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Background: Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill

❖2010: BP Deepwater Horizon Oil 
Spill occured

❖2011: BP Framework Agreement –
up to $1B for “early” restoration

❖2012: RESTORE Act is signed into law

❖2014: NRDA Phase III Early Restoration Plan/EIS

❖2015: Settlement Agreement

❖2017-Current: Project Construction / Monitoring



Programmatic Goals

❖Phase III Early Restoration Plan / EIS

▪ In accordance with the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA) and 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),

▪ Create and Improve Wetlands

▪ Protect Shorelines and Reduce Erosion

▪ Conserve Habitat

❖RESTORE Act Bucket 2 Comprehensive Plan

▪ Restore and Conserve Habitat

▪ Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and Marine Resources

▪ Enhance Community Resilience



Project Locations

Gulf of Mexico



Project Status

Project Name Location Cost Status

Pensacola Bay Living 
Shoreline

Pensacola Bay, FL $10M Construction

Swift Tract Living
Shoreline

Mobile Bay, AL $5M O&M

Fish River Marsh 
Restoration

Weeks Bay, AL $1M E&D

Oyster Bay Marsh 
Restoration

Oyster Bay, AL $775k E&D

Hancock Co. Marsh LS 
Restoration

Heron Bay & MS 
Sound, MS

$50M O&M



Multiple Project Goals & Objectives

o Project Goals: 

o Restore the extent, functionality and resiliency of Gulf Coast 
wetlands

o Provide secondary production

o Protect shorelines from erosion

o Objectives: 

o Restore natural hydrology to 250 acres of wetlands 

o Provide 100 acres of benthic habitat

o Create 65 acres of marsh habitat

o Reduce annual rate of shoreline/wetland loss



Hancock County Marsh Living Shoreline in MS 
Sound



Hancock County Marsh Living Shoreline

Performance Criteria Pre-project 
(baseline)

2018 2019 2020

Median shoreline
erosion loss is less than 
existing erosion rate

3-10 ft/yr 2.2 ft/yr
(Phase 1
BW)

0.9 ft/yr
(Phase 1 BW)

0.8 ft/yr
(average all 3
BWs)

At least 10 bivalves per 
m2

0 479 (Phase 
1 BW)

1 (average all 
3 BWs)*

364 (average all 
3 BWs)

Infauna / Epifauna at 
least 84 g ww per m2

0 379 (Phase 
1 BW)

51 (average 
all 3 BWs)*

172 (average all 
3 BWs)

*major freshwater event at project site



Tropical Activity at Hancock Co. Site



Swift Tract Living Shoreline



Swift Tract Living Shoreline



Swift Tract LS Shoreline Post-Construction 
Erosion Rates



Example of Sediment Accretion at the Project Site



Conclusions & Lessons Learned from four Years 
of Monitoring at these two Project Sites

❖ Living shorelines are effective at reducing 
wave energy and shoreline loss

❖Living shorelines provide benthic habitat for 
fish, invertebrates, and other marine 
organisms 

❖Project goals can be competing 

▪ sediment accretion vs. benthic habitat

▪ Wave energy dissipation vs. benthic habitat



Pensacola Bay Living Shoreline



Pensacola Bay Living Shoreline



Project Greenshores Phase I



Oyster Bay Marsh Restoration



Oyster Bay – existing conditions



Oyster Bay
50-year, 24-hour event peak water surface elevation

Existing conditions vs. Project Design



Fish River Marsh Restoration



Fish River Marsh Restoration
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