurred
and herbivory can be aproblem. Most
(76.6%) of the loss occurred between
1932 and 1974. Lossrates have
decreased since 1974 and marsh type has
changed primarily due to an influx of
fresh water and sediment from the
Atchafalaya River. Subsidence rates are
1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand L oss Projections -
Although land loss rates have decreased
in this unit, altered hydrology,
subsidence, wind and wave erosion, and
herbivory continue to stressthe area. If
no action istaken in thisunit, an
additional 4,220 acres (14%) will be lost
by 2050. Two CWPRRA projects have
been implemented on Point au Fer Island
which are expected to preserve 930
acres.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Point au
Fer Island provides brackish and
intermediate marsh habitat for fish and
wildlife. Theisland serves as a stopover
for migratory birds and provides
wintering habitat for approximately
144,000 waterfowl, including green-
winged teal, gadwall, mallards,
canvasbacks, coots, and pintails. These
marshes al so support resident

popul ations of mottled ducks. These
marshes have historically provided
habitat for furbearers, particularly nutria
and muskrat, and have been managed
through marsh burning. American
alligators and blue and snow geese are
also found on the island.

The remaining saline marshes are
feeding and nursery habitat for severa
fish and invertebrate species such as
Atlantic croaker, red drum, spot, sand
seatrout, southern flounder, spotted
seatrout, Gulf menhaden, bay anchovy,
white shrimp, brown shrimp, and blue
crabs. Fishery species with increasing
populationsin the unit are red drum,
black drum, Gulf menhaden, American
oysters, brown shrimp, blue crabs, and
Spanish mackerel. These populations are
expected to stabilize in the future. The
white shrimp have remained steady but
are projected to increase. Species with
decreasing populations are spotted
seatrout, southern flounder, and
largemouth bass. Although spotted
seatrout and southern flounder are
projected to remain steady, largemouth
bass popul ations are expected to
increase. Population trends for channel
catfish are unknown.

Brown pelican and American alligator
populations have increased over the last
10-20 years. Populations of other



waterfowl, raptors, nutria, muskrats, and
other furbearers have been steady. By
2050, brown pelican populations are
projected to increase. Nutria, muskrat
other furbearer, and American alligator
popul ations are projected to remain
steady. In open water and marsh
habitats, waterfowl populations are
projected to remain steady. Raptor
populations are projected to declinein
marsh habitats.

Infrastructure- The Point au Fer unit
has been the site of oil and natural gas
activitiessincethe early 1940's. Asa
result, several canals have been cut
through the marshes primarily in the
southern half of theisland. There are no
roads, railroads, or pipelinesin this unit,
although there are 140 oil and/or natural
gaswélls.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies have
included managing hydrology in all
marsh types, sediment diversions, and
beneficial use of dredged material.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Point au Fer
unit are intermediate, brackish, and
saline marshes and their associated
aquatic habitats. Resource objectives
include saltwater finfish, furbearers,
waterfowl, recreation and tourism, storm
buffering capacity, and oil and natural
gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for the unit include
maximizing land building in Atchafalaya
Bay and dedicated delivery of sediment
for marsh building.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss by over 50%. They are dso
projected to greatly enhance fresh,
intermediate, brackish, and salt marshes
and barrier islands in the unit, especially
by improving sediment management and
increasing the flow of the Atchafalaya
River.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Beneficial use of dredged
material and protecting bay, lake, and
gulf shorelines (e.g., train alobe of the
Atchafalaya Deltainto Four League Bay)
are the mapping unit strategies adopted
for this area. There are no programmatic
strategies for the unit.

Atchafalaya Basin
Atchafalaya Subdelta

Location - The 62,226-acre unit is
located in St. Mary Parish and includes
the devel oping delta at the mouth of the
Atchafalaya River in Atchafalaya Bay.
The northern boundary is formed by the
mainland marshes of St. Mary Parish.
The western boundary marks the
beginning of the waters affected by the
Wax Lake Outlet outflow. The southern
boundary is the Gulf of Mexico and the
eastern boundary is Four League Bay
and Point au Fer Island.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - This unit has changed from
open bay to subaeria land. The
Atchafalaya Subdelta became subaeria
after the 1972 flood. 1n 1995, the
subaerial land in this delta consisted of
12,222 acres with an additiona 12,866



acres of mudflats exposed at low tide. A
significant part of thisland areawas
created using dredged material from the
Atchafalaya River navigational channel.
Thisunit is part of the State's
Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management
Area.

Historic Land L oss - Subsidence in this
unit isoccurring at arate of 1.1-2.0
ft/century. However, land in this unit
continues to accrete through the natural
delta building process of the Atchafalaya
River and is being supplemented using
dredged material from the Atchafalaya
navigationa channel.

FutureLand Loss Projections - As
much as 8,100 acres of land will be
preserved or created by CWPPRA
efforts. By 2050, it is estimated that an
additional 36,350 acres of marsh will be
gained.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Fish and
invertebrates in this unit include steady
populations of red drum, black drum,
Gulf menhaden, southern flounder, white
shrimp, blue crab, and largemouth bass.
Of these, southern flounder populations
are expected to remain steady while the
rest are projected to increase. The
number of brown shrimp is decreasing
and there is an increasing number of
channel catfish. The brown shrimp
population is expected to remain stable
while the channel catfish population
should continue to increase.

Brown pelican, wading bird, waterfowl,
and American aligator populations have
increased over the last 10-20 years.
Populations of seabirds, nutria, muskrat,
and other furbearers have remained
stable, and are projected to remain stable

through 2050. Brown pelican and
American alligator populations are
projected to increase.

Infrastructure- Thisunit has 4.0 miles
of natural gas pipelines and 106 oil
and/or natural gas wells. It has no roads
or railroads. A 20-ft deep by 400-ft wide
navigation channel runs from the 20-ft
contour in Atchafalaya Bay to the 20-ft
contour in the Gulf of Mexico.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Previously proposed strategies for this
unit include increasing Atchafalaya
River flow, relocation of navigation
channels, a sediment diversion, and
beneficia use of dredge material.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Atchafalaya
subdelta are freshwater marshes and
their associated aquatic habitats and
fastlands or other developed lands.
Resource priorities are blue crabs,
freshwater finfish, furbearers, waterfowl,
nongame fish and wildlife, recreation
and tourism, scientific study, storm
buffering capacity, navigation, and oil
and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for the subdeltainclude
maximizing land building in Atchafalaya
Bay and dedicated delivery of sediment
for marsh building.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to causeagain in
marsh and forested wetlands in this unit
by 2050.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
the Atchafalaya Subdelta unit are



protecting bay and |ake shorelines (e.g.,
train alobe of the Atchafalaya Deltainto
Four League Bay) and beneficia use of
dredged material. There are no
suggested programmatic strategies for
thisarea.

North Wax Lake Wetlands

Location - The 10,561-acre unit is
located in St. Mary Parish. It isbordered
on the south by the hurricane protection
levee along the GIWW, and on the north
by the Bayou Techeridge.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - The 1949 habitat type data
indicates that the unit was 85% fresh
marsh and 15% unclassified. The 1968
habitat type data indicates that the unit
was 10% fresh marsh and 90% of the
areawas unclassified. In 1988, this unit
was 6% fresh marsh, 56% cypress forest,
28% bottomland forest, 3% water, and
the remainder was nonwetland.

Historic Land L oss - Historic land loss
was primarily aresult of direct removal.
Approximately 580 acres of land were
lost from 1932 through 1990. Theland
issubsiding at arate estimated at 1.1-2.0
ft/century.

Future Land L oss Projections - By
2050, some 460 acres of marsh (16.6%)
will belost.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - The fish
and invertebrate populations in the unit
include increasing numbers of
largemouth bass and channel catfish.
These populations are expected to
maintain their trends through 2050.

All waterfowl, raptor, nutria, muskrat,
other furbearer, and American alligator
popul ations have remained stable over
the last 10-20 years while wading birds
increased in abundance. By 2050, these
popul ations are projected to remain
stable, with the exception of waterfowl
and raptor populations in hardwood
forests, which are projected to decrease.

Infrastructure - Thisunit has 6.5 miles
of primary, 1.0 mile of secondary, 31.5
miles of tertiary roads, aswell as 10.6
miles of railroad. There are 49 oil and/or
natural gas wells and 42.4 miles of
pipeline, as well as one surface water
intake for Berwick-Bayou Vista.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Navigation canal bank stabilization and
management of fresh marsh hydrology
have been strategies proposed in the
past.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for North Wax Lake
Wetlands are forested wetlands and
associated aquatic habitats. Resource
objectives for this unit are freshwater
finfish, American alligators, furbearers,
waterfowl, endangered species, forestry,
recreation and tourism, water quality
enhancement, storm buffering capacity,
floodwater retention, navigation, oil and
natural gas, and communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies - There
are no regional strategies recommended
for this unit.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - Not
applicable.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - A mapping unit strategy for



thisareaisto stabilize banks. There are
no programmeatic strategies.

Wax Lake Wetlands

L ocation - This 120,386-acre unit is
located in St. Mary Parish. Theunit’'s
eastern border follows Bayou Shaffer
and the Atchafalaya River. The southern
border follows the Atchafalaya and East
Cote Blanche bay shorelines. The Bayou
Sale ridge comprises the western
boundary and the hurricane protection
levee along the GIWW to Morgan City
marks the northern border.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, habitat typein this
unit was approximately one third each of
fresh, intermediate, and brackish marsh.
The interior was intermediate marsh
fringed by brackish marsh to the east,
south, and west. Marshes along the
northern shore were fresh. By 1968,
most of the known habitat (about 70%)
was fresh. Since 1973, this area has
become completely fresh due to the
influx of freshwater from the
Atchafalaya River and Wax Lake Outlet.
In 1988 this area was 36% fresh marsh,
8% cypress forest, 26% bottomland
forest, and 21% water, with the
remainder being nonwetland.

Historic Land L oss - Of the original
55,330 acres of wetlandsin this unit,
11,720 (21.2%) acres were lost from
1932 t0 1990. The magjority (82.4%) of
this loss occurred between 1932 and
1974. 1t should be noted that although
there has been loss in this unit, there a'so
has been land gain where the
Atchafalaya River Basin has been filling
in since 1973. Historic lossin this unit
has been primarily from wind and wave

erosion, direct removal, and altered
hydrology. Subsidence, estimated at 1.1-
2.0 ft/century, isalso afactor in land loss
in this unit.

FutureLand L oss Projections -
Although the rate of land lossin this area
has decreased since 1974, altered
hydrology, subsidence, and wind and
wave erosion will continue to degrade
thisarea. These processeswill be
somewhat counteracted by the land
already building in thisunit. However,
if no action is taken, approximately
5,860 more acres, or 13.4% of the area,
will belost by 2050. Of the 10,255
(1990) acres of swamp in this unit, none
are expected to be lost by 2050. A
feasibility study, the Lower Atchafalaya
River Reevaluation Study, is being
conducted and recommendations from
this study may benefit this mapping unit.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Fresh
marsh habitats in this area support
thousands of wintering waterfowl,
resident mottled ducks, and wading
birds. Numerous reptiles and
amphibians are prevalent in this unit.
Crawfish, killifish, and other small fish
provide food for wading birds and
support populations of bass and catfish.
Gulf menhaden, largemouth bass, and
channel catfish have maintained steady
populationsin this unit. While the Gulf
menhaden population is projected to
remain steady, the other two are
projected to increase.

The brown pelican, wading bird, and
American alligator populations have
shown an increasing trend over the last
10-20 years. Other waterfowl, raptors,
nutria, muskrat, and other furbearers
have remained stable. By 2050, brown



pelican and American alligator

popul ations are projected to increase.
Other waterfowl, raptors, and furbearers
are projected to remain stable, with the
exception of raptors and woodland
avifaunain the hardwood forests, in
which adeclineis projected.

Infrastructure- Much of the
infrastructure in this unit isrelated to
either navigation or flood control. The
GIWW traverses the northern boundary
of the unit. This 12-ft deep by 125-ft
wide navigation channel is used
primarily for commercia navigation and
annual traffic averages more than 109
million tons. This navigation channel
has contributed to aterationsin
hydrology within the unit and is the site
of shoreline erosion. The Atchafalaya
River and bayous Chene, Boeuf, and
Black are maintained for navigation and
harboring. The Wax Lake Outlet runs
16 miles from Bayou Techeto
Atchafalaya Bay, effectively separating
the eastern and western sections of the
unit. Louisiana Highway 317, on the
western border of the unit, is the major
road within the unit. The unit contains
56.1 miles of oil and natural gas candls,
some of which have been there since the
late 1930's. There are 873 oil and/or
natural gaswellsin thisunit. Thereare
no railroads, but there are 4.3 miles of
secondary and 30.8 miles of tertiary
roads.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Proposed strategies for this unit have
been to stabilize the banks of navigation
channels, freshwater and sediment
diversions, managing the hydrology of
fresh and intermediate marshes,
protecting bay and lake shorelines, and
increasing Atchafalaya River flow.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for Wax Lake
Wetlands are freshwater marshes and
forested wetlands and associated aquatic
habitats. Resource prioritiesinclude
freshwater finfish, American aligators,
furbearers, waterfowl, recreation and
tourism, storm buffering capacity,
navigation and port facilities, and oil and
natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for the mapping unit include
maximizing land building in Atchafalaya
Bay, stabilizing banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance, and
creating an artificia reef complex,
include one extending from Point
Chevreuil toward Marsh Island.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss. Most of these strategies are
projected to enhance fresh marshes.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Mapping unit strategies for
the area include stabilizing banks,
protecting bay and lake shorelines,
beneficia use of dredged material, and
maintaining distributaries (e.g., Hog
Bayou). There are no programmeatic
recommendations for this unit.

Wax Lake Outlet Subdelta

L ocation - This 65,895-acre unit is
located in St. Mary Parish and includes
the devel oping delta at the mouth of
Wax Lake Outlet in Atchafalaya Bay.
The northern boundary is formed by the
mainland marshes of St. Mary Parish.
The eastern boundary marks the
beginning of the waters affected by the
Lower Atchafalaya River outflow. The



southern boundary is the Gulf of Mexico
and the western boundary extends
southwest from Point Chevreuil.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - The habitat of thisunit isfresh
marsh with extensive mudflats and
shallow bay bottoms. The major water
body in this unit is Atchafalaya Bay.

Historic Land L oss - Thisunit has
changed from a completely open bay to
include some fresh marsh. The Wax
Lake Outlet Subdelta became subaerial
after the 1972 flood. In 1995, the
subaerial land in this delta consisted of
3,097 acres with an additional 9,787
acres of mudflats exposed at low tide.
Thisunit is part of the State's
Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management
Area. Subsidenceintheareais
estimated at 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand Loss Projections- The
Wax Lake Outlet Subdeltais expected to
keep growing without any projects. The
two deltas are projected to increase by
over 30,000 acres by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Most
fisheries populations (red and black
drum, Gulf menhaden, white shrimp,
blue crab, and largemouth bass) in this
area are stable and are projected to
increase through 2050, but estuarine fish
species use this area only during low
river stages. The brown shrimp
population has declined and the southern
flounder population has remained stable.
Both populations are expected to remain
steady through 2050. The channel
catfish population has increased over the
past 10-20 years and should continue to
increase in the future.

This unit is extremely important for
wintering waterfowl and contains
breeding habitat for mottled duck. It
also supports wading birds and migrating
shorebirds. The brown pelican, wading
bird, and American aligator populations
in this unit have shown an increasing
trend over the last 10-20 years. Stable
populations include seabirds, shorebirds,
raptors, marsh avifauna, muskrat, nutria,
and other furbearers. By 2050, brown
pelican, waterfowl, and American
aligator populations are projected to
increase. Populations of other seabirds,
raptors, and furbearers are projected to
remain stable.

Infrastructure- A channel for flood
control connects Wax Lake Outlet with
Atchafalaya Bay (450-ft deep x 4000-ft
wide). No roads or railroads are located
within thisunit. Thisunit has 162 ail
and/or natural gas wells and 4.6 miles of
pipelinesin it.

Previously Proposed Strategies -
Initiating an increase in Atchafalaya
River flow and diversion of more
sediments through Wax Lake Outlet
have been proposed as strategies to
increase wetland gain in this unit.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the unit are
freshwater marshes and their associated
aguatic habitats. Resource priorities
include shrimp, blue crabs, saltwater
finfish, freshwater finfish, furbearers,
waterfowl, recreation and tourism,
scientific study, storm buffering
capacity, navigation, and oil and natural
gas.



Regional Ecosystem Strategies- The
only strategiesin this unit are to
maximize land building in Atchafalaya
Bay and dedicated delivery of sediment.

Benefits of Regional Strategies- This
strategy is projected to enhance fresh
marshes in this unit.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Protection of the
Atchafalaya Bay shoreline isthe only
mapping unit strategy adopted for this
unit. There are no programmatic
strategies proposed for the Wax Lake
Outlet Subdelta unit.

Teche-Vermilion Basin
Cote Blanche Wetlands

Location - This 82,331-acre unit is
located within St. Mary Parish. Its
northern boundary is aline following the
Bayou Techeridge. On the east, its
boundary follows the Bayou Sale ridge.
On the west, the boundary isaline
following the Bayou Cypremort ridge. It
has as its southern boundary the northern
shoreline of West and East Cote Blanche

bays.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, O’ Nell classified the
area as brackish and fresh marsh.
Chabrek classified the area as fresh to
brackish marsh in 1968, with alarge
quantity of unknown wetland type. In
1988 this unit was 53% fresh marsh, 3%
intermediate marsh, 15% cypress forest,
12% bottomland forest, and 10% water.

Historic Land Loss - Total land loss for
the period 1932-1990 was 8,480 acres.
The magjority of loss occurred during the
period of 1956-1974 when the unit lost a
total of 5,290 acres. Land losses from
1974 t0 1990 total 1,260 acres. Most of
thisloss can be linked to the intensified
oil field activity which resulted in the
dredging of an extensive network of
canals. These wide, deep channels such
as the Humble and British-American
canals penetrated the interior marsh and
captured the flows historically carried by
natural waterways. This action caused
the water to exit the marsh at afaster
rate, often causing erosion of organic
soils. Prior to this activity, land loss was
attributed to mgjor storms (hurricanes)
which impacted the area. Shoreline
erosion along Cote Blanche Bay has
been measured at 15-20 ft/yr in some
areas. Erosion appears to be most severe
along the northern shoreline of East Cote
Blanche Bay near Marone Point. The
dredging of shell reefsin this area may
have exacerbated shoreline erosion.
Subsidence in this unit is estimated to be
1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand LossProjections- Itis
estimated that by 2050 there will be a
loss of 3,470 acres of marsh within the
unit. Thisisaloss of approximately
7.5% of the total 1990 acreage within the
unit. Projectsin the unit authorized
under the CWPPRA are projected to
preserve and protect 2,710 acres to offset
much of thisloss. An estimated 12,430
acres of swamp were present in 1990.

No swamp acreage is expected to be lost
by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - This area
supports awide variety of wildlife and
inland fish species. Migrating estuarine



organisms are provided nursery grounds
in the shallow, near-shore ponds and
other open water. Currently steady Gulf
menhaden, largemouth bass, channel
catfish, and blue crab populations are al
expected to remain stable through 2050.
Threatened and endangered species
which might be found in the mapping
unit include the Arctic peregrine falcon,
bald eagle, and Kemp's Ridley seaturtle.
The wading bird and American alligator
popul ations have had an increasing trend
over the last 10-20 years. Other
waterfowl, bald eagle, raptor, nutria,
muskrat, and other furbearer populations
have remained stable. By 2050, the
American alligator population is
projected to increase, and other
populations are projected to remain
stable, with the exception of those of
raptors and waterfow! in the hardwood
forests, which are projected to decline.

Infrastructure - The USACE has
constructed and maintains many flood
control structures within the unit's
boundary. Many of these consist of
pumping plants in conjunction with
gated culverts to offer flood protection.
In addition, the Charenton Canal is also
maintained as aflood control waterway
which extends from the Charenton
Floodgate to West Cote Blanche Bay.
The GIWW is used mainly for
navigation but has a tremendous i mpact
on the hydrology in the unit. There are
eight pumps ranging in capacity from 21
to 63 cfs that discharge within this unit
from the St. Mary Area mapping unit.
There are no primary or secondary roads,
but there are 40.0 miles of tertiary roads
and 0.1 miles of railroad. Thisunit has
266 oil and/or natural gas wellsand 4.2
miles of pipeline. There are two

industrial groundwater intakes and one
mining surface water intake.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
hydrologic management of fresh and
intermediate marshes within the unit has
taken precedence over all other
previously proposed strategies. Bank
stabilization of navigation channels has
also been proposed. Severa plans have
proposed freshwater diversions,
protection of bay and |ake shorelines,
and preservation of ridge function
associated with canal spoil banks.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Cote Blanche
Wetlands are freshwater marshes and
their associated aquatic habitats.
Resource objectives include shrimp, blue
crabs, satwater finfish, freshwater
finfish, American aligators, furbearers,
waterfowl, black bears, agriculture and
grazing, recreation and tourism, water
quality enhancement, storm buffering
capacity, navigation, oil and natural gas,
and communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies affecting the Cote
Blanche Wetlands unit include
stabilizing banks of navigation channels,
maintaining shoreline integrity and
stabilizing critical areas of Cote Blanche
Bay, optimizing GIWW flows into
marshes while minimizing direct flows
into bays, maintaining East and West
Cote Blanche bays as brackish, and
reducing sedimentation into bays.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to causeagain in
marsh in this unit by 2050. Optimizing
GIWW flows s projected to enhance
freshwater finfish populations. Bank



stabilization is projected to enhance
storm buffering capacity, navigation, the
oil and natural gas industry, and
communities. Increased salinity is
projected to detrimentally impact
shrimp, freshwater finfish, American
aligator, furbearer, and waterfowl
abundance, agriculture and grazing,
water quality, storm buffering capacity,
the oil and natural gas industry, and
communities. Reduced sedimentation is
projected to enhance waterfowl and
black bear populations, but detrimentally
impact populations of freshwater finfish,
American alligator, and furbearers, as
well as storm buffering capacity, and the
oil and natural gasindustry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Four mapping unit strategies
(bank stabilization using dredged
material, establishment and protection of
ridge function, implementation of
measures to protect bay and lake
shorelines, and beneficial use of dredged
material) have been adopted for this unit.
No programmatic strategies were
proposed for this unit.

East Cote Blanche Bay

Location - This 68,142-acre unit is
located in St. Mary and Iberia parishes.
It includes the entire East Cote Blanche

Bay.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - Thisunit is an open fresh to
brackish water bay.

Historic Land L oss - Not applicable.

Future Land L oss Projections - Not
applicable.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit hosts many fish and
invertebrate species, including stable
populations of red and black drum, Gulf
menhaden, southern flounder, white
shrimp, blue crab, and channel catfish.
Of these, white shrimp and channel
catfish are projected to increase, black
drum and southern flounder are
projected to decrease, and the rest are
expected to remain stable. Declining
species include spotted seatrout and
brown shrimp, and these populations are
expected to continue declining.

This unit also hosts high numbers of
seabirds, moderate numbers of marsh
waterfowl, and low numbers of brown
pelicans. The brown pelican population
has shown an increasing trend over the
last 10-20 years, and is projected to
continue this trend through 2050. Other
waterfowl have shown a steady
population trend, and thisis projected to
continue.

Infrastructure- Thereisno USACE-
maintained infrastructure in this
mapping unit. There are no primary or
secondary roads or railroads in this unit,
but there are 0.2 miles of tertiary roads.
This unit has 184 oil and/or natural gas
wells and 24.6 miles of crude ail
pipeline. One drainage pump station
dischargesinto this unit from the St.
Mary Area mapping unit.

Previously Proposed Strategies - Two
strategies that have previously been
proposed for this unit include a
freshwater diversion and building a reef
zone utilizing dredged material

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the unit are



aquatic habitats. Resource priorities
include shrimp, blue crabs, American
oysters, saltwater finfish, freshwater
finfish, recreation and tourism, scientific
study, aquifer recharge, water quality
enhancement, navigation, and the oil and
natural gasindustry.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for East Cote Blanche Bay are
maintaining shoreline integrity and
stabilizing critical areas of Vermilion
Bay systems, maintaining East and West
Cote Blanche bays as brackish, reducing
sediment in bays, creating an artificial
reef complex, (including one extending
from Point Chevreuil toward Marsh
Island), and optimizing GIWW flows
into marshes while minimizing direct
flow into bays.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are generally projected to
enhance the open water habitats in this
unit, except for shoreline stabilization,
which is compatible with the goals of the
Coast 2050 Plan. Shrimp, blue crabs,
American oysters, and finfish are
generaly projected to be enhanced by
the restoration of the reef zone, shoreline
stabilization, increased salinity, and
reduced sediments. Recreation and
tourism are projected to be enhanced by
reef zone restoration. Aquifer
recharging is projected to be negatively
impacted by increased salinity. Water
quality is projected to be enhanced by
shoreline protection, but negatively
impacted by increased salinity.
Navigation is projected to be enhanced
by reduced sediment. The oil and
natural gas industry is projected to be
negatively impacted by increased
sdinity.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Protecting bay and lake
shorelines and the beneficial use of
dredged material are two mapping unit
strategies for East Cote Blanche Bay.
Another mapping unit strategy is the
maintenance of the Jaws sediment
trapping project through 2050. There
were no programmeatic strategies
recommended for this unit.

West Cote Blanche Bay

Location - This 96,141-acre unitisin St.
Mary and Iberia parishes. It includesthe
entire West Cote Blanche Bay.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - This unit is an open fresh-to-
brackish water bay.

Historic Land L oss - Not applicable.

Future Land L oss Projections - Not
applicable.

Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit hosts many fish and
invertebrate species, including stable
populations of red and black drum, Gulf
menhaden, southern flounder, white
shrimp, and blue crab. Of these, white
shrimp populations are projected to
increase, whereas black drum and
southern flounder populations are
projected to decline and the rest are
projected to remain steady. Currently
declining populations include spotted
seatrout and brown shrimp and these
popul ations are expected to continue
declining.

The unit also hosts high numbers of
seabirds, moderate numbers of marsh
waterfowl, and low numbers of brown



pelicans. The brown pelican population
has had an increasing trend over the last
10-20 years, and is projected to continue
this trend through 2050. Other seabirds
and waterfowl populations have shown
steady trends, and thisis projected to
continue.

Infrastructure - Thereisno USACE-
maintained infrastructure in this
mapping unit. There are no roads,
railroads, or pipelinesin this unit, but
there are 1,286 oil and/or natural gas
wells.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
State’ s Blueprint and the CZM Plans
proposed a freshwater diversion in this
unit. The use of dredged materia ina
beneficial manner is an authorized
project under CWPPRA.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for West Cote
Blanche Bay are intermediate and
brackish aguatic habitats. Resource
priorities include shrimp, blue crabs,
saltwater finfish, recreation and tourism,
scientific study, aquifer recharge, water
quality enhancement, navigation, and oil
and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for the unit include
maintaining shoreline integrity of the
Teche/Vermilion Bay systems,
maximizing GIWW flows into marshes
and minimizing direct flows into bays,
maintaining West Cote Blanche Bay as
brackish, reducing sedimentation in
bays, and creating an artificial reef
complex including one from Point
Chevreuil toward Marsh Island.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to enhance the
open water habitats of this unit.

Shrimp, blue crab, and saltwater finfish
popul ations are projected to be enhanced
by navigation channel management to
reduce fresh water and by shoreline
protection. Shrimp populations are
projected to be detrimentally impacted
by increased salinity. Saltwater finfish
popul ations are projected to be enhanced
by reef zone restoration. The American
oyster population is projected to be
enhanced by navigation channel
management to reduce fresh water,
restoration of areef zone, increased
salinity, reduced sediment. The
American oyster population is projected
to be detrimentally impacted by the
navigation channel management to
increase fresh water. Navigation channel
management to decrease fresh water is
projected to have a detrimental impact
on aquifer recharge and navigation.
Navigation channel management to
increase fresh water is projected to
enhance scientific studies, aquifer
recharging, and storm buffering capacity.
Reef zone restoration is projected to
greatly enhance scientific studies, storm
buffering capacity, roads, levees,
bridges, communities, and utilities.
Shoreline protection is projected to
enhance recreation and tourism,
scientific studies, and storm buffering
capacity, and greatly enhance roads,
levees, bridges, communities, and
utilities. Increased salinity and reduced
sediments are projected to detrimentally
impact storm buffering capacity and the
oil and natural gasindustry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Two mapping unit strategies



adopted for the area are to protect bay
and lake shorelines and the beneficia
use of dredged material. Thereareno
programmeatic strategies proposed for
this unit.

Marsh Island

L ocation - This 70,790-acre unit is
located within Iberia Parish. The unit is
an island bounded by Vermilion Bay and
West Cote Blanche Bay on the north,
East Cote Blanche Bay on the east, the
Gulf of Mexico on the south, and
Southwest Pass on the west.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - In 1949, O’ Nell listed the
predominant habitat in the unit as being
brackish marsh. Additionally, a
considerable percentage was classified as
excessively drained salt marshes. O’ Neil
also noted a small amount of sand and
shell-deposited beach material along the
southern shore of Marsh Island. In 1968,
the overwhelmingly dominant marsh
habitat type was brackish marsh. The
northwestern portion of the unit
contained a small amount of saline
marsh habitat. In 1988, this unit was
composed of 70% brackish marsh, 10%
saline marsh, and 20% water.

Historic Land Loss - A total of 9,960
acres of land were lost from 1932 to
1990. Storm-related erosion has been
the prevalent cause for interior wetland
loss within the unit. The scouring effect
of hurricane-driven winds and wave
action are compounded in the unit
becauseitisanisand. Wave actionis
also a cause for edge erosion along the
unit’s shoreline. Altered hydrology
within the unit is thought to be the

secondary cause for interior loss along
with subsidence (estimated at 1.1-2.0
ft/century) and herbivory. The widening
of Southwest Pass and the resulting
increased erosion along the unit's
western boundary have been the mgor
causes of historic land loss.

FutureLand L oss Projections - Marsh
Island is projected to lose 7,290 acres
(12.9%) of its marsh habitat through
2050. With the addition of CWPPRA-
sponsored projects the projected loss
will decrease to 11.8%, with the
probability of 650 acres preserved under
such projects.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Many
populations of finfish have decreased in
abundance. Among these are red drum,
black drum, spotted seatrout, southern
flounder, and brown shrimp. These
popul ations are expected to stabilize
through 2050. White shrimp populations
are stable and are expected to remain
steady. The population of blue crabsis
currently increasing and is expected to
stabilize by 2050. This general decline
in populationsis attributed to water
control structures. These structures
protect inland wetlands from erosion by
excessive tidal exchange. However, they
also reduce ingress and egress of
juvenile organisms to the wetlands.
Currently stable populations of Gulf
menhaden are expected to remain stable.
The population of channel catfishis
currently steady and is projected to
increase.

Marsh Island is occasionally used as a
loafing and feeding ground for the brown
pelican, an endangered species. Taks are
ongoing about the possible
reintroduction of the whooping cranein



Louisiana. Marsh Island would likely be
the choice for the possible release
location for this endangered species.

The Marsh Island mapping unit currently
hosts stable populations of waterfowl,
raptors, nutria, muskrats, other
furbearers, and American dligators. By
2050, American aligator populations are
projected to increase, whereas furbearer
popul ations are projected to remain
stable. In open water habitats, shorebird
and wading bird populations are
projected to remain stable, but in the
brackish and salt marshes they are
projected to decline.

Infrastructure- The LDWF has
constructed and maintains various water
control structures throughout the Marsh
Island unit. These control structures
attempt to lessen erosion caused by
interior tidal runoff. Additionaly, the
southwestern portion of Marsh Island is
semi-impounded by a series of levees
and structures. The USACE maintains
no known structures within the unit's
boundary. In this mapping unit there are
no roads or railroads. There are 45 oil
and/or natural gas wells, but no
pipelines.

Previously Proposed Strategies- In
addition to the various water control
structures provided by LDWF, there
have been attempts to manage the
hydrology of fresh to saline marshes by
various other entities. Other plans have
proposed to manage both fresh and
intermediate marsh hydrology, aswell as
proposing shoreline protection, the use
of dredged material, and providing for a
reef zone within the unit. Brackish and
saline marshes have a so been the
subject of ongoing restoration attempts

by individual marsh landowners and
CWPPRA projects.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the unit are fresh,
intermediate, and brackish marshes and
their associated aquatic habitats and
barrier islands and chenier shorelines.
Resource objectives include shrimp, blue
crabs, American oysters, saltwater
finfish, American alligators, furbearers,
waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
endangered species, recreation and
tourism, scientific study, storm buffering
capacity, and oil and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Regional strategies affecting the Marsh
Island unit include maintaining shoreline
integrity and stabilizing critical areas of
the Vermilion Bay systems, reducing
sedimentation in bays, maintaining the
bays as brackish,and creating a reef
complex, including one extending from
Point Chevreuil toward Marsh Island.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss. All of these strategies are
projected to enhance the fresh,
intermediate, and brackish marshes and
barrier shorelinesin this unit.

Shrimp, blue crab, American oyster,
saltwater finfish, American alligator,
furbearer, waterfowl, nongame fish and
wildlife, and endangered species

popul ations are projected to be enhanced
by reef zone protection and shoreline
protection. Increased salinity is
projected to enhance American oyster
populations, but detrimentally impact
shrimp, American alligators, furbearers,
waterfowl, nongame fish, and wildlife
populations. Reduced sediment is



projected to enhance American oyster,
saltwater finfish, waterfowl, and
endangered species populations, but
detrimentally impact American aligator
and furbearer populations. Reef zone
protection and shoreline protection are
projected to enhance recreation and
tourism and storm buffering capacity.
Most of these strategies will also
enhance scientific studies and the oil and
natural gasindustry. Increased salinity
and reduced sediment are projected to
detrimentally impact storm buffering
capacity and the oil and natural gas
industry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Two mapping unit strategies
(protecting bay and lake shorelines with
artificial reefs and beneficia use of
dredged material) and one programmeatic
strategy (develop and support a
comprehensive Barrier Shoreline/lsland
restoration/mitigation initiative, not
limited to wetland issues) have been
adopted for this unit.

Vermilion Bay Marsh

Location - This 121,598-acre unit is
located within Vermilion and Iberia
parishes. The unit's southern boundary is
Vermilion Bay. The northern boundary
isthe Pleistocene Terrace. The
Cypremort Point ridge is the eastern
boundary, and Little Vermilion Bay is
the southwestern boundary.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - During the 1949 O’ Nell
survey, the Vermilion Bay Marsh was
predominately brackish, with lesser
amounts of fresh and saline marshes. A
small amount of unknown marsh type
was recorded at that time. By 1968,

brackish marsh was the predominant
marsh type, and intermediate marsh was
the second most prevalent habitat type.
Fresh marsh had declined to a minimal
amount, although the total acreage was
not known because nearly athird of the
habitat was not assessed. This small
amount of fresh marsh was classified
southwest of Patoutville. By 1988, this
unit was classified as 5% fresh marsh,
25% intermediate marsh, 30% brackish
marsh, 5% cypress forest, and 13%
bottomland forest. Weeks Bayou and
Bayou Petite Anse are natural bayous
located within the unit. The Avery
Canal and the GIWW are manmade
navigation channels located within the
unit. Additionally, naturally occurring
salt domes are present in the Vermilion
Bay Marsh area. Avery Island and
Weeks Island are mined commercially
for salt.

Historic Land Loss - From 1932 to
1990, there was an estimated | oss of
16,220 acres of land within the unit.
Historically and currently, thisregion
has been subjected to interior erosion as
aresult of altered hydrology. Storm
related |osses have also been detrimental
to the marsh ecosystem through scouring
and increased water levels making the
interior marsh susceptible to increased
erosion. Oilfield exploration has
contributed greatly to the decline of
wetlands in the area both through altered
hydrology due to location of pipeline
canals and dredging of such canals.
Subsidence (1.1-2.0 ft/century) seemsto
play at least aminimal rolein interior
wetland loss. The predominantly
southeasterly winds in Louisiana have
had alarge impact on the unit’s southern
boundary. Wind and wave action have
been substantial factorsin the



deterioration of the unit's coastline and
canal banks.

Future Land L oss Projections - By
2050, the Vermilion Bay Marshes are
expected to lose 13,560 acres of marsh if
no action istaken. Of the 5,960 acres of
swamp in the unit in 1990, none are
expected to be lost by 2050.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Red
drum, spotted seatrout, American oyster,
brown shrimp, blue crab, largemouth
bass, and channel catfish populations are
all currently stable. Of these,
largemouth bass and channel catfish
popul ations are expected to increase,
whereas red drum and blue crab

popul ations are projected to remain
steady and the others are expected to
decline. Black drum and Gulf menhaden
populations are currently declining.
While the former are expected to
continue declining, the latter are
expected to increase, as are populations
of white shrimp. Estuarine species use
the fringing marshes of Vermilion Bay
during the fall and winter.

Because the unit is made up of various
habitat types, many species of mammals
and waterfowl normally reside or winter
in the unit. The wading bird and
American alligator populations have
shown increasing trends over the past
10-20 years. Other waterfowl, raptor,
nutria, muskrat, and furbearer
populations have remained stable.
American alligator populations are
projected to increase through 2050.
Nutria, muskrat, other furbearer, raptor,
and waterfowl populations are projected
to remain stable, with the exception of
popul ations of waterfow! and raptorsin

hardwood forests, which are projected to
decline.

Infrastructure - There are several man-
made navigational canals throughout the
unit. The GIWW was originally a 125-ft
wide man-made navigation canal, but its
banks have eroded to the point that the
canal issevera timesaswide asits
authorized dimensions. The Vermilion
River isalso used as a havigation
waterway in addition to providing flood
control and irrigation for agriculture
purposes. Bayou Teche and the
Vermilion River are two major naturally-
occurring waterways which provide
navigation, flood control, and irrigation
for agriculture. Petit Anse, Tigre, and
Carlin bayous are al used for
recreational and commercial fishing.
Additionally, three pumping stations
within the St. Mary Area mapping unit
discharge into this mapping unit. This
unit has 16.7 miles of secondary and
55.5 miles of tertiary roads, aswell as
6.8 miles of railroad. There are 967 oil
and/or natural gas wells, but no
pipelines. There are 17 groundwater
intakes (12 industrial, four mining, and
one for the Lydia Water System), and
two surface water intakes (one mining
and oneindustria).

In addition to the infrastructure
mentioned above, a U.S. Department of
Energy Strategic Petroleum reserve
facility is situated on the Weeks Island
salt dome, about 14 miles south of New
Iberia. It has a storage capacity of 11.1
million m® of crude oil, but at the end of
1996, only 556,500 m*® were being stored
at the facility.

Previously Proposed Strategies - Bank
stabilization along the various navigation



channels and hydrologic management of
the canal's has been proposed or
implemented by various agencies.
Several CWPPRA projects have been
planned and incorporated into the unit's
wetland area. A funded CWPPRA
project, PTV-18, protects over 13 miles
of the southern boundary of the unit's
shoreline and the mouth of Boston
Canal. This project also restores and
protects 378 acres of marsh habitat.
Preserving and protecting ridge
functions, protecting bay\lake shorelines,
freshwater diversions, and managing the
hydrology of the unit’s fresh or brackish
marshes have also been proposed.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for the Vermilion Bay
Marsh unit are fresh, intermediate, and
brackish marshes and their associated
aguatic habitats as well as forested
wetlands. Resource objectives include
shrimp, blue crabs, saltwater finfish,
freshwater finfish, American aligators,
furbearers, crawfish, waterfowl,
nongame fish and wildlife, endangered
species, agriculture and grazing,
recreation and tourism, scientific study,
water quality enhancement, storm
buffering capacity, navigation, oil and
natural gas, roads, levees, bridges,
communities, and utilities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for the unit include stabilizing
banks of navigation channels for water
conveyance, dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building;
maintaining shoreline integrity and
stabilizing critical areas of Vermilion
Bay; optimizing GIWW flows into
marshes while minimizing direct flows
into bays;, maintaining Vermilion, East

and West Cote Blanche bays as brackish:
and reducing sedimentation into bays.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss by more than 50%. All of
these strategies are projected to enhance
the intermediate and brackish marshesin
this unit. Forested wetlands are projected
to be enhanced by all strategies except
shoreline stabilization, which is
projected to have no measurable
influence.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Six mapping unit strategies
(establish and protect ridge functions,
bank stabilization, measures to protect
bay and lake shorelines, rebuild the
south bank of the GIWW at Weeks Bay
to prevent breaching, beneficial use of
dredged material, and placement of
dredged material along the GIWW for
additional hurricane protection) have
been adopted for thisunit. There are no
programmeatic strategies proposed for the
Vermilion Bay Marsh unit.

Vermilion Bay

Location - This 129,259-acre unitisin
St. Mary, Iberia, and Vermilion parishes.
The unit includes al of Vermilion Bay,
Weeks Bay, and Southwest Pass.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - Thisunit is an open fresh-to-
brackish water bay.

Historic Land L oss - Not applicable.

Future Land L oss Projections - Not
applicable.



Fish and Wildlife Resources - This
mapping unit hosts stable populations of
red and black drum, Gulf menhaden,
southern flounder, white shrimp, and
blue crab. Whereas populations of white
shrimp are expected to increase,
populations of blue crab, Gulf
menhaden, and red drum are projected to
remain steady, and the others are
projected to decline. Declining

popul ations include spotted seatrout,
American oysters, and brown shrimp,
and these populations are expected to
continue to decline.

It also hosts high numbers of seabirds, as
well as pelicans and waterfowl. The
brown pelican population has shown an
increasing trend, and thisis expected to
continue through 2050. Other waterfowl
populations have been stable, and are
projected to remain stable through 2050.

Infrastructure - Thereisno USACE-
maintained infrastructure in this
mapping unit. There are no roads or
railroads in thisunit. There are 268 oil
and/or natural gas wells and 43.4 miles
of pipelinesin the bay. One drainage
pump station discharges into this unit
from the St. Mary Area mapping unit.

Previously Proposed Strategies- The
State’ s Blueprint proposed a freshwater
diversion in thisunit. The use of
dredged material beneficially has also
been proposed.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectivesfor Vermilion Bay are
intermediate and brackish agquatic
habitats. Resource prioritiesinclude
shrimp, blue crabs, American oysters,
saltwater finfish, recreation and tourism,
scientific study, aquifer recharge, water

quality enhancement, navigation, and oil
and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for this unit include
maintaining shoreline integrity and
stabilizing critical areas of the
Teche/Vermilion Bay systems,
maximizing GIWW flows into marshes
and minimizing direct flows into bays,
maintaining Vermilion Bay as brackish,
and reducing sedimentation in bays.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies generally are compatible with
the goals of the Coast 2050 program.
Reducing sedimentation in bays and
creating an artificia reef complex are
projected to greatly enhance the open
water habitats.

Shrimp and saltwater finfish populations
are projected to be enhanced by
shoreline protection. Shrimp

popul ations are a so projected to be
detrimentally impacted by increased
salinity. Blue crab populations are
projected to be enhanced by bank
rebuilding at Weeks Bay. Freshwater
finfish, American alligator, furbearer,
crawfish, waterfowl, nongame fish and
wildlife, and endangered species
populations are generally projected to be
enhanced by all of the projects except
increased salinity and reduced sediment.
Increased salinity and decreased
sediment are generally projected to
detrimentally impact these populations,
except for waterfowl and endangered
species popul ations, which are projected
to be enhanced by reduced sediment.
Agriculture and grazing, storm buffering
capacity, communities, and utilities are
generaly projected to be enhanced by all
of the strategies except increased salinity



and reduced sediment. Increased
sediment is projected to detrimentally
impact water quality. Reduced sediment
is projected to detrimentally impact
storm buffering capacity, the oil and
natural gas industry, and communities.
Navigation is projected to be greatly
enhanced by bank rebuilding at Weeks
Bay.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - The two mapping unit
strategies adopted for thisarea are
protecting bay and lake shorelines (i.e.,
the north shore of Little Vermilion Bay
and Weeks Bay, and narrow the gap at
the head of Little Vermilion Bay) and
beneficia use of dredged material.
There are no programmeatic strategies for
this unit.

Rainey Marsh

L ocation - This 68,254-acre unit is
located in Vermilion Parish. Itis
bordered on the west by Freshwater
Bayou Canal. The Gulf of Mexicoisits
southern boundary. It is bordered on the
east and north by Vermilion Bay.

Habitat Description and L andscape
Change - O’ Neil reported in 1949 that
the area was mostly brackish marsh with
asmall amount of intermediate and
saline marsh present. He also reported a
small amount of beach habitat. In 1968,
the area was mostly brackish marsh, but
intermediate marsh was present more
than in 1949. There was no report of any
beach habitat or saline marsh. By 1978,
the amount of intermediate marsh had
nearly returned to the 1949 coverage. In
1988, this areawas 70% brackish marsh,
11% intermediate marsh, 4% saline
marsh, and 12% water.

Historic Land L oss - Altered hydrology
and major storms have been factors
affecting land loss. Between 1932 and
1990, atotal of 7,750 acres were |ost.
The highest period of land loss was
between 1956 and 1974. Thisdramatic
loss correlates with a high incidence of
major hurricanes, such as Audrey and
Betsy, which resulted in increased
salinity, and arapid expansion of oil and
natural gas exploration activities.
Between 1974 and 1990, some 2,520
acres of land were lost. Subsidence rates
in Rainey Marsh are estimated at 1.1-2.0
ft/century.

FutureLand LossProjections- Itis
predicted that if current trends continue,
thisareawill suffer loss of land that
could amount to 13.4% (7,840 acres) of
the total areaby 2050. The southern
boundary of thisareawill continue to
suffer from erosive actions of the Gulf of
Mexico aong the entire length of the
shoreline.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Thisarea
supports stable populations of red drum,
black drum, Gulf menhaden, southern
flounder, white shrimp, blue crab,
largemouth bass, and channel catfish.
Whereas popul ations of largemouth bass
and channel catfish are expected to
increase and the southern flounder and
black drum populations are expected to
decline, al others are projected to
remain stable. Brown shrimp and
American oyster populations are
declining and are projected to continue
to do so.

Thisareais uniquein that it contains two
wildlife sanctuaries, the Paul J. Rainey
Wildlife Refuge and the Louisiana State
Wildlife Refuge and Game Preserve. In



the recent past, over 270 species of birds
have been sighted on the Paul J. Rainey
Wildlife Refuge and, at times, more than
250,000 ducks and geese spend their
winter months on the Louisiana State
Wildlife Refuge and Game Preserve.

The American aligator populationin
this unit has increased in the recent past,
and is expected to continue to do so
through 2050. Waterfowl, raptor, nutria,
muskrat, and other furbearer populations
have been stable over the last 10-20
years. In open water habitats, these
populations are projected to remain
stable. Inintermediate and brackish
marshes, however, the raptor and
waterfowl populations are projected to
decline while furbearer populations are
projected to remain stable.

Infrastructure- The mgor USACE
infrastructure in this area is Freshwater
Bayou Canal and Lock. This 12-ft deep,
125-ft wide channel isfor navigation
purposes, while the lock is operated to
minimize saltwater intrusion into the
Mermentau Basin. Its average annual
traffic from 1984 t01993 was 341,000
tons. There are no primary or secondary
roads or railroads in this unit, but there
are 2.8 miles of tertiary roads. This unit
has 131 oil and/or natural gas wells and
1.9 miles of natural gas pipeline.

Previously Proposed Strategies - Many
plans have proposed to protect ridges,
develop areef zone, manage navigation
channels, and protect bay and lake
shorelines. The Cheniereau Tigre
demonstration project (PTV-5) isan
authorized CWPPRA effort that will
attempt to provide shoreline protection
to the beach areain the unit. The major
thrust for reaching favorable habitat will

be in the areas of fresh water and
brackish marshes with their associated
habitats and the protection of the chenier
shorelines.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for Rainey Marsh
include freshwater, intermediate, and
brackish marshes and their associated
aguatic habitats, and chenier shorelines.
Resource objectives of the unit are
shrimp, blue crabs, saltwater finfish,
American alligators, furbearers,
waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
agriculture and grazing, scientific study,
storm buffering capacity, navigation, and
oil and natural gas.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Strategies for this unit include stabilizing
banks of navigation channels for water
conveyance, dedicated delivery of
sediment for marsh building,
maintaining shoreline integrity and
stabilizing critical areas of the Vermilion
Bay system, optimizing GIWW flows
into marshes while minimizing flows
into bays, and reducing sedimentation in

bays.

Benefits of Regional Strategies - These
strategies are projected to reduce future
wetland loss. These strategies are
projected to enhance fresh, intermediate,
and brackish marshes and barrier
shorelinesin this unit.

Shrimp, blue crab, and saltwater finfish
popul ations are projected to be enhanced
by optimizing GIWW flows and
shoreline protection. Increased salinity
is projected to detrimentally impact
shrimp, American alligator, furbearer,
waterfowl, and nongame fish and
wildlife populations. Reduced sediment



is projected to detrimentally impact
American alligator, furbearer
populations, and enhance waterfowl
populations. The other strategies are
generaly projected to enhance American
aligator, furbearer, waterfowl, and
nongame fish and wildlife popul ations.
Agriculture, grazing, and storm buffering
capacity are generally projected to be
enhanced by most of the strategies,
except for increased salinity and reduced
sediment. Increased salinity is projected
to be detrimental to agriculture, storm
buffering capacity, and the oil and
natural gasindustry. Reduced sediment
is projected to be detrimental to storm
buffering capacity and the oil and natural
gas industry.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - Six mapping unit strategies
(establishment and protection of ridge
functions, bank stabilization,
establishment of an artificial reef,
measures to stabilize critical reaches of
Cheniere au Tigre and bays, protecting
and restoring Southwest Pass points, and
beneficia use of dredged material) and
one programmeatic strategy
(implementation of additional studieson
the influence of river water) have been
adopted for this mapping unit.

Big Woods

L ocation - This 15,658-acre unit is
located in Vermilion Parish south of
Abbeville. It is composed of Big Woods,
Palmeto, and Maple islands, and the
surrounding swamps and marshes
between Theall, Esther, and Bancker.
The unit also extends along either side of
the Vermilion River south to the GIWW.

Habitat Description and Landscape
Change - Historical habitat information
isnot available for thisunit. Currently,
the unitisin alow, poorly drained area
consisting of remnants of abandoned
meanders of the Vermilion River. In
1988 this unit was 52% bottomland
forest, 4% cypress forest, 8% fresh
marsh, 24% agriculture/pasture, and 2%
water.

Historic Land Loss - There are no land
loss data for this unit. Subsidenceis
occurring at arate of 1.1-2.0 ft/century.

FutureLand Loss Projections - There
are no data available for land loss
projectionsin this unit.

Fish and Wildlife Resour ces - Wildlife
resources for this area are typical for
swamp and bottomland hardwoods. This
unit hosts high numbers of marsh
avifauna, with low numbers of other
waterfowl, raptors, furbearers, and
American alligators. All of these
populations have been stable over the
last 10-20 years, except for wading birds,
which have increased. By 2050, all
populations are projected to remain
stable, except for the raptors and
waterfowl in the hardwood forests,
which are projected to decline. No
fisheries data exist to evaluate or predict
trends.

I nfrastructure - The communities of
Esther, Ferry, and Bancker are located
within this unit. Louisiana Highway 82
to Esther isthe maor thoroughfare here.
The southeastern portion of the unit has
alarge network of canals originating
primarily from oil and natural gas
activities that began in the 1950's. There
are no primary or secondary roads, but



there are 1.8 miles of tertiary roads.
There are 106 oil and/or natural gas
wellsand 1.3 miles of pipeline.

Previously Proposed Strategies-The
only past strategy for thisunit is
establishing and protecting ridge
function.

Coastal Use/Resour ce Objectives -
Habitat objectives for Big Woods are
forested wetlands and their associated
aguatic habits and fastlands or other
development lands. Resource priorities
include furbearers, waterfowl, nongame
fish and wildlife, agriculture and
grazing, recreation and tourism, aquifer
recharge and freshwater supply, storm
buffering capacity, oil and natural gas
infrastructure, roads, levees, bridges, and
communities.

Regional Ecosystem Strategies -
Resource strategies for the unit include
maximizing GIWW flows into marshes
and minimizing direct flows into bays,

and stabilizing banks of navigation
channels for water conveyance.

Benefits of Regional Strategies -
Introducing sediment-laden water into
the unit and restoring the hydrology will
greatly enhance the forested wetlands
and will enhance the fastland areas.
Adding sediment to this areawill
enhance both forested wetlands and
fastlands.

Introducing sediment-laden water will
aso help provide healthy marsh that will
act as a storm buffer which will enhance
communities and enhance furbearer,
waterfowl, nongame fish and wildlife,
endangered species populations, and
recreation and tourism.

Mapping Unit and Programmatic
Strategies - A mapping unit strategy for
Big Woods s to establish and protect
ridge function. The programmatic
strategy for the areaisto protect the
ground water between Perry Ridge and
Big Woods (recharge area) from
saltwater intrusion.



SECTION 4

PRIOR AND PREDICTED LAND LOSS, PREVIOUS
STRATEGIES AND COAST 2050 STRATEGIES

Wetland Loss Table

Calculation of Rate of Lossin the
Absence of Restoration

There are two databases showing land
lossin coastal Louisiana

*  Thedatabase developed by the
National Wetlands Research Center
of the U.S. Geologica Survey
(USGS) coversthe entire coast,
indicates habitat types, and shows
loss and gain from 1956 to 1990.

*  The database developed by the New
Orleans Digtrict of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE)
covers the coastal marshes over a
60-year period of record, divided
into four timeintervals. The
product of this database is a set of
seven maps depicting the location of
land loss per time period. The
database is highly consistent,
because the same two geol ogists
determined the land/water interface
for al periods. However, it does
not cover all of the cypress swamps,
does not include the drainage of the
Sabine River, and does not show
habitat types.

In 1991, as part of the CWPPRA
planning process, an interagency group

of marsh experts gathered to discuss
which database to use to project marsh
loss for the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Restoration Plan (published in 1993).
The group determined that the USACE
database was the most appropriate to use
to project future loss, because it had the
most extensive loss record and the
land/water interface had been
consistently delineated. Since land gain
was infrequent and localized, the group
determined that this parameter was not
necessary to project future |osses.

The 1991 interagency group chose 1974
through 1990 as the most appropriate
base period to determine future | oss.

The average |oss statewide was slightly
more than 30 square miles per year from
1974 to 1983. The loss dropped to just
over 25 square miles per year in the most
recently analyzed time period, 1983 to
1990. There are significant uncertainties
in any 60-year projection into the
future—rate of sealevel rise, frequency of
hurricanes and floods, rate of
development, etc. The group determined
that including the higher 1974-1983 loss
with the 1983-1990 loss would
compensate for a possible increase in sea
level rise. They also felt that the 1974-
1990 loss rate most accurately reflected
the post-1990 loss rate. Thus, thisrate
was used in the 1993 CWPPRA
"Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Restoration



Plan" and in subsequent feasibility
studies conducted under CWPPRA.

Subsequently, as part of feasibility
studies done under CWPPRA, another
group of marsh experts (including some
members of the 1991 group) analyzed
the loss patterns on the USACE land loss
maps. The group drew polygons around
areas where | oss patterns seemed to have
the same cause. The acreslost in each
polygon of similar loss were determined
for each of the four time periods. The
annual percent of marsh loss between
1974 and 1990 was determined for each
polygon. For projection purposes, these
rates were assumed to continue into the
future.

During the Coast 2050 planning process,
local experts on Coast 2050 Regional
Planning Teams adjusted afew of the
1974-1990 |l oss rates to account for one-
time losses and false loss associated with
extremely high water levels.

Another adjustment during the Coast
2050 process was done because the
USACE database included only land to
water changes, and therefore did not
show embankments of dredged material
along channelsasland loss. To partialy
correct this, the most extensive spoil
banks, those along the Mississippi River
Gulf Outlet, were measured and counted
asloss. Sincethe Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Restoration Planisnow in
place, al future loss due to devel opment
will be mitigated. Thus, the 1974-1990
loss due to canals, borrow pits, etc. was
not included in the rate to be used for
projections. Since the Sabine River
watershed was not covered by the
USACE database, the 1978-1990 loss

rate from the USGS database was used
in that area.

The USACE database covered al
habitats in the coastal area, including the
extensive agricultural and residentia
areas adjacent to the Mississippi River
and Bayou Lafourche. The polygons of
similar loss included these non-wetland
areas. The Coast 2050 experts redlized
that including these developed areasin
the base from which loss was determined
produced an inaccurately low loss rate,
since the loss rate should apply only to
wetlands acreage. Accordingly, the
USGS database was used to determine
the acres of marsh in 1990 in each
polygon. All loss on the USACE loss
maps was determined to be in marsh.
The adjusted 1974-1990 loss rate was
applied to the acres of marsh in 1990 and
then to the remaining acres of marsh
each year from 1991 through 2050. This
determined the acres remaining in 2050
for each polygon, if no restoration
occurred.

Adjustment for
Restoration Projects

There is one large freshwater diversion
from the Mississippi River at
Caernarvon and a second under
construction at Davis Pond. There are
nearly 60 coastal restoration projects
authorized on the first six CWPPRA
Priority Lists. All these projects either
reduce future marsh loss or create marsh.
For CWPPRA projects, the additional
acres present in the project area a the
end of 20 years (as determined by the
Wetland Value Assessment) were used
to determine the benefits between 1990
and 2010. Then, the longevity of each
project (as determined by the CWPPRA



Environmental Working Group) was
used to determine the marsh loss
reduction/marsh gain for each project for
years 2011 through 2050. If the project
had longevity of greater than 50 years,
the WV A benefits were continued until
2050. If the longevity was less than 30
years, after year 30, the loss rate was
returned to the 1974-1990 rate. For the
Caernarvon Freshwater Diversion, the
benefits from the EIS were used. For the
Davis Pond Freshwater Diversion, the
benefits from the March 11, 1998 fact
sheet were used.

The benefitted acreage in each polygon
was calculated as described above. This
acreage was then subtracted from the
acres projected to belost. This
determined the net amount of marsh to
be lost in each polygon.

Location of Lost Land

In order to determine where within each
polygon the above loss might be located,
the 1993 LANDSAT image was used.
The polygons, diversion, and CWPPRA
project boundaries were obtained from
the Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources (DNR). The Natural Systems
Engineering Laboratory at LSU
developed the prediction maps. They
selectively modified parts of the
LANDSAT image to reflect the net
acreage of marsh lost in each polygon by
2050.

Each 25 m pixel on the image contained
brightness based on combining bands
from the original LANDSAT data. Each
cell was assigned a pseudo color—dark
blue for the lowest end of the brightness
range and bright white for the highest
end. Generally, solid marsh areas had a

high brightness while open water had a
low brightness. Areaswith an
intermediate brightness were assumed to
be broken marsh with brightness
corresponding to the percentage of land.
Brightness was then used as land/water
boundary criteria. Areas with brightness
higher than the criterion were considered
land and those with lower brightness
were classified as water.

In order to make the image "lose" land,
the criterion for land was then adjusted
to ahigher value that resulted in less
land in theimage. Thiswas done
iteratively until the amount of land in
each polygon matched the acreage
predicted to remain in that polygonin
2050 (Table 4-1). Reducing the
brightness criterion removed land from
the image. The amount of land
preserved by CWPPRA projects and the
river diversions was then added back to
the image in each polygon. In order to
clearly indicate the land lost and gained
through 2050, maps were printed to
show the base marsh in green, the areas
tobelost inred, and areas of gainin
black. The result isamap of coastal
Louisiana that indicates what marsh
areas may be lost or gained by 2050.
Refer to Figures 1-1 and 1-2 in the Coast
2050 main report. The overall results of
the projection also are presented in
Chapter 5 of the report.

Prediction of Loss Through
2050 by Mapping Unit

The USGS database was used to
determine the acres of swamp and
various types of marsh in each mapping
unit in 1990 (Table 4-1). The USACE
database was used to determine historic
losses and the rate of loss from 1974-



1990 for each mapping unit. The
benefits of the CWPPRA projects and
freshwater diversions were also
determined by mapping unit and habitat
type. The habitat typesto be lost were
estimated by superimposing the 2050
loss projection maps onto the 1990
habitat maps. This methodology
assumes that the location of future
habitat zones will not shift. Since these
zones have shifted both north and south
in the past, the assumption that they will
remain asthey werein 1990 is
simplistic. Since the USACE database
did not include swamps, academics with
experience in analyzing swamp loss
were contacted and their help was used
to determine the amount of swamp
predicted to be lost in each mapping
unit.

Previously Proposed
Strategies Table

Datain thistable (Table 4-2) came from
an extensive review of past coasta
restoration plans, studies, and current
projects. Following are the sources and
citations for each of the abbreviated
footnotes in the table:

Blueprint

Gagliano, SM. 1994. An
environmental-economic blueprint
for restoring the Louisiana coastal
zone: The state plan. Report of the
Governor’s Office of Coastal
Activities, Science Advisory Panel
Workshop. Coastal Environments,
Inc., Baton Rouge, La

CCEER

van Heerden, I.L. 1994. A long-term
comprehensive management plan
for coastal Louisianato ensure
sustainable biological productivity,
economic growth, and the continued
existence of its unique culture and
heritage. Center for Coastal,
Energy, and Environmental
Resources, Louisiana State
University. Baton Rouge, La

Coalition to Restore
Coastal Louisiana

Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana.
1989. Coastal Louisiana: Here
today and gone tomorrow? A
citizen’s program for saving the
Mississippi River Deltaregion to
protect its heritage, economy, and
environment. Baton Rouge, La. 70

PP
CWPPRA Basin Report

Louisiana Coastal Wetlands
Conservation and Restoration Task
Force. 1993. Coastal Wetlands
Planning, Protection, and
Restoration Act: Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Restoration Plan. Main
report and environmental impact
statement. Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Conservation and
Restoration Task Force, Baton
Rouge, La



Gagliano and van Beek, 1993

Gagliano, S.M., and J.L. van Beek.
1993. A long-term plan for
Louisiana s coastal wetlands.
Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources, Office of Coastal
Restoration, Baton Rouge, La.

PPL 1-6 Projects

These were projects that were approved
to be included on the CWPPRA Priority
Project Lists 1-6 and submitted to the
U.S. Congress. Not all of these projects
have been built. Some arein aplanning
phase, and some have not yet made it to
that stage.

Region 3 Coast 2050
Strategies Tables

These (Tables 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5) are the
final Regional, Mapping Unit, and
Programmatic strategies that were
formulated and finalized during the year
and a half long Coast 2050 process.
These strategies were formulated
through ajoint Federal, State, and local
effort that involved agency officials and
members of the public.



Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss.

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .
TERREBONNE BASIN tygs om0 | 10401088 1890 e Approximate acres lost

Black Bayou Wetlands Unknown Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 N/D
1l1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 N/D

per century Acres lost 1956-1974 N/D

Acres lost 1974-1983 N/D

Acres lost 1983-1990 N/D

Chacahoula Swamps Unknown Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 N/D
11to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 N/D

per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 N/D

Acres lost 1974-1983 N/D

Acres lost 1983-1990 N/D

Verret Wetlands Unknown Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarsh in 1932 N/D
1l1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 N/D

per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 N/D

Acres lost 1974-1983 N/D

Acres lost 1983-1990 N/D

Pigeon Swamps Unknown Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 N/D
11to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 N/D

per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 N/D

Acres lost 1974-1983 N/D

Acres lost 1983-1990 N/D




Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

TERREBONNE BASIN

Causes of loss*

Projected acres lost by 2050

Black Bayou Wetlands Subsidence- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 160
Altered hydrology - 1, H Acres marsh lost by 2050 0

Flooding- 1, H, C Acres swamp 1990 16,270

Acres swamp lost by 2050 6,510

% 1990 wetland acres lost 39.6

Chacahoula Swamps Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 270
Flooding- 1, H, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 0

Subsidence- 2, H, C Acres swamp 1990 37,300

Acres swamp lost by 2050 14,920

% 1990 wetland acres lost 39.7

Verret Wetlands Flooding- 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 250
Subsidence- 2, H, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 0

Lack of sed. and f.w. - X Acres swamp 1990 57,700

Herbivory - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 23,080

% 1990 wetland acres lost 39.8

Pigeon Swamps Altered hydrology - 1, H Acres marsh in 1990 10
Flooding- 1, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 0

Lack of sed. and f.w. - X Acres swamp 1990 5,500

Acres swamp lost by 2050 2,200

% 1990 wetland acres lost 39.9

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .

TERREBONNE BASIN tygs om0 | 10401088 1890 e Approximate acres lost
Fields Swamp Fresh Fresh Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 24,200
1l1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 1,610
per century Acres lost 1956-1974 800
Acres lost 1974-1983 300
Acres lost 1983-1990 760
Devil's Swamp Unknown Forested Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 2,380
11to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 0
per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 520
Acres lost 1974-1983 240
Acres lost 1983-1990 250
St. Louis Cana Fresh Fresh Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 17,880
Brackish 1l1lto2ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 10
per century Acreslost 1956-1974 1,330,
Acres lost 1974-1983 930
Acres lost 1983-1990 1,180
Savoie Unknown Forested Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 2930
Fresh 1l1lto2ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 0
per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 20
Acres lost 1974-1983 60|

Acreslost 1983-1990 250




Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

TERREBONNE BASIN

Causes of loss*

Projected acres lost by 2050

Fields Swamp \Wake/wave erosion- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 20,730
Direct removd - 1, H Acres marsh lost by 2050 3,210

Altered hydrology - X Acres swamp 1990 580

Storm-related loss - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 0

Acres marsh preserved by CWPPRA 200

% 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 14.1)
Devil's Swamp \Wake/wave erosion- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 1,370]
Direct remova / fire- 1, H Acres marsh lost by 2050 865
Altered hydrology - X Acres swamp 1990 200|

Subsidence - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 0

% 1990 wetland acres lost 55.1

St. Louis Canal Subsidence- 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 14,430
Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 5,020

Lack of sed. and f.w. - X Acres swamp 1990 1,090

Acres swamp lost by 2050 0

% 1990 wetland acres lost 323

Savoie Flooding- 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 2,600
Altered hydrology - 2, H, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 860

Direct remova - X, C Acres swamp 1990 340

Lack of sed. and f.w. - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 0

% 1990 wetland acres lost 29.3

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .

TERREBONNE BASIN tygs om0 | 10401088 1890 e Approximate acres lost
South Bully Camp Marsh Brackish Sdline High Acres marsh in 1932 41,890
2.1t03.5ft Acres lost 1932-1956 2,450
per century Acreslost 1956-1974 3,100
Acres lost 1974-1983 3,000
Acres lost 1983-1990 2,125
North Bully Camp Marsh Intermediate Brackish High Acres marsh in 1932 32,020
Fresh 2.1t03.5ft Acres lost 1932-1956 1,500
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 5,760
Acres lost 1974-1983 3,440
Acres lost 1983-1990 2,140
NHSC Wetlands Fresh Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarsh in 1932 5,160
1l1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 10
per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 710
Acres lost 1974-1983 840
Acres lost 1983-1990 200
Caillou Marshes Intermediate Brackish High Acres marsh in 1932 53,840
Brackish Sdine 21to35ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 2,090
Sdline per century Acreslost 1956-1974 7,790
Acres lost 1974-1983 2,700
Acres lost 1983-1990 805
Montegut Fresh Brackish Intermediate  JAcresmarsh in 1932 14,070
Intermedliate l1lto2ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 280
Brackish per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 3,440
Swamp Acreslost 1974-1983 2,780
Acres lost 1983-1990 1,830




Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

TERREBONNE BASIN Causes of loss* Projected acres lost by 2050

South Bully Camp Marsh Wind/wave erosion - 1 Acres marsh in 1990 31,550|
Altered hydrology - 2 Acres lost by 2050 12,990
Storm-related loss - 3 % 1990 wetland acres lost 41.2)

North Bully Camp Marsh Subsidence- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 19,180}
Direct removad - 2, H Acres lost by 2050 10,485
Altered hydrology - 2, C Acres preserved CWPPRA 19004
Storm-related loss - 3 % 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 45
\Wind/wave erosion - 3, C
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X

NHSC Wetlands Direct removal - 1, H Acres marsh in 1990 3,400
Altered hydrology - 2, H& 1, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 1,990
\Wind/wave erosion - 2, C Acres swamp 1990 6,030
Impoundment - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 0
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X % 1990 wetland acres lost 211

Caillou Marshes Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 40,455
Wind/wave erosion - 2, H, C Acres lost by 2050 9,960]
Subsidence- 2, C % 1990 wetland acres lost 24.6
Direct removal - 3, H
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X

Montegut Subsidence- 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 5,740|
Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres lost by 2050 4,000
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X % 1990 wetland acres lost 69.7

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .

TERREBONNE BASIN tygs om0 | 10401088 1890 e Approximate acres lost
Terrebonne Marshes Intermediate Brackish High Acres marsh in 1932 54,700
Brackish Sdline 21t03.5ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 5,840
Sdline per century Acreslost 1956-1974 6,760
Acres lost 1974-1983 8,200
Acres lost 1983-1990 3,470
Boudreaux Fresh Fresh Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 27,845
Intermediate Brackish 1l1lto2ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 1,640
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 3,260
Acres lost 1974-1983 2,770
Acres lost 1983-1990 2,660
Pelto Marshes Sdline Sdline High Acres marsh in 1932 56,315,
2.1t035ft Acres lost 1932-1956 5,210
per century Acreslost 1956-1974 4,000
Acres lost 1974-1983 3,880
Acres lost 1983-1990 1,710
GIWW Fresh Fresh Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 40,930
11to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 1,170
per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 12,330
Acres lost 1974-1983 2,900
Acres lost 1983-1990 1,740




Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

TERREBONNE BASIN Causes of loss* Projected acres lost by 2050

Terrebonne Marshes Wind/wave erosion - 1 Acres marsh in 1990 30,430|
Subsidence- 1, H, C Acres lost by 2050 19,620
Storm-related loss - 1 % 1990 wetland acres |ost 64.5
Altered hydrology - 2
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X

Boudreaux Subsidence- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 17,515
Altered hydrology - 2, C& 1, H Acres marsh lost by 2050 10,130
\Wind/wave erosion - 2, C Acres swamp 1990 1,910
Storm-related loss- X, H, C Acres swamp lost by 2050 0
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X Ac marsh preserved by CWPPRA 580

% 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 49.2

Pelto Marshes Wind/wave erosion- 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 41,515
Subsidence- 1, H, C Acres lost by 2050 14,600]
Altered hydrology - 2, H, C % 1990 wetland acres lost 35.2
Storm-related loss - X
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X

GIWW \Wake/wave erosion- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 22,790
Flooding- 1, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 9,940
Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres swamp 1990 22,620
Direct removd - 1, H % 1990 wetland acres |ost 21.9

\Wind/wave erosion - 2, C

Herbivory - X

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .

TERREBONNE BASIN tyg%_ om0 | 1000, 1988/1390 e Approximate acres lost
Penchant Fresh Fresh Intermediate Acres marsh in 1932 145,910
Intermediate 1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 1,660
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 30,590
Acres |ost 1974-1983 5,570
Acres lost 1983-1990 1,780,
Mechant/de Cade Brackish Brackish High Acres marshin 1932 68,750
Sdine 2.1to35ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 2,340
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 8,100
Acres |lost 1974-1983 2,370
Acres lost 1983-1990 1,360
Avoca Fresh Fresh Intermediate Acres marsh in 1932 7,630
1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 2,480
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 1,260
Acres |lost 1974-1983 1,070
Acres lost 1983-1990 190
Atchafalaya Marshes Brackish Fresh Intermediate Acres marsh in 1932 48,060
1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 2,100
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 2,220
Acres lost 1974-1983 770
Acres lost 1983-1990 470
Point au Fer Brackish Brackish Intermediate Acres marsh in 1932 35,290
1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 1,740
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 2,720
Acres lost 1974-1983 840
Acres lost 1983-1990 520




Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

TERREBONNE BASIN Causes of loss* Projected acres lost by 2050

Penchant Flooding- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 106,310
Altered hydrology - 2, H, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 20,670
Subsidence- 3, H, C Acres swamp 1990 1,250
Herbivory - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 0
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X Ac marsh preserved by CWPPRA 1,310

% 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 18.0

Mechant/de Cade Subsidence- 1 Acres marsh in 1990 54,580
Altered hydrology - 2 Acres marsh lost by 2050 11,150
Wind/wave erosion - 3 Acres swamp 1990 280
Storm-related loss - X Acres swamp lost by 2050
Herbivory - X Ac marsh preserved by CWPPRA 240
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X % 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 19.9

Avoca Impoundment - 1, H Acres marsh in 1990 2,630
\Wake/wave erosion - 2, H Acres marsh lost by 2050 1,850
\Wind/wave erosion - X, C Acres swamp 1990 1,180
Subsidence - X, H Acres swamp lost by 2050 0

% 1990 wetland acres lost 48.6

Atchafalaya Marshes Storm-related loss- 1, H, C Acres marsh in 1990 42,680|
Altered hydrology - 2, H Acres lost by 2050 3,680
\Wind/wave erosion - 3, H, C % 1990 wetland acres lost 8.6
Herbivory - X, C

Point au Fer Altered hydrology - 1 Acres marsh in 1990 30,050
Subsidence - 2 Acres lost by 2050 4,220
\Wind/wave erosion - 2, C Acres preserved CWPPRA 930
Storm-related loss - X % 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 10.9

Herbivory - X

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN tyggm om0 | Zoso. 1988/1890 e Approximate acres lost
North Wax Lake Wetlands Fresh Forested Intermediate  JAcresmarsh in 1932 3,340
1l1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 250
per century Acres lost 1956-1974 140
Acres lost 1974-1983 60|
Acres lost 1983-1990 130
Wax Lake Wetlands Fresh Fresh Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 55,330
Intermediate 1l1lto2ft Acres |ost 1932-1956 6,130
Brackish per century Acres|ost 1956-1974 3,530
Acres lost 1974-1983 1,370
Acres lost 1983-1990 690
Atchafalaya Subdelta Unknown Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarsh in 1932 N/D
1l1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 N/D
per century Acres lost 1956-1974 N/D
Acres lost 1974-1983 N/D

Acres lost 1983-1990 N/D




Table4-1. Region 3 wetland loss (Cont.).

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN Causes of loss* Projected acres lost by 2050

North Wax Lake Wetlands Direct removal - 1 Acres marsh in 1990 2,770
Acres marsh lost by 2050 460

Acres swamp 1990 2,340

Acres swamp lost by 2050 0

% 1990 wetland acres lost 9
Wax Lake Wetlands Wind/wave erosion - 1 Acres marsh in 1990 43,610|
Direct remova - 2 Acres marsh lost by 2050 5,860

Altered hydrology - 3 Acres swamp 1990 10,255
Subsidence - X Acres swamp lost by 2050 OI

% 1990 wetland acres lost 10.9

Atchafalaya Subdelta Altered hydrology - X Acres marsh in 1990 2,430
Storm-related loss - X Acres gained by 2050 36,350

Herbivory - X Acres preserved CWPPRA 8080

% 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA -1,828

(gain)

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table4-1. Region 3wetland loss (Cont.).

Major habitat Habitat changes Subsidence .

TECHE-VERMILION BASIN tyg%_m oo | 100, 1988/1390 e Approximate acres lost
Cote Blanche Wetlands Fresh Fresh Intermediate Acres marshin 1932 54,640
Brackish Intermediate 1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 1,930
Brackish per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 5,290
Acres lost 1974-1983 900
Acres lost 1983-1990 360
\Vermilion Bay Marsh Brackish Intermediate Intermediate Acres marsh in 1932 89,460
Sdine Brackish 1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 4,500
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 5,350
Acres lost 1974-1983 3,010
Acres lost 1983-1990 3,360
Marsh Island Brackish Brackish Intermediate Acres marshin 1932 69,430
Sdine 1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 3,490
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 4,140
Acres |lost 1974-1983 1,300
Acres |lost 1983-1990 1,030
Rainey Marsh Brackish Intermediate Intermediate Acres marsh in 1932 68,170
Brackish 1.1to2ft Acres |lost 1932-1956 1,420
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 3,810
Acres lost 1974-1983 840
Acres |lost 1983-1990 1,680
Big Woods Unknown Unknown Intermediate  JAcresmarshin 1932 N/D
1.1to2ft Acres lost 1932-1956 N/D
per century Acres |ost 1956-1974 N/D
Acres lost 1974-1983 N/D
Acres lost 1983-1990 N/D




Table4-1. Region 3wetland loss (Cont.).

TECHE-VERMILION BASIN

Causes of loss*

Projected acres lost by 2050

Cote Blanche Wetlands Wind/wave erosion - 1,C Acres marsh in 1990 46,160
Altered hydrology - 1,H Acres marsh lost by 2050 3,470
\Wake/wave erosion - 2,C Acres swamp 1990 12,430
Storm-related loss - 2,H&C Acres swamp lost by 2050 0
Direct removal - 3,H Ac marsh preserved by CWPPRA 2,710
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X % 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 1.3

Vermilion Bay Marsh \Wake/wave erosion- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 73,240
Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres marsh lost by 2050 13,560
Direct remova - 1, H Acres swamp 1990 5,960
\Wind/wave erosion- 2, H, C Acres swamp lost by 2050 0
Storm-related loss - 2, H, C % 1990 wetland acres lost 17.1
Subsidence - X

Marsh Island Storm-related loss- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 56,470
Altered hydrology - 1, H, C Acres lost by 2050 7,290
\Wind/wave erosion - 2, C Acres preserved CWPPRA 650
Subsidence - X % 1990 wetland acres lost CWPPRA 11.8
Herbivory - X

Rainey Marsh \Wake/wave erosion- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 58,415
Direct removal - 1, H Acres lost by 2050 7,840]
Altered hydrology - 1, H % 1990 wetland acres |ost 134
Storm-related loss- 1, H, C
\Wind/wave erosion - 2, H, C
Herbivory - X

Big Woods \Wake/wave erosion- 1, C Acres marsh in 1990 N/D
Herbivory - 1, C Acres lost by 2050 N/D
Flooding- 2, C % 1990 wetland acres lost N/D
Lack of sed. and f.w. - X

* H= historic cause, C= current cause, X= not a priority cause, but afactor in land loss presently and in the past



Table 4-2. Region 3 previously proposed strategies.

DEFENSIVE
MANAGE NAV. FRESHWATER
REGION 3 CRITICAL DEFENSE LINE CHANNELS DIVERSIONS
Create/
Restore Preserve Preserve/ Manage | Stabilize
MAPPING UNITS Barrier land protect ridge hydrology banks

Islands bridges function
Atchafalaya Marshes 1
Avoca 1,4,5 4
Black Bayou Wetlands
Boudreaux 1 4 6
Bully Camp (N and S) 1 6 2,3,4,6
Caillou Marshes 1
Chacahoula Swamp 2
Devil's Swamp 4 4
Fields Swamp 1 4
Four League Bay 4
GIWW 4 1,4,5 34
Mechant/de Cade 1,45 4
Montegut 1
NHSC Wetlands 1,34 1,346
1 =Blueprint 4 = CWPPRA Basin Report
2=CCEER

3 = Coadlition to Restore Coastal LA

5 = Gagliano and van Beek
6 = PPL 1-6 projects




Table 4-2. Region 3 previously proposed strategies (Cont.).

DEFENSIVE
DEVELOP | PROTECT BAY/
REGION 3 MANAGE HYDROLOGY REEF LAKE
ZONE SHORELINE
Swamps Fresh/ Brackish/
MAPPING UNITS intermediate saline
marsh marsh
Atchafalaya Marshes 15 4
Avoca
Black Bayou Wetlands
Boudreaux 4,6 4
Bully Camp (N and S) 4 4 15 1
Caillou Marshes 4 5
Chacahoula Swamp
Devil's Swamp 4
Fields Swamp
Four League Bay
GIWW 1 145
Mechant/de Cade 4.6 46 5 4
Montegut 4
NHSC Wetlands 4 4 4
1 =Blueprint 4 = CWPPRA Basin Report
2=CCEER

3 = Coadlition to Restore Coastal LA

5 = Gagliano and van Beek
6 = PPL 1-6 projects




Table4-2. Region 3 previously proposed strategies (Cont.).

OFFENSIVE
INCREASE RELOCATE SEDIMENT USE OF
REGION 3 ATCHAFALAYA | NAVIGATION | DIVERSIONS | DREDGED
FLOW CHANNELS (or pumping) | MATERIAL
MAPPING UNITS
Atchafalaya Marshes 2,3
Avoca 2,3 6
Black Bayou Wetlands
Boudreaux
Bully Camp (N and S) 15 4,6
Caillou Marshes 4
Chacahoula Swamp
Devil's Swamp 4
Fields Swamp
Four League Bay 1,45
GIwWw 4
Mechant/de Cade 15 4
M ontegut 4
NHSC Wetlands 4
1 = Blueprint 4 = CWPPRA Basin Report
2=CCEER 5 = Gagliano and van Beek

3 = Coadlition to Restore Coastal LA

6 = PPL 1-6 projects




Table4-2. Region 3 previously proposed strategies (Cont.).

DEFENSIVE
MANAGE NAV. FRESHWATER
REGION 3 CRITICAL DEFENSE LINE CHANNELS DIVERSIONS
Create/ Preserve Preserve/ Manage | Stabilize
MAPPING UNITS Restore land protect hydrology banks
Barrier bridges ridge function
Pelto Marshes 1,3 134
Penchant 4,6 4 1,4 1,3,4,6
Pigeon Swamps
Point au Fer
Savoie 4
St. Louis Canal 1 2,3
Terrebonne Marshes 1 1,3
\Verret Wetlands 3
Timbalier Island Shorelines 1,2,345,6
Isles Dernieres Shorelines 1,2,3,4,5,6
Atchafalaya Subdelta
N. Wax Lake Wetlands 1
\Wax Lake Outlet Subdelta
Wax Lake Wetlands 1 1
Big Woods 4
Cote Blanche Wetlands 1,4 15 4
E. Cote Blanche Bay 1
Marsh Island
Rainey Marsh 15 4
\VVermilion Bay 1
\Vermilion Bay Marsh 1 46 1,45,6 4
\W. Cote Blanche Bay 1

1 = Blueprint
2=CCEER

3 = Coalition to Restore Coastal LA

4 = CWPPRA Basin Report
5 = Gagliano and van Beek
6 = PPL 1-6 projects




Table4-2. Region 3 previously proposed strategies (Cont.).

DEFENSIVE
DEVELOP | PROTECT BAY/
REGION 3 MANAGE HYDROLOGY REEF LAKE
ZONE SHORELINE
Swamps Fresh/ Brackish/
MAPPING UNITS intermediate sdine
marsh marsh
Pelto Marshes 15 1
Penchant 4 15,6 4
Pigeon Swamps
Point au Fer 4,6 4,6
Savoie 4 4
St. Louis Canal
Terrebonne Marshes 46 1,45 1
\Verret Wetlands 4 4 4,6
Timbalier ISland Shorelines 4.6
Isles Dernieres Shorelines
Atchafalaya Subdelta
N. Wax Lake Wetlands 1
\Wax Lake Outlet Subdelta
Wax Lake Wetlands 15 4
Big Woods
Cote Blanche Wetlands 1,45,6 4,6
E. Cote Blanche Bay
Marsh Island 4,6 4,6 4,6
Rainey Marsh 1 1,4
Vermilion Bay
\Vermilion Bay Marsh 4 4 4.6
\W. Cote Blanche Bay

1 = Blueprint
2=CCEER

3 = Coalition to Restore Coastal LA

4 = CWPPRA Basin Report
5 = Gagliano and van Beek
6 = PPL 1-6 projects




Table4-2. Region 3 previously proposed strategies (Cont.).

OFFENSIVE
INCREASE RELOCATE SEDIMENT USE OF
REGION 3 ATCHAFALAYA | NAVIGATION | DIVERSIONS | DREDGED
FLOW CHANNELS (or pumping) | MATERIAL
MAPPING UNITS
Pelto Marshes 4
Penchant 2 2 4
Pigeon Swamps
Point au Fer 15 4
Savoie
St. Louis Canal
Terrebonne Marshes 15 4
Verret Wetlands 4
Timbalier Island Shorelines 4.6
Isles Dernieres Shorelines 4,6
Atchafalaya Subdelta 3 15 1,45 4.6
N. Wax Lake Wetlands
Wax Lake Outlet Subdelta 3 1,45
Wax Lake Wetlands 2,3 4
Big Woods
Cote Blanche Wetlands
E. Cote Blanche Bay 6
Marsh Island 4,6
Rainey Marsh
Vermilion Bay 4,6
Vermilion Bay Marsh
\W. Cote Blanche Bay 6

1 = Blueprint
2=CCEER

3 = Coalition to Restore Coastal LA

4 = CWPPRA Basin Report
5 = Gagliano and van Beek
6 = PPL 1-6 projects




Table 4-3. Region 3 regional ecosystem strategies.

Restore Swamps

1 [Improve hydrology and drainage in the Verret Subbasin

Restor e/Sustain Mar shes

Maximize land building in Atchafalaya Bay

Lower water levelsin the upper Penchant marshes

Increase transfer of Atchafalaya River water to lower Penchant tidal marshes

Enhance Atchafalaya River water influence to central Terrebonne marshes (Bayou DulL arge to Bayou
Terrebonne)

Establish multi-purpose hydrologic control of Houma Navigation Canal

Stabilize banks of navigation channels for water conveyance

O|N|oO| O [lwN

Dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh building by any means feasible

e.g., Deliver sand from offshore to build marsh in Timbalier Bay area

9

Build land in upper Timbalier Subbasin by sediment diversion from the Mississippi River via a conveyance
channel

Protect Bay/L ake Shorélines

10

Maintain shoreline integrity and stabilize critical areas of Teche-Vermilion Bay systems including the gulf
shorelines

11

Maintain shoreline integrity in Caillou, Terrebonne, and Timbalier bays

Restore Barrier | lands and Gulf Shorelines

12 |Restore and maintain the Isles Dernieres and Timbalier barrier island chains

Special Concerns and Opportunities

Resolve Ver milion-Cote Blanche Bays Salinity and Turbidity

13

Optimize Gulf Intracoastal Waterway flows into marshes and minimize direct flow into bays

14

Maintain Vermilion, East and West Cote Blanche bays as brackish

15

Reduce sedimentation in bays

16

Create an artificial reef complex, including one extending from Point Chevreuil toward Marsh Island




Table 4-4. Region 3 mapping unit strategies.

SOUTH BULLY CAMP MARSH

1

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

e.g., Reef zone, breakwaters, oyster reefs, use oyster shells from shucking plants

2

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

3

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

NORTH BULLY CAMP MARSH

4

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

Hurricane and Flood Protection

e.g., Maintain an apron of marshes outside the levees where possible

LOUIS CANAL

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

ST.
8
9

Stabilize Banks

M

NTEGUT

10

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

11

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

12

Beneficial Use of Pump Outfall

TERREBONNE MARSHES

13

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

14

Stabilize Banks (Bayou Terrebonne)

15

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

16

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

TIMBALIER ISLAND SHORELINES

17

Protect Bay/Gulf Shoréines

18

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material (Fill Abandoned Canals)

BOUDREAUX

19

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

20

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

21

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

PELTO MARSHES

22

Stabilize Banks (Houma Navigation Canal)

23

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

24

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

FIELDS SWAMP

25

Stabilize Banks

26

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

27

Beneficial Use of Pump Outfall




Table 4-4. Region 3 mapping unit strategies (Cont.).

DEVIL'SSWAMP

28 |Stabilize Banks (GIWW)

NHSC WETLANDS

29 |Stabilize Banks

30 [Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

CAILLOU MARSHES

31 [Establish/Protect Ridge Function

32 [Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

ISLESDERNIERES SHORELINES

33 [Protect Bay/Gulf Shordines

34 [Beneficial Use of Dredged Material (Fill Abandoned Canals)

VERRET WETLANDS

35 |Beneficial Use of Pump Outfall (Minimize | mpact to Penchant Flotant Mar shes)

CHACAHOULA SWAMPS

36 |Stabilize Banks

BLACK BAYOU WETLANDS

37 |Stabilize Banks

AVOCA

38 [Establish/Protect Ridge Function

39 |Stabilize Banks

40 |Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

GIWW

41 |Stabilize Banks (Buffer on Channd Side)

42 |Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

PENCHANT

43 |Establish/Protect Ridge Function

44 |Stabilize Banks

45 |Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

46 |Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

MECHANT/DE CADE

47 |Establish/Protect Ridge Function

48 |Stabilize Banks

49 |Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

50 [Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

ATCHAFALAYA MARSHES

51 |Stabilize Banks

52 [Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalaya Delta towards Four League Bay

53 [Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

POINT AU FER

54 [Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

55 [Protect Bay/L ake/Gulf Shorelines

e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalaya Delta towards Four League Bay




Table 4-4. Region 3 mapping unit strategies (Cont.).

ATCHAFALAYA SUBDELTA

56

Protect Bay/L ake/Gulf Shorelines

e.g., Train alobe of the Atchafalaya Delta toward Four League Bay

57

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

NORTH WAX LAKE WETLANDS

58

[Stabilize Banks

WA

X LAKE WETLANDS

59

Stabilize Banks

60

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

61

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

62

Maintain Distributaries

e.g., Hog Bayou

WA

X LAKE OUTLET SUBDELTA

63

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

e.g., Keep Wax Lake Outlet open

MA

RSH ISLAND

64

Protect Bay/L ake/Gulf Shorelines

e.g., Establish artificial reefs

65

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

RAI

NEY MARSH

66

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

e.g., Cheniers

67

Stabilize Banks of Navigation Canals and Critical Gulf Shorelines

68

Protect Bay/L ake/Gulf Shorelines

e.g., Protect and restore Southwest Pass shoreline

e.g., Stahilize critical reaches of Chenier au Tigre and bays

e.g., Establish artificial reefs

69

Beneficial and Dedicated Use of Dredged M aterial

BIG

WOODS

70

|Establish/Protect Ridge Function

EAST COTE BLANCHE BAY

71

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

72

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

73

Maintain the Jaws Terracing Project Through the Year 2050




Table 4-4. Region 3 mapping unit strategies (Cont.).

WEST COTE BLANCHE BAY

74

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

75

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

COTE BLANCHE WETLANDS

76

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

77

Stabilize Banks

e.g., Rebuild south banks of GIWW

78

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

79

Beneficial Use of Dredged M aterial

VERMILION BAY MARSH

80

Establish/Protect Ridge Function

81

Stabilize Banks of Navigation Channels and Canals

e.g., Rebuild south banks of GIWW

82

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

e.g., Rebuild south bank of the GIWW at Weeks Bay to prevent breach

83

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

e.g., Place dredged material along GIWW for additional hurricane protection

VERMILION BAY

84

Protect Bay/L ake Shorelines

e.g., Narrow the gap of the head of Little Vermilion Bay

e.g., Stahilize critical areas of Little Vermilion Bay and Weeks Bay

85

Beneficial Use of Dredged Material




Table 4-5. Region 3 programmatic recommendations.

COAST-WIDE

1 [Prevent the negative effects of shell dredgingin all regions

2 Conduct additional studies on the influence of river water, leveraging existing studies already underway
and expanding the measurement criteria

3 [Water hyacinth mitigation - to prevent marsh erosion coastwide

4 Develop and support a compr ehensive Barrier Shoreline/l sland restoration/mitigation initiative, not
limited to wetland issues

RESTORE/SUSTAIN WETLANDS--REGIONAL STRATEGIES

5 Establish multi-purpose control of HNC (FW and sediment distribution, salinity control, hurricane
protection, and navigation)

ST. LOUISCANAL

6 |Flood protection

DEVIL'SSWAMP

7 |Maintain levees

8 |Water quality improvement

BIG WOODS

9 [Protect ground water between Perry/Big Woods (rechar ge ar ea) from saltwater intrusion

TIMBALIER ISLAND SHORELINES

10 [Eliminate any new dredging of canals on theislands

11 |Directional drilling to prevent new development footprints on theland

12 [Qilfield companies - help torestoreisland

FIELD'SSWAMP

13 |Wakelimit control

ISLESDERNIERES SHORELINES

14 [Directional drilling to prevent new development footprints on theislands

15 |Eliminate any new dredging of canals on theislands

16 |QOilfield companies - help torestoreislands

NORTH HOUMA SHIP CANAL WETLANDS

17 [Amend Falgout Canal Project water management plan

18 |Flood protection for both sides of channel

19 [Wakelimit control established and enfor ced

MECHANT/DE CADE

20 |Water quality/wastewater management




SECTION 5

INFRASTRUCTURE

Roads

Road data was gathered from the U.S.
Geologica Survey (USGS) digital line
graph information. The scale was
1:100,000, and the data was derived
from 1983 1:100,000 quadrangle maps.
The lengths of the State primary,
secondary, and tertiary roads were
clipped out of the master database for
each mapping unit with a Geographic
Information System (GIS) computer
program. In the casethat a primary,
secondary, or tertiary road formed the
boundary of two mapping units, that
common road length was applied to both
mapping units. The technical work was
performed by Jay Edwards, USGS,
National Wetlands Research Center -
Coastal Restoration Field Station, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana.

Railroads

Railroad data was gathered from the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) digital
line graph information. The scale was
1:100,000, and the data was derived
from 1983 1:100,000 quadrangle maps.
The lengths of the railroads were clipped
out of the master database for each
mapping unit with a GIS computer
program. The technical work was
performed by Jay Edwards, USGS,
National Wetlands Research Center -
Coastal Restoration Field Station, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana.

Pipelines

Datafor pipelines was gathered from the
1987 Louisiana Geologica Survey
(LGS) pipelines database. The data
sourceisan LGS industry survey
conducted in 1987. The survey was sent
to all pipeline operators in the coastal
zone, querying the operators for
information about pipelines they had laid
in the coastal zone, and this dataset
represents the responses to that survey.
Approximately 60% of the companies
that were laying pipelines at that time
responded to the survey. However, this
does not necessarily tranglate into 60%
of the pipelines, because each company
does not operate an equal amount of
pipelines. For example, acompany that
did not respond could lay and operate
75% of the pipelinesin the coastal zone
or in aparticular area of the coastal zone.
Because we do not know for sure how
incompl ete the set is, these data are only
meant to be an index to the activity that
was going on by the responding
operators at the time the survey was
taken and should be used with caution.
Technical work was done by Jay
Edwards, USGS, National Wetlands
Research Center - Coastal Restoration
Field Station, Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Oil and/or Natural GasWdlls

Oil and natural gas well data came from
the Louisiana Department of Natural



Resources (DNR) Coastal Use Permit
database. Thiselectronic databaseis
maintained by the Coastal Management
Division (CMD) of the Office of Coasta
Restoration and Management, DNR,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana. It shows all
permits issued for oil and gas well
construction in the coastal zone since
1981. Thisdatabaseis complete, and the
data presented can be used as an index to
oil and gas activity since that year.

Drainage Pump Stations

This data was gathered from the
following source:

Himel, W., J. Reed, and D. Clark. 1991.
Atlas and database of pump
locations for the study of the use
of runoff dischargesin coastal
Louisianafor wetland quality and
water quality enhancement.
Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources. 220 pp.

The information in this report was
compiled from local parish governments,
CMD field investigators, drainage
districts, 1:24,000 scale quadrangle
maps, and the 1978 U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service habitat maps. Pump
locations were pencilled in on
guadrangle maps and later digitized into
INFOCAD GIS software.

Water Intakes

Water intake data was compiled from a
1996 USGS database of water intakesin
the coastal zone. The source for this
datawas the 1996 USGS Surface Water
Quality Meeting Proceedings. The
dataset was built by Christina Saltus,

USGS, National Wetlands Research
Center - Coastal Restoration Field
Station, Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Navigation Channels

This information was compiled and
presented by Mike Liffman and Robin
Roberts of the Louisiana Sea Grant
College Program, Wetland Resources
Building, Louisiana State University,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The following
sources were used to gather the
information:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
Orleans District. 1993.
Navigation maps of the
Atchafalaya River system. Third
edition.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Lower
Mississippi Valley Division.
1994. Flood control and
navigation maps of the
Mississippi River. Mississippi
River Commission, 60" edition
reprint.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
Water Resources Support Center.
1995. Waterborne commerce of
the United States: Part 2 -
waterways and harbors gulf
coast, Mississippi River system
and Antilles.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
Water Resources Support Center.
1997. Navigation Data Center
Publications and U.S. Waterway
CD: Volume 3. CD-ROM
[machine-readable datafile].



Battle Creek, MI: Defense
Logistics Services Center.

Port Installations

This information was compiled and
presented by Mike Liffman and Robin
Roberts of the Louisiana Sea Grant
College Program, Wetland Resources
Building, Louisiana State University,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Information
was gathered in March and April 1998
through personal communication with
the following individuals: Davie Breaux,
Greater Lafourche Port Commission;
Charles Coppels, Vinton Harbor and
Terminal Port; John Dixon, West
Calcasieu Port, Harbor, and Terminal
District; Jerry Hoffpauir, Morgan City
Harbor and Terminal District; Ed Kelly,
West Cameron Port Commission; Todd
Pellegrin, Terrebonne Port Commission;
Roy Pontiff, Port of Iberia District; Phil
Prgiean, West St. Mary Parish Port,
Harbor, and Terminal District; Joseph
Schexnaider, Twin Parish Port
Commission. The following

publications provided additiona ports
information:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 1990.
The ports of Baton Rouge and
Lake Charles, Louisiana. Port
Series No. 21, Revised 1990.
Prepared by the Water Resources
Support Center. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 1990.
The ports of New Orleans,
Louisiana. Port Series No. 21,
Revised 1990. Prepared by the
Water Resources Support Center.
Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 1991.
Mississippi River ports above
and below New Orleans. Port
Series No. 20A, Revised 1991.
Prepared by the Water Resources
Support Center. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office.



1. Roads (miles):
Primary:
Secondary:
Tertiary:

Region 3 Mapping Unit Infrastructure
Summaries (In Alphabetical Order)

Assumption West Area

0.5
375
231.3

2. Railroads (miles): 23.5

3. Pipelines:
Type Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)

Product Active Dow USA 0.9 10
Product Active lUnion Carbide Pipeline Co. (UCAR) 0.6 6
Natural Gas JActive K och Industries, Inc. 0.2 12
Natural Gas JActive K och Industries, Inc. 7.9 26
Natural Gas JActive K och Industries, Inc. 20.8 30
Product Active Union Carbide Pipeline Co. (UCAR) 5.2 8

Tota pipeline length: 35.6 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 110

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater

Groundwater intakes; 2 Surface water intakes: O




7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Improvement of existing streams along
the land side of the East Atchafalaya
Bayou Boeuf - Basin Protection Levee from the Bayou
Bayou Boeuf Sorrel Lock to the vicinity of Lake
Long Drainage Palourde, a new land cut around the east
Cand and side of L. Palourde to B. Boeuf, and the Navigation Navigation
Enlargementsof | enlargement of B. Boeuf. Minimum
Bayou Chene channel depth of 9 ft x 100 ft for
drainage and navigation from the
Intracoastal Waterway to the levee
borrow pit.
Waterborne commerce statistics include Navigation - In
Bayou the section of B. Lafourche which 1995, this section
Lafourche and extends 50 miles from Lockport, LA to of B. Lafourche Commecia and
Lafourche-Jump | the Gulf of Mexico. Controlling depths carried 3.8 million | recreational
Waterway are 19 ft MLG in the Bar Channel and tons of freight navigation
Jetty Channel, 8 ft MLG to Leeville and (729,000 tons
Golden Meadow, and 7 ft MLG to foreign and 3.1
Larose and Lockport. million tons
domestic).

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary:

Secondary:

Tertiary:

Atchafalaya Marshes

0.0
0.0
0.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:
ype Status  JOperator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active  |Koch Industries, Inc. 0.8 6
Natural Gas Active  |Koch Industries, Inc. 45 8
Natural Gas Active  |Koch Industries, Inc. 7.7 16
Natural Gas Active |l ouisiana Intrastate Gas Corporation 0.4 6

Total pipeline length: 13.4 miles




4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 251

5. Drainage Pump Stations: None

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide
(except in Bayou Boeuf where the
Atchafalaya River | channel is 300 ft wide) from the U.S.
and Bayous Highway 90 crossing over Bayou Boeuf | Navigation and Navigation
Chene, Boeuf, to the Gulf of Mexico viathe GIWW, harbor
and Black Bayou Chene, the Avoca Island Cutoff,
the Lower Atchafalaya River, and the
existing project across Atchafalaya Bay
to the 20 ft depth contour.
8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations in this unit.
Atchafalaya Subdelta
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipdlines:
ype Status  JOperator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.2 6
Natural Gas Active L ouisiana Intrastate Gas Corporation 3.8 6

Total pipeline length: 4.0 miles

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells; 106




5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User

Channel 20 ft deep x 200 ft wide from
Atchafalaya River | the 20 ft contour in Atchafalaya Bay to Navigation Navigation
the 20 ft contour in the Gulf of Mexico.

Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide
(except in Bayou Boeuf where the
Atchafalaya River | channel is 300 ft wide) from the U.S.

and Bayous Highway 90 crossing over Bayou Boeuf | Navigation and Navigation
Chene, Boeuf, to the Gulf of Mexico viathe GIWW, harbor
and Black Bayou Chene, the Avoca Island Cutoff,

the Lower Atchafalaya River, and the
existing project across Atchafalaya Bay
to the 20 ft depth contour.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations in this unit.

Avoca

1. Roads (miles):

Primary: 0.0

Secondary: 0.0

Tertiary: 14.0
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipdlines:
Type Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

Product Active Dow USA 6.5 8

Total pipeline length: 6.5 miles
4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 19

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None



6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide
(except in Bayou Boeuf where the
Atchafalaya River | channel is 300 ft wide) from the U.S.
and Bayous Highway 90 crossing over Bayou Boeuf | Navigation and Navigation
Chene, Boeuf, to the Gulf of Mexico viathe GIWW, harbor
and Black Bayou Chene, the Avoca Island Cutoff,
the Lower Atchafalaya River, and the
existing project across Atchafalaya Bay
to the 20 ft depth contour.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary:
Secondary:
Tertiary:

Bayou Black Wetlands

1.8
0.0
14.7

2. Railroads (miles): 0.4

3. Pipdlines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 3.2 10
N/A IAbandoned [Koch Industries, Inc. 24 8
or Inactive

Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.2 2
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.2 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.1 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 19 24
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 1.7 30

Tota pipelinelength: 15.7 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 100

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None




6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater

Groundwater intakes; 2

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

Surface water intakes: 0

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.
Big Woods

1. Roads (miles):

Primary: 0.0

Secondary: 0.0

Tertiary: 1.8
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipdlines:
Type [Status [Operator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

Product Active Dow USA 0.7 8
Product Active Enron LA Energy Company 0.5 6
[Naturd Gas __JActive Koch Indusiries, Inc. 0.1 3

Total pipeline length: 1.3 miles

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells; 106

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None

6.. Water Intakes; None




7. Navigation Channels:

Bay to Lafayette, LA.

million tons of
freight traffic.

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Bayou Techeand | A channel 8 ft deep x 80 ft wide from Navigation - In Commercia
Vermilion River the 8 ft depth contour linein Vermilion | 1995, carried 2.5 navigation

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Boudreaux
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary:  13.6
Tertiary: 141

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
r (miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 9.3 12
Product Active Dow USA 8.6 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 7.6 20
Product Active Dow USA 6.3 8
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 5.8 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 4.8 6
Product Active Dow USA 15 3
Natural Gas ___JActive Koch Industries, Inc. 0.4 16

Total pipeline length: 44.3 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 253
5. Drainage Pump Stations: 3

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type

Industry Groundwater

Groundwater intakes: 1

Surface water intakes: O




7. Navigation Channels:

tons.

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User

Little Caillou A channel 5 ft deep x 40 ft wide Navigation - average Commercia

Bayou from Bayou Terrebonne to Robinson | annual traffic from navigation
Canad (20 miles). 1984-93 was 920,000

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Caillou Marshes

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 5.9

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipdlines:
ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 11.9 12
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 2.7 4
Product Active Dow USA 1.4 3
@ral Gas _ JActive Koch Industries, Inc. 0.4 6

Total pipeline length: 16.4 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 235
5. Drainage Pump Stations:. 1

6. Water Intakes: None




7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Navigation -
Houma A channel 15 ft deep x 150 ft wide from average annual Commercia
Navigation Houma (mile 40.5) to the Gulf of Mexico traffic from 1984- | navigation
Cand (mile 0). 93 was 1,284,000
tons.
BayousLe Extends 16.3 miles from the GIWW to Navigation - In Commercid
Carpe, Pelton, Bayou Dulac through bayous Le Carpe, 1995, carried and recrestional
and Grand Pelton, and Grand Caillou. Controlling 393,000 tons of navigation
Caillou depths are 8 ft MLG in bayous Le Carpe freight.
and Grand Caillou and 6 ft in Bayou
Pelton.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Chacahoula Swamps

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 7.5
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 49.8

2. Railroads (miles): 7.7

3. Pipdlines:
ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 6.5 30
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 6.1 24
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 4.4 10
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.6 26

Tota pipelinelength: 17.6 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 435

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None




6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes; 2 Surface water intakes: 1
7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Cote Blanche Wetlands

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 40.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.1

3. Pipdlines:

Type [Status [Operator Length Size
(miles) (inches)

Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.4 8

Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 11 30

Crude Ol Active [Exxon Pipeline Company 1.0 4

Crude Oil Active JExxon Pipeline Company. 0.7 12

Total pipeline length: 4.2 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 266

5. Drainage Pump Stations. 8



6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Groundwater
Mining Surface Water
Industry Groundwater

Groundwater intakes; 2

7. Navigation Channels:

Surface water intakes: 1

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Charenton Canal Cana 30 ft deep x 75 ft wide
extending from the Charenton Flood Control
Floodgate to West Cote Blanche Bay
Franklin Canal Connects Franklin to the GIWW. Navigation Navigation
Gulf Intracoastal Cana 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. Navigation - average Commercia
Waterway annual traffic from navigation
(GIWW) 1984-93 was
109,385,000 tons.
8. Port Installations:
Installation Waterway Berths| Berthing | Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps
Teche Maring, LTD Bayou Teche 12 2
St. Mary Seafood W. St. Mary Port Canal 30 1
Totals 12 0 3
Devil's Swamp
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 14.0
Secondary: 0.1
Tertiary: 117.5

2. Railroads (miles): 3.4




3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 6.0 2
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 5.0 10
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.8 8
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.7 4
Product Active Dow USA 15 4
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 11 16
Product Active Dow USA 0.9 6
N/A Abandoned or  [Exxon Pipeline Company 04 4
Inactive
Total pipeline length: 18.4 miles

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 118
5. Drainage Pump Stations. None
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User

Gulf Intracoastal Canal 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. Navigation - average Commercia

Waterway annual traffic from navigation

(GIWW) 1984-93 was

109,385,000 tons.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.2

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

East Cote Blanche Bay




3. Pipelines:

Type Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Crude Oil Active JExxon Pipeline Company 24.6 12

Total pipeline length: 24.6 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 184

5. Drainage Pump Stations: 1

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Fields Swamp

1. Roads (miles):

Primary: 9.6

Secondary: 0.5

Tertiary: 56.0
2. Railroads (miles): 0.5
3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 12.5 12
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 6.4 8
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 5.3 10
Product Active Dow USA 49 4
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 2.2 30
N/A Abandoned or JExxon Pipeline Company 0.9 4
Inactive

Natural Gas Active IBridgeline 0.2 14

Total pipeline length: 32.4 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 202

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None




6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Surface Water
Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes: 0

7. Navigation Channels:

Surface water intakes: 2

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Gulf Intracoastal Canal 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. Navigation - average Commercia
Waterway annual traffic from navigation
(GIWW) 1984-93 was

109,385,000 tons.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary:
Secondary:
Tertiary:

Four League Bay

0.0
0.0
0.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipdlines:
ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries. Inc. 0.1 8

Total pipelinelength: 0.1 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls: 63

5. Drainage Pump Stations. None

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.




1. Roads (miles):
Primary:
Secondary:
Tertiary:

GIWW (Gulf I ntracoastal Waterway)

3.2
0.0
6.2

2. Railroads (miles): 3.8

3. Pipelines:
ype Status Operator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Product Active Dow USA 17.0 8
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 10.6 24
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 9.0 20
Product Active Dow USA 6.0 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 6.0 30
Product Active Dow USA 2.7 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.3 8
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 17 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.9 2
Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.2 4
Total pipeline length: 56.4 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 506
5. Drainage Pump Stations. None
6. Water Intakes. None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide
(except in Bayou Boeuf where the
Atchafalaya River | channel is 300 ft wide) from the U.S.
and Bayous Highway 90 crossing over Bayou
Chene, Boeuf, Boeuf to the Gulf of Mexico viathe Navigation and harbor | Navigation
and Black GIWW, Bayou Chene, the Avoca
Island Cutoff, the Lower Atchafalaya
River, and the existing project across
Atchafalaya Bay to the 20 ft depth
contour.
Gulf Intracoastal Navigation - average Commercia
Waterway Canal 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. annual traffic from navigation
(GIWW) 1984-93 was

109,385,000 tons.




. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

|sles Dernieres Shorelines

. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0

. Railroads (miles): 0.0

. Pipelines: None

. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 11

. Drainage Pump Stations. None

. Water Intakes: None

. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Lafourche West Area
. Roads (miles):
Primary: 6.2
Secondary: 79.0
Tertiary: 434.2

. Railroads (miles): 11.5



3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 19.5 12
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 9.4 30
N/A Abandoned [Exxon Pipeline Company 7.2 4
or Inactive

Natural Gas Active Bridgeline 4.7 14
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 2.6 20
Natural Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 2.4 16
Natura Gas Active Panhandle Eastern Corporation 2.1 20
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 2.0 10

rude Oil Active Exxon Pipeline Company 12 6
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 11 4
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.2 2
Natural Gas Active Bridgeline 0.2 12
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.1 8
Natural Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 0.0 6

Tota pipelinelength: 52.7 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 473

5. Drainage Pump Stations: 7

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Surface Water
Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes: 0

Surface water intakes: 2




7. Navigation Channels:

Pipelines: None
Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 45
Drainage Pump Stations: None

Water Intakes: None

Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Gulf Intracoastal Canal 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. Navigation - average Commercial
Waterway annual traffic from navigation
(GIWW) 1984-93 was
109,385,000 tons.
Permanent closure at head of bayou;
Channel 9 ft deep x 100 ft wide from
Golden Meadow (mile 21.9) to Navigation - average
Leeville (mile 13.0); Channel 12 ft annual traffic from Navigati
Bayou Lafourche | deep x 125 ft wide from Leeville 1984-93 was avigation
(mile 13.2) to the Gulf of Mexico 1,389,000 tons.
with ajettied entrance at Belle Pass
extending to the 12 ft depth contour
linein the Gulf of Mexico; closure of
Pass Fourchon.
8. Port Installations:
Installation Waterway Berths | Berthing | Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps
Bobby Lynn's Marina Bayou Lafourche 32
Bayou Blue Marina Bayou Blue 20
Griffin's Station & Marina Bayou Lafourche 10
Charlie's Hardison & Son's, Inc. Bayou Lafourche 1
Totals 63 0
Marsh Island
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0




8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Mechant/de Cade
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 11.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines. None

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 223

5. Drainage Pump Stations: None

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Montegut

1. Roads (miles):

Primary: 0.0

Secondary: 6.7

Tertiary: 21.6
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)

Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.4 20
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 4.6 16
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 31 12
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.2 4
Product Active Dow USA 21 8
Natural Gas Active Panhandle Eastern Corporation 1.3 20
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.7 36
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.3 30

Total pipeline length: 21.7 miles



4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 112

5. Drainage Pump Stations: 3

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Navigation - In Commercia
Bayou Controlling depth of 6 ft. 1995, carried and recreational
Terrebonne 230,000 tons of navigation
freight traffic
Extends 20.6 miles from Bayou Terrebonne | Navigation - In Commercia
Bayou Little to Robinson Canal. Controlling depthsare | 1995, carried and recreational
Caillou 1ft MLG frommileO- 6,4 ft MLGtothe | 523,000 tons of navigation
Chauvin bridge, and 5 ft MLG to Robinson | freight traffic
Canal.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 1.2
Tertiary: 3.3

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

North Bully Camp Marsh

3. Pipdlines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

Natural Gas Active Bridgeline 115 14
Natural Gas Active Panhandle Eastern Corporation 6.6 20

rude Ol Active [Exxon Pipeline Company 4.2 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 35 36
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 34 12
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 3.1 6
Natura Gas Active uthern Natural Gas Company 3.1 12
Natural Gas Active Southern Natural Gas Company 2.4 16
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 14 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.9 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.7 2
Crude Oil Active JExxon Pipeline Company 0.1 6

Total pipeline length: 40.9 miles




4. Oil and/or Gas Wells: 982

5. Drainage Pump Stations: None

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

North Houma Ship Canal Wetlands

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 18.5

2. Railroads (miles): 1.2

3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 3.7 12
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 29 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 25 6
Product Active Dow USA 2.2 8
Natural Gas ctive K och Industries. Inc. 0.9 4

Total pipeline length: 12.2 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 28
5. Drainage Pump Stations:. 1

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type

Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes: 0 Surface water intakes: 1




7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Waterway from Channel 10 ft deep x 45 ft widein Navigation - Commercial
GIWW to Bayou | Bayou Le Carpe from the GIWW tothe | average annual navigation
Dulac Houma Navigation Canal and 5 ft deep | traffic from 1984-
x 40 ft wide in Bayou Pelton and Bayou | 93 was 386,000
Grand Caillou from the Houma tons.
Navigation Canal to Bayou Dulac (16.3
miles).
Houma Channel 15 ft deep x 150 ft wide from Navigation - Commercia
Navigation Canal | Houma (mile 40.5) to the Gulf of average annual navigation
Mexico (mile 0). traffic from 1984-
93 was 1,294,000
tons.
8. Port Installations:
Installation Waterway Berths| Berthing Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps
Coco Marina HNC
Sunshine Marina Off HNC from Grand 1
Caillou Bayou
Boudreaux's Marina HNC 1
Totals 2 0
North Wax Lake Wetlands
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 6.5
Secondary: 1.0
Tertiary: 315

2. Railroads (miles): 10.6




3. Pipelines:

pre Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Product Active Dow USA 6.9 8
Natural Gas Active Bridgeline 5.7 20
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 55 16
Natura Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 4.9 12
Product Active Dow USA 4.3 8
Natural Gas Active Bridgeline 34 30
Crude Ol Active Exxon Pipeline Company 2.1 12
Product Active Dow USA 2.0 6
Natural Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 16 30
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 15 26
Product Active Dow USA 15 6
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 0.9 12
Natura Gas [Abandoned  JSouthern Natural Gas Company 0.9 16
or Inactive
[Naturdl Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.6 20
Crude Ol Active [Exxon Pipeline Company 0.3 8
Product Active Dow USA 0.2 3
[Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.1 30
Tota pipelinelength: 42.4 miles

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 49
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type

Berwick-Bayou Vista WW Surface Water

Groundwater intakes. 0 Surface water intakes: 1

7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Gulf Intracoastal Navigation - average Commercia
Waterway Canal 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. annual traffic from navigation

(GIWW) 1984-93 was

109,385,000 tons.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.




Pelto Marshes

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary:  11.3
Tertiary: 6.5

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:
ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 1.8 12
Total pipeline length: 1.8 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 1,761
5. Drainage Pump Stations: 1
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Houma Channel 15 ft deep x 150 ft wide from | Navigation - average Commercia
Navigation Canal | Houma (mile 40.5) to the Gulf of annual traffic from navigation
Mexico (mile 0). 1984-93 was
1,284,000 tons.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations in this unit.

Penchant
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 6.9

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0



3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 10.2 16
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 6.8 8
Product Active Dow USA 5.8 8
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 52 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 51 30
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 4.8 10
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 3.1 20
Product Active IDow USA 1.6 6
Total pipeline length: 42.6 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 620
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes:
Operator Type
Mining Surface Water
Groundwater intakes. 0 Surface water intakes: 1
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Atchafalaya River | Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide Navigation and Commercia
and Bayous (except in Bayou Boeuf where the harbor. and recreational
Chene, Boeuf, channel is 300 ft wide) from the U.S. navigation
and Black Highway 90 crossing over Bayou Boeuf
to the Gulf of Mexico viathe GIWW,
Bayou Chene, the Avoca Island Cutoff,
the Lower Atchafalaya River, and the
existing project across Atchafalaya Bay
to the 20 ft depth contour.
Atchafalaya Section of the Atchafalaya River Navigation - In Commercia
River, Morgan extending from Morgan City to the Gulf | 1995, carried 4.2 and recreational
City to the Gulf of Mexico. Controlling depthsare 15ft | million tons of navigation
of Mexico MLG in the Bar Channel and 14 ftin freight traffic.
the Bay Channel.




8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary:
Secondary:
Tertiary:

Pigeon Swamps

0.0
0.0
4.7

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipdlines:
Type Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Southern Natural Gas Company 5.6 30
Natura Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 5.6 20
Product Active Union Carbide Pipeline Co. (UCAR) 1.7 6
Product ctive Dow USA 12 10
Total pipeline length: 14.1 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 23
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes. None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
GIWW, Morgan Extends 64.1 miles from Morgan City, Navigation - In
City to Port Allen | LA to Port Allen, LA. Controlling 1995, carried 25.5 Commercia
Route depthis10ft MLG. million tons of navigation

freight traffic.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):

Primary:

Secondary:

Tertiary:

0.0
0.0
0.0

Point au Fer




2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines. None

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 140

5. Drainage Pump Stations: None

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Rainey Marsh

1. Roads (miles):

Primary: 0.0

Secondary: 0.0

Tertiary: 2.8
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipelines:

ype Status Operator Length Size
(miles) (inches)

Natural Gas ctive K och Industries, Inc. 19 36

Total pipeline length: 1.9 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 131
5. Drainage Pump Stations. None

6. Water Intakes; None



7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Channel 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide between
the GIWW near the Vermilion River to Navigation -
Freshwater the Gulf of Mexico following the average annual Commercia
Bayou channels of Schooner Bayou, Sixmile traffic from 1984-93 | navigation
Canal, Belle IS and Canal, and Freshwater | was 341,000 tons.
Bayou including a 16 ft deep x 84 ft wide
X 600 ft long lock near Beef Ridge.
8. Port installations: No major port or terminal locations within this unit.
St. Mary Area
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 84
Secondary: 21.6
Tertiary: 160.0
2. Railroads (miles): 19.4
3. Pipelines:
Type Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Crude Qill Active Exxon Pipeline Company 11.3 12
[Naturd Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 43 26
Product Active IDow USA 0.5 6

Tota pipeline length: 16.1 miles

4. QOil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 107

5. Drainage Pump Stations: 18




6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Glencoe Comm. WTR Sys. | Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Commercid Surface Water
Commercia Surface Water
Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes; 2

7. Navigation Channels:

Surface water intakes: 3

the 20 ft contour in the Gulf of Mexico
(15.75 miles).

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Gulf Intracoastal Cana 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. Navigation - average | Commercial
Waterway annual traffic from navigation
(GIWW) 1984-93 was
109,385,000 tons.

Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide

(except in Bayou Boeuf where the
GIWW, Morgan channel is 300 ft wide) from the U.S.
City to Port Allen | Highway crossing over Bayou Boeuf to | Navigation and Navigation
Route the Gulf of Mexico viathe GIWW, harbor

Bayou Chene, the Avoca Island Cutoff,

the Lower Atchafalaya River, and the

existing project across Atchafalaya

Bay to the 20 ft depth contour.

Channel 20 ft deep x 200 ft wide from
Atchafalaya River | the 20 ft contour in AtchafalayaBay to | Navigation Navigation




8. Port Installations:

Installation Waterway Berths | Berthing Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps

Morgan City Harbor & Terminal District  |Atchafalaya River, 3-6 1,200
GIWW, Bayou
Boeuf

Berwick Engine Service Co. Lower Atchafalaya
River

LA. Fuel and Supply Co. Lower Atchafalaya
River

Berwick Bay Shipyard Lower Atchafalaya
River

Kelsite Corp. Lower Atchafalaya
River

C.S. Thorgusen Lower Atchafalaya
River

Milwhite Mud Co. (Milchem) Berwick Bay

Riverside Seafoods, Inc. Berwick Bay

Pan-Marine Service Berwick Bay

Tigre Iland Fuel Service, Inc. Berwick Bay

J. Hebert Berwick Bay

Brady's Engine Co. Berwick Bay

Avenson Marine Shop Berwick Bay

St. Mary Armature Works Berwick Bay

Casso Fisheries, Inc. Berwick Bay

Western Geological Co. Berwick Bay

Vincent Guzzeta Berwick Bay

Bariod Products Berwick Bay

Stewart Supply, Inc. Berwick Bay

Guillot Diesel Works Berwick Bay

Berwick Bay Transportation Berwick Bay

Jerry Theriot Marine and Bottled Gas Berwick Bay

Services

Gulf Diesel Works Berwick Bay

Berwick Bay Qil Co. Berwick Bay

Magcobar Drilling and Mud Service Berwick Bay

General Gas Co. Berwick Bay

American Towing Co. Berwick Bay

Texas Co. Berwick Bay

Dowell Co. Berwick Bay

Offshore Mud Movers, Inc. Berwick Bay

Tidex, Inc. Berwick Bay

IMC Drilling Mud Berwick Bay

Offshore Moorings, Inc. Berwick Bay

Garber Bros. Offshore Drilling Berwick Bay

Morgan City Diesel Services, Inc. Berwick Bay

Bailey Basin Seafood, Inc. Berwick Bay




Port Installations (Cont.):

Installation Waterway Berths | Berthing | Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps

Aucoin Fisheries Berwick Bay
Solar Shipyard and Boatways Berwick Bay
Al-Ray Engine Service Berwick Bay
Templets Shipyard Berwick Bay
Ayo Machine Shop Berwick Bay
Stevens Diesel Service Berwick Bay
Walston Stoute Machine Shop Berwick Bay
Municipal Light and Water Plant Berwick Bay
Lopez Machine Shop Berwick Bay
Divcon, Inc. Berwick Bay
Atchafalaya Shipbuilding Co. Berwick Bay
Conrad Industries, Inc. Berwick Bay
Johnny's Propeller Shop Berwick Bay
Gaudet Towing Co., Inc. Berwick Bay
Chester Henry Boat Rentals Berwick Bay
H.P. Overhultz Barge Rentals Berwick Bay
D.J. Mayon Boat Rentals Berwick Bay
Intracoastal Shipyard, Inc. Berwick Bay
F & SBoat Corp. Berwick Bay
Morgan City Machine Works Berwick Bay
Twin City Fisherman Co-Op Association, |Berwick Bay
Inc.
Rio Fuel & Supply, Inc. (Esso Products) Berwick Bay
LesLevy Qil & Supply, Inc. Berwick Bay
Mar-Vac Gulf Corp. (Gulf Qil Corp.) Berwick Bay
The Texas Co. Berwick Bay
St. Mary Wholesale Grocery Co. Berwick Bay
P.U. Méancon, Inc. Boat Rentals Berwick Bay
La. Quick Freeze and Cold Storage Berwick Bay
U.S. Coast Guard Berwick Bay
City of Morgan City Berwick Bay
Guarisco Enterprises Inc. Berwick Bay
General Mud Berwick Bay
Louisiana Mud Co. Berwick Bay
Radcliff Shell Products Co. Berwick Bay
Twenty Grand Marine Base Berwick Bay
Morgan City Freezer and Cold Storage, Co. |Berwick Bay
Petroleum Dist. Co. Berwick Bay
West St. Mary Parish Port, Harbor, and GIWW 1,550
Terminial District
Totals 3-6 2,750




St. Louis Canal

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 3.9
Tertiary: 121

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 7.1 20
Natural Gas Active uthern Natural Gas Company 6.5 6
Natura Gas Active Southern Natural Gas Company 5.6 16
Natural Gas Active Panhandle Eastern Corporation 2.1 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.8 30
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.5 6

Total pipeline length: 22.6 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 39
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Savoie
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 12.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 32.1

2. Railroads (miles): 0.8



3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 29 10
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 18 4
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.4 2
Total pipeline length: 5.1 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 31
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Bayou Controlling depth of 6 ft. Navigation - In 1995, | Commercial and
Terrebonne carried 230,000 tons recregtional
of freight traffic. navigation

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):
Primary:
Secondary:
Tertiary:

South Bully Camp Marsh

0.0
8.5
0.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0




3. Pipelines:

pre Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
rude Oil Active [Exxon Pipeline Company 19.8 8
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 11.6 16
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 8.6 36
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 6.9 12
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 4.9 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 45 12
Crude Ol Active Chevron Pipeline Company 1.8 20
Crude Ol Active [Exxon Pipeline Company 15 12
Product Active IDow USA 0.5 3
Tota pipelinelength: 60.1 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 1,416
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Bayou Lafourche | Permanent closure at head of bayou; Navigation - Commercia
Channel 9 ft deep x 100 ft wide from average annual navigation
Golden Meadow (mile 21.9) to Leeville | traffic from 1984-
(mile 13.0); Channel 12 ft deep x 125 ft | 93 was 1,389,000
wide from Leeville (mile 13.2) to the tons
Gulf of Mexico with ajettied entrance
at Belle Pass extending to the 12 ft
depth controur in the Gulf of Mexico.
Closure of Pass Fourchon.
8. Port Installations:
Installation Waterway Berths | Berthing Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps
Boudreaux's Motel Texaco Canal 14 1
Terrebonne Area
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 37.7
Secondary: 714

Tertiary:

529.5




2. Railroads (miles): 31.6

3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 23.2 12
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 9.5 30
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 9.3 16
Product Active Dow USA 7.3 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 6.5 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 6.3 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 45 10
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 4.2 24
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 2.9 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.8 2
Product Active Dow USA 21 8
Product Active Dow USA 1.9 3
|:Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.2 8
Natural Gas ctive [Southern Natural Gas Company 0.0 16

Total pipeline length: 80.7 miles

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells; 473

5. Drainage Pump Stations. 14

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
HoumaWTR Sys. Surface Water
Commercid Groundwater
Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes: 1

Surface water intakes: 2




7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Bayou Controlling depth of 6 ft. Navigation - In Commercia
Terrebonne 1995, carried and recreational
230,000 tons of navigation
freight traffic.
Bayous Le Carpe, | Extends 16.3 milesfrom the GIWW to Navigation - In Commercia
Pelton, and Grand | Bayou Dulac through bayous Le Carpe, | 1995 carried and recreational
Caillou Pelton, and Grand Caillou. Controlling | 393,000 tons of navigation
depths are 8 ft MLG in bayous Le Carpe | freight traffic.
and Grand Caillou and 6 ft in Bayou
Pelton.
Bayou Little Extends 20.6 miles from Bayou Navigation - In Commercia
Caillou Terrebonne to Robinson Canal. 1995, carried and recreational
Controlling depths are 1 ft MLG from 523,000 tons of navigation
mile 0 - 6, 4 ft MLG to the Chauvin freight traffic.
bridge, and 5 ft MLG to Robinson
Cand.
GIWW Canal 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. Navigation - Commercia
average annua navigation
traffic from 1984-
93 was 109,385,000
tons.
Houma Channel 15 ft deep x 150 ft wide from Navigation - Commercid
Navigation Canal | Houma (mile 40.5) to the Gulf of average annual navigation
Mexico (mile 0). traffic from 1984-
93 was 1,284,000
tons.
Bayou Du Large USACE will clear and snag from Grand | Navigation Commercia
Pass to Falgout Candl . fishing

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

1. Roads (miles):

Primary:

Secondary:

Tertiary:

Terrebonne Marshes

0.0
13.2
6.1

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0




3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natura Gas Active Panhandle Eastern Corporation 48.0 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 12.8 12
Product Active Dow USA 9.3 8
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 8.5 36
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 5.6 16
Product Active Dow USA 17 4
Product Active Dow USA 0.9 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.8 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.6 4
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 04 6
Tota pipeline length: 88.6 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 2,647
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Little Caillou Channel 5 ft deep x 40 ft wide from Navigation Navigation
Bayou Bayou Terrebonne to Robinson Canal
(20 miles).
Bayou Channel 6 ft deep x a suitable width Navigation - Commercia
Terrebonne from Bush Canal to the St. Louis average annual and recreational
Cypress Company bridge at Houma traffic from 1984- navigation
(24.1 miles). 93 was 169,900
tons.

Houma Channel 15 ft deep x 150 ft wide from Navigation -average | Commercid
Navigation Canal | Houma (mile 40.5) to the Gulf of annual traffic from navigation
Mexico (mile 0). Channel 18 ft deep x 1984-93 was
300 ft wide in the Gulf of Mexico from | 1,284,000 tons.

mile O to the 18-ft depth contour line.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.




Timbalier 1dand Shorelines

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size

(miles) (inches)

rude Oil Active Chevron Pipeline Company 9.5 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.3 12
Natura Gas Active Chevron Pipeline Company 0.5 12
Natural Gas Active Panhandle Eastern Corporation 0.1 20
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.1 6
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 0.1 16

Tota pipelinelength: 11.6 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 258
5. Drainage Pump Stations. None
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Vermilion Bay

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0




3. Pipelines:

ype Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 10.3 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 10.0 36
Product Active Union Carbide Pipeine Co. (UCAR) 7.3 6
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 6.4 36
Natural Gas Active Koch Industries, Inc. 4.7 16
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.7 30
Crude Ol ctive Exxon Pipeline Company 2.0 4
Total pipeline length: 43.4 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells. 268
5. Drainage Pump Stations:. 1
6. Water Intakes: None
7. Navigation Channels:
Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Channel 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide
between the GIWW near the Vermilion Navigation -
Freshwater River to the Gulf of Mexico following average annual Commercial
Bayou the channels of Schooner Bayou, Sixmile | traffic from 1984- navigation
Canadl, Belle Ie Canal, and Freshwater 93 was 341,000
Bayou including a 16 ft deep x 84 ft wide | tons.
X 600 ft long lock near Beef Ridge.

8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.

Vermilion Bay Marsh

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary:  16.7
Tertiary: 55.5

2. Railroads (miles): 6.8
3. Pipelines: None

4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells; 967




5. Drainage Pump Stations: 3

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
LydiaWTR Sys. Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Industry Surface Water
Industry Groundwater
Mining Surface Water
Mining Groundwater
Mining Groundwater
Mining Groundwater
Industry Groundwater
Mining Groundwater

Groundwater intakes: 17 Surface water intakes: 2



7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Navigation (annual
Channel 8 ft deep x 80 ft wide from average traffic from
Bayou Vermilion | Vermilion Bay to the GIWW and 9 ft 1984-93 was Commercial
deep x 100 ft wide from the GIWW to 999,000 tons), flood | navigation
L afayette. control, and
irrigation.
Channel 9 ft deep x 80 ft widein Bayou | Navigation (average | Commercia
Petit Anse from the GIWW to the north | annuad traffic from | fishing vessels,
Petit Anse, Tigre, | end of Avery Island (mile 6.1); Channel | 1984-93 was recreational
and Carlin 9 ft deep x 80 ft widein Bayou Carlin 2,042,000 tons), boaters,
Bayous from its mouth to Lake Peigneur (mile commercial fishing, | hunters, and
7.6); Channel 7 ft deep x 60 ft widein and recreation. fishermen
Avery Canal from Weeks Bay to the
GIWW (mile 2.7).
Bayou Techeand | New channel 8 ft deep x 80 ft wide from | Navigation, flood Navigation
Vermilion River the 8 ft depth contour in Vermilion Bay | control, and
to the GIWW. irrigation.
Navigation -
Gulf Intracoasta average annual Commercial
Waterway Cana 12 ft deep x 125 ft wide. traffic from 1984- navigation
(GIWW) 93 was 109,385,000
tons.
8. Port Installations:
Installation Waterway Berthsy  Berthing] Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps
Port of Iberia District New Iberia Drainage 15 3,000
and Navigation Canal
Acadiana Marina Freshwater Bayou 1 1
Bayview Marina Vermilion & Cote 100
Blanche Bays
Shell Morgan Landing, Inc. GIWwW 1
Don's Boat Landing Boston Canal 18 2
Cove Marina Vermilion Bay
Beacon Point Marina Vermilion Bay 18
Bob's Bayou Black Marina, Inc. Shell Barge Canal 1 4
Cannon's Shade Tree Boat Launch Bayou Black 4
Terrebonne Port Commission GIWW, Bayou
Terrebonne, Houma
Navigation Canal
Totals 154 3,000 11




In addition to the infrastructure mentioned above, a U.S. Department of Energy Strategic
Petroleum Reserve facility is situated on the Weeks Island salt dome, about 14 miles
south of New lberia. It has a storage capacity of 11.1 million m? of crude ail, but at the
end of 1996, only 556,500 m® were being stored at the facility.

Verret Wetlands

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary:  16.0
Tertiary: 62.5

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:

ype Status Operator Length Size
F (miles) (inches)
Product Active Dow USA 22.3 10
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 11.0 20
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 11.0 30
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 10.0 30
Product Active Union Carbide Pipeline Co. (UCAR) 6.0 6
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 4.9 12
[Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.3 26
Natura Gas Active Bridgeline 1.3 6
Product Active Dow USA 1.2 8
Product Active Union Carbide Pipeline Co. (UCAR) 0.6 8
Product Active IDow USA 0.2 4

Total pipeline length: 70.8 miles
4. Oil and/or Gas Wells: 499
5. Drainage Pump Stations. None

6. Water Intakes:

Operator Type
St. Mary WTR Dist. 3 Surface Water
Industry Surface Water

Groundwater intakes: 0 Surface water intakes: 2



7. Navigation Channels:

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
GIWW, Morgan Extends 64.1 miles from Morgan City, Navigation - In Commercial
City to Port Allen | LA to Port Allen, LA. Controlling 1995, carried 25.5 navigation
Route depthis 10 ft MLG. million tons of
freight traffic.
8. Port Installations:
Installation Waterway Berths | Berthing Launching
Space (ft.) Ramps
Lake End Park and Campground Lake Palourde 20 2
Wax Lake Outlet Subdelta
1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipdlines:
pre Status Operator Cength Size
(miles) (inches)
Product Active Dow USA 35 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.1 16
Natural Gas ctive Koch Industries, Inc. 0.0 26

Total pipeline length: 4.6 miles

IS

ol

. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wdlls; 162

. Drainage Pump Stations: None

6. Water Intakes: None

7. Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

0o

. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.




Wax Lake Wetlands

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 4.3
Tertiary: 30.8

2. Railroads (miles): 0.0

3. Pipelines:
Type Status Oper ator Length Size
(miles) (inches)

Product Active Dow USA 164 4
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 7.8 16
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 1.7 26
Natura Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 6.8 12
Product Active Dow USA 4.7 6
Product Active Dow USA 35 8
Crude Ol Active Exxon Pipeline Company 2.7 12
Natura Gas Active [Southern Natural Gas Company 2.5 4
Natural Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 2.0 12
Natura Gas Active K och Industries, Inc. 0.8 8
Natural Gas Active Bridgeline 0.6 30
Natural Gas Active IBridgeline 0.6 20

Total pipeline length: 56.1 miles
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 873
5. Drainage Pump Stations. None

6. Water Intakes; None




7. Navigation Channels:

6. Water Intakes:

West Cote Blanche Bay

1. Roads (miles):
Primary: 0.0
Secondary: 0.0
Tertiary: 0.0
2. Railroads (miles): 0.0
3. Pipelines: None
4. Oil and/or Natural Gas Wells: 1,286
5. Drainage Pump Stations: None

None

Navigation Channels: No USACE-maintained channels.

Project Name Project Features Purpose Primary User
Channel 20 ft deep x 400 ft wide (except in
Bayou Boeuf where the channel is 300 ft
Atchafalaya wide) from the U.S. Highway 90 crossing Navigation and Navigation
River and over Bayou Boeuf to the Gulf of Mexico harbor
Bayous Chene, viathe GIWW, Bayou Chene, the Avoca
Boeuf, and Island Cutoff, the Lower Atchafalaya
Black River, and the existing project across
Atchafalaya Bay to the 20 ft depth contour
line.
Channel 45 ft deep x 300 ft wide from Six Navigation -
Mile Lake to %> mile below Bayou Teche average annual Commercial
Wax Lake Outlet | and 45 ft deep x 400 ft wide from Y2 mile traffic from 1984- | navigation
below Bayou Teche to Atchafalaya Bay 93 was
(15.7 miles). 109,385,000 tons.
8. Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations in this unit.

Port Installations: No major port or terminal installations within this unit.




SECTION 6

WETLAND DEVELOPMENT/PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

The following account of impacts from
development activity comes from
Louisiana s Coastal Use permit data and
reflects impacts to wetlands as well as
nonwetland habitat. No dataare
available to correlate permit type with
extent of impact in wetlands.

In November 1997, the Louisiana
Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Environmental Protection
Agency, developed the Louisiana Coastal
Wetlands Conservation Plan. Included in
this document is an account of
development-related activities in
wetlands over the past approximately 15
years. The coast of Louisiana had its
highest level of wetland development in
the period between 1980 and 1985,
whereas the period between 1990 and
1995 showed the lowest development
losses.

Importantly, acreage |osses per issued
permit dropped aswell. Datafrom DNR
show that annual losses peaked in 1983 at
2,735 acres, with alow of 196 acresin
1990. Average annual wetland losses for
the period 1982-1995 are estimated at 843
acres. This corresponded with an annual
average of 860 permits issued between
1980 and 1995: 941 permits per year
between 1980 and 1985; 793 permits per
year between 1985 and 1990; and 846
permits per year between 1990 and 1995.
Regions 2 and 3 have sustained and
continue to sustain the greatest impact

from permit/development activity. Total
acres disturbed in Region 3 declined

slightly from 1980 through 1995 (2,541,
2,507, and 2,498 acres, respectively, for
1980-1985, 1980-1990, and 1990-1995).

Oil and gas development has greatly
dominated the activities associated with
permitted losses in coastal Louisiana.

For instance, of the 4,706 permits issued
between 1980 and 1985, 3,911 (83.1%)
were for oil and gas activity. Between
1985 and 1990, 2,844 (71.7%) of the total
3,964 permits issued were for oil and gas.
Finally, for the period between 1990 and
1995, atotal of 4,229 permits were
issued, of which 2953 (69.8%) were for
oil and gas. Nevertheless, no attempt has
been made to correlate rates of 1oss per
permit with specific activity types (i.e.,
oil/gas, development of fast land,
bulkheads, etc.).

High levels of permit activity
corresponded with severe wetlands losses
in Region 3. Like Region 2, permit
activity was dominated by the oil and gas
industry. Permit activity was high in the
reporting period between 1980 and 1985
(1,665), lower between 1985 and 1990
(1,599), and increased to 1,798 for the
period between 1990-1995. Activity has
been widespread throughout coastal
marshes, with Vermilion Bay Marsh,
Pelto, Mechant/de Cade, Terrebonne
Marshes, Penchant, Wax Lake Wetlands,
West Cote Blanche Bay, and the Bully
Camp mapping units showing the highest
activity.



SECTION 7

FISH AND WILDLIFE

Methodology for Historic
Trendsin Fisheries
Production

In order to assess the recent trends and
future projections of fishery populations
within the Coast 2050 study area, four
broad species assemblages were
established based on salinity preferences.
These assembl ages were marine,
estuarine dependent, estuarine resident,
and freshwater. Within each of the four
assemblages, guilds of fishery organisms
were established. Asusedinthis
document, guilds are groupings of
ecologically similar species identified by
asingle, representative species and,
hereafter, the terms guild and species are
used interchangeably. Fishery guilds
common to coastal Louisiana, within
each salinity-preference assemblage are:

»  Spanish mackerel guild - marine;

» red drum, black drum, spotted
seatrout, gulf menhaden, southern
flounder, white shrimp, brown
shrimp, and blue crab guilds -
estuarine dependent;

e American oyster guild - estuarine
resident; and

» largemouth bass and channdl catfish
guilds - freshwater.

In a broad sense, each of the 12 guildsis
uniquely identified by the combination
of the representative species’ habitat
preference, salinity preference, primary

habitat function, seasonal occurrencein
the estuary, and spawning or migratory
seasons. Habitat and life history
information is based on available
scientific literature specific to the
northwestern Gulf of Mexico, but is
somewhat generalized to accommodate
the establishment of guilds.

Once the species representing each
fishery guild was identified, population
changes of each species were assessed
and displayed by using a matrix for each
of the four coastal regions. The matrices
display mapping units and guilds and,
within the mapping units, provide
information on the population stability
(recent change trends) and population
projections for each species group (Table
7-1). Thediscussion of fishery
population projections follows this
section. Most of the recent trend
information was provided by fishery
biologists of the Louisiana Department
of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF). The
assessments were based on LDWF
fishery independent sampling data and
personal observation of areafisheries
biologists, and generally span a period of
10 to 20 years. Staff of LDWF believe
that, due to selectivity of sample gear,
the trend information is most reflective
of recent changes in the subadult portion
of each guild.

The projections of possible future
changes in fishery production for coastal



Louisiana are based solely on landscape
change model predictions discussed in
the main report. The key parametersin
making those projections were percent
and pattern of wetland lossin each
mapping unit. Numerous other factors
which could not be forecast, such as
changesin water quality, fishery harvest
levels, wetland devel opment activities
(e.g., dredging and filling), and
blockages of migratory pathways also
could negatively impact fishery
production. These factors and the
potentially great inaccuracy in predicting
land loss 50 years into the future,
especially when considering landscape
changes at a mapping unit scale, limit
the precision of the predicted changesin
fishery production.

Information provided in the matrix was
developed through the collaborative
effort of the LDWF and the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).
Contributorsto this effort for Region 3
were Vince Guillory, Roy Moffet,
Martin Bourgeois, Steve Hein, Paul
Meier, Pete Juneau, Paul Cook and
Glenn Thomas of the LDWF and Rickey
Ruebsamen and Richard Hartman of the
NMFS.

Methodology for Wildlife
Functions, Status, Trends,
and Projections

Louisiana’s coastal wetlands, extending
from the forested wetlands at the upper
end to the barrier shorelines bordering
the gulf, provide adiverse array of
habitats for numerous wildlife
communities. In addition to fulfilling all
life-cycle needs for many resident

species, coastal wetlands provide
wintering or stopover habitat for
migratory waterfowl and many other
birds. The bald eagle and brown pelican,
protected by the Endangered Species
Act, are recovering from very low

popul ations over the last three decades.
These two species are projected to
continue to increase in the future,
independent of near-term wetland
changes. The fate of other species
groupsin coastal Louisianawill be
influenced by habitat conditions within
their areas. The prediction of extensive
land loss and habitat change by the year
2050 prompted an examination of the
effect of such losses and changes on the
abundance of wildlife.

To assess habitat functions and the
status, recent trends and future
projections of wildlife abundance within
the Coast 2050 study area, 21 prominent
wildlife species and/or species groups
were identified:

*  Brown pelican

 Badeagle

*  Seabirds, such as black skimmer,
royal tern, common tern, and
laughing gull

» Wading birds, such as great blue
heron, snowy egret, and roseate
spoonbill

» Shorebirds, such as piping plover,
black-necked stilt, American avocet,
and willet

» Dabbling ducks, such as mallard,
gadwall, mottled duck, and wood
duck

» Diving ducks, such as greater scaup,
ring-necked duck, redhead, and
canvasback

* Geese, such as snow goose, white-
fronted goose, and Canada goose



» Raptors, such as northern harrier,
peregrine falcon, and American
kestrel

* Rails, gdlinules, and coots, such as
king rail, sorarail, and purple
gdlinule

*  Other marsh and open water
residents, such as anhinga, least
bittern, and seaside sparrow

» Other woodland residents, such as
pileated woodpecker, Carolina
chickadee, and belted kingfisher

*  Other marsh and open water
migrants, such astree swallow, barn
swallow, and Savannah sparrow

»  Other woodland migrants, such as
hermit thrush, American robin, and
cedar waxwing

* Nutria

e Muskrat

* Mink, otter, and raccoon
* Rabbits

e Squirrels

*  White-tailed deer, and
* American aligator

A matrix was devel oped for each region
to present the habitat function and the
status, trend, and projection for the
above listed species and/or species
groups for each habitat type within each
mapping unit (Table 7-2).

“ Habitat functions” considered were
nesting (Ne), wintering area (W),
stopover habitat (St), and multiple
functions (Mu). “Status’ categories
included the following: not historically
present (NH), no longer present (NL),
present in low numbers (Lo), present in
moderate numbers (M o), and present in
high numbers (Hi). Not historically
present means that the species or species
group has not been present in the given
areafor over about 50 years. No longer

present means that the species or species
group was present in the given area
sometime during the last 50 years, but is
not currently present.

“Trend” refersto changes in abundance
over the last ten to 20 years, and
“projection” refersto a prediction of
changes in wildlife abundance through
the year 2050; “trend” and “projection”
categoriesinclude steady (Sy), decrease
(D), increase (1) and unknown (U).

“ Habitat Types’ reflect 1988 conditions
and include the following: open water
(OW); aquatic bed (AB); fresh marsh
(FM); intermediate marsh (IM); brackish
marsh (BM); saline marsh (SM); fresh
swamp (FS); hardwood forest (HF);
barrier beach (BB); agriculture/upland
(AU). Habitat types comprising less
than 5% of a unit are shown only if that
habitat type is particularly rare or
important to wildlife in the given
planning unit.

“ Habitat function,” “status,” and “trend”
information displayed in each regiona
matrix represents common
understandings of the selected species
and/or species groups, field
observations, some data, and recent
habitat changes. “Projection”
information is based almost exclusively
on the predicted conversion of marsh to
open water and the gradual relative
sinking and resultant deterioration of
forested habitat throughout the study
area. Such predictions may or may not
prove to be accurate. Additionaly,
numerous other factors including water
quality, harvesting level, and habitat
changes elsewhere in the species’ range
can not be predicted and were not
considered in these projections.



Therefore, the projections are to be

viewed and used with caution.

The matrices were compiled by Gerry
Bodin (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)

and Quin Kinler (Natural Resources
Conservation Service).

The individuals responsible for
synthesizing the information displayed in
each regional matrix are identified
below:

Brown Pelican, Bald Eagle

Species or Species Group Individuals Agency Affiliation
Tom Hess LDWF
Larry McNease | LDWF

Terry Rabot U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Seabirds, wading birds,
shorebirds, raptors, rails,
gdlinules, coots, other marsh
and open water residents,
other woodland residents, Bill Vermilion LDWF
other marsh and open water
migrants, other woodland
migrants
Puddle ducks, diving ducks, | Robert Helm LDWF
geese
Nutria, muskrat, mink, otter, | Noel Kinler LDWF
raccoon, American aligator Lary McNease | LDWF
Mike Olinde LDWF
Rabbits, squirrels, white- Dave Moreland | LDWF
tailed deer
Quin Kinler Natural Resources Conservation

Service




Table 7-1. Region 3 fish and invertebrate population status and 2050 change.

Fish and Invertebrate Guilds (Species)
Spotted Gulf Southern | American White Brown Spanish Largemouth | Channel
Red drum| Black drum | seatrout menhaden flounder oyster shrimp shrimp Blue crab mackerel bass catfish
Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Comments
M apping Unit| Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection Projection | Projection
Atchafalaya Lower river only, estuarine species
Marshes Sy/Sy Sy/Sy Sy/Sy Sy/Sy Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/Sy Sy/D Sy/l Sy/l primarily in fall and winter
Avoca NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/D 1/Sy NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/D NA/NA U/U U/u
Black Bayou
Wetlands NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/l 1/INA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/ NA/NA D/l U/U
Boudreaux 1/D 1/D D/D 1/D D/D I/l Sy/D 1/D 1/D NA/NA D/ D/l
N. Bully Camp 1/D 1/D D/D D/D D/D D/l D/D D/D 1/D 1/ NA/NA NA/NA
S. Bully Camp 1/D 1/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D 1/D I/l NA/NA NA/NA
Caillou Marshes 1/D 1/D D/D D/D D/D D/D Sy/D 1/D 1/D I/l D/D U/v
Chacahoula
Swamps NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/l NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Sy/l Sy/l
Devil's Swamp NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Syll Syll
Fields Swamp NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Sy/l Sy/l
Four League Bay 1/Sy 1/Sy D/D 1/Sy D/D 1/D Sy/Sy 1/Sy 1/Sy U/v D/ U/v
GIWW NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/D 1/D NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/D NA/NA Syll Sy/l
Mechant/De Cade 1/D 1/D D/D 1/D D/D 1/ Sy/D 1/D 1/D 1/ D/Sy D/Sy
Influenced by water control

Montegut 1/D 1/D D/D 1/D D/D 1/ Sy/D 1/D 1/D NA/NA D/l D/l structures
NHSC Wetlands 1/D 1/D 1/D 1/D 1/D NA/NA 1/D 1/D 1/D NA/NA D/l D/l
Pelto Marshes 1/D 1/D D/D D/D D/D D/Sy D/D D/D 1/D I/l D/D D/D
Penchant 1/Sy 1/Sy D/D D/Sy D/D D/l D/Sy D/Sy 1/Sy NA/NA D/I U/

NOTES: Steady=Sy, Decrease=D, Increase=I, Unknown=U, Not Applicable=NA




Table 7-1. Region 3 fish and invertebrate population status and 2050 change (Cont.).

Fish and Invertebrate Guilds (Species)

Spotted Gulf Southern | American White Brown Spanish Largemouth | Channel
Red drum| Black drum | seatrout menhaden flounder oyster shrimp shrimp Blue crab mackerel bass catfish
Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Comments
M apping Unit| Projection [ Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection Projection Projection | Projection
Pigeon Swamps NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA U/v NA/NA U/U U/v
Point au Fer 1/Sy 1/Sy D/Sy 1/Sy D/Sy I/l Syl 1/Sy 1/Sy 1/Sy D/I U/u
Savoie NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Sy/l Sy/l
St Louis Canal 1/D 1/D D/D 1/D D/D 1/Sy Sy/D 1/D 1/D NA/NA D/l D/l
Terrebonne
Marshes 1/D 1/D D/D D/D D/D D/Sy D/D D/D 1/D 1/ NA/NA NA/NA
Verrett Wetlands NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/ NA/NA U/l U/l
Timbalier Island
Shorelines D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D I/l NA/NA NA/NA
Isles Dernieres
Shorelines D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D D/D I/l NA/NA NA/NA
Atchafalaya Support of estuarine speciesisriver
Subdelta Sy/l Sy/l NA/NA Sy/l Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/l D/Sy Sy/l NA/NA Syl 1/ stage-dependent
N. Wax Lake
Wetlands NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA 1/l I/l Fresh marsh, overflow swamp
Wax Lake Outlet Support estuarine species during low
Subdelta Sy/l Sy/l NA/NA Sy/l Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/l D/Sy Sy/l NA/NA Syl 1/ water stages-fall and winter
Wax Lake Only shoreline supports estuarine
Wetlands NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Sy/Sy NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Syll Syl species during low water stages
Big Woods NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA U/U U/v Fresh swvamp
Cote Blanche
Wetlands NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Sy/Sy NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/Sy Sy/Sy |Better habitat during low water years
E. Cote Blanche
Bay Sy/Sy Sy/D D/D Sy/Sy Sy/D NA/NA Sy/l D/D Sy/Sy NA/NA NA/NA Sy/l Better habitat during low water years
Welrs, impoundmens, and gates
Marsh Island D/Sy D/Sy D/Sy Sy/Sy D/Sy NA/NA Sy/Sy D/Sy 1/Sy NA/NA NA/NA Sy/l causing loss of habitat
NOTES: Steady=Sy, Decrease=D, Increase=I, Unknown=U, Not Applicable=NA




Table 7-1. Region 3 fish and invertebrate population status and 2050 change (Cont.).

Fish and Invertebrate Guilds (Species)

Spotted Gulf Southern | American White Brown Spanish Largemouth | Channel
Red drum| Black drum | seatrout menhaden flounder oyster shrimp shrimp Blue crab mackerel bass catfish
Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Trend/ Comments
M apping Unit| Projection [ Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection | Projection Projection | Projection
Eastern portion is more viable
Rainey Marsh Sy/Sy Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/Sy Sy/D NA/NA Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/Sy NA/NA Sy/l Sy/l estuarine fishery habitat
Strongly influenced by Atchafalaya
Vermilion Bay Sy/Sy Sy/D D/D Sy/Sy Sy/D D/D Sy/l D/D Sy/Sy NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA |River flows
Vermilion Bay Higher use by estuarine speciesin
Marsh Sy/Sy D/D Sy/D D/Sy NA/NA Sy/D U/l Sy/D Sy/Sy NA/NA Syl Sy/l fall and winter, mainly edge habitat
W. Cote Blanche Habitat conditions influenced by
Bay Sy/Sy Sy/D D/D Sy/Sy Sy/D NA/NA Sy/l D/D Sy/Sy NA/NA NA/NA NA/NA |Atchafalaya River discharge

NOTES:

Steady=Sy, Decrease=D, Increase=I, Unknown=U, Not Applicable=NA




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections
Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are

shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.

Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna
% of Rails, Coots,
Mapping Unit Type| Unit |Brown Pelican ||Bald Eagle Seabirds \Wading Birds ||Shorebirds Dabbling Ducks ||Diving Ducks [|Geese Raptors land Gallinules
Jeolo Jeolo olo Jeolo Jeolo Jol|o Jelo Jelo Jelo Jelo
HEHERHEERHEEEHEER REER HEEE HEER HEEE HEE R HE
Terrebonne Basin
IPigeon swamps ow| s NH NH st{o[sy[sf [nH NH w| o] sy| sy|| [nH NH NH NH
Fs| =2 NH NH NH Ne[Hi| 1 |sy]| [nH M Lo| sy| sy|[ [nH NH mumd 1 [sy]l |nH
HF | 38 NH NH NH NH NH [IMd Lol sy| syll |nH NH [IMufHi] 1] of  [NH
\Verret Wetlands ow| 25 NH NH stro| syl syl [nH NH [lw] Lol syl sylfw]rolsy[syl[ [nH [ InH w/Lo|sy| sy
Fs | 49 NH Ne[Hi| 1] (][ [NH Ne[Hi| 1] syf[ [NH [Md Lo| sy| syl |nH NH [IMu[mo] 1 ]syfl [NH
T NH NH NH NH [ Lol syl syl[ [nm NH [IMd Hil 1 o] InH
Ichacahoula swamps Fs| 76 NH Ne|mo| sy syll  |nH Ne|Hi| 1 [sy]l |nH [Md Lol sy| syll |nH NH [IMu[mo] 1 syl [NH
| TN NH NH NH NH [ Lol syl syl[ [nm NH [IMd Hil 1 o] [nH
IB1ack Bayou Wetlands Fs| 78 NH NH NH md Hi| 1 [yl INH [Md Lol sy| syl |nH NH [IMu[mo] 1 syl [NH
HE| 18 | [N NH NH [l InH NH [ Lol syl syl[ [nm NH [IMd Hil 1 o] InH
Savoie M| 23 NH Ne| Lo| sy| sylmuf Lo| sy| sylmul Hi| 1 | sylmul Hi | sy] syl|w | Lo| sy| sylfw]Lo| sy|syl[ [nH [IMu] Lo| sy] sylmu| Lo sy| sy
HFE | 43 NH NH NH NH NH M Lo| sy| sy|[ [nH NH [IMd wil 1 o] [nH
AU | 30 NH NH NH sy|Lo| 1 [y st|iolsylsy|| [nH NH NH [IMu[mo] sy syl [NH
Ioevir's swamp Y NH Ne[ma| sy| sylmu| o] sy| sylmu] i 1 [ sylmu i 1 ] syllw] o] sy| sylfw]Lo] sy|syl[ [nH [IMd] Lo| sy| sy|md Lo| sy| sy
HE | 32 NH NH NH NH NH Mul Lo| sy| sy|[ [NH NH [ Hi] 1] of  [NH
aul sa | |nH NH NH st|Lof 1 sy st|Lo] sy|syf|w] Lo| sy| sy|[ [nH NH [IMdmd sy| || [nH
IFieids swamp ow| 10 NH NH st|Lo| syl syfl |nH NH w| Lo sy| sylfw|Lo] sy|sy|[ [NH [ [nw w| Lol sy| sy
| 4 NH NH M Lo sy| sylmd Hi| sy| sylmd Hi| sy syllw] Lol sy| sy ||w]Lo|sy]sy|| [nH [IMd] Lo| sy| sy|md Lo| sy| sy
HF | 30 NH NH NH NH NH Mul Lo| sy| sy|[ |NH NH [ Hi] 1] of  [NH
aul 18 | |nH NH NH st|Lo] 1 | stfst|io| sy|syf| [nH NH NH [IMdmd sy| syl [nH




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections
Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are

shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988

Habitat Avifauna (cont.) Furbearers Game Mammals Reptiles

% of JOther Marsh/ ||Other Wood-  |[Other Marsh/  ||Other Wood- Mink, Otter, American

Mapping Unit Type| Unit JOW Residents |[land Resid. OW Migrants [[land Migrants JNutria Muskrat land Raccoon  |Rabbits Squirrels Deer Alligator

| ols | ols | els Jols Jols Jols Jols Jels Jols Jols Jols
HEIEHEERHEERHEIBRREEEREHERREERREIER HEIEE HEHERREER

Terrebonne Basin

JPigeon Swamps OW| 5 [MulMo| Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy|[MulMo| Sy| Sy||Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy NH NH NH Mu|Mo| | | |
Fs | 52 |nel Lo sy| sy|[Ne[md| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sy|mulmd] sy sylmumd] sy| sylmumd] sy| sy|md] Lo| sy| syfmd] Lo| sy| md] Lo| sy| Dfmd Lo sy| D |mdmd 1]
HF | 38 NH Ne| Hi | sy| Df[  [NH [Mu] Hi | sy| D IMuMd] sy| sylMu[mo] sy| syfMu] Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| DMy Lo| sy| DMy Lo| sy D fMmumd] 1] |
Verret Wetlands ow| 25 IMdmd sy[sll InH [IMu[mo] sy| syf| | M Lol syl sl [N [IMu] Lo] sy| sy]  |nH [l InH [l InH My Lo| sy| 9]
Fs | 49 |nelLof sy| syl[Ne|md| sy| sylmul Lo sy| sylmulmd| sy| sy]mulmd] sy sylimulmd| sy| sylmulmd| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy| DM Lo| sy b M| Lo| sy| D IMulmd] 1 | 1
HE| 23 | |nH Nel Hi| syl syf| [N [IMu] Hi ] sy| © IMuMmd] sy| sylMu[md] sy| sy|Mumd] sy| syImu| Lol sy b {[Mu] Lol sy| B{[Mu| Lo| sy| D IMumd] 1 | 1
Ichacahoula swamps Fs | 76 |nelLof sy| syl[Ne|md| sy| sylmul Lo sy| sylmulmd| sy| sy]mulmd]| sy sylimulmdl] sy| sylmulmd| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy DM Lo| sy b M| Lo| sy| D IMulmd] 1 | 1
| TN Nel Hi| sy| Df| [N [IMu] Hi ] sy| © IMuMmd] sy| sylMulmd] sy| sy|Mumd] sy| syImu| Lol sy B {[Mu] Lol sy| B{[Mu| Lo| sy| D IMumd] 1 | 1
IBiack Bayou Wetlands Fs | 78 |nelLof sy| syl[Ne|md| sy| sylmul Lo sy| sylmulmd| sy| sy]mulmd] sy sylimulmd] sy sylmulmd| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy| DMl Lo| sy b ffmu] Lo| sy| D IMulmd] 1 | 1
HE| 18 | [N Nel Hi| sy| Df|  |NH [IMu] Hi ] sy| © IMuMmd] sy| sylMu[md] sy| sy|Mumd] sy| syImu| Lol sy b {[Mu] Lo sy| B{[Mu| Lo| sy| D IMumd] 1 | 1
Savoie v | 23 [nelHil syl syl [NH Mol Hi[sy| || [NH MulMd| sy| sy|Md| Lo sy| sylMu] Lol sy| sy]mu| Lo sy| D|Mu| Lo sy| D|Mu| Lo sy| D [mulmd| 1 |5y
HF | 43 NH Ne| Hi| sy| Df| [NH [IMu] Hi | sy| © Imumd] sy| sylmu] Lo| sy| sylmu] Lo| sy sylmu| Lo| sy Dmu| Lo] sy| Dmu] Lo sy| b [mumd] 1 | sy
AU | 30 NH Ne|mo| sy syfl  |nH [Mu] Lo| sy|syIMu] Lo| sy| sy|Mu] Lo| sy| sy|Mu] Lo| sy| syImu] Lo sy sy||  [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sy
Ipevil's swamp v | 11 InelHil syl [nH M Hilsy] sl InH MulMd sy sylMul Lo| sy sylMd] Lol syl sylmd Lol syl ]| Ik [Mu] Lo sy sylmumd] 1 | sy
HF | 32 NH Ne| Hi| sy D[ |nH [Mu] Hi | sy D IMu] Lo| sy| sylMu] Lo| sy| sy|Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo sy| syfMumd] sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| syfmuf Lo| 1] sy
AU | s4 NH Ne| lo| sy[syl| [NH M Lo| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy sylMd] Lo| sy sylMd] Lol sy sylmd Lol syl ]| Inm [IMu] Lo sy| syfmu| Lo] 1 | sy
IFieids swamp ow| 10 Imdmd sy|sy|| InH mumd| sy syl|  INH MulMd| sy| sylMu| Lo sy| sylmu| Lo| sy| sy]  [NH NH [l [nH mumd| 1 [ syl
| a1 ImdHi]sy[s]] v v Hi| syl S]] [nH MulMd sy sylMul Lo| sy svlMd] Lol syl sylmd Lol syl ]| Inm [Mu] Lo sy| sylmumd] 1 | sy
HF | 30 NH Ne| Hi | sy| D[ |nH Mul Hi [ sy| D [mu| Lo sy| sylMu] Lol sy| sylmu] Lo sy| syImu| Lol sy| sylmulmd] sy| sylmu] Lo sy| sy]mu| Lo sy sy
au| 18 NH Ne|Lo| sy|sy|| [NH [IMu] Lo| sy sylmu| Lo| sy| syllmu] Lo| sy| syl[mu| Lo| sy| syfmd Lo| sy| syl|  |nH [IMu] Lo| sy sylmu| Lo| sy| sy




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are

shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.

Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna
% of Rails, Coots,
Mapping Unit Type| Unit |Brown Pelican ||Bald Eagle Seabirds \Wading Birds ||Shorebirds Dabbling Ducks ||Diving Ducks [|Geese Raptors land Gallinules
SEIH RS HEE S HEIHE HEIH R HEH S BE R HEHE HEIH S HEH S HEIH S
clalcl s IelglelalldlglolallclglelalldlglolallelgllasllelglelsllelglolallelglelsPlals]a
St. Louis Canal ow| 16 NH NH Mumd| sy|sy|| [NH NH w| Lo sy| sy ||w|Lo|sy|sy|| [nH NH w|Lo|sy| sy
Fs| 32 NH NelLo| sy| syf[  [NH Ne|Hi| 1 [ D[ [|nH My Lo| sy| syllw|io|sy|syll [NH mumd 1 [ D]l [NH
im | 18 NH NH [Mu] Lol sy sylmu] Hi| 1 | Dfmu] Hil sy| Df[w] Lo sy| sylfw]Lo[sy[sylf [NH [IMd Lo| sy| pmd Lo| sy| sv
BM| 7 NH NH [IMu] M| sy sylmu] Hi 1] DM Hi] sy Dffw] Lo| sy| sy|lw]Lo|sy[sv]| |nH [IMu] Lo| sy] Dmuf Lo| sy| sy
HE| 20 | InH NH [ InH NH NH M Lo| sy| syl [nH NH [IMd Hil sy| of|  [nH
INorth Bully Camp Marsh ow| 50 Jwlto| 1| 1 NH [IMumo] sy syf[  [NH NH w/| Lo sy| D [fw|Lo]sy| Dff [NH [ w|Lo|sy| D
™| 5 NH NH [IMu[md] sy| Dmu] Hi| sy| Dmu] Hil sy| Df[w] Lo| sy| b [fw]Lo[sy[ D]f [NH [IMd Lo| sy| pf|w] Lol sy| D
M| 6 NH NH [IMumd] sy DMd] Hi| sy DM Hi| sy Dffw] Lo] sy| b |lw]Lo|sy| D] |nH M Lo] sy] Df|w(Lo|sy| D
BM| 30 NH NH [IMu[md] sy| Dmu] Hi| sy| Dfmu] Hil sy| Df|w] Lo| sy| b [fw]Lo[sy[ D]f [NH Myl Lo| sy| D]lw|Lo|sy| D
South Bully Camp Marsh ow| 75 fw|md 1| | NH [Mu] Hi ] sy| syf[  [NH [l [NH w/|Lo| b | D ||w[Lo[sy| | [NH NH w/Lo|sy| D
sM | 23 INelmo| 1] | NH [l Hi] o] DM Hi] o[ DM Hi] D] D]|w] o] B | b [fw]Lo[sy[ D]f [NH NH wlLo|sy| b
Timbalier Isl. Shorelines ow| 76 Ine[Hi|sy| syl [NH [Mu] Hi ] sy syfl  [NH [l [nH w/| Lo| b | D ||w[Lo[sy| | [NH NH NH
sv| s NH NH [Mu] Hi | sy| Dmu] Hi| sy| Dfmu] Hil sy| Df|w] o] B | b [fw]Lo[sy[ D]f [NH NH wlLo| D] b
HE| 5 NH NH [l [nH Ne[mo| sy| o[ [NH NH NH NH stfrosy| pf| [nH
Be| 11 | [nH NH [IMu] Hi] sy] ]| st]Lo| sy| pfmu| Hi| sy| Bf|  [NH NH NH NH NH
IMontegut ow| 56 Jwlto| 1| 1 NH [Mu[mo] sy syf[  [NH [l [NH wmo| 1 | sylfw(md 1 [syf[ [nH NH w [md| sy| sy
m | 7 NH NH [IMu[md] sy| Dmu] Hi| sy| Dmu] Hil sy| Df[w]mo] 1 | sylfwlmd 1 [syff [nH Myl Lo| sy| D]lw(md sy| sy
BM| 25 NH NH MM sy| DMd] Hi| sy DM Hi| sy Dffw{mo| 1 | syliw]md 1 [sy]l |nH [IMu] Lo| sy] Df|w[md] sy| sy
au| 6 NH NH [l InH st|o] 1 |9y st|Lo] sy|sy|| [nH NH NH Mumd sy[ syl  |nH
Terrebonne Marshes OW | 85 |Ne|Mq| | | NH "Mu Hi| Sy| Sy NH NH W|Lo| D| D ||[W|Lo|Sy|D NH NH W] Lo|Sy| D
sm| 12 NH NH [ Hi] o | oM Hi| o | DM Hi] D] D]|w] o] B | b [fw]Lo[sy[ D]f [NH NH w]|Lo|sy| D




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;

FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are
shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna (cont.) Furbearers Game Mammals Reptiles
% of JOther Marsh/ ||Other Wood-  |[Other Marsh/  ||Other Wood- Mink, Otter, American
Mapping Unit Type| Unit JOW Residents |[land Resid. OW Migrants [[land Migrants JNutria Muskrat land Raccoon  |Rabbits Squirrels Deer Alligator
S HEHEE HEHEE HEEE HEEHE HEEE BHEE HEHEE HEEHE HEEHE HEEE
clalolalfielglolsldlalolalclglelalelglolaflelaglolalflPlglolslflalolalclglolallglolalelal|a
St. Louis Candl ow| 16 | |NH MuMo sy|sy|| |NH MulMo| sy syMulMo| sy syfMul Lo| sy[ syfMul Lo| sy sy]  |nm NH NH MulMo| 1 [sy
Fs | 32 |nelLof sy| D|INe|md| sy| D|Mul Lo sy| D|Mulmd| sy| D [mulmd| sy| sylimul Lo| sy sylmul Lo| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy syf|  |nH My Lol sy| sylmumd| 1 | sy
im | 18 [md Hi| sy| Df| [NH [IMu] Hi] sy| of| [N MulMd sy sylMdl Lo| sy] syliMumd syl sylmd Lol syl sl Inm [Mu] Lo sy| sylmumd] 1 | sy
BM| 7 [mdHi|sy|pf [nH [Mu] Hi ] sy D[ [NH MulMd| sy| sylMulmd] sy| sylmulmd] sy| syImu| Lo| sy[sy||  [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu{md] sy| sy
HF | 20 NH Nel Hi| sy| Df|  |nH Mul Hi| sy| DM Lo| sy] sylMd] Lo| sy] sylmd] Lo| sy] sy]md] Lo| sy] syliMulmd] sy] syl Lol sy] sy]md] Lol sy] )]
INorth Bully Camp Marsh ow| 50 [mdmd sy|sy|| InH [Mu[mo] sy syf[  [NH M Lo| D [ sy[Mu| Lo| D [sy[Mul o] D[sy] |nH NH [l [NH Md Lo| D[ D
| s Imdmilsypff e [IMu] Hi] sy| of| [N MuMd| D [ sy|Md Lo| b [ sy|Mu] Lo| B[ sy]md Lo| sy| | |nm [IMu] Lo sy| DMy Lo D | sy
M | 6 ImdHi|sy|p|l [N [Mu] Hi ] sy D[ [NH MulMa D | sy|Mul Lo| D] sy|Mul Lo| D] sy]mdl Lol sy| D] InH [Mu] Lo| sy| DMy Lo| D] sy
BM | 30 [mdHi]sy[ o] [nn [IMd Hil sy o] Inn M Lo| D [ sy[Md Lo D | sy[[Mu| Lo| D | syIMy o[ sy| DI |nH Myl Lo| sy| DMl Lo] D] D
South Bully Camp Marsh ow| 75 IMumd sy|sy|[ [NH [Mu[md] sy D[ [NH Myl Lo| D | D|Mul Lo| D | D|Mul Lo|sy[ D] | NH NL Myl Lo[ D | D
sv| 23 Imduif o] o] e [IMu] Hi] sy| of| [N My Lo| D] D|Mul Lo D] D]MUMd sy] DM Lo] D] D] INH NL My Lo| D] D
Timbalier Isl. Shorelines ow| 76 IMumd sy|sy|[ [NH [Mu[mo] sy syfl  [NH NL (I (I NL NH NL NL
sv| 8 Imduilsy] o] InH M Hilsy] D]l [N Myl Lo| D] D|Mul Lo| D] DM Lo| D] D] |NL NH NL NL
HE| 5 NH Mulmd| sy| D [NH st{mo| sy| oMy Lo| D] DMy Lo D] DMy Lo] D] D] [NL NH NL NL
Be| 11 | [|nH NH NH NH NH [l InH [IMu Lo o] D] |nH NH NH NH
Ivontegut ow| 56 mdmd sy|sy|| InH mumd| sy syl|  INH Myl Lo| D | D|Mu[Lo| D | D|Mumd D] D] [NH NH NH Md Lo| D[ D
v | 7 Imduilsy] o]l e [IMu] Hi] sy| of| [N My Lo| D] D|Mul Lo D] D]MUmd D] D]wImd sy|s  InH My Lo| sy| DImulmd sy] D
BM| 25 |md Hi|sy[ D] |nH Mol Hi[ sy| Dl [NH Myl Lo| D | D|Mu[Lo| D | D|Mumd D | Dfw(md sy[sy|| [NH M Lo sy| DMy Lo| D] D
aul 6 NH Ne|Lo| sy sy|| [NH M Lo| sy sy]mul Lo| D] D|Md Lo] D] DM Lo] D] D] WM sy|s]| [N My Lo| sy| DM Lo| D[ D
Terrebonne Marshes ow| 85 NH NH NH NH NH [l [NH [l [NH NH NH NH NL
sv| 12 Imduif o] o] InH M Hilsy] D]l [N My Lo| D | D|IMul Lo sy] DM Lo] D] DM o] D] D) INH NL My Lo| D] D




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are

shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.

Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna
% of Rails, Coots,
Mapping Unit Type| Unit |Brown Pelican ||Bald Eagle Seabirds \Wading Birds ||Shorebirds Dabbling Ducks ||Diving Ducks [|Geese Raptors land Gallinules
oo oo oo oo oo ol deolo dolo dolo dolo
HEIHHHEIERE HEIHR HEIER HEERREER HEERE HEEREEE R HEER
IBoudreaux ow| 48 |w]|Lof 1] 1 NH MuMol sy[sy||  [NH NH w|Lo| D[ D [[w]ro|[sy|Df| |nH NH w(Lo|sy| D
M | 13 NH NH [IMu[mo| sy| Dmu] Hi | sy| Dmuf Hi| sy| Dffw] Lo| D | D [fw[Lo[sy[ D]f [NH Myl Lo| sy| D]lw|Lo|sy| D
BM| 20 NH NH [IMu[md] sy| Dmu] Hi| sy| Dmu] Hil sy| Df|w] o] B | b [fw]Lo[sy[ D]f [NH [IMd Lo sy| pf|w] Lol sy| D
HFE | 9 NH NelLo| sy| syf|  [nH NH NH My Lo| D | D |fw]Lo[sy| D] |NH Mu Hi| sy[ D]l [NH
[Peito Marshes ow| 70 JwlHi[ 1] 1 NH [IMd Hil sy[ ]| Inm NH w|Lo| D[ D [[w]ro[sy|Df| |nH NH w(Lo|sy| D
| sm| 24 | |NH NH [IMd Hi] D] DM Hi] D] DM HI] D] Dffw]| Lo] D | D |lw]Lo|sy[ D] [|nH NH w/Lo|sy| D
[ sies Demieres Shordlines ow| 78 Jwlhi[ 1] 1 NH [IMu] Hi] sy| syf| [N [l InH wlto] b| b |Iw]Lolsy| D]l Inn NH NH
sm| 9 InegHi| 1] 1 NH [Mu] Hi | sy| DM Hi| sy| DM Hi] sy Dffw] Lo] D | D |lw]Lo|sy[ D] [|nH NH w|Lo[ D[ D
HE| 6 NH NH [l InH Nelmd sy| b NH NH NH st|Lo| sy pf| [nH
BB| 8 NH NH ] Hi] sy| D[ st|Lo| sy| DM Hi| sy| Dff  [NH NH NH NH NH
INHSC Marshes ow| 16 NH NH l[st]ol syl syl InH I InH w| Lo| sy| D [[w]Lo|sy[ D NH NH W /Lo[sy| D
M | 14 NH NH Mu[ Lo sy[ sylMumd] T [sylMmumd sy[ syl{w] o] sy D [[w]Lto[ sy D] |NH MU Lo[ sy syllw]Lo[sy| D
Fs| 28 NH NH NH Ne[Md 1 [sy|| [NH w| Lo sy D [[w[to]sy[ D InH [Mdmd 1 Tsy|Md Lo sy] D
HF | 26 NH NH NH NH NH MU Lo| sy| D NH NH [(Md HiT D) INH
AU| 11 NH NH NH st{Lo| 1 [sy|lst]Lo| sy| 9y NH NH NH [IMdMo] sy[sy]|  [NH
Icaillou Marshes ow]| s3 [wlHi[I] 1 NH MuMd sy[sy||  [NH NH W] Lo sy| sy|fw]Lo]sy[sy]| [NH [[ InH W|Lo|sy| sy
BM| 13 NH NH [Mdmd sy] DM Hil 1T Tsy|Md Hil sy] Df[w] Lo sy| sy[[w]to] sy[s]| [NH Mu| Lo sy| sylMu Lo sy sy
sM | 34 NH NH [IMu[mo] sy| D[MuMd| 1 | sylmu[ Hi] sy] Dffw] Lo] sy] sylw]Lo]sy|syll [nH NH |[[Md] Lo] sy| sy
IVechant/de Cade ow| 46 JwlHi[ 1] 1 NH |[[Mu[md] syl sylf  [NH [ InH w(mo| sy| sylfw]md syl syl[ [NH NH [fw]md] sy| sy
M | 14 NH NH [IMumo] sy| DM Hi| 1 | sylmul Hi| sy| Df|w] Mol sy| sy |[w[md sy[syl[ [nH Mu Lo| sy| D|Mumd] sy| sy
BM | 29 NH NH [Mumd] sy| D[Md] Hi| 1] sylMd] Hi sy| Df[w]Mo] sy| sy|[w[md sy[sy]| [NH [IMu] Lo] sy| D[Mumd] sy| sy
Fs| 1 NH Ne| Lo| sy[syl[ [NH [ [nH [ [nH Ne| Lo sy| sy [[w[md sy|[sylf [nH [ [nH [ [nH




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;

FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are
shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna (cont.) Furbearers Game Mammals Reptiles
% of JOther Marsh/ ||Other Wood-  |[Other Marsh/  ||Other Wood- Mink, Otter, American
Mapping Unit Type| Unit JOW Residents |[land Resid. OW Migrants [[land Migrants JNutria Muskrat land Raccoon  |Rabbits Squirrels Deer Alligator
HE R BEER BEHEE BEBE BEHEE HEHEE HEHER BHEE HEEE BEHEEHEHER
clolclalidlglolalledlglelslldlgllalslglelsPlglolalldlglelslelglelallelglolald]lglelale gl la
IBoudreaux ow| 48 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH Mu Lo| D| D
IM | 13 [Mul Hi|Sy| D NH Mu| Hi| Sy| D NH Mu|Mo| Sy| D |[Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy||Mu| Lo| Sy| SyjMu| Lo| Sy| D NH Mu| Lo| Sy| D jMulMo| | | Sy
BM| 20 [md Hi|sy| pf[ [nH mu Hi| sy D]l [NH M Lo| sy| DM Lo| sy sylMd] Lol sy] sy]md Lol sy D] InH [Mu] Lo sy| DMy Lo sy D
HF| o NH Ne| Hi| sy| D[ |nH Ml Hi[ sy| D [mu| Lo sy| D|Mu| Lo sy| sy|Mu| Lo sy| sylmulmd| sy| D|mu| Lo sy| D|Mu| Lo sy| D Imu| Lo sy| 5]
IPeito Marshes ow| 70 NH NH NH NH NH [ InH NH NH NH NH NL
| sm | 24 |md il D D] N Mol Hi[ sy| Dl [NH Myl Lo| D | DMyl Lo| D | D|Mu[Lo| D] DMu[Lof D] D] [NH NL Myl Lo[ D | D
[ sies Demieres Shordlines ow| 78] Inn NH [l InH NH NH [l InH [l InH NH NH NH NL
sm| 9 |mdHi|sy[p]f [nH Mol Hi[ sy| Dl  [NH Mul Lo| D | D|Mu[ Lo| D | DM Lof D | D] [NL NH NL NL
HF| 6 NH MulMo| sy| Df|  |NH st|Mo| sy| DMyl Lo| D| DMyl Lo| | DMu[Lof D[ D] [NL NH NL NL
BB| 8 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
INHSC Marshes ow| 16 NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH MuMo| Sy| sy
IM | 14 [Mu[Mo| Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy NH Mu| Lo| D | Sy|Mu| Lo| D | Sy||Mu| Lo| D | SyjMu| Lo| Sy| D NH Mu| Lo| Sy| D jMu|Mo| Sy| Sy
FS | 28 |Mu[Lo[ sy| sy|[Ne[md] sy| syl[Md] Lo| sy[ sy|Mu[md] Sy| syfmy] Lo| D [ sy[jMd| Lo D [ sy|Mu[ Lo[ D [ syfMy] Lo| sy| DM Lo Sy[ D|Mu[ Lo[ Sy| D [Mu[md] sy[ sy
HF | 26 NH Ne|Hi[sy[ DI [NA |[Mul Hi]sy] D MU o] DT syl[Mu[ Lo] D sylMu[ Lo| D syfmu[ Lo| sy] DMy Lol Sy| DMy Lo| Sy| D IMd] Lo| Sy 5]
AU| 11 NH Ne| Lo[ sy[ syl [NH M| Lo| sy| syfMd| Lo| D [ sy|Mu[ Lo D [ sy|my| Lo| D [ syjmu[md| sy| D NH JIMu] Lo| sy| DM Lo] sy| sy
[Caillou Marshes ow| 53 [Mumd sy[sy]| [NH MulMo| Sy[ syl  [NH Mu| Lo| D | Sy|Md| Lo| D | sy|Mu[mof D [sy] [NH NH I InH MulLo| D] D
BM | 13 [Md Hi|sy|[ D NH JIMu] Hi] sy| D NH Mu[Md| D | syl[MuMo] D | sylMumd D[ syfmd Lo| sy[sy|| [NH JIMu] Lo| sy[ syfmd] Lo| D] sy
sM [ 34 md Hi|sy|[ D NH JIMu] Hi] sy| D NH Mu[ Lo D | syf[MuMd] D | sylMumd| D[ syfmd Lo| sy[sy|| [NH [IMul Lo sy syfm Lo| D] D
IVechant/de Cade ow| 46 Imumd sylsy|| InH |[[Mu[md] syl sylf  [NH MuMd| D | b|MUmd D| DMUMD D] NH NH [ InH My Lo| sy| D
M | 14 [md Hi|sy| D]l [|NH [IMu Hi|sy| D] |NH MulMo| D | D|MulMo| D | D[Mu[Mo| D | D IMu[ Lo| sy[sy|[ [NH |[IMu] Lo| sy| syImd Hi| 1 | D
BM | 29 [md Hi|sy[ Dl [nH My Hi] sy] Dff  [NH MuMd| D | DMUMo D[ D|MuMd D[ D|Md Lo syl syf| |NH |Mu] Lo] syl syImumd 1] D
Fs| 1 NH NH [ [nH NH NH [ [nH [ [nH Mul Lo| sy| sylMul Lo| sy| sylmMul Lo| sy[ syl [NH




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections
Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are
shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna
% of Rails, Coots,

Mapping Unit Type| Unit |Brown Pelican ||Bald Eagle Seabirds \Wading Birds ||Shorebirds Dabbling Ducks ||Diving Ducks [|Geese Raptors land Gallinules
SNEIEIE FEIEIA B E IR S ELE SEIETHE I FE A R I E P E I E
HEIEEHEIHEREIHRHEIHR HEEHE REEE REEE REE R REE R R EE R
fPenchant ow| 19 NH NH Mu[Mo| sy| syl| |NH NH w| Hi| sy| D [[w]Hi|sy[D]|lw|md I | D NH w | Hi| sy| sy
™| 67 NH Ne[mo| 1] 1]{[md Lo] sy] Dimd Hil 1 [sylmd Hisy] D][w] Hi sy] D ||w]Hi[sy] Dffw[md 1| Dljmd Lo] sy D]Mu[ Hi] sy| sy

HE [ 9 NH NH I InH NH NH w|Mmo| sy| sy NH NH [Md HiT D] INH
Iciww ow| 17 NH NH JIMu[ Lol sy syll  [NH NH W[ Mol sy| sy|fw]md sy|[syl[ [|NH [ InH [IMuMo] sy| sy
M| 36 NH NH MU Lo| sy D[md Hi| 1 Tsy|my Hil sy[ D]fw]mo] sy[ sy|[w]md]sy[sy]| [NH [IMd] Lo sy] D{MuMd] sy[ sy

Fs | 31 NH Ne[Hi| 1]1 NH MEDNE N w]mo| sy| sy|[w]mo|sy[sy]| [NH [IMdmd] 1T syl |NH

HE [ 14 NH NH NH NH NH w]mo| sy| sy|[w]mo|sy[sy]| [NH M HiI| 1D NH
[Avoca ow| 42 NH NH MU Lo] sy[sy|[ |NH NH w]mo| sy| sy|[w]mo|sy[sy]| [NH NH w|Hi|sy| sy
AB| 16 NH NH I InH NH NH w | Mol sy| sylfw]md sy[syl[ [nH NH Mu| Hi | sy| sy
M| 17 NH NH Mu| Lo| Sy| sylIMu| Hi| 1] sylmu[ Hi| sy| sylfw]mo| sy| sylfw]mo] sy[syl[ [nH Mul Lo[ sy[ sylmu] Hi| sy| sy
Fs| 8 NH Ne[ Hi| 111 NH Mu Hi| 1 [syll [NH w{Mo| sy| sylfw]md sy[syl[ [nH [IMuMd] sy sylMumo| sy| sy
HF | 16 NH NH NH NH NH w | Mol sy| sylfw]mod sy[syl[ [nH |[Md] Hi | sy| D][Mumd| sy| sy
[Atchafalaya Marshes ow| 9 Jw]lLo| 1| 1 NH MulMo| sy[ syl  [NH NH w]| Hi [ sy| sy|fw]md sy|syllwlro] 1T 1][ [nH [IMuMo] sy| sy
FM | 55 NH Ne[Mo| I | 1 |[mu] Lo] sy| sylmu] Hil sy| sylmu] Hi| sy| syl[w] Hi | sy| sy|w[md| sy] sylfw]Lo] 1] 1 {[md Lo sy| sylmu[md] sy] sy
M | 19 NH NH [IMu[mo] sy| sylmd] Hi| sy| sylmul Hi] sy syl[w] Hi | sy] sy|w]md| sy|syljw]Lo] 1] 1 {[md Lol sy| sylmu[md] sy| sy

HE [ 15 NH NH [ INH NH NH w| Lo| sy| sy NH W[ Lo| 1| 1'|]Md Hisy] D NH
JFour League Bay ow| g8 JwlHi| 1| 1 NH [IMumo] sy| syf|  |nH NH w| Lo| sy| syffw|mo] sy|[sy|| |NH NH W/ Lo|sy| sy
KPoint au Fer ow| 22 fwimd 1| 1 NH [Mu[mo] sy syf[  [NH NH w | Mol sy| sy lfw[md sy| sylfw|Lo|sy|syll [NH w| Lol sy| sy
M| 11 NH NH [IMu[md] sy| D[Mumd] sy| D[mu] Hil sy| Df[w Mo syl sy lfw]md sy| sylfw]Lo] sy|sylmd Lo| sy| DMl Lo] sy] sy
BM| 55 NH NH [IMu[Md] sy| DMUMo sy| DM Hi| sy Dffw]mo| sy| sy |lw]md| sy| syllw] Lol sy| sylmul Lo| sy| D]imul Lo| sy| sy
sm| 10 NH NH [IMu[md] sy| D[Mumd] sy| DMmu] Hi| sy| Df[w Mol syl sy ffw]md sy| syffw]ro|sy[sylf [nH [Imd Lo| sy| sy

BB | 1 NH NH [IMumd] D] D st|Lo| sy| DM Hi|sy| Dff [NH NH NH NH [N




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;

FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are
shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers
Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna (cont.) Furbearers Game Mammals Reptiles

% of JOther Marsh/ ||Other Wood-  |[Other Marsh/  ||Other Wood- Mink, Otter, American

Mapping Unit Type| Unit JOW Residents |[land Resid. OW Migrants [[land Migrants JNutria Muskrat and Raccoon  [Rabbits Squirrels Deer Alligator
EIEIE P ELE SEIEIE FEIEIE I E A R SEIEIE R ELI I L E R EIEIE REIEE
HEIER HEEEREIERREEREEEE REEEREEEEEEE R EE HEEREEEE
JPenchant OW | 19 [MulMo| Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy NH Mu| Hi | Sy| Sy|[MulMo| Sy| Sy||[Mu]Mo| Sy| Sy NH NH NH Mu|Hi| 1] 1
M | 67 [mdHilsy| D NH JIMu[ Hi] sy| D NH Mu[ Hi| sy| syl[MuMmd] sy| sylMumd] sy| syfmd Lo| sy[syl|  [NH Mu| Lo| Sy| syfmd Hil 111
HFE | 9 [Ne[Hi|sy|[D NH JIMu[ Hi] sy| D NH M| Hi| sy[ syl[MuMd] sy sylMuMd| sy| syImumd] sy sylMulmol sy| sylmulmd] sy| syfmumd] 1] 1
Iciww ow| 17 Imumd sy[sy]| [NH JIMu[mo] sy syl [NH M| Hi| sy| syl[Md] Lo[ sy| sylMy] Lo| syl syl [NH NH| I InH Mul Hi| 1]y
M | 36 [md[Hi[sy| D NH JIMu[ Hi] sy| D NH Mu[ Hi| sy| syf[Mu] Lol sy| sy|mMu] Lo] sy| syfmd| Lo| sy[syl|  [NH JIMu] Lol sy[ syfmd Hil 1] sy
FS | 31 [mu Lo] sy| syl[Nemo] sy sylmu] Lo| sy] sy|fmumd] sy[ syfmy] Hi| sy| sy|[mu] Lo] sy sy|[md] Lo sy| syfmu[ Lo] sy sy||  |NH JIMu] Lo| sy[ syfmumd| 1 ] sy
HFE | 14 NH Ne| Hi[sy| D[ [nH M| Hi| sy| D IMuMd| sy sylMd] Lo| sy| sy|[mu] Lo] sy[ syfmy] Lo| sy| sylMu[md] sy sy[[Mu] Lo] sy| syfmu[md] 1 | sy
[Avoca ow| 42 [mumd sy[sy]| [NH JIMu[mo] syl syl [NH M| Lo| sy| syl[md| Lo[ sy| sylMy] Lo| sy[ syl [NH NH NH Mu| Lo| Sy[ Sy
AB | 16 MU Hi|sy[sy]| [NH JIMu] Hi T sy syl INH Mu[Md sy| syl[Md| Lo[ sy| sylMy] Lo| sy[ syl [NH NH NH Mul Hi| 1 ]9y
M | 17 Imd Hi] syl syl [NH JIMu] HiT sy syl INH Mu[Md] Sy| syl[Mu] Lol sy| sy|mu| Lo] sy| syfmd| Lo| sy[syl|  [NH Mu| Lo| sy| syfmd| Hil 1 ]9y
FS | 8 M Lo|sy|syl[MuMd] sy sylmuf Lo| sy] syl[MuMd] sy[ syfmumd sy] sy|fmu] Lo] sy sylmMy] Lo| sy| syImu| Lo sy sylmy] Lo| sy] sy|fmul Lo] sy| syfmulmd| 1 | sy
HF | 16 Nh My Hi| sy| D[ |NH Mu[ Hi| sy| D IMd Lo[ sy| sylMU] Lo| sy| sy|[Mu] Lo] sy[ syfmy] Lo] sy| sy|mu] Lo| sy sy|[Mu] Lo] sy| syfmu[ Lo] sy| sy
[Atchafalaya Marshes ow| 9 Imumd sy[sy]] [NH JIMu[mo] syl syl [NH M| Hi| sy| syl[MdMd] sy| sylMumo| syl syl [NH NH I InH Mu Hi| 1] 1
M | 55 [md[Hi[sy| syl [NH JIMu] Hi T sy syl INH Mu[ Hi| sy| syl[MuMmd] sy| sylMuMmd] sy| syfmd Lo| sy[syl|  [NH [IMu[ Lol sy syfmd Hil 1] 1
M | 19 md Hi[sy[syl[ [nH JIMu] Hi T sy syl INH Mu[ Hi| sy| syl[MuMmd] sy| sylMuMmd] sy| syfmd Lo| sy[syl|  [NH [IMu] Lol sy syfmd Hil 1] 1
HF [ 15 NH My Hi| sy| D[ |NH M| Hi| sy D IMd Hi | sy sylMuMd] sy[ syl[mumd] sy[ syfmy] Lol sy syl[  [NH Mul Lo| sy| syfmd Hil 111

IFour Lesgue Bay ow| 98 ImMdmd sy[sll I [IMu[mo] sy| syf| | NH [l InH [l InH NH NH NH NH
KPoint au Fer ow| 22 mdmd sy|sy|| InH [Mu[mo] sy syf[  [NH Mulmd| sy| sylmumd] sy| sylmulmd] sy| ] [NH NH NH mumd| 1 | syl
im | 11 md Hil sy of| [NH [IMu] Hi] sy| of| [N MulMd sy sylvdl Hil sy slivdmd syl sylmd Lol syl sl Inm Myl Lo| sy| sylmumd] 1 [ sy
BM| 55 |md Hi|sy| pff [|nH [Mu] Hi|sy] D[ [NH Mulmd| sy| sylmu| Hi| sy| sylmulmd] sy| syfmu| Lol sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmumd] 1| sy
sm| 10 [md Hi|sy| of| [NH [IMu] Hilsy| of|  |nH My Lo| sy sylMulmd sy syliMumd syl sylmd Lol syl sl Inm [IMu] Lo sy sylmu| Lo| sy| sy

BB| 1 NH NH [l [nH NH NH [l [nH [IM] Lol sy| syl [NH NH [l [nH NH




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are
shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.

Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna
% of Rails, Coots,
Mapping Unit Type| Unit |Brown Pelican ||Bald Eagle Seabirds \Wading Birds ||Shorebirds Dabbling Ducks ||Diving Ducks [|Geese Raptors land Gallinules
olo olo olo olo olo o | o Jelo oo Jelo Jelo
HEIMRHEIER HEIEE HEERREER HEIER HEER HEIER HEEE REE
Atchafalaya Basin
[Atchafalaya Subdeita ow| o5 fwlLo[ 1] 1 NH md Hi|sy[sy]| [nH NH wlHi[ ] 1 [wla ] wlmd [ e w]Lo|sy| sy
I EE NH My Lo| sy sylMulmd syl sylvd Hil 1] slivd wil sylsliw] wil o] o Iwlwil o] ffwlmd ] fmd Lol syl sylmd Lol sy] sy
BB| 1 NH NH [Mu] Hi ] sy] syl[ st| Lo| sy| sylmu] Hi| sy sy|[ [ NH NH NH [ [nw NH
\West N.Wax LakeWetlands | FM | 17 NH NH MUl Lo| sy sylmul Hil 1 ] sylvd Hil syl syl[w] Lo| sy] syf| [nH NH [IMd Lol sy sy||  [nH
Fs| 16 NH NH NH mud Hi| 1 [yl INH M Lo| sy| syl [NH NH [IMu[mo] sy syl [NH
HE| 55 | [N NH NH NH NH [IMu] Lol syl syl[ [nm NH [Imd Hil sy| of|  [nH
AU | 11 NH NH NH stfLo| syl syl stfio]sylsy|| [nH NH NH [IMu[mo] sy syl [NH
NEast N. wax Lake Wetlands Fs| 35 NH NH NH mu Hi 1 [sy]] [ [IMu] Lol syl syl[ [nm NH [IMdmd sy syf|  [nH
HF | 56 NH Ne| Lo| sy sy|l [N+ NH NH M Lo| sy| syl [NH NH [IMuf Hi]sy] of  [NH
Wax Lake Wetlands ow| 18 Jw|Lo| 1] 1 NH Mumd sy|sy|| [nH NH w|mo| sy| sy[|lwlmd sy|sy|| [nH [ InH w]Lo|sy| sy
M| 38 NH NH My Lol sy| sylmd Hil| 1 [ sylmd Hi| syl syllw]mo| sy| sy||wimd sy[syl| |nH [IMu] Lo| sy] sylmu| Lo sy| sy
Fs| s NH Ne[Lo|sy| || [nH md Hi| 1 ||| [NH Mu Mo| sy| sy|[ [nH NH [IMdmd sy syf|  [nH
HF | 34 NH NH NH NH NH M Lo| sy| syl [NH NH [ Hi]sy] of  [NH
Wax Lk. Outlet Subdelta ow| 97 Jw|Lo| 1] 1 NH md Hi|sy|sy|| [nH NH wlni] o] o Iwlni] o] fiwlmd ]l Ine w]Lo|sy| sy
I E NH NH [IMu[md] syl sylmu] il 1 Tsylmu mil syl sylwl wi ] T o fwlwil o] fwlmd] 1] 1 md Lol sy[slimd Lo sy[ sy
BB| 1 NH NH [IMu] Hi| sy] syl st] Lo 1 [ syfmd Hil sy| ]| [nH NH NH NH NH
Teche/Vermilion Basin "
Ncote Bianche wetlands ow| 10 NH NH [IMu] Lo| sy| sy||  |nH NH w] Lo| sy| sy[|w|Lo|sy|sy|| [nH NH w]Lo|sy| sy
FM | 54 NH NH Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy|[Mu| Hi| I | Sy[|Mu] Hi| Sy| Sy||W| Lo| Sy| Sy ||W|Lo|Sy| Sy NH Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy||Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy
Fs| 15 NH Ne[Lo|sy| || [nH md Hi| 1 ||| [NH M Lo| sy| sy|[ [nH NH Mumd sy[ syl  |nH
HE | 17 NH NH NH NH NH M Lo| sy[ sy|[ [nH w]Lo| sy[ syllw]Lo| sy[ syl|w] Lo sy
[est cote Blanche Bay ow | 100 fw|Lo| 1] 1 NH md Hi|sy| || [nH NH w] Lo| sy| sy[|w]Lo|sy|sy|| [nH NH NH
[west Cote Blanche Bay ow | 100 fw]wo| 1 | 1 NH [Mu] Hi ] sy syf[  [NH NH w/| Lo sy| sylfw|Lo]sy|sy|[ [NH NH NH
IMarsh 19iand ow| 20 NH NH [IMu] Hi] sy| syl| [N NH w|mo| sy| sy [[w]md sy|sylw]ro| sy|sy|| [nH Myl Lo| sy| sy




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections
Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are

shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna (cont.) Furbearers Game Mammals Reptiles
% of JOther Marsh/ ||Other Wood-  |[Other Marsh/  ||Other Wood- Mink, Otter, American
Mapping Unit Type| Unit JOW Residents |[land Resid. OW Migrants [[land Migrants JNutria Muskrat land Raccoon  |Rabbits Squirrels Deer Alligator
Jeolo olo Jeolo Jeolo Jeolo Jeolo Jeolo Jeolo olo Jeolo olo
Atchafalaya Basin ]
Atchafalaya Subdelta OW | 95 [MulMo| Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy NH Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy|[Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy||Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy NH NH NH Mu|Lo| I | |
FM md Hi| syl syl [nH [IMu] Hi] syl syf| [N MulMd sy sylMul Lo| sy sylMd] Lol syl sylmd Lol syl ]| Inm Myl Lo| sy| sylmumd| 1 | 1
BB| 1 NH NH [l [NH NH NH [l [NH NH NH NH [l [NH Myl Lo sy| sy
West N. Wax LakeWetlands | FM | 17 [md Hi syl syll [nH [IMu] Hi] sy| syf| [N MulMd sy| sylMul Lo| sy sylMd] Lol syl sylmd Lol syl ]| Inm [IMu] Lo sy syfmu] Hi| sy| sy
Fs | 16 |mul Lol sy| sy|[Ne|md| sy| sylmul Lo sy| sylmulmd| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy sylimul Lo| sy sylmul Lo| sy| sy]mul Lo| sy| sy|  |nH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu{md] sy| sy
HF | 55 NH Ne| Hi| sy| Df| [NH [IMu] Hi | sy| D Imu] Lo| sy| sy|mu] Lo] sy| sy|[mu] Lo| sy| sylmu| Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo] sy| syfmumd] sy syfmd| Lo| sy] sy
AU | 11 NH Ne| Lo| sy sy|l  |nH [Mu] Lo| sy| syIMu] Lo| sy| sy|Mu] Lo| sy| sy|Mu] Lo| sy| syImumd] sy sy||  [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu| Lo| sy| sy
NEast N. wax Lake Wetlands Fs | 35 |mu Lol sy syl[Ne[md| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sylmulmd] sy syfmu| Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sy|mu] Lo| sy| sylmu| Lo| sy| sy|mu] Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo] sy syfmu| Lo| sy| sy
HF | 56 NH Mol Hi[ sy| Dl [NH Mul Hi [ sy| D [mu| Lo sy| sylmu] Lol sy| sylmu] Lol sy| sy]mu| Lol sy| sylmulmd] sy| sylmulmd] sy| sy]mu| Lo sy sy
\Wax Lake Wetlands ow| 18 [mumd sy|sy|| [NH [IMumo] sy| syf|  |nH MulMd sy| sylMdl Lo| syl svliMd Lol syl 5] Inm NH [l InH Mumd| 1 |1
v | 38 [md Hilsy| syl [NH [Mu] Hi ] sy| syf[ [NH MulMd| sy| sylMu| Lo sy| sylMu| Lo sy| syImu| Lol sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu{mo] 1] |
Fs| 8 [md Lol sy| sylmumd] syl syfmu] Lo| sy| sylmumd] sy sylmumd] sy| sylmu] Lo| sy| sy|md] Lo| sy| syfmd] Lo| sy| sylmd] Lo| sy| syfmd Lo| sy syfmd Hil 1]
HF | 34 NH Mol Hi[ sy| Dl [NH Mul Hi [ sy| D [mMumd| sy| sylmu] Lo sy| sylmul Lo sy| sy]mu| Lo sy| sylmu] Lo sy| sylmu] Lo sy| sy]mulmd] 1 ] 1
Wax Lk. Outlet Subdelta ow| 97 [mdmd sy|sy|| [NH [IMu[mo] sy| syf| | M Lo| sy| sylMdl Lo| syl svlimd Lol syl 5] Inm NH [ InH My Lo 1 |1
FM 2 IMu| Hi|Sy| Sy NH Mu| Hi | Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy|[Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy||Mu] Lo| Sy| SyjMu| Lo| Sy| Sy NH Mu| Lo| Sy| SyjMulMo| | | |
BB NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH My Lo sy| syl
Teche/Vermilion Basin
JCote Blanche Wetlands OW/| 10 [MulMo| Sy| Sy NH Mu|Mo| Sy| Sy NH MulMo| Sy| Sy|[Mu] Lo| Sy| Sy||Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy NH NH NH MulHi| I ||
v | 54 [md Hilsy| syl [NH [Mu] Hi ] sy| syf[  [NH MulMd| sy| sylMu| Lo sy| sylMu| Lo sy| syImu| Lo| sy[ || [NH My Lol sy| syfmd Hi| 1] 1
Fs | 15 |mu Lol sy sylmumd] sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sylmulmd] sy sylmumd] sy| sylmd] Lo| sy| sy|md] Lo| sy| syfmd] Lo| sy| sylmd] Lo| sy| syfmd Lo| sy| syfmdmd] 1]
HF | 17 NH MuHiSyD" NH Mu| Hi | Sy| D [MulMo| Sy| Sy||Mu] Lo| Sy| Sy|[Muf Lo| Sy| SyjMu] Lo| Sy| Sy|{Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy||[Mu| Lo| Sy| Sy[Mu|Mo| | | |
[esst cote Blanche Bay ow | 100 [mMdmd sy| || [nH [IMu[mo] sy| syf|  |nH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
[west Cote Blanche Bay ow | 100 Imumd sy|sy|| InH [Mu[mo] sy syf[  [NH NH NH NH NH NH NH NH
IMarsh 19iand ow| 20 [mdmd sy|syf| [nH [IMumo] sy| syl|  |nH mumd| sy| sylmdmd] sy| sylmumd] sy[sy]  |nH NH NH mumd| sy| 1




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;
FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are

shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.

Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988
Habitat Avifauna
% of Rails, Coots,
Mapping Unit Type| Unit |Brown Pelican ||Bald Eagle Seabirds \Wading Birds ||Shorebirds Dabbling Ducks ||Diving Ducks [|Geese Raptors land Gallinules
| ols | ols | ols | ols | ols el|lo Joelo Joelo Joelo Joelo
HEIMRHEIER HEIEE HEERREER HEIER HEER HEIER HEIEE REE
BM| 70 NH NH M| Hi | sy| Dl Hi| sy| D]l Hi| sy| D]lw] Mol sy| sy [[w|md sy| syl w|Lo| sy| sylmu|Lo| sy| D |MufLo| sy| sy
sM | 10 NH NH [Mu] Hi | sy| DM Hi] sy| DM Hi] sy Df[w]Mmo| sy| sy|lw]md sy svllw] Lol sy[sv]| |nH [IMuf Lo| sy] sy
\ermilion Bay Marsh ow| 13 NH NH [IMumo] sy| syf|  |nH [l InH w| Lo| sy| sy[lw|io|sy|sy|| InH NH [IMd Lo| sy| sv
| 5 NH NH [Mu] Lo| sy| sylMu] Hi| 1 | sylmu] Hil sy sylfw] Lo| sy| sy|lw]Lo|sy[sv]l |nH Mul Lo| sy[ sylmul Lo| sy| sy
im | 25 NH NH [Mu] Lol sy| sylmu] Hi| 1 [ syfmu] Hil syl syl[w] Lo sy| sy ffw]Lolsy[sylf [NH [IMd] Lo| sy| sy|md Lo| sy| sy
BM | 30 NH NH MulMo| sy| sylmdl Hi| 1 [ sylimdl Hi| sy syllw] Lol sy| sy ||w(Lo|sy]sy|| [nH [IMu] Lo| sy] sylmu| Lo sy| sy
Fs| s NH Ne|Lo| sy syl|  [NH mu Hi 1 [sy]] [ My Lo| sy| sylf [nH NH [IMumd sy| sylmd Lo| sy| sy
HF | 18 NH NH NH NH NH M Lo| sy| syl [NH NH [IMu] Hi | sy] Dfmuf Lo| sy| sy
Vermilion Bay ow| 99 Jw|Lo| 1] 1 NH md Hi|sy|sy|| [nH NH w] Lo| sy| sy[|w|Lo|sy|sy|| [nH [ InH NH
IBig woods | o8 NH NH st| Lo| sy| sylMdmd| 1 [ sylmd Lo| sy| syllw ] Lo| sy| sy ||w]Lo| sy[syl| |nH [IMu] Lo| sy] syl|lLo[md] sy| sy
HE| 60 | |nH NH NH NH [ InH M Lo| sy| syl [nH NH [IMd Hil sy| of|  [nH
AU | 25 NH NH NH stfLo| 1 | sylmumo sy syl w| o] sy| sylfw]Lo| sy|sylfw]Lo| sy sylMumd sy[syl[ [nH
Irainey Marsh ow| 12 Jw|Lo| 1] 1 NH md Hi|sy|sy|| [NH NH wlmo| sy| syl[wlmd syl siliw]iol syl sl InH w]Lo|sy| sy
M | 11 NH NH MM sy DM Hi] 1] sylMu] Hil sy Dffw]mo| sy| sy |lw]md| sy| syllw] Lol sy| sylmul Lo| sy| syllw] Lo sy| sy
BM | 70 NH NH [IMuMmd] sy DM Hil 1] sylmu] Hil sy Df[w]mo] sy syliw]md sy| syllw] Lol sy| sylimd] Lo| sy| syl w] Lo sy] sy




Table 7-2. Region 3 wildlife functions, status, trends, and projections

Habitat Types: OW = Open Water; AB = Aquatic Bed; FM = Fresh Marsh; IM = Intermediate Marsh; BM = Brackish Marsh; SM = Saline Marsh;

FS = Fresh Swamp; HF = Hardwood Forest; BB = Barrier Beach; AU = Agriculture/Upland. Habitat types comprising less than 5% of unit are
shown only if habitat is particularly rare or important to wildlife.
Status: NH = Not Historically Present; NL = No Longer Present; Lo = Low Numbers; Mo = Moderate Numbers; Hi = High Numbers

Functions of Particular Interest: Ne = Nesting; St = Stopover Habitat; W = Wintering Area; Mu = Multiple Functions
Trends (since 1985) / Proj ections (through 2050): Sy = Steady; D = Decrease; | = Increase; U = Unknown

1988

Habitat Avifauna (cont.) Furbearers Game Mammals Reptiles

% of JOther Marsh/ ||Other Wood-  |[Other Marsh/  ||Other Wood- Mink, Otter, American

Mapping Unit Type| Unit JOW Residents |[land Resid. OW Migrants [[land Migrants JNutria Muskrat land Raccoon  |Rabbits Squirrels Deer Alligator

| ols | ols | els Jols Jols Jols Jols Jels Jols Jols Jols
BM| 70 |mul Hi|sy[ D] |nH Mol Hi|sy| | [NH Mumd| sy| sylMulmd| sy| sylmulmd| sy| symu| Lol sy|sy||  [NH MulMo| sy| sylmumd| sy 1
sM | 10 [md Hi|sy| off |nH [Mu] Hi ] sy D[ [NH M| Lo sy| sylMulmd] sy| sylmulmd] sy| syfmu| Lo| sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sy
\ermilion Bay Marsh ow| 13 [mdmd sy|sy|| [NH [IMu[mo] sy| syf|  |nH My Lo| sy sylMulmd syl svlivd Lol syl 5] Inm NH [l InH My Lo 1 |1
| 5 Imdrilsy|sy [NH [Mu] Hi ] sy| syl[  [NH M| Lo sy| sylMulmd] sy| sylMu| Lo sy| syImu| Lo| sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu Lo] 1] 1
im | 25 [md Hil sy|syl| [NH [IMu] Hi] syl syf| [N M Lo| sy sylMulmd sy sylvd Lol syl sylmd Lol syl ]| Inm [Mu] Lo sy| syImu| Lo 1 | 1
BM| 30 md Hi|sy|sy|l [nH [Mu] Hi | sy| syf[  [NH M| Lo sy| sylMulmd] sy| sylmu| Lo sy| syImu| Lo| sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu Lo] 1]
Fs| 5 [md Lol sy| sylmumd] sy syfmu] Lo| sy| sylmulmd] sy syfmd| Lo| sy| sylmumd] sy| sy|md] Lo| sy| symd] Lo| sy| sylmd] Lo| sy| syfmd] Lo| sy syfmd Lo] 1]
HF | 18 NH Mol Hi[ sy| Dl [NH Mul Hi [ sy| D [mu| Lo sy| sylmumd] sy| sylmul Lo sy| sy]mu| Lol sy| sylmu] Lo sy| sylmu] Lo sy| sy]mul Lof 1 | 1

Vermilion Bay ow| 99 [mdmd sylsll I [IMu[mo] sy| syf|  |nH NH [l InH [l InH NH NH [l InH NH

IBig woods | 8 Imdnrilsy|syf [NH [Mu] Hi ] sy| syl[ [NH M| Lo sy| sy|Mu| Lo sy| sy|Mu| Lo sy| syfmu| Lo| sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sy
HF | 60 NH M Hilsy] D]l [N Mul Hi| sy| DM Lo| sy] sylMd] Lo| sy] sylmd] Lo| sy] sy]md] Lol sy] sylimulmd] sy| svlimulmd] syl sy]md Lol sy] sy
AU | 25 |md Lol sy| sylIne] Lo sy| sylmul Lo| sy| sylimulmd] sy| sy]mul Lo| sy sylimul Lo| sy sylimul Lo| sy| sy]mulmd| sy syl |nH [Mu[mo] sy| syfmu] Lo| sy| sy
Irainey Marsh ow| 12 [mumd sy|sy|| [NH [IMu[mo] sy| syf|  |nH MulMd sy| sylvd Hil syl svlivdmd syl ] Inm NH [l InH mu Hil 1]
im | 11 Imd wil sy o] InH [Mu] Hi] sy D[ [NH Mulmd| sy| sylmu| Hi| sy| sylmulmd] sy| symu| Lo| sy[ || [NH [Mu] Lo| sy syfmu Hi] 1] 1
BM| 70 [md Hi|sy| Df| [|nH [ Hil sy] | [NH Mumd| sy| sylimd Hil sy| sylimumd] sy| symd| Lol sy[ syl [NH [IM] Lol syl syfmu Hi] 1]




Two hundred copies of this public document, Appendix E, were published in this first printing at atotal cost of $1,596.24. This
document was published by the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, P.O. Box 94396, Baton Rouge, La. 70804-9396 to
fulfill the requirements of a coastal restoration plan under the authority of Public Law 101-646. This material was printed in
accordance with the standards for printing by state agencies established pursuant to R.S. 43:31. Printing of this material was
purchased in accordance with the provisions of Title 43 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes.
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