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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill was subject to the provisions of the Qil Pollution Act (OPA)
of 1990, which addresses preventing, responding to, and paying for oil pollution incidents in navigable
waters, adjoining shorelines, and the exclusive economic zone of the United States. Under the authority
of OPA, a council of federal and state “Trustees” was established on behalf of the public to assess
natural resource injuries resulting from the incident and to work to make the environment and public
whole for those injuries. As required under OPA, the Trustees conducted a natural resource damage
assessment (NRDA) and prepared the Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration
Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Final PDARP/PEIS).

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

= Assess the impacts of the DWH oil spill on natural resources in the Gulf of Mexico and the
services those resources provide.

= Determine the type and amount of restoration needed to compensate the public for these
impacts.

Following the assessment, the DWH Trustees determined that the injuries caused by the DWH oil spill
could not be fully described at the level of a single species, habitat type, or region. Rather, the injuries
affected such a wide array of linked resources over such an enormous area that the effects of the DWH
oil spill must be described as constituting an ecosystem-level injury. Consequently, the DWH Trustees’
chosen alternative for restoration planning employs a comprehensive, integrated ecosystem approach
to address these ecosystem-level injuries.
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In the Final PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees adopted a portfolio of Restoration Types that addresses the
diverse suite of injuries that occurred at both regional and local scales. The DWH Trustees identified the
need for a comprehensive restoration plan at a programmatic level to guide and direct the ecosystem
level restoration effort, based on the following five restoration goals:

= Restore and conserve habitat.

= Restore water quality.

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

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

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

The Final PDARP/PEIS included the funding allocations for each restoration goal. In the 2016 Consent
Decree resolving the DWH Trustees’ claims against BP for natural resource injuries under OPA, BP
agreed to pay $8.1 billion in natural resource damages (which includes the $1 billion that BP previously
committed to pay for Early Restoration projects) over a 15-year period.

Draft Restoration Plan Il and Environmental Assessment

The Alabama Trustee Implementation Group (AL TIG) prepared this document, the Alabama Trustee
Implementation Group Draft Restoration Plan Il and Environmental Assessment: Restoration of
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient
Reduction (Nonpoint Source); Sea Turtles; Mammals; Birds; and Oysters (draft RP 1I/EA) pursuant to OPA
and NEPA. The content and findings included in this document are consistent with the DWH Trustees’
findings in the Final PDARP/PEIS, which it tiers from. The AL TIG includes two state trustee agencies and
four federal trustee agencies: the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
(ADCNR); the Geological Survey of Alabama; the United States Department of Commerce, represented
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); the United States Department of the
Interior (USDOI), represented by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), and National Park Service (NPS); the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA); and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (collectively the AL TIG).

The AL TIG prepared this draft RP 1I/EA to (1) inform the public about DWH NRDA restoration planning
efforts, (2) present analysis on the potential restoration benefits and environmental consequences of
the alternatives, and (3) seek public comment on the 26 alternatives presented in Table ES-1.1

In identifying proposed projects/alternatives? for this draft RP II/EA, the AL TIG considered (1) the OPA
screening criteria, (2) the Restoration Goals and other criteria identified by the DWH Trustees in the
Final PDARP/PEIS, (3) goals developed by the AL TIG for this restoration plan, (4) input from the public,
(5) the current and future availability of funds under the DWH oil spill NRDA settlement payment
schedule, (6) and Monitoring and Adaptive Management (MAM) priorities of the AL TIG. Of these 26
projects, the AL TIG identified 20 preferred alternatives to be fully funded from Restoration Type Funds,

1 While Table ES-1 has 28 total projects, 2 projects are split across Restoration Types, resulting in 26 unique
projects evaluated along with the no action alternative for each Restoration Type.

2 For the purposes of this draft RP II/EA, each proposed project is considered a separate alternative; therefore, the
terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably.
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1 preferred alternative to be partially funded from Restoration Type funds and partially funded from

MAM funds, and 1 activity to be fully funded using MAM funds.

Table ES-1 shows the range of alternatives, noting those that are considered preferred in this draft
RP II/EA. Projects proposed for engineering and design only at this time are designated with “E&D.” For
further information on E&D projects in restoration planning, see Section 1.3.2 of this draft RP II/EA and

Section 6.4.14 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

Table ES-1: Range of Alternatives Evaluated

Reasonable Range of Alternatives Cost Totals By Type
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats
Perdido River Land Acquisition (Molpus Tract) $4,324,460
Magnolia River Land Acquisition (Holmes Tract) — Preferred $4,144,162
Weeks Bay Land Acquisition East Gateway Tract — Preferred $4,247,000
Weeks Bay Land Acquisition Harrod Tract — Preferred $3,606,900
Lower Perdido Islands Restoration Phase | (E&D) — Preferred $994,523
Southwestern Coffee Island Habitat Restoration Project—Phase |
(E&D) (also evaluated under the Birds Restoration Type) —
Preferred $825,225
$18,142,270
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
Little Lagoon Living Shoreline — Preferred $210,999
Restoring the Night Sky—Assessment, Training, and Outreach
(E&D) (also evaluated under Sea Turtles Restoration Type) —
Preferred $183,003
$394,002
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source)
Bayou La Batre Nutrient Reduction $1,000,000
Toulmins Spring Branch E&D (E&D) — Preferred $479,090
Fowl River Nutrient Reduction — Preferred $1,000,000
Weeks Bay Nutrient Reduction — Preferred $2,000,000
$4,479,090
Sea Turtles
Coastal Alabama Sea Turtle (CAST) Conservation Program —
Preferred $935,061
CAST Triage — Preferred $622,915
CAST Habitat Usage and Population Dynamics — Preferred $1,631,696
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Reasonable Range of Alternatives Cost Totals By Type
CAST Protection: Enhancement and Education — Preferred $906,374
Restoring the Night Sky—Assessment, Training, and Outreach
(E&D) (also evaluated under the Habitat Projects on Federally
Managed Lands Restoration Type)3 $216,655
$4,313,201
Marine Mammals
Enhancing Capacity for the Alabama Marine Mammal Stranding
Network — Preferred $2,432,389
Assessment of Alabama Estuarine Bottlenose Dolphin
Populations and Health $3,059,229
Alabama Estuarine Bottlenose Dolphin Protection: Enhancement
and Education — Preferred $686,374
$6,177,992
Birds
Southwestern Coffee Island Habitat Restoration Project—Phase |
(E&D) (also evaluated under the Wetlands, Coastal, and
Nearshore Habitats Restoration Type) — Preferred $825,225
Colonial Nesting Wading Bird Tracking and Habitat Use
Assessment—Four Species $2,322,144
Colonial Nesting Wading Bird Tracking and Habitat Use
Assessment—Two Species — Preferred $1,547,500
$3,301,869
Oysters
Oyster Cultch Relief and Reef Configuration — Preferred $480,262
Side-scan Mapping of Mobile Bay Relic Oyster Reefs (E&D) —
Preferred $104,229
Oyster Hatchery at Claude Peteet Mariculture Center—High Spat
Production with Study — Preferred $2,949,472
Oyster Hatchery at Claude Peteet Mariculture Center—Low Spat
Production without Study $2,018,109
Oyster Grow-Out and Restoration Reef Placement — Preferred $962,370
$6,514,441
Grand Total $43,322,865

3 As noted in Section 2.7, Preferred Alternative, ultimately this project was considered appropriate for MAM
funding and would be implemented using that funding, rather than from the Sea Turtles Restoration Type.
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E&D engineering and design
EFH Essential Fish Habitat
ESA Endangered Species Act
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FMP Fisheries Management Plan
FR Federal Register
GEBF Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund
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GHG greenhouse gas
GIWW Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
GMFMC Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
pg/m?3 microgram per cubic meter
Magnuson-
Stevens Act Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
MAM monitoring and adaptive management
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NFWF National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NO, nitrogen dioxide
NOx nitrogen oxides
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NPS National Park Service
NRDA Natural Resource Damage Assessment
OF! ozone
OPA Oil Pollution Act of 1990
PDARP/PEIS Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan and Programmatic

Environmental Impact Statement

PM2s particles with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers
PMio particles with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

ROD Record of Decision

RP I/EIS Restoration Plan I/Environmental Impact Statement

RP II/EA Restoration Plan ll/Environmental Assessment

SAFMC South Atlantic Fishery Management Council

SAV submerged aquatic vegetation

SGCN species of greatest conservation need

SO, sulfur dioxide

TED turtle excluder device
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TIG
TMDL
TNC

Trustee Council SOP

USACE
U.S.C.
usbol
USEPA
USDA
USDA-NRCS
USFWS
USGS

VHF

WBF
Weeks Bay NERR
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Trustee Implementation Group
total maximum daily load
The Nature Conservancy

2016 Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures for Implementation of the
Natural Resource Restoration for the DWH oil spill

United States Army Corps of Engineers

United States Code

United States Department of the Interior

United States Environmental Protection Agency

United States Department of Agriculture

United States Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Geological Survey

very high frequency

Weeks Bay Foundation

Weeks Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve
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DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This document is organized as follows:

Chapter 1: Introduction—describes why this RP II/EA was written and under what authorities. It
also discusses the purpose and need for action, provides a brief description of the planning
process and the alternatives being considered, and details the public involvement in the
planning process and opportunities for public comment.

Chapter 2: Project Screening and Alternatives—provides an overview of the screening process
for potential alternatives, and the alternatives both carried forward for detailed analysis and
those considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis. The range of alternatives
evaluated and those selected as preferred alternatives are discussed.

Chapter 3: OPA Evaluation of Alternatives—provides the OPA evaluation of the restoration
alternatives.

Chapter 4: NEPA Affected Environment—Coastal Alabama—provides an overview of the Alabama
coastal ecosystem and its diverse natural resources and associated services to provide context
for the environmental consequences. Resource considerations specific to each site are
considered by project in Chapters 7-13.

Chapter 5: NEPA Environmental Consequences—General Approach to Impact Analysis—provides
an overview of the methodology used to evaluate impacts under each specific Restoration Type,
for each considered alternative. Alternative-specific impacts are provided in Chapters 7-13.

Chapter 6: NEPA Environmental Analysis—Engineering and Design Only Projects—provides the
impacts for projects that are currently being considered for E&D.

Chapters 7-13: NEPA Analysis, by Resource Type—each of these chapters provides the site-
specific Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences required under NEPA. Chapters
are organized by Restoration Type.

Chapter 14: Cumulative Impacts—pursuant to NEPA, provides the cumulative impacts related to
the range of Restoration Types evaluated in this draft RP II/EA.

Chapter 15: Compliance with Other Laws and Regulations—summarizes the body of laws,
regulations, executive orders, and other applicable laws that the DWH Trustees considered in
the Final PDARP/PEIS and that the AL TIG reviewed for applicability to this plan.

Chapter 16: Draft Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plans—contains a summary of how
MAM plans were developed for the preferred alternatives. Appendix G contains the draft plan
for each preferred alternative.

Chapter 17: List of Preparers, Agencies, and Persons Consulted
Chapter 18: List of Repositories
Chapter 19: Literature Cited
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Alabama Trustee Implementation Group (AL TIG) prepared this Alabama Trustee Implementation
Group Draft Restoration Plan Il and Environmental Assessment: Restoration of Wetlands, Coastal, and
Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint
Source); Sea Turtles; Mammals; Birds; and Oysters (draft RP II/EA) to continue restoration planning and
restoration of lost natural resources and their services in Alabama as a result of the Deepwater Horizon
(DWH) oil spill incident. The AL TIG is responsible for restoring the natural resources and resource
services in the Alabama Restoration Area that were injured by the DWH oil spill and the associated spill
response efforts. The AL TIG prepared this RP 1I/EA to (1) inform the public about its DWH natural
resource damage assessment (NRDA) restoration planning efforts, (2) analyze the potential restoration
benefits and environmental consequences of projects/alternatives® proposed for implementation to
help restore the target Restoration Types, and (3) seek public comment on the restoration alternatives
considered in this document. The purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed
more fully in the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration
Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Final PDARP/PEIS), is to make the environment and
the public whole for injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill (NOAA, 2016a). Designated Trustees
accomplish this by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural resources and resource
services to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses, in accordance with the Qil Pollution
Act of 1990 (OPA) and associated NRDA regulations. The Final PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision (ROD)
can be found at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan.

The Trustees for the DWH NRDA are organized into seven geographic TIGs as follows and as discussed
under Section 1.1.1. The AL TIG includes two state trustee agencies and four federal trustee agencies:
the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (ADCNR); the Geological Survey of
Alabama; the United States Department of Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); the United States Department of the Interior (USDOI), represented
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and National
Park Service (NPS); the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA); and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). For this restoration plan, the USDA serves as the lead federal
agency for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance. Each of the other federal and state co-
Trustees are participating as cooperating agencies pursuant to NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 1508.5). In accordance with 40 CFR 1506.3(a), each of the three federal cooperating agencies
(USDOI, USEPA, and NOAA) participating on the AL TIG will review the draft RP II/EA for adequacy in
meeting the standards set forth in its own NEPA implementing procedures and decide whether to adopt
the analysis in the Final RP II/EA. Adoption of the EA would be completed via signature on the relevant
NEPA decision document.

1.1 BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF THE SETTLEMENT

On or about April 20, 2010, the DWH mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and eventually sank in
the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil from the British Petroleum Exploration and
Production (BP) Macondo well, causing loss of life and extensive natural resource injuries. Initial efforts
to cap the well following the explosion were unsuccessful, and, for 87 days after the explosion, the well
continuously and uncontrollably discharged oil and natural gas into the northern Gulf of Mexico.
Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil were released into the ocean (U.S. v. BP et

4 For the purposes of this draft RP II/EA, each proposed project is considered a separate alternative; therefore, the
terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably.
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al., 2015). Oil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore environment from Texas to
Florida. Extensive response actions were undertaken to try to reduce harm to people and the
environment. However, many of these response actions had collateral impacts on the environment and
natural resource services.

On February 19, 2016, the DWH Qil Spill Trustees for the affected natural resources (DWH Trustees)
issued a Final PDARP/PEIS detailing a proposed plan to fund and implement restoration projects across
the Gulf of Mexico region, into the future, as DWH restoration funds become available over a 15-year
period. That document describes Restoration Types that meet the programmatic restoration goals that
the DWH Trustees should use to guide restoration planning. On March 29, 2016, in accordance with OPA
and NEPA, the DWH Trustees published a Notice of Availability of a ROD for the Final PDARP/PEIS in the
Federal Register (FR) (81 FR 17438). Based on the DWH Trustees’ injury determination established in the
Final PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the DWH Trustees’ decision to select Alternative A:
Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative. The DWH Trustees’ selection of Alternative A includes
the funding allocations established in the Final PDARP/PEIS.

On April 4, 2016, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a Consent
Decree resolving the DWH Trustees’ claims against BP for natural resource damages under OPA. Under
the Consent Decree among Defendant BP Exploration & Production Inc. (“BPXP”), The United States of
America, and the States of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas (Consent Decree), BP
agreed to pay $8.1 billion in natural resource damages (which includes the $1 billion that BP previously
committed to pay for Early Restoration projects®) over a 15-year period. As part of the Consent Decree,
BP also agreed to pay up to an additional $700 million for adaptive management or to address injuries
to natural resources that are presently unknown but may become known in the future. The settlement
allocated a specific sum of money to the Restoration Areas in each of the Gulf States, as well as to the
Region-wide and Open Ocean Restoration Areas, to conduct restoration within each Restoration Area
and for specific Restoration Types (NOAA, 2016b; U.S. Department of Justice, 2016).

Each Restoration Area has a specific monetary allocation to each of the Restoration Types within the five
restoration goals specified in the Consent Decree. The DWH settlement allocation for the AL TIG by
Restoration Type is set forth in Table 1-1.8 Funding was also allocated to Monitoring and Adaptive
Management, also known as MAM. As described in Section 7.5 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, specific funding
for the MAM component of the restoration goals has been allocated to the TIGs. MAM supports all
restoration activities under the Final PDARP/PEIS by tracking and evaluating progress toward restoration
goals, determining the need for corrective actions, addressing key uncertainties, developing data and
other information to inform and enhance future restoration, and ensuring compliance with appropriate
regulations. As described in Section 2.7, MAM funds are being proposed for this plan to address
uncertainties with existing data to inform and enhance future restoration.

5 BP agreed to provide up to $1 billion toward Early Restoration projects in the Gulf of Mexico to address injuries
to natural resources caused by the DWH oil spill in the Early Restoration Framework Agreement. Early Restoration
proceeded in phases, with each phase adding additional projects to partially address injuries to nearshore
resources, birds, fish, sea turtles, federally managed lands, and recreational uses. Sixty-five projects with a total
cost of approximately $877 million were selected through the five phases of Early Restoration planning.

5 Table 1-1 is a modified version of Table 5.10-1 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.
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Table 1-1:  Allocation of Deepwater Horizon Settlement Funds for the Alabama Restoration Area by
Restoration Type
Already
Allocated to
Final PDARP/PEIS Programmatic Restoration Goals and Alabama Total Restoration
Underlying Restoration Types Allocation Projects
1. Restore and Conserve Habitat $96,110,000
Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats $65,000,000
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands $3,000,000
Early Restoration $28,110,000
2. Restore Water Quality $5,000,000
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) $5,000,000
3. Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and Marine
Resources $53,974,000
Sea Turtles $5,500,000
Marine Mammals $5,000,000
Birds $30,000,000
Early Restoration Birds $145,000
Oysters $10,000,000
Early Restoration Oysters $3,329,000
4. Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities $110,505,305
Early Restoration of Recreational Loss and $99,900,305
AL TIG Restoration Plan I/Environmental Impact Statement
5. Monitoring, Adaptive Management, Administrative
Oversight $30,000,000
Monitoring and Adaptive Management $10,000,000
Administrative Oversight and Comprehensive Planning $20,000,000
TOTAL $295,589,305

Source: DWH Consent Decree. Available at: https://www.justice.gov/enrd/deepwater-horizon

Additional detail on the background of the DWH oil spill, the impact of the spill on the Gulf of Mexico
ecosystem, and additional context for the settlement and allocation of funds are found in Chapter 2 of

the Final PDARP/PEIS.
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1.1.1 DWH Trustees, Trustee Council, and Trustee Implementation Groups

The DWH Trustees are the government entities authorized under OPA to act as Trustees on behalf of the
public to (1) assess the natural resource injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill, and (2) develop and
implement a restoration plan to compensate for those injuries. Trustees fulfill these responsibilities by
developing restoration plans, providing the public with a meaningful opportunity to suggest restoration
projects and review and comment on proposed plans, implementing and monitoring restoration projects,
managing natural resource damage funds, and documenting Trustee decisions through a public
Administrative Record. To work collaboratively on the NRDA, the DWH Trustees organized a Trustee
Council composed of Designated Natural Resource Trustee Officials, or their alternates, for each of the
DWH Trustee agencies. Collectively, these Trustees comprise the DWH Trustee Council.

The following federal and state agencies are the designated DWH Trustees under OPA for the DWH oil
spill:

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

= NPS, USFWS, and BLM, on behalf of USDOI

= USEPA

= USDA

=  The State of Alabama’s ADCNR and the Geological Survey of Alabama

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

= The State of Louisiana’s Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority, Oil Spill Coordinator’s
Office, Department of Environmental Quality, Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, and
Department of Natural Resources

=  The State of Mississippi’s Department of Environmental Quality

= The State of Texas’ Parks and Wildlife Department, General Land Office, and Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ)

The settlement funding distribution among Restoration Areas was based on the DWH Trustees’
understanding and evaluation of exposure and injury to natural resources and services, as well as its
evaluation of where restoration spending for the various Restoration Types would be most beneficial
within the ecosystem-level restoration portfolio. TIGs are composed of individual DWH Trustee agency
representatives that make all restoration decisions for the funding allocated to each Restoration Area and
ensure the agency actions are fully consistent with OPA and NEPA requirements. Each TIG develops plans
for, chooses, and implements specific restoration actions under the Final PDARP/PEIS (see Chapter 7 of
the Final PDARP/PEIS).

For purposes of discussion, the following definitions are helpful:

= Trustees: As specified in OPA, natural resource Trustees are designated to act on behalf of the
public to assess and recover damages, develop implementation plans, and implement
restoration plans (see Section 7.1 of the Final PDARP/PEIS for further detail).

= Trustee Implementation Groups (TIGs): Are established by the DWH settlement agreement and
are composed of Individual Trustee Agency representatives.
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1.2 NRDA PLANNING BY THE AL TIG TO DATE
Restoration planning from the DWH oil spill began in Alabama under Early Restoration. There were five
phases of Early Restoration. Projects in Alabama under each phase included:
= Phasel:
— Alabama Dune Restoration Cooperative Project—$1,480,000
— Marsh Island (Portersville Bay) Restoration Project—$11,280,000
=  Phasell:

— Enhanced Management of Avian Breeding Habitat Injured by Response in the Florida
Panhandle, Alabama, and Mississippi—S$4,658,118 (across three states)

— Improving Habitat Injured by the Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky - $4,321,165
(across Alabama and Florida)

=  Phasellll:
— Alabama Swift Tract Living Shoreline—5$5,000,080
— Gulf State Park Enhancement Project—$29,221,6937
— Alabama Oyster Cultch Restoration—$3,239,485
= PhaselV:
— Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge Trail Enhancement Project, Alabama—$545,110
— Osprey Restoration in Coastal Alabama—5$45,000
— Point aux Pins Living Shoreline—$2,300,000
— Shell Belt and Coden Belt Roads Living Shoreline—$8,050,0008
= Phase V: Phase V of Early Restoration did not include any projects in the Alabama Restoration

Area.

Following the 2016 settlement described in Section 1.1 and Table 1-1, the AL TIG began the restoration
planning process by requesting project ideas for the Restoration Plan I/Environmental Impact Statement
(RP I/EIS), which addressed recreational use losses. The RP I/EIS was finalized in May 2017 and identified
six preferred projects in Baldwin and Mobile counties. The total cost of the projects was $70.7 million.
The projects included:

= Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project—$56,300,000
=  Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation—53,075,000

= Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection—$4,400,000

7 $58.5 million of funds under the Phase Ill Gulf State Park Enhancement Project were enjoined (less the
$2,216,388.21 spent prior to the injunction) by the court in Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al. These funds
then were evaluated in RP I/EIS under the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Amenities Project.

8 ADCNR, as the implementing Trustee of the project, and the Alabama TIG have determined that implementation
of the project is not feasible at this time because of changes at the proposed site and constructability issues.
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= Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement (engineering and design [E&D] only)—$1,000,000
* Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area—$4,000,000

*  Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C)—$1,900,000
1.3 AUTHORITIES AND REGULATIONS

1.3.1 OPA Compliance

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

This process of injury assessment and restoration planning is referred to as natural resource damage
assessment (NRDA). NRDA is described under Section 1006 of OPA (33 United States Code [U.S.C.]

§ 2706) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300.600).
Under the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR Part 990), the NRDA process consists of three phases:

=  Pre-assessment, in which the Trustees evaluate the potential for injuries to natural resources
resulting from the incident;

= Restoration planning, in which the Trustees evaluate and quantify the extent of injuries to
natural resources to determine the need for, type of, and extent of restoration; and

= Restoration implementation, in which the Trustees ensure that restoration is implemented.

The DWH Trustees, through the TIGs, are performing restoration planning, and where appropriate are
initiating the restoration implementation phase of the NRDA for the DWH oil spill. To continue
restoration implementation, the AL TIG prepared this RP II/EA, which identifies a reasonable range of
restoration alternatives in the Alabama Restoration Area, evaluates those alternatives under applicable
criteria, and proposes a suite of preferred alternatives for implementation under either Restoration
Type or MAM funding.

1.3.2 NEPA Compliance

NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the potential environmental impacts of proposed actions. It
provides a mandate and framework for federal agencies to determine if their proposed actions have
significant environmental effects and related social and economic effects. It also mandates that federal
agencies consider these effects when choosing between alternative approaches and inform and involve
the public in the environmental analysis and decision-making process. NEPA and its implementing
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500—1508) outline the responsibilities of federal agencies in the NEPA
process. Many federal agencies have also developed their own NEPA procedures that supplement the
CEQ NEPA regulations. In this document, the AL TIG addresses CEQ and agency-specific NEPA
requirements by tiering from environmental analyses conducted in the Final PDARP/PEIS, evaluating
existing analyses, and, where applicable, incorporating by reference relevant information and analyses
from existing project EAs and conservation plans into this RP II/EA.

The draft RP II/EA also evaluates projects that only address the preliminary phases of restoration
planning, also referred to in this plan as “engineering and design” (E&D) projects. The necessary NEPA
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compliance for these E&D projects is contained in Section 6.4.14 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, where the
DWH Trustees analyzed the environmental consequences of E&D activities, including activities necessary
to characterize the environment, determine the best restoration approach from an engineering
standpoint, and predict and compare results and conditions with and without a project. As a result, the
NEPA compliance for the E&D projects proposed as preferred alternatives in this draft RP II/EA is
summarized in Chapter 6 of this draft RP II/EA and provided in detail in Section 6.4.14 of the Final
PDARP/PEIS. Table 1-2 notes projects that fall under the E&D category for this draft RP II/EA.

1.4 TRUSTEE COUNCIL STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

Another document that guides restoration planning is the 2016 Trustee Council Standard Operating
Procedures for Implementation of the Natural Resource Restoration for the DWH oil spill (Trustee
Council SOP).® The Trustee Council developed the Trustee Council SOP for administration,
implementation, and long-term management of restoration under the Final PDARP/PEIS. The Trustee
Council SOP documents the overall structure, roles, and decision-making responsibilities of the Trustee
Council and provides the common procedures to be used by all TIGs. The Trustee Council SOP addresses,
among other issues, the following topics: decision-making and delegation of authority, funding,
administrative procedures, project reporting, MAM, consultation opportunities among the DWH
Trustees, public participation, and the Administrative Record.

The Trustee Council SOP was developed and approved by consensus of the Trustee Council and may be
amended as needed. The division of responsibilities among the Trustee Council, TIGs, and individual
Trustee Agencies is summarized in Table 7.2-1 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

15 RESTORATION PURPOSE AND NEED

The AL TIG has undertaken this restoration planning effort to meet the purpose of contributing to the
compensation for and restoration of natural resources and resource services injured in the Alabama
Restoration Area as a result of the DWH oil spill. This RP II/EA is consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS
(2016), which identifies extensive and complex injuries to natural resources and resource services across
the Gulf of Mexico, as well as a need and plan for comprehensive restoration consistent with OPA. This
RP II/EA falls within the scope of the purpose and need identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS. As described
in Section 5.3 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, the five Trustee programmatic restoration goals (Table 1-1) work
independently and together to benefit injured resources and services. The proposed alternatives in this
RP II/EA address three of the five Trustee programmatic restoration goals: (1) Restore and Conserve
Habitat, (2) Restore Water Quality, and (3) Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and Marine Resources.
MAM funds are also being proposed for this plan to address uncertainties with existing data to inform
and enhance future restoration. Additional information about the purpose and need for DWH NRDA
restoration can be found in Section 5.3.2 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

1.6 OVERVIEW OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

For this draft RP II/EA, the AL TIG conducted a screening process to identify a reasonable range of
restoration alternatives under each of the seven Restoration Types included in this plan to contribute to
compensating the public and restoring for Alabama’s natural resource injuries resulting from the DWH
oil spill. See Section 2.4. Each of these restoration alternatives was evaluated under both OPA and NEPA
to determine the potential restoration benefits and environmental consequences, respectively, of those

% The Trustee Council SOP is available through the NOAA Restoration Portal at:
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/DWH-SOPs.pdf.

March 2018 1-7


http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/DWH-SOPs.pdf

Alabama Draft Restoration Plan Il/Environmental Assessment

alternatives. See generally Chapters 3 and 6-13. Based on the OPA and NEPA evaluations, the AL TIG
then selected a set of preferred restoration alternatives to be funded wholly or in part under the AL
TIG’s Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitat; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient
Reduction; Sea Turtles; Marine Mammals; Birds; and Oysters Restoration Type allocations. The preferred
restoration alternatives proposed for Restoration Type funding in this draft RP II/EA include (1) projects
proposed for implementation under this plan, (2) E&D projects, and (3) data collection projects intended
to inform and enhance future DWH natural resource restoration efforts. Those projects not selected as
preferred restoration alternatives proposed for Restoration Type funding under this RP II/EA were then
considered for potential MAM funding by the AL TIG.

The final DWH settlement agreement allocates $10 million in funding for MAM activities by the AL TIG.
As identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS and the four Strategic Frameworks developed by the Trustees to
assist with restoration planning (Strategic Frameworks),® there are knowledge gaps in restoration
science that currently constrain the development of DWH restoration projects, including restoration
projects in the Alabama Restoration Area. The AL TIG has worked to both identify those knowledge gaps
and to design project proposals to fill these gaps, which in turn would inform and enhance future
restoration planning. These data collection projects are suitable for funding using the AL TIG’s MAM
allocation. Accordingly, in this draft RP II/EA, the AL TIG proposes to use a portion of the AL TIG's
allocation of MAM funds to fund two of the Restoration Type restoration alternatives evaluated under
OPA and NEPA, but which are not proposed as preferred restoration alternatives for Restoration Type
funding. The proposal to select these projects for MAM funding is addressed in Section 2.7.

1.7 RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE PLAN

The AL TIG considered the programmatic restoration goals found in the Final PDARP/PEIS for each
Restoration Type proposed for funding in this RP II/EA (Final PDARP/PEIS, Sections 5.5.2 through 5.5.14).
These Restoration Type-specific goals help to guide restoration planning and project selection for each
Restoration Type across Alabama. To help meet these goals, implementation of this RP II/EA would use
the approaches in the Alabama Restoration Area, which are listed below, and which are a subset of the
approaches described in the Final PDARP/PEIS, for the following Restoration Types:

=  Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats: create, restore, and enhance coastal wetlands;
restore and enhance dunes and beaches; and protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine,
and riparian habitats.

= Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: create, restore, and enhance coastal wetlands;
restore and enhance submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV); protect and conserve marine, coastal,
estuarine, and riparian habitats; and promote environmental stewardship, education, and
outreach.

= Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source): reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds.

= Sea Turtles: enhance sea turtle hatchling productivity and restore and conserve nesting beach
habitat; increase sea turtle survival through enhanced mortality investigation and early
detection of and response to anthropogenic threats and emergency events; reduce sea turtle
bycatch in commercial fisheries through enhanced state enforcement effort to improve
compliance with existing sea turtle conservation requirements (law enforcement element);
reduce sea turtle bycatch in commercial fisheries through identification and implementation of

10 Available at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2017/06/trustees-release-strategic-frameworks-
restoration.
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conservation measures (small bar spacing turtle excluder devices [TEDs]); reduce sea turtle
bycatch in commercial fisheries through enhanced training and outreach to the fishing
community; and reduce sea turtle bycatch in recreational fisheries through development and
implementation of conservation measures.

= Marine Mammals: increase marine mammal survival through better understanding of causes of
illness and death as well as early detection and intervention for anthropogenic and natural
threats; reduce injury, harm, and mortality to bottlenose dolphins by reducing illegal feeding
and harassment activities; and reduce marine mammal takes through enhanced state
enforcement related to the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA) (NOAA, 2016c).

=  Birds: create and conserve bird nesting and foraging habitat.
= Qysters: restore oyster reef habitat.

Public involvement is an important component of restoration planning (Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 1.7).
Projects incorporated in the range of alternatives considered in this RP II/EA were developed through
review of public comment, including all public comments received for projects proposed in Alabama on
the DWH restoration planning portal since initiating restoration planning in 2010. In total, the AL TIG
evaluated 26 different restoration projects and a no action alternative under each Restoration Type as
the reasonable range of alternatives for that Restoration Type in this draft RP II/EA. These projects are
intended to contribute to the restoration of habitats, species, and services in the Alabama Restoration
Area. Through the alternatives evaluation processes described in the remainder of this document, of
these 26 projects, the AL TIG identified 20 preferred alternatives to be fully funded from Restoration
Type Funds, 1 preferred alternative to be partially funded from Restoration Type funds and

partially funded from MAM funds, and 1 activity to be fully funded using MAM funds (see Section 2.7).

The projects evaluated by the AL TIG in this draft RP 1I/EA would be initiated over a time frame of
approximately 3 years. The projects would provide restoration for the following Restoration Types in the
Alabama Restoration Area: Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally
Managed Lands; Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source); Sea Turtles; Marine Mammals; Birds; and
Oysters. Table 1-2 identifies the restoration alternatives considered for funding in this plan, by
Restoration Type, and the costs of those proposed projects. Figure 1-1 shows the location of all
evaluated restoration alternatives.

Table 1-2: Restoration Alternatives Evaluated

Reasonable Range of Alternatives Cost Totals By Type

Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats

Perdido River Land Acquisition (Molpus Tract) $4,324,460
Magnolia River Land Acquisition (Holmes Tract) — Preferred $4,144,162
Weeks Bay Land Acquisition East Gateway Tract — Preferred $4,247,000
Weeks Bay Land Acquisition Harrod Tract — Preferred $3,606,900
Lower Perdido Islands Restoration Phase | (E&D) — Preferred $994,523

Southwestern Coffee Island Habitat Restoration Project—
Phase | (E&D) (also evaluated under the Birds Restoration
Type) — Preferred $825,225
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Reasonable Range of Alternatives Cost Totals By Type
$18,142,270
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
Little Lagoon Living Shoreline — Preferred $210,999
Restoring the Night Sky—Assessment, Training, and Outreach
(E&D) (also evaluated under Sea Turtles Restoration Type) —
Preferred $183,003
$394,002
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source)
Bayou La Batre Nutrient Reduction $1,000,000
Toulmins Spring Branch E&D (E&D) — Preferred $479,090
Fowl River Nutrient Reduction — Preferred $1,000,000
Weeks Bay Nutrient Reduction — Preferred $2,000,000
$4,479,090
Sea Turtles
Coastal Alabama Sea Turtle (CAST) Conservation Program —
Preferred $935,061
CAST Triage — Preferred $622,915
CAST Habitat Usage and Population Dynamics — Preferred $1,631,696
CAST Protection: Enhancement and Education — Preferred $906,874
Restoring the Night Sky—Assessment, Training, and Outreach
(E&D) (also evaluated under the Habitat Projects on Federally
Managed Lands Restoration Type)! $216,655
$4,313,201
Marine Mammals
Enhancing Capacity for the Alabama Marine Mammal
Stranding Network — Preferred $2,432,389
Assessment of Alabama Estuarine Bottlenose Dolphin
Populations and Health $3,059,229
Alabama Estuarine Bottlenose Dolphin Protection:
Enhancement and Education — Preferred $686,374
$6,177,992

11 As noted in Section 2.7, Preferred Alternative, ultimately this project was considered appropriate for MAM
funding and would be implemented using that funding, rather than from the Sea Turtles Restoration Type.
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Reasonable Range of Alternatives Cost Totals By Type
Birds
Southwestern Coffee Island Habitat Restoration Project—
Phase | (E&D) (also evaluated under the Wetlands, Coastal,
and Nearshore Habitats Restoration Type) — Preferred $825,225
Colonial Nesting Wading Bird Tracking and Habitat Use
Assessment—Four Species $2,322,144
Colonial Nesting Wading Bird Tracking and Habitat Use
Assessment—Two Species — Preferred $1,547,500
$3,301,869
Oysters
Oyster Cultch Relief and Reef Configuration — Preferred $480,262
Side-scan Mapping of Mobile Bay Relic Oyster Reefs (E&D) —
Preferred $104,229
Oyster Hatchery at Claude Peteet Mariculture Center—High
Spat Production with Study — Preferred $2,949,472
Oyster Hatchery at Claude Peteet Mariculture Center—Low
Spat Production without Study $2,018,109
Oyster Grow-Out and Restoration Reef Placement — Preferred $962,370
$6,514,441
Grand Total $43,322,865
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Details on each of these projects are discussed in Chapter 2. Of the 26 restoration alternatives discussed
in Chapter 2, 5 are E&D projects; the balance, 17, propose restoration actions for full implementation.

The AL TIG will evaluate additional projects in subsequent restoration plans that address all Restoration
Types for which Alabama has funds remaining for implementation in the Alabama Restoration Area.

1.8 PROPOSED ACTION: AL TIG RESTORATION PLAN II/EA

In an effort to contribute to the restoration of natural resources and resource services injured in the
Alabama Restoration Area as a result of the DWH oil spill, the AL TIG proposes to fund the preferred
restoration alternatives identified in Section 2.7 with Restoration Type funds allocated to the AL TIG for
the restoration of Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed
Lands; Nutrient Reduction; Sea Turtles; Marine Mammals; Birds; and Oysters. Additionally, the AL TIG
proposes to fund the Restoring the Night Sky Assessment, Training, and Outreach project, in part, and
the Assessment of Alabama Estuarine Bottlenose Dolphin Populations and Health project, in total, with
funds from the AL TIG’s MAM allocation.

1.9 SEVERABILITY OF PROJECTS

In this draft RP II/EA, the AL TIG proposes 20 preferred alternatives to be fully funded from Restoration
Type Funds, 1 preferred alternative to be partially funded from Restoration Type funds and

partially funded from MAM funds, and 1 activity to be fully funded using MAM funds, with proposed
total funding of $31,775,269. The alternatives presented in this draft RP II/EA are independent of each
other and may be individually selected for implementation. The AL TIG may consider alternatives not
identified as preferred in this draft RP II/EA in future restoration plans.

1.10 COORDINATION WITH OTHER GULF RESTORATION PROGRAMS

As discussed in Section 1.5.6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees are committed to coordinating
with other Gulf of Mexico restoration programs to maximize the overall ecosystem impact of DWH
NRDA restoration efforts. During the course of the restoration planning process, the AL TIG has
coordinated and will continue to coordinate with other DWH oil spill and Gulf of Mexico restoration
programs, including the Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived
Economies of the Gulf Coast States Act as implemented by the Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration
Council; the Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund (GEBF) managed by the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation (NFWF); and other state and federal funding sources. These other restoration efforts are
considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts in this draft RP II/EA (Chapter 14).

As part of its coordination efforts, the AL TIG has been reviewing the implementation of projects in
other coastal restoration programs and is working to create synergies with those programs to ensure
the most effective use of available funds for the maximum cost benefit. This coordination will ensure
that funds are allocated for critical restoration projects across the affected regions of the Gulf of Mexico
and within appropriate coastal Alabama areas. The AL TIG will continue to collaborate with other
restoration programs to maximize cost savings and restoration benefits to the resources in coastal
Alabama that were injured by the DWH oil spill defined above.

1.11 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

OPA, NEPA, and the Trustee Council SOP require the DWH Trustees to consider public comments on the
restoration planning process associated with the incident. Public review of the draft RP II/EA is an
integral component of the restoration planning process. On October 1, 2010, the DWH Trustees
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published a Notice of Intent to Conduct Restoration Planning (75 FR 60800). Since then, the AL TIG
Trustees have sought restoration project ideas from the public for the Alabama Restoration Area
through two websites: the DWH Trustee website (NOAA Gulf Spill web portal)
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov, and the ADCNR Project Portal at
http://www.alabamacoastalrestoration.org/. In preparation for this draft RP II/EA, on December 20,
2016, the AL TIG requested the public submit project ideas through the two websites for projects in the
Alabama Restoration Area. As part of the project solicitation, the AL TIG indicated its intention to focus
on seven Restoration Types for the current round of restoration planning:

=  Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats

= Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
= Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source)

= Sea Turtles

=  Marine Mammals

= Birds

= Qysters

1.11.1 Comment Period

The public is encouraged to review and comment on this draft RP II/EA. Following public notice, the
draft RP II/EA will be available to the public for a 30-day comment period. The deadline for submitting
written comments on the draft RP II/EA is specified in the public notice published in the Federal Register
and on NOAA Gulf Spill web portals. Comments must be postmarked no later than 30 days after the
start of the comment period. Comments on the draft RP II/EA can be submitted during the comment
period by one of following methods:

= Online, at: http://parkplanning.nps.gov/restorealabamaP2

= By mail (hard copy), addressed to: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 49567, Atlanta, GA
30345

Please note that personal identifying information included in submitted comments (e.g., address, phone
number, and email address) may be made publicly available.

1.11.2 Public Meeting Information

The AL TIG will hold a public meeting to facilitate the public review and comment process for the draft
RP II/EA. This meeting will also serve as the annual meeting of the AL TIG. An open house will be held on
April 18, 2018, at 6:00 p.m. at the Five River Tensaw Theater, located at 3115 Fiver River Boulevard in
Spanish Fort, Alabama. A public meeting will follow at 6:30 p.m. Meeting dates and times are also
specified in the notice announcing release of this document. After the close of the public comment
period, the AL TIG will consider all comments received and revise the draft RP II/EA as appropriate. A
summary of comments received and the AL TIG’s responses (where applicable) will be included in the
Final RP II/EA.

1.11.3 Decisions to Be Made

This draft RP II/EA is intended to provide the public with information and analyses needed to enable
meaningful review and comment on the AL TIG’s proposal to proceed with selection and
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implementation (which may include selection for E&D only, projects that are studies, or selection for
construction or acquisition) of one or more of the alternatives proposed in this plan. Projects not
identified for inclusion in the Final RP II/EA may continue to be considered for evaluation in future
restoration plans.

1.11.4 Administrative Record

The DWH Trustees opened a publicly available Administrative Record for the NRDA for the DWH oil spill,
including restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 Notice of Intent
(pursuant to 15 CFR 990.45). USDOlI is the lead federal Trustee for maintaining the Administrative
Record, which can be found at http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord.

Information about restoration project implementation is being provided to the public through the
Administrative Record and other outreach efforts, including at
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov.
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2.0 RESTORATION PLANNING PROCESS

NRDA restoration under OPA is a process that includes evaluating injuries to natural resources and
natural resource services to determine the types and extent of restoration needed to address the
injuries. Restoration activities must produce benefits that are related to or have a nexus (connection) to
natural resource injuries and service losses resulting from a spill. Trustees must identify a reasonable
range of restoration alternatives and then evaluate those proposed alternatives. The OPA NRDA
regulations (15 CFR 990.54) provide factors for Trustees to consider when evaluating projects designed
to compensate the public for injuries caused by oil spills. Under the OPA regulations (15 CFR 990.53), the
AL TIG developed a screening process to identify a reasonable range of alternatives to be further
evaluated in this RP II/EA.

This chapter describes the screening process that the AL TIG used to identify a reasonable range of
alternatives to include in this RP II/EA under both OPA and NEPA. The reasonable range of alternatives
identified is consistent with the DWH Trustees’ selected programmatic alternative and the goals
identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS. Consequently, this chapter also summarizes the restoration decisions
stated in the Final PDARP/PEIS and ROD, the relationship of the Final PDARP/PEIS to this document,
injuries addressed by this restoration plan, and the projects considered in the reasonable range of
alternatives. The restoration planning process was also conducted in accordance with the Consent
Decree, Trustee Council SOP, OPA regulations, and NEPA regulations.

2.1 FINAL PDARP/PEIS AND RECORD OF DECISION

Given the potential magnitude and breadth of restoration for injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill,
the DWH Trustees prepared a Final PDARP/PEIS under OPA and NEPA to analyze alternative restoration
approaches and establish goals specific to each Restoration Type to consistently guide restoration
decisions. On February 19, 2016, the DWH Trustees issued the Final PDARP/PEIS detailing a
programmatic plan to fund and implement restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico region over
the next 15 years. Based on the DWH Trustees’ thorough assessment of impacts on the Gulf’s natural
resources, the Trustees proposed a comprehensive, integrated ecosystem restoration approach for
restoration implementation.

On March 29, 2016, in accordance with OPA and NEPA, the DWH Trustees published a Notice of
Availability of a ROD for the Final PDARP/PEIS in the Federal Register (81 FR 17438). Based on the DWH
Trustees’ injury determination established in the Final PDARP/PEIS, the ROD sets forth the basis for the
DWH Trustees’ decision to select Alternative A: Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative. The
DWH Trustees’ selection of Alternative A includes the funding allocations established in the Final
PDARP/PEIS. More information about Alternative A can be found in Sections 5.5 and 5.10 of the Final
PDARP/PEIS.

2.2 RELATIONSHIP OF THIS RP II/EA TO THE FINAL PDARP/PEIS

As a programmatic restoration plan, the Final PDARP/PEIS provides direction and guidance for
identifying, evaluating, and selecting future restoration projects to be carried out by the TIGs (Section
5.10.4 and Chapter 7 of the Final PDARP/PEIS). The DWH Trustees elected to prepare a programmatic
EIS to (1) support the analysis of the environmental impacts of the reasonable range of alternatives,
(2) consider the multiple related actions that may occur because of restoration planning efforts, and
(3) allow for a better analysis of cumulative impacts of potential actions.

In the Final PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees developed a set of Restoration Types for inclusion in
programmatic alternatives with an objective of seeking a diverse set of projects with benefits to a broad
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array of potentially injured resources and the services they provide. Ultimately, this process resulted in
the inclusion of multiple Restoration Types related to the five Trustee programmatic restoration goals.
The Consent Decree and Final PDARP/PEIS allocated funding in the Alabama Restoration Area for eight
Restoration Types, including Early Restoration within some of those, as well as MAM and administrative
oversight (see Table 2-1).

Table 2-1: Restoration Types in the Alabama Restoration Area Related to the Five Trustee
Programmatic Restoration Goals

Total Alabama

Restoration Goal Restoration Type Settlement Funds

Restore and Conserve Habitat Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore $65,000,000
Habitats

Restore and Conserve Habitat Habitat Projects on Federally $3,000,000
Managed Lands

Restore and Conserve Habitat Early Restoration $28,110,000

Restore Water Quality Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint $5,000,000
Source)

Replenish and Protect Living Coastal Sea Turtles $5,500,000

and Marine Resources

Replenish and Protect Living Coastal Marine Mammals $5,000,000

and Marine Resources

Replenish and Protect Living Coastal Birds $30,145,000

and Marine Resources

Replenish and Protect Living Coastal Oysters $13,329,000

and Marine Resources

Provide and Enhance Recreational Provide and Enhance Recreational $25,000,000

Opportunities Opportunities

Provide and Enhance Recreational Early Restoration $85,505,305

Opportunities

Monitoring, Adaptive Management, Monitoring and Adaptive $10,000,000

Administrative Oversight Management

Monitoring, Adaptive Management, Administrative Oversight and $20,000,000

Administrative Oversight Comprehensive Planning

Source: Final PDARP/PEIS, 2016

As discussed in Section 1.2, the AL TIG released its first restoration plan Final Restoration Plan | and
Environmental Impact Statement: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities in May 2017 and
selected six restoration projects in Baldwin and Mobile counties to address one Restoration Type,
“Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities.”

For the remaining seven Restoration Types, in December 2016, as part of its restoration planning efforts,
the AL TIG asked the public for project ideas that could benefit Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore
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Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source); Sea
Turtles; Marine Mammals; Birds; and Oysters in the Alabama Restoration Area. The project submissions
received through this process, along with projects previously submitted during prior restoration
planning processes, resulted in the project ideas that are discussed further in Section 2.4, Screening for
Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

2.3 SUMMARY OF INJURIES ADDRESSED IN THE RP II/EA

The DWH oil spill introduced numerous contaminants into the environment. Estimated releases included
3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil, 7.7 billion standard cubic feet of natural gas discharged
into the deep sea, 1.84 million gallons of chemical dispersants used in response to the spill, and an
unknown volume (up to 30,000 barrels) of synthetic-based drilling mud released during the blowout and
response. Each of these contaminants introduced chemicals of known and unknown toxicity into the
northern Gulf of Mexico. Natural weathering processes (e.g., photo-oxidation) and intentional burning
of the floating oil at sea formed additional contaminants of known and unknown toxicity.

Chapter 4 of the Final PDARP/PEIS summarizes the injury assessment which documented the nature,
degree, and extent of injuries from the incident to both natural resources and the services they provide.
Restoration projects proposed in this draft RP II/EA and in future AL TIG restoration plans are designed
to address injuries in the Alabama Restoration Area resulting from the incident. This draft RP II/EA
proposes alternatives for the following Restoration Types described in the Final PDARP/PEIS: Wetlands,
Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats; Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient Reduction
(Nonpoint Source); Sea Turtles; Marine Mammals; Birds; and Oysters. This section summarizes the
information from the Final PDARP/PEIS injury assessment (Chapter 4) with specific reference to the
injuries in Alabama that inform the selection of the restoration alternatives proposed in this plan.

2.3.1 Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats

The DWH Trustees evaluated impacts on the nearshore marine ecosystem as part of the injury
assessment (Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.6). The spill and response activities caused extensive injuries to
wetland, coastal, and nearshore habitats across the northern Gulf of Mexico and in Alabama specifically.
Injuries that informed the AL TIG’s restoration planning for wetlands, coastal, and nearshore habitats
occurred to estuarine coastal wetland and nearshore complexes and to sand beach habitats.

Wetland injuries occurred over hundreds of miles of coastline in the northern Gulf of Mexico, within
multiple interconnected shoreline habitats, affecting diverse species that use these coastal habitats for
some or all of their life cycle. Injuries were extensive and pervasive, including impacts on marsh
vegetation, such as decreases in plant cover and aboveground biomass. Animals that live in the marsh
(e.g., sediment-dwelling invertebrates, snails, insects, shrimp, fish, and oysters) were also injured. For
example, substantial decreases in secondary production (50 percent to 90 percent decline) are expected
for periwinkles, brown and white shrimp, and southern flounder in areas of the northern Gulf adjacent
to shorelines that experienced heavy, persistent oiling, compared to shoreline areas that had no
observed oil. Physical impacts include an increase in the rates of marsh-edge habitat erosion.

More than 600 miles of sand beach and dune habitat along shorelines and barrier islands across the
northern Gulf of Mexico were injured as a result of a combination of the direct effects of oil and ancillary
adverse impacts of response activities undertaken to clean up the oil. Injuries include reduced
abundance of crabs, amphipods, insects, and other macrofauna that live in the sand and wrack
(decomposing vegetation that serves as habitat and food source for many beach organisms); impacts on
beach mice; and disruption of bird and sea turtle nesting habitat.
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In Alabama, 95 miles of shoreline were oiled. Response activities occurred on 84 miles of shoreline. The
Final PDARP/PEIS summarizes studies in Alabama demonstrating the presence of DWH oil in nearshore
sediments and at wetland sites; reductions of live biomass in salt marshes; losses in the numbers of
nearshore oysters; increased shoreline erosion because of the loss of oysters; and other physical and
biological injuries to beach, wetland, and nearshore habitats resulting from oiling and response activities
in the state.

2.3.2 Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands

The DWH oil spill and response activities caused extensive injuries to wetlands, coastal, and nearshore
habitat projects on federally managed lands across the northern Gulf of Mexico. In total, the spill oiled
4,225 acres along 185 miles of federally managed shoreline in the five affected Gulf states. In Alabama,
this included 244 acres along 12 miles of shoreline located at the Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge
(BSNWR) on Fort Morgan Peninsula and Little Dauphin Island, Grand Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and
several small parcels of BLM property. Response activities affected the entire 12 miles of shoreline and
1.2 miles of marsh on federal lands. Federally managed lands in Alabama include important sea turtle
nesting beaches that were injured by the spill and related response actions (see Section 2.3.4).

2.3.3 Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source)

Nutrient reduction projects are included as a Restoration Type because the water quality improvements
associated with nutrient reduction projects exhibit strong ecological linkages to Alabama’s estuarine and
coastal habitats and communities. This connectivity to the larger Gulf of Mexico ecosystem is expected
to result in cascading ecological benefits, increasing the overall health and productivity of the Gulf of
Mexico ecosystem, thereby restoring natural resources injured by the DWH oil spill. In coastal Alabama,
an ongoing watershed planning process documents these linkages.!?

2.3.4 Sea Turtles

The DWH Trustees evaluated impacts on sea turtles as part of the injury assessment (Final PDARP/PEIS,
Section 4.8). The Trustees quantified injury resulting from the DWH oil spill to four of the five species of
sea turtles that inhabit the Gulf of Mexico (loggerhead, Kemp's ridley, green, and hawksbill).
Leatherbacks were also determined to have been injured, but the injury could not be quantified. All
these species are listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), are long-
lived, travel widely, and use a variety of habitats across the Gulf of Mexico and beyond.

Sea turtles were injured by oil or response activities in open ocean, nearshore, and shoreline
environments, and the resulting mortality spanned multiple life stages. The Trustees estimated that
between 4,900 and up to 7,600 large juvenile and adult sea turtles (Kemp’s ridleys, loggerheads, and
hard-shelled sea turtles not identified by species) and between 55,000 and up to 160,000 small juvenile
sea turtles (Kemp’s ridleys, green turtles, loggerheads, hawksbills, and hard-shelled sea turtles not
identified by species) were killed by the DWH oil spill. Nearly 35,000 hatchling sea turtles (loggerheads,
Kemp’s ridleys, and green turtles) were injured by response activities, and thousands more Kemp’s
ridley and loggerhead hatchlings were lost because of unrealized reproduction by adult sea turtles that
were killed by the DWH oil spill. In addition, leatherback turtles were determined to have been injured,
but this injury could not be quantified.

12 5ee http://www.mobilebaynep.com/the_watersheds
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In Alabama, injuries resulted from both oiling and response activities along the state’s sea turtle nesting
beaches. The assessment reports that, as a result of response activities, approximately 30 loggerhead
nests, equivalent to 2,000 loggerhead hatchlings, were lost. In addition, nests from three species—
loggerheads, Kemp’s ridleys, and green sea turtles—were excavated prior to hatchling emergence, and
eggs were translocated from Florida and Alabama beaches to a protected hatchery on the Atlantic coast
of Florida. A total of 28,681 eggs from 274 nests in Alabama and Florida (16 nests from Alabama and 258
nests from Florida) were translocated, and 14,796 hatchling turtles emerged and were released into the
Atlantic Ocean. Because these hatchlings entered the Atlantic Ocean and are believed unlikely to return
to the Gulf, the assessment assumes these hatchlings were lost to the Gulf of Mexico breeding
population because of the spill.

2.3.5 Marine Mammals

The DWH Trustees evaluated impacts on marine mammals as part of the injury assessment (Final
PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.9). The spill resulted in the contamination of prime marine mammal habitat in
the nearshore and offshore waters of the northern Gulf of Mexico. After inhaling, ingesting, aspirating,
and potentially absorbing oil components, animals suffered from physical damage and toxic effects to a
variety of organs and tissues, including lung disease, adrenal disease, poor body condition,
immunosuppression, and a suite of other adverse health effects. Animals that succumbed to these
adverse health effects contributed to the largest and longest marine mammal unusual mortality event
on record in the northern Gulf of Mexico. The dead, stranded dolphins in the unusual mortality event
included near-term fetuses from failed pregnancies. Nearly all of the assessed marine mammal stocks
that overlap with the DWH oil spill footprint had demonstrable, quantifiable injuries. The remaining
stocks were also likely injured, but there was not enough information to make such a determination at
the time of the assessment.

The Barataria Bay and Mississippi Sound bottlenose dolphin stocks were two of the most severely
injured populations, with a 52 percent and 62 percent maximum reduction in their population sizes,
respectively. Because cetaceans are long-lived animals, give birth to only one calf every few years, and
are slow to reach reproductive maturity, these stocks will take many decades to recover without active
restoration.

In Alabama, the assessment reported that the DWH oil spill contributed to a large increase in monthly
marine mammal strandings, with 2011 being one of the highest stranding years on record. Researchers
also reported high levels of apparent mortality (i.e., unexplainable disappearances). High levels of
reproductive failure in Mississippi Sound were also attributed to the spill between 2010 and 2014,
consistent with field and laboratory results reported in the scientific literature. Finally, researchers
conclude from health assessments of Mississippi Sound bottlenose dolphins that the DWH oil spill
caused a wide array of adverse health effects, including lung disease, adrenal disease, and poor body
condition.

2.3.6 Birds

The DWH Trustees evaluated impacts on birds as part of the injury assessment (Final PDARP/PEIS,
Section 4.7). At least 93 species of birds, including both resident and migratory species and across all five
Gulf Coast states, were exposed to DWH oil in multiple northern Gulf of Mexico habitats, including open
water, islands, beaches, bays, and marshes. Laboratory studies showed that exposure to DWH oil led to
injuries, including feather damage, abnormal blood attributes, organ damage, and death.
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Trustee scientists estimate that between 51,600 and 84,500 birds died because of the DWH oil spill. Of
those quantified dead birds, breeding-age adults would have produced an estimated 4,600 to 17,900
fledglings. The Trustees also recognize that additional injury occurred that is unquantified; true bird
mortality is likely closer to the upper ranges than the lower (Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.7.5).

Although the precise number of birds injured and killed in the Alabama Restoration Area is not
quantified in the assessment, impacts there occurred both as a result of exposure to oil and from the
effects of response activities.

2.3.7 Oysters

The DWH Trustees evaluated impacts on oysters as part of the injury assessment (Final PDARP/PEIS,
Section 4.6). Substantial injury to intertidal and subtidal oysters in the northern Gulf of Mexico occurred
as the result of the DWH oil spill and response actions. Nearshore oyster cover in the northern Gulf was
significantly reduced over 155 miles of shoreline and resulted in the loss of 8.3 million adult-equivalent
oysters because of the impacts of response activities and physical fouling by oil. An additional estimated
5.7 million oysters per year (adult equivalents) are unable to settle because of the loss of oyster shell
cover. The loss of nearshore oyster cover also contributed to an increase in shoreline erosion rates and
wetland loss. In addition, the injuries to nearshore oysters caused a lack of recruitment and recovery
throughout the region. The long-term sustainability of nearshore and subtidal oysters throughout the
north-central Gulf of Mexico has been compromised as a result of the combined effects of reduced
spawning stock, larval production, spat settlement, and spat substrate availability caused by the spill.

The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that the spill severely affected oyster reproduction in Mississippi Sound.
It concludes that the spill resulted in reduced larval production, spat settlement, and spat substrate
availability there that compromises the long-term sustainability of oyster reefs. In addition, losses of
intertidal oysters occurred because of oiling and cleanup actions, resulting in the destruction of oyster
cover, which has been associated with accelerated coastal erosion. The assessment notes this effect was
observed along oiled shorelines in Alabama.

2.4 SCREENING FOR REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

As described in Chapter 1, this RP II/EA continues the restoration planning process begun during Early
Restoration and continued by the AL TIG in RP I/EIS. In this RP II/EA, the AL TIG is focusing on projects for
seven of the Restoration Types identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS:

1. Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats
2. Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
3. Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source)
4. Sea Turtles
5. Marine Mammals
6. Birds

7. Oysters

The AL TIG selected these Restoration Types for RP II/EA because either (1) the ecological benefits of
further investment of restoration funds in these Restoration Types at this time are expected to be
substantial; or (2) the Restoration Types have received limited or no project funding to date.
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2.4.1 Restoration Type Screening Process Overview

The goal of the AL TIG’s screening process is to identify a set of restoration projects under the seven
Restoration Types included in this plan that provides a reasonable range of alternatives that will
contribute to compensating the public and restoring for Alabama’s natural resource injuries resulting
from the DWH oil spill. The results of the screening represent those restoration projects with a
reasonable likelihood of satisfying the OPA criteria and, from preliminary investigation, with no obvious
major adverse environmental impacts (recognizing that a lack of adverse impacts cannot be assured
until more thorough OPA/NEPA evaluations are completed). The phased and sequential screening
process included three primary steps.!3

Step 1—Eligibility Screening

To begin the screening process, the AL TIG assembled a master database of potential restoration
projects and applied a basic eligibility screen to the full set of 566 projects in this database (Appendix A).
Projects in the database were compiled from three sources:

= the DWH public comment portal established in 2011—and in operation continuously since that
date—to allow the public to submit projects for the DWH Trustees’ consideration;

= asimilar web-based public portal created in 2014 by the State of Alabama (Alabama Project
Portal);**and

= projects developed by the DWH Trustees.

This initial eligibility screening involved AL TIG review to determine the objectives of each project in the
master database (Appendix A), followed by coding of each project according to its Restoration Type(s).
Projects were then sorted to identify those relevant to each of the seven Restoration Types addressed
by this plan.

Step 2—1Initial Project Screening Criteria

The Step 2 screening considered a variety of criteria developed by the AL TIG to determine whether a
project would likely be an effective way of addressing injuries from the spill. A primary criterion of Step
2 was a determination of whether a project met the AL TIG's restoration goals for the Restoration
Type(s) for which it was coded under Step 1. The AL TIG developed restoration goals for each
Restoration Type that are tailored to the Alabama Restoration Area. These goals, while based on the
goals for restoration established in the Final PDARP/PEIS, are adapted to more directly reflect (1) the
nature of those natural resource and resource service injuries not yet restored for any remaining
uncompensated injury in the Alabama Restoration Area, as well as (2) the AL TIG's local and regional
knowledge regarding the restoration context and the potential restoration needs and challenges
associated with each Restoration Type in the Alabama Restoration Area. For some Restoration Types,

13 The process was modified for the Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Type to accommodate an
additional screening step needed to address additional complexity involved in determining if a project addressed
water pollution generally or nutrients specifically. This topic is discussed in detail in Section 2.4.1.4, Screening
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Projects.

14 See http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration/give-us-your-ideas/. This portal includes projects
submitted in response to the December 2016 notice soliciting project ideas for this restoration plan—see
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2017/08/alabama-trustee-implementation-group-begins-drafting-its-
second-restoration-plan

15 5ee http://www.alabamacoastalrestoration.org
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the restoration goals explicitly identify opportunities for data collection activities in Alabama, including
needs to fill significant information or knowledge gaps related to the available baseline data or
restoration science for a Restoration Type.

Although all Step 2 evaluations included determinations of whether projects met the AL TIG's
restoration goals, the Step 2 criteria vary across Restoration Types. Examples of representative
guestions addressed include:

= |s the project more likely to be implemented appropriately through restoration efforts of the AL
TIG than through actions by another Restoration Area TIG (e.g., other restoration planning
efforts or Open Ocean)?

= Does the project have a reasonable likelihood of success?

= |s the available information sufficient to permit screening of the project?

= Are the project activities already required by local, state, or federal law, order, or permit?
= |sthe project already fully funded?

= |sthe project duplicative of other projects on the list?

Projects not meeting all the applicable Step 2 criteria were eliminated from further consideration. The
outcomes of the Step 2 screening process are discussed below for each of the Restoration Types
considered in this RP II/EA, highlighting key details for each Restoration Type. Appendix B contains the
detailed screening criteria developed by the AL TIG for each Restoration Type.

Step 3—Project Specific Screening Considerations

For projects that reached Step 3 of the screening process, the AL TIG found it necessary in most cases to
conduct more detailed project research, development, and refinement. Typically, and depending on the
Restoration Type and the specific challenges involved in the development of the project, this research
addressed a wide array of issues. The AL TIG collected additional information from project proponents
to better understand issues like project design, cost, and/or potential ecological or data collection
benefits. Although the criteria and associated questions differed by Restoration Type, the following
guestions are representative of the issues addressed during Step 3 of the screening:

= Can the project be implemented within a reasonable time frame?
= |sthe project consistent with existing management plans?

= Does the project have a significant potential to result in adverse environmental or human health
impacts?

= Can the project be implemented within the available budget for this restoration plan, or is there
a source of other funds that can be leveraged in conjunction with NRDA funds available to allow
implementation?

= |sthe project generally expected to be cost-effective?
= |sthe project expected to yield significant public benefits?

= Are there any other impediments to carrying the project forward as part of the reasonable
range of alternatives designated for more detailed OPA and NEPA analysis (e.g., environmental
compliance or permitting issues)?

March 2018 2-8



Alabama Draft Restoration Plan Il/Environmental Assessment

In some cases, this resulted in the AL TIG refining project scopes and/or budgets. In other cases, the TIG
merged projects with similar scopes to take advantage of efficiencies.

The AL TIG decisions to advance projects from Step 3 to the reasonable range of alternatives are based
on a balancing of the considerations outlined above, and in the context of the full suite of restoration
alternatives being advanced for analysis in this restoration plan. As a result, a project considered in Step
3 may have received a generally favorable review, but the TIG may still have decided not to advance it to
the reasonable range of alternatives for this plan. The reason (or reasons) a project is not carried
forward at this time is documented below in tables for each Restoration Type. The remainder of this
section provides a more detailed discussion of the screening process, by Restoration Type, and rationale
for the results for each of the seven Restoration Types considered in this RP II/EA.

2.4.2 Screening Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Projects

Based on its review of the Final PDARP/PEIS goals and knowledge of local restoration needs and
conditions, the AL TIG developed the following restoration goals for Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore
Habitats restoration projects in Alabama. At a minimum, projects must:

1. Restore a continuum of habitats (e.g., nearshore reef to salt marsh to coastal freshwater
wetlands and adjacent upland buffer) within the nearshore ecosystem to contribute to an
integrated, connected food web; and

2. Belocated in areas identified as high priority for wetlands, coastal, and nearshore habitats
restoration by the AL TIG—specifically the estuarine portions of Mississippi Sound, Grand Bay,
Fowl River, Weeks Bay, and Perdido Bay/River watersheds are targeted by this plan.

Protection and restoration of the complex habitats in the high priority areas were identified as initiatives
with the greatest potential for integrated, connected food web and water quality benefits.

The full set of screening criteria for projects to restore Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats in
Alabama is included in Appendix B.

The Step 1 screening process identified 163 potential Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats
restoration projects in the master database (Appendix A). In Step 2, the TIG evaluated projects against
the Trustees’ restoration goals and other Step 2 criteria. Based on the Step 2 evaluations, the AL TIG
determined that 50 of these projects would occur or potentially occur in the high priority areas. Of
these, 28 did not meet the other Step 2 criteria (Table 2-2). The reasons why these projects were not
advanced for Step 3 evaluation were varied. Many of the projects did not propose active measures for
restoration, which the AL TIG considered essential if projects were to provide substantial benefits.
Others did not meet the Trustees’ ecological objectives, had already been funded, or duplicated other
initiatives that were advanced to Step 3.

During the more detailed Step 3 evaluation and refinement of Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore
Habitats restoration projects, the AL TIG considered the 24 remaining projects and added 2 new projects
that were modifications of proposed initiatives eliminated at Step 2.6 From this set, the TIG selected 6
projects to include in the reasonable range of alternatives. The reasons for not advancing the other 18

16 The more focused Perdido River Land Acquisition (Molpus Tract) was developed by the TIG to replace the
broader initiative submitted under Project ID 318. The Lower Perdido Islands Restoration Phase | project was
added to support an E&D initiative, which the TIG found to be more appropriate at this time than the proposed
restoration effort submitted under Project ID 86.
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projects to the reasonable range of alternatives involved site-specific considerations. In some cases,
projects had already been completed (Table 2-3).Y7 In others, further investigation and project
development revealed that they would not effectively meet the Trustees’ restoration goals. In several
cases, the AL TIG made decisions to merge projects with similar scopes of work and goals, or deferred
decisions pending the outcomes of other related, ongoing initiatives.

Based on the Step 3 screening and further refinement of project options, the AL TIG selected the
following six Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats restoration projects for inclusion in the
reasonable range of alternatives:

= Perdido River Land Acquisition (Molpus Tract)

= Magnolia River Land Acquisition (Holmes Tract)

=  Weeks Bay Land Acquisition (East Gateway Tract)

=  Weeks Bay Land Acquisition (Harrod Tract)

= Lower Perdido Islands Restoration Phase |

= Southwestern Coffee Island Habitat Restoration Project—Phase 1'®

The screening analysis makes clear that there are a large number of potentially valuable Wetlands,
Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats projects in these and other coastal Alabama watersheds. Those
selected for the reasonable range of alternatives in this RP II/EA should be viewed as the early stages of
the AL TIG's efforts for this Restoration Type.

17 These projects would have been screened out at Step 2, but information indicating they had been completed
only became available at the time of the more detailed Step 3 review.

18 This project is discussed in the reasonable range of alternatives in this RP II/EA under both the Wetlands,
Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats and Birds Restoration Types. It would potentially be funded with monies from
both Restoration Type allocations. If this project is ultimately selected in a final restoration plan, the Restoration
Type (or combination of Restoration Types) funding source will be determined at that time.
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Table 2-2: Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Projects Not Carried Forward from Step 2 to Step 3 Analysis

Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Projects Not Carried . . . . . . . .

Forward from Step 2 to Step 3 Analysis Project ID Individual/Organization Project Cost Rationale for Not Carrying Forward

Coastal Land Acquisition in Alabama 5113 Steve Northcutt $125,000,000 N(? specific prOJect proposed. Also, project budget far exceeds amounts available for
this restoration plan.

Safe Harbor Marsh Restoration 666 Eric Brunden $822,375 Project already funded.

Restor.atlon and Protection: Swift Tract Weeks Bay National 877 Mel Landry 43,000,000 Project already funded.

Estuarine Research Reserve, AL

Restoration of Tidal Flow to Meadows Tract 11410 Walter Ernest/Pelican Coast Conservancy $1,000,000 Project already funded.

Andrew Benton Tract—Protection and Restoratlon.o.f Foastall 1084 Walter Ernest/Pelican Coast Conservancy $2,000,000 This is a duplicate of Project No. 105.

Alabama—A Coastal Resource Recovery Land Acquisition Project

Weeks Bay East Gateway Project 12838 Yael Girard/Weeks Bay Foundation $3,000,000 This is a duplicate of Project No. 336.

Floodplain Conservation Easements 88 Ben Raines/Weeks Bay Foundation $5,000,000 This is not a specific project.

Tracking the Ecological and Engineering Performance of Alabama's

Early Coastal Restoration Projects: A Centralized, Comprehensive 169 Bret Webb/University of South Alabama $5,500,000 This project does not constitute active measures to meet Final PDARP/PEIS goals.

Monitoring Program
This project is redundant with other initiatives that have already been funded or are

Coastal Alabama Habitat Restoration—Portersville Bay Islands 357 Paul Looney/Volkert $8,000,000 included as components of other projects being advanced to the reasonable range of
alternatives.

Restoration and Protection: Marsh Island, AL 807 Mel Landry $7,000,000 Project already fully funded.

Oyster Reef Reestablishment in Portersville Bay and Mobile Bay, 11225 Barry A. Vittor $5 000,000 Information is not adequate to evalufa\te project proposal. Elements of the project

Alabama appear to be addressed by other project proposals.

Environmental Restoration of Cotton Bayou and Terry Cove Canals 84 Phillip West/City of Orange Beach $500,000 Progect not foFused on wetla.nds, coastal, and nearshore habitats; does not meet the AL
TIG's restoration goals for this plan.

Nearshore and Snorkeling Reef Project 396 Phillip West/City of Orange Beach $500,000 :;?cljéscta recreational use project, not a Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats

EnV|rc.>nment.aI Restoration of Cotton Bayou and Adjacent Canals: 12841 Phillip West/City of Orange Beach $500,000 This project is a duplicate of Project No. 84.

Planning Assistance

Identification, Prioritization, and Quantitative Assessment of Joel Hayworth/ Marine Environmental

Ecosystem Benefits of Restoration Actions within the Perdido and 112 Sciences Consortium (MESC) and Auburn $2,575,000 This project does not constitute active measures to meet Final PDARP/PEIS goals.

Perdido Bay Watersheds University (MESC Institution)

Grand Bay National Wildlife Refuge 10151 Ray Herndon/The Conservation Fund NA Project is fully funded.

100-1000: Restore Coastal Alabama 56 Judy Haner/The Nature Conservancy (TNC) $150,000,000 N(? specific prOJect proposed. Also, project budget far exceeds amounts available for
this restoration plan.

Mobile Causeway Hydrologic Restoration Project 145 Casi Callaway/Mobile Baykeeper $42,030,941 Project I.S not in high pI“IOI“I.ty area for Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitat
restoration targeted by this plan.

Long-Term Recovery of Gulf Shorebirds and Waterbirds 11413 Jeff Trandahl/NFWF $71,900,000 No specific project proposed. Also, project budget far exceeds amounts available for

this restoration plan.
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Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Projects Not Carried

Restoration: A Decision Support Tool for Stakeholders

Forward from Step 2 to Step 3 Analysis Project ID Individual/Organization Project Cost Rationale for Not Carrying Forward

Dock and Sea Wall Reef Ball® Habitat 11973 Larry Beggs $1,000,000 No specific project proposed.

Mobile County Conservation Acquisition 164 Bill Melton/Mobile County Commission $4,000,000 No specific project proposed.

Coastal Watershed Property Acquisition in Mobile County 677 Bill Melton/Mobile County Commission $9,000,000 No specific project proposed.

Proposed Emergency Seagrass Restoration 842 Louis E. Shenman $500,000 Project is complete.

Gulf of Mexico Community-based Restoration Partnership 635 Ryan Fikes $1,500,000 No specific project proposed.

Alabama Harmful Algal Bloom Program Initiative 184 Alison Robertslon/Ur.1|verS|ty of South $7,075,937 This project does not constitute active measures to meet Final PDARP/PEIS goals.
Alabama, Marine Sciences Department

Environmentally-friendly Alternatives to Bulkheads for Protecting

Shorelines: Evaluation and Implementation of Two Living Shoreline 347 Just Cebrian/University of South Alabama $200,000 This project does not constitute active measures to meet Final PDARP/PEIS goals.

Designs

Reduung Runoff P?I!utlon in Coastal Waters through Marsh 350 Just Cebrian/University of South Alabama $269,269 This project does not constitute active measures to meet Final PDARP/PEIS goals.

Restoration: A Decision Support Tool for Stakeholders

Reducing Runoff Pollution in Coastal Waters through Marsh 12849 Just Cebrian/University of South Alabama $269,269 This is a duplicate of Project No. 350 above.
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Table 2-3:

Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Projects Not Carried Forward From Step 3 to Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats Projects Not Carried

Forward From Step 3 to Reasonable Range of Alternatives Project ID Individual/Organization Project Cost Rationale for Not Carrying Forward

Headwaters Coastal Forest Protection—Baldwin County, Alabama 10153 Ray Herndon/The Conservation Fund NA Actions not specified; public habitat benefits to the AL TIG priority watersheds not clear

& Escambia/Santa Rosa Counties, Florida given lack of specificity in proposed working forest easements.

Perdido River Water Quality Protection, Habitat Restoration and 318 Darryl Boudreau /TNC $14,220,000 Replaced by new Perdido (Molpus) acquisition project deemed to be more cost-

Recreational Enhancement Project effective at this time and carried forward to reasonable range.

Grand Bay Coastal Resiliency and Habitat Restoration 892 Judy Haner/TNC $7,500,000 Consideration of this project is deferred pending the outcome of other ongoing efforts
in Mississippi Sound.

Fish River Watershed Restoration Project 73 Cal Markert/Baldwin Count Commission $8,500,000 This is more appropriately categorized as a water quality project.

Shoreline Restoration near Skunk Bayou—Mobile Bay—Eastern 419 Paul B. Looney/Volkert $25,000,000 Consideration of this project is deferred pending ecological monitoring results from the

Shore Swift Tract living shoreline project funded under Early Restoration.

Alligator Bayou Bridge Project 11519 Daniel Dyas NA Site investigation reveals hydrologic restoration is not needed.

Benton Tract 105 Walter Ernest/Pelican Coast Conservancy $2,500,000 This land acquisition does not have a willing seller.

Swift Tract Addition—A Resource Protection Project 646 Walter Ernest/Pelican Coast Conservancy $309,200 This project has already been completed.

Meadows Addition—A Resource Protection Project 11164 Walter Ernest/Pelican Coast Conservancy $750,000 This project has already been completed.

Improving Public Access to Alabama Coastal Waters—Viewpoint 11785 Walter Ernest/Pelican Coast Conservancy $810,000 This project is primarily for recreation and not a habitat project.

Park Public Access

BP Funded Coastal Restoration Project—Cat Island, Alabama 11582 Dr. John Dindo/DISL NA Project benefits uncertain pending more study.

Cotton Bayou—Perdido Islands Beneficial Use Restoration 86 Jody Thompson/ Alabama Cooperative $1,247,334 Project being evaluated as part of a broader Lower Perdido Islands Phase | E&D effort

Extension System (ACES) carried forward to the reasonable range of alternatives under Wetlands, Coastal, and
Nearshore Habitats.

Town of Perdido Beach Shoreline Restoration Project 595 Patsy Parker $6,000,000 Project involves dredging issues that may be an impediment to successful
implementation.

Lillian Park Beach Habitat and Shoreline Protection Improvements 272 Cal Markert $679,500 This project is primarily a recreation and not a habitat project.

City of Orange Beach Waterways Enhancement Program (Marine 12868 Phillip West/City of Orange Beach $220,000 No long-term restoration or habitat benefit.

Debris Removal Program)

Salt Aire Shoreline Restoration 339 Bill Melton/Mobile County Commission $8,219,039 Project funded under the GEBF.

Fowl River Shore and Island Restoration and Stabilization 11771 Casi Callaway/Mobile Baykeeper $6,500,000 Consideration of this project is deferred pending outcome of the National Estuary
Program study and likelihood that project is challenging because of extensive private
ownership issues.

Alabama Coastal Forest Restoration Project 5111 Keith Tassin/TNC $3,000,000 Actions not specified; public habitat benefits to the AL TIG priority watersheds not clear

given lack of specificity in proposed working forest easements.
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2.4.3 Screening Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands

Based on its review of the Final PDARP/PEIS goals, the AL TIG adopted the following restoration goals for
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands in coastal Alabama:

1. Restore federally managed habitats that were affected by the DWH oil spill and response actions
through an integrated portfolio of restoration approaches across a variety of habitats;

2. Restore for injuries to federally managed lands by targeting restoration on federal lands where
the injuries occurred, while considering approaches that provide resiliency and sustainability;
and

3. Ensure consistency with land management plans for each designated federal land and its
purpose by identifying actions that account for the ecological needs of these habitats.

The full set of screening criteria for Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands is included in
Appendix B.

Step 1 of the screening process identified 10 potential Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands in
the master database (Appendix A). In Step 2, the AL TIG determined that six of the projects did not meet
the Step 2 criteria because they did not address the AL TIG’s restoration goals, were duplicative, were
already being proposed under other restoration programs, or were already funded (Table 2-4).

During the Step 3 evaluation (Table 2-5), the AL TIG’s more detailed evaluation and refinement of
projects eliminated two additional projects. One project was eliminated because the budget exceeded
amounts available for restoration of federally managed lands in the Alabama Restoration Area. The
other project was ultimately funded under the GEBF.

Based on the Step 3 evaluation and further refinement of project options, the AL TIG selected two
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands for inclusion in the reasonable range of alternatives:

1. Little Lagoon Living Shoreline
2. Restoring the Night Sky—Assessment, Outreach and Training (E&D)*®

These projects would provide restoration benefits for natural resources injured by the DWH oil spill in
and around BSNWR in Baldwin County.

19 This project is discussed in the reasonable range of alternatives in this RP II/EA under both the Restoring Habitat
Projects on Federally Managed Lands and the Sea Turtles Resource Types.
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Table 2-4: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Projects Not Carried Forward from Step 2 to Step 3 Analysis

Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Projects Not Carried

Forward from Step 2 to Step 3 Analysis Project ID Individual/Organization Project Cost Rationale for Not Carrying Forward
. . . . This project is currently being implemented with NFWF funding and does not require
Little Point Clear Navy Cove Acquisition—BSNWR 67 Ray Herndon/The Conservation Fund $6,000,000 additional AL TIG NRDA funding.
Little Point Clear East Acquisition—BSNWR 12585 Ray Herndon/The Conservation Fund $11,000,000 Project is duplicative of Project Nos. 67 & 113.
Little Point Clear Unit—BSNWR—Three Rivers 113 Ray Herndon/The Conservation Fund $4,750,000 Project is duplicative of Project Nos. 67 & 12585.
Seasonal Staff for Shorebird, Sea Turtle, and Beach Mouse Baseline . . . .
Monitoring and Protection at BSNWR DOI-001 Dianne Ingram/USDOI $390,000-5585,000 | Not a direct restoration activity.
No Name Road at end of Fort Morgan Peninsula DOI-002 Dianne Ingram/USDOI NA This is a recreational use project, not a habitat project.
Boardwalk at Mobile Street DOI-003 Dianne Ingram/USDOI NA This is a recreational use project, not a habitat project.

Table 2-5: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Projects Not Carried Forward from Step 3 to Reasonable Range of Alternatives Analysis

Habitat on Federally Managed Lands Projects Not Carried Forward

from Step 3 to Reasonable Range of Alternatives Analysis Project ID Individual/Organization Project Cost Rationale for Not Carrying Forward
BLM Fort Morgan "Our Road" Acquisition 205 Bruce Dawson $7,498,000 Costs exceed budget for this restoration plan.
Little Dauphin Island Erosion Restoration DOI-004 Dianne Ingram/USDOI NA Project funded under GEBF.
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2.4.4 Screening Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) Restoration Projects

The screening of Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) projects involved additional complexity because
of the difficulty in distinguishing projects aimed at improving water quality using various methods,
including point source pollution reduction, from projects that focused primarily on nonpoint source
nutrient reduction. As a result, the AL TIG implemented a four-step rather than three-step screening
process (Appendix B). The Step 1 eligibility screen, which selected all proposed water quality initiatives
in the master database (Appendix A), identified 68 potential projects. Step 2 further focused project
selection on five nutrient reduction categories.

1. Agricultural conservation practices

2. Stormwater management practices

3. Forestry management practices

4. Creation and enhancement of wetlands
5. Hydrologic restoration

This step eliminated 52 projects that did not meet the AL TIG’s Step 2 criteria for nutrient reduction
(Table 2-6).

Steps 3 and 4 included screening and refinement to ensure projects advancing to the reasonable range
of alternatives would generally meet the OPA criteria, did not exceed budget limitations for the RP II/EA,
and are located in the watersheds targeted for nutrient reduction by the AL TIG. Targeted watersheds
were identified through the application of USEPA’s Recovery Potential Screening Tool, a systematic
approach for comparing watersheds, their current condition, and how well they may respond to
restoration or protection efforts.2°

The AL TIG's decisions not to advance projects to the reasonable range of alternatives were generally a
function of project cost, project location, and project readiness (Table 2-7). Many of the potential
nutrient reduction projects exceeded the NRDA funds made available to the AL TIG by the DWH
settlement for this Restoration Type. Five of the 12 projects included at Step 3, but not advanced to the
reasonable range of alternatives, were eliminated because of these types of budgetary constraints. Four
of the 12 that were not advanced to the reasonable range of alternatives were not located in the
targeted watersheds. For the remaining three projects, the TIG determined that currently available
information on project benefits was not sufficient to support decisions to proceed with the projects.

Based on the screening and further refinement of project options, four nutrient reduction restoration
projects are included in the reasonable range of alternatives:

= Bayou La Batre Nutrient Reduction
=  Toulmins Spring Branch E&D
=  Fowl River Nutrient Reduction

=  Weeks Bay Nutrient Reduction

20 The targeted watersheds are listed in Appendix B.
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These projects address nutrient reduction in watersheds in coastal Alabama that the AL TIG views as
among the most at-risk and where reductions are most likely to benefit estuarine and coastal
ecosystems injured by the oil spill. These projects were also included in or compatible with the
recommendations of the Mobile Bay National Estuary Program’s watershed management plans.

March 2018 2-20



Alabama Draft Restoration Plan Il/Environmental Assessment

Table 2-6:

Nutrient Reduction Projects Not Carried Forward from Step 2 to Steps 3/4 Analysis

Nutrient Reduction Projects Not Carried Forward from Step 2

Removal Research/Educational Facility

to Steps 3/4 Analysis Project ID Individual/Organization Project Cost Rationale for Not Carrying Forward

Sanitary Sewer Construction Project 155 Dane Haygood/City of Daphne $2,000,000 Project is no_t :?m active meaSt.Jre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal
ecosystems injured by the spill.

Yancey Branch Watershed Restoration 165 Ashley Cambell/City of Daphne $5 484,817 Project is no_t :?m active meaSt.Jre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal
ecosystems injured by the spill.

ThreeiMlle Creek Lower Watershed Land Acquisition and 168 Dianne Irby/City of Mobile, AL $12,150,000 Project is no_t :?m active meaSt.Jre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Planning ecosystems injured by the spill.

Effects of Disturbance and Habitat Degradation on Community Project is not an active measure designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Resilience, Food Web Dynamics, and Ecosystem Integrity in the 181 Kelly Major/University of South Alabama $ 544,476 ecosystems injured by the spill.

Mobile-Tensaw Delta

Assessment and Protection of the Mobile/Tensaw Delta and the 182 John McCreadie/University of South Alabama $176,179 Project is no_t :?m active meaSt.Jre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Coastal Streams of Alabama ecosystems injured by the spill.

Alabama Harmful Algal Bloom Program Initiative 184 Alison Roberts.on/Ultnversny of South 47,075,937 Project is no_t :?m active meaSt.Jre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Alabama, Marine Sciences Department ecosystems injured by the spill.

Low .P.ressu're Sewer System To Replace On-Site Systems in 185 Charles Hyland $1.100,000 Project is no.t :?m active meaSt.Jre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Sensitive Riverine Areas ecosystems injured by the spill.

Blopolymgr Based Materials for the Removal of Harmful Metals 186 William Reichert $563,003 Project is no.t :?m active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

from Mobile Bay Water ecosystems injured by the spill.

Southe:?\st Mok?lle County Sanitary Sewer/Oyster Reefs 201 Joe Summersgil 46,148,750 Project is no.t :?m active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Protection Project ecosystems injured by the spill.

Drainage and Sewer Infrastructure Imr?rovements of Facilities 211 Melanie Baldwin $15,000,000 Project is no.t ?n active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

along West Turner Road and Dunlap Circle ecosystems injured by the spill.

City of Chickasaw Sewer Rehabilitation Project 212 Byron Pittman 41,300,000 Project is no.t ?n active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal
ecosystems injured by the spill.

Reuse Water System for th(.e City of Foley and Blue Collar 213 Richard Peterson 43,500,000 Project is no.t ?n active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Country Sports and Entertainment Complex ecosystems injured by the spill.

Dauphin Island Wastewater Treatment and Outfall 215 Vaile Feemster $19,386,000 Project is no.t ?n active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Improvements ecosystems injured by the spill.

Enhanced Nutr'lt'ent Removal at the Saraland Wastewater 291 Howard Rubenstein 42,600,000 Project is no.t .:jm active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal

Treatment Facility ecosystems injured by the spill.

City of Saraland 297 Howard Rubenstein 46,985,000 Project is no.t ?n active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal
ecosystems injured by the spill.

Oyster Bay Restoration Feasibility Study 232 Ben Raines $600,000 Project is no.t ?n active measgre designed primarily to reduce nutrient loadings to coastal
ecosystems injured by the spill.
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