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Introduction

Bayou du Portagea 97,000acre subsegmeribcated in the VermilioriTeche River Basin, lies in

the prairie regionof the Louisiana coastal zonk.falls between the Atchafalaya River to the

east, and Bayou Teche to the west, and includes parts of St. Martin and Iberville pahshes.
subsegment isnpaired forprimary contactecreation (PCR), secondary contact recreation
(SCR), and fish and widlife propagation (FWiR)e to both natural and anthropogenic sources.
This plan sets out to address thaspairmentsto restore water quality and ful use suppdmt
addition to resiring water quality in Bayou du Portage, it is expected that implementation of this
plan wil improve water qualty in two impaired lakes in the subsegment immediately
downstream.

Designated uses in Bayou du Portage are PCR, SCR, and FWP. According@GtGheuisiana
Depatment of Environmental QualityLDEQ) Integrated Report (IR), the watershed is impaired
due to bacteria, low DO, and turbidity. Analyzing the land cover data available for Bayou du
Portage shows that nea4% of the watershed is erggd in agricuttural production with 30%
as sugarcane, a known contributor to sediment and turbidity in the water column without proper
management. Rice and crawfish are also prodincéiie subsegmentDeveloped area$% area
consist of small towns andral residential areasith no community sewage treatment. The IR
lists home treatment systems and small package plants as suspected sources of bacteria.
Stakeholder concerns in Bayou du Portage are water qualty and sedenahsdil and water
conservéion district SWCD)) and sedimentation in downstream lakes impairing fisheries
(Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana). Lake Fausse Pointe irstitsegmentdownstream a

traditional fishery of the Chitimachas impaired for turbidity. Preliminary work in that
subsegment indicated upstream watersheds as the primary source, likely agricultural runoff
(LDEQ). Bayou du Portage drains into Lake Faud’ointe contributing to heavy sediment
movement into this subsegment. By addressing impairments in Bayou du Pwdaggicipate
restoration of FWP use support in the Lake Fausse Pointe subsegment aswiBdyas du
Portage.

Land use in the watershed demprised primarily of agriculture (64%), wetland (29%), and
developed (6%). Agriculture in the western portofiithe watershed is dominated by sugarcane,
pasture, and rice and aquaculure. In the eastern (lower) portion of the watershed, the primary
agriculture is rice and aquaculture (crawfish). Most of the pastureland lies in the northernmost
region. The IR lis agriculture as a suspected source of turbidity in the waterbody. In addition,
cropland and pasture comprise a significant geographic area in the watershed and contribute to
fecal coliform loading and to nutrient loading, which is associated with low DO.

This watershedplan will identify andaddress sources and causépolutant loading practices

to address those loadings, ahd restoration of use support. The plan wil follow the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)element watershed plan formdt.is intended to ba
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lving documentwith adaptive management revisions reflectimgy stakeholder input,

additional partnerships and opportunities expected in coming, yeanitoring resutsnd

improved technical approaches as necessiimg phn isnot meant to limit activity in the

watershed but to serve as a framework for planning measures to address pollutant loadings and to
inform strategies for watershed managers in the future.
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Mission Statement

This watershed implementation plan wil emplogividual engagement and organizational
commitment to address water quality issues identified by watershed assessment and stakeholders
in Bayou Du Portagethrough promoting pollution reduction actities that wil restore water

quality.
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ElementA. Causes and Sources of Pollution

This section wil describe the water quality impairments in BayouPortage summarizeboth
baseline and ambiemtater qualty monitoring data, describe the geography of the watershed,
and characterize the region in terms wndkn and potential sources of pollution.

Bacteria, sediment and turbidity, and low dissolived oxygen (DOYramary causes of water

quality impairmentin Bayoudu Portagadentified by LDEQsampling and assessment

information and by stakeholders in theatershed Bacteria can originate from human sources
when sewage treatment systems fail, and from wildlife and Ivestock directly accessing streams
and indirectly through runoff. Cropland runoff can contribute nutrients, which impact DO, and
sediment. Turbdity can be caused by both sediment runoff arduspended bed load.

Bayoudu PortageWater Quality Assessment

LDEQ uses ambient water quality data to determine use support for designated uses in Louisiana
watershedsSince 1998, the LDEQ assessmiésts Bayou du Portageas havingdesignateduse
impairments along with suspected causes and sourbe016assessment is shownTiable 1.

Table 1. 2016 IR Use Support Status and Suspected Sources and Causes

. Designated Use for Suspected Category
Subsegment _ Size Uses for Suspected Sources of
NUmb Description Mil Suspected| Causes of S ted | . "
umber (Miles) ol [m Cause e uspecte mpairmen
oOlo|=s Causes
I |X|T
Bayou D Dissolved
LA060703 | -oYOU PH | g3 N|N|N|Fwp ISSOVEE 1 |Rc 4a | Natural Sources
Portage Oxygen
Bayou Du
LAO60703 y 13 N|N|N|FWP Turbidity IRC 4a Agriculture
Portage
Onsite Treatment System
Bayou D Fecal Septic Systems and
LA060703 | -oYOU DU | 43 N|N|N|PCR . IRC4a | (SePUCSY .
Portage Coliform Similar Decentralized
Systems)
Bavou Du Fecal Package Plant or Other
LA060703 y 13 N|[N|N]|PCR ) IRC 4a Permitted Small Flows
Portage Coliform .
Discharges
Onsite Treatment System
B D Fecal i
LA060703 | D2YOUPU | 43 N|N|N|scr eca IRC 4a | (SPUC Systems and
Portage Coliform Similar Decentralized
Systems)
Package Plantor Other
Bayou Du Fecal . g
LA060703 13 N|[N|N]|]SCR . IRC 4a Permitted Small Flows
Portage Coliform .
Discharges
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The PCRcriterion for fecal colform is 40@olony forming units (cfllO0 ml. No more than
25% samples may exceed that numfmerthe PCR season, which is M&ctober Ambient
sampling data from 20145 show &0% exceedanceate (seelable 2).

Table 2. Ambient fecal coliform data (PCR)2014-15

Sampling Date CFU/100ml
10/8/2014 950
5/7/2015 460
6/4/2015 230
7/8/2015 160
8/6/2015 50
9/10/2015 3,000
Exceeds standar

The SCR criterion for fecal colform is 2,000 (cfu)/200 ml. No more than 25% samples may
exceed that number for the SCR season, which isrgeiad. Ambient sampling data from 20614
15 show a 8% exceedanceate (seeTable 3).

Table 3. Ambient fecal coliform data (SCR) 201415

Sampling Date CFU/100ml
10/8/2014 950
12/11/2014 13,000
1/7/2015 1,400
2/19/2015 2,200
3/13/2015 2,450
4/22/2015 420
5/7/2015 460
6/4/2015 230
7/8/2015 160
8/6/2015 50
9/10/2015 3,000
Exceeds standar

The criterion for DO to support FWP B mg/L, with no more than 10% samples faling below
that value Bayoudu Portageambient datashow a93% exarrsion rate (Table 4).
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Table 4. Ambient DO data 201415

Sampling Date mg/L
10/8/2014 0.3
11/19/2014 0.2
1/7/2015 54
3/13/2015 6.5
4/22/2015 1.9
2/19/2015 7.4
6/4/2015 2.6
7/8/2015 1.6
5/7/2015 21
8/6/2015 2.8
9/10/2015 1.3
Violation (<5.0
mg/L)

There is no numeric criterion for turbidity in Bayou du Portage. Howekertotal maximum
daily load TMDL) identified a guidelinethreshold of 15INTU. Whie the TMDL was written
for the sediment impairment at that timeiotal suspended solidI$S - it establishes a close
linear relationship between TSS and turbidity. The TM#3tablished a target: no more than
30% samples may exceed 1S0TU. This rate was 67% at the ambient monitoring site in the
201415 sampling cycle (segable5), which led to its assessment as impaired for FWP

Table 5 Ambient turbidity data 2014-15

Sampling Date NTU
10/8/2014 715
11/19/2014 289
12/11/2014 235
1/7/2015 158
2/19/2015 157
3/13/2015 383
4/22/2015 181
5/7/2015 138
6/4/2015 343
71812015 278
8/6/2015 225
9/10/2015 161
Exceeds 150 NT
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Land Use

The 97,000acreBayou du Portagewvatersheds comprised ofour USGSdefined 12-digit
hydrologic unit codesHUCs): 080801020702, 0808010207@R0801020704, and
08080102080The drainage area primarily agricultural —64% land useis cropland and
pastureland The primaryremaining land coversarewetland (29%), and developed §%). Table 6
lists the primary land use /land cover.

Table 6. Land Use / Land Cover

Land Use/ Land Cover Area Acres
Row Crops (Sugarcane, Soybeans)| 41% 40,120
Wetlands 29% 27,830
Grass/Pasture 11% 10,730
Aquaculture/Rice 10% 9,540
Developed 7% 6,640
Other CroplandCombined) 2% 2,100

The dominant crop type ithe watershed is sugarcarféugarcane is commonly produceda
five-year cycle. In the fiith year, the field is fallow and the ground is bare. Sugapcadaction

can contribute sediment runoff and nutridod@ding. Rice/crawfish and pastureland are also
abundant in Bayou du Portage. Water from rice/crawfistiesasediment, nutrientsyxygen
demand,and increases turbidityBayou du Portage pastureland (about 10,000 acres) mainly
consists of small pastures associated with residential &astireland areas can contribute
sediment runoff, as well as nutrieahd bacteria loading particularly where cattle can directly
access streams. Developed areas whergt®rsewage treatment systems are malfunctioning can
cause nutrient andacteria loading to streams

Spatial distribution of land use /land cover alonth the water quality monitoring locationgor
this projectcan be seen ifrigure 1.
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Bayou du Portage
Monitoring Sites
And Land Use/Land Cover

@® Ambient Network Site
©  Project Sampling Site

Stream
D Basin-Subsegment 060703
{--_—J Parish Boundary

l: Aquaculture/Rice
I:] Developed
[:] Grass/Pasture
- Water

- Row Crops
: Shrubland
D Wetlands

@Momoe
Bayou du Portage
0703)

Figure 1. 2016 Land Use and Monitoring Locations
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Soils

Soils in Bayou du Portageave relatively high clay content and low permeability, hydrologic
groups C, D, and C/[Hydrologic solil type groupings are based on hydraulic conductivity data
or on texture, compactiorclay and organic matter make up, and ofhetors (NRCS, 2007)
These traits influence soil runoff potential from rainfdfice and aquaculture are produced on
clay soils- predominantly hydrologic group D. These soils éhdnigh runoff potential when wet,
and permeability isvery restricted. Row crops are grown mainly on hydrologic groups C and
C/D (drained condition/undraide condition). Group C sois have moderately high runoff
potential and movement of water through skomewhat restrictedlhus, without conservation
practices, high sediment runoff is expected from cropland in this subsedrigume 2 shows
hydrologic soil group with crop type overlain.
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Elevation and Hydrology

Subsegment 060703 is bounded on the east by the West Atchafalaya Basin Protection Levee
(WABPL), curves south and west along Baybeche, and then north to just pasid. The

bayou itself- Bayou du Portage stretches from Highway 345 in the west, east to its outfall into
Dauterive Lake. Bayou du Portage has a maximum depth of aboutahéeddpe of the

waterway during its I-mie course isear 0% The bayou rungnainly along the parish

boundary in the lower HUC.

Four 12digit National Hydrography Dataset Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCs) comprise the
watershed Bayou Portag&€Coulee Portage, Bayou Berard Ca@altahoula Coulee, Bayou
Veilon-Coulee Coteau Holmes, and Bayou Du Por@gelee Du PortageD80801020702,
080801020703, 080801020704, and 0808010208§dectively). The bayou falls in the
southernmostportion of the subsegmert HUC 08080102080.

Elevation ranges fromm0.1 feet to 44feet (+£ 1 foot). Higher elevations follow the Bayou Teche
natural levee on the western and northern portions of the watershed, which is primarily
agricultural land. Population in the watershed is located on the higher ground on the western sid
of the watershed and along natural levees. In general, land elevations declne moving eastward
into wetland areas, until reaching the West Atchafalaya Basin Protection Levee, a federal levee
bounding the drainage area to the east.

Runoff flows via drainage canals and bayous into Bayou
du Portage and ultimately intDauterive Lakewhich

falls in the adjacent subsegment to the south, Lake
Fausse Point and Dauterive Lake, 060{#€igure 3).

As the stream itself is a logradient stream, upstream
fows have been observetihe majority of the land area
in the upper three HUCs drains to the east and into the
West Atchafalaya Basin Protection Levee borrow canal,
which flows south and enters Dauterive Lake via an
unnamed tributary.

Al HUCs are characterized bgsimilar land use
pattern agriculture concentratedn the natural leveeis
Dauterive the western half of the subsegment where the elevation
is higher, while the eastern half of the subsegment is
Figure 3. Drainage Schematic for Bayou du dominated by wetland/watefigure 4 shows elevation
Portage Subsegment . .

in the watershecind HUC boundaries
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Bayou du Portage
Elevation and HUC12s

@® Ambient Network Site

Coteau Holmes

Project Sampling Site
USGS HUC 125
'r_———J Parish Boundary

LiDAR Elevation (ft) (USGS 2009)
- High:44

B

Monros

Bsyou du Portage

(080703) ’ 5
¥
e
W -

Bston Rougs 78

| 0 075 &S 3 Mies

®
New Odeans N : ) ; |

Map No.: 201905071

Figure 4. Bayou du Portage Elevation and HUCs
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Population Characteristics

Approximately 20,000 people inhabit the Bayalu Portagesubsegment according to US Census
American Community Survey ACS 2016yBar estimatesMost of the populadin is

concentrated in the northin the City of Breaux Bridgeand a slver of the town of Henderson,
folowed by Catahoula to the east. Rural farmland dominates the remainder of the landscape.

Sewage treatment in the watershed is a combination ofddiihome systems and small

package plantsThe IR lists both osite disposal systems (OSDS) sites and package plants as
sources of fecal colform bacteria. There is one smal community system (lberia Parish Sewerage
District #1—Beau Fleur Estates) theggularly adheres to its permit requirements. Two permited
dischargers (small package plants) in the area show permit violations in their DMRs. One is a
fast food restaurant located near Henderson whose discharge ultimately enters the borrow canal
to the east The second is an elementary school in Catahoula discharging into Catahoula Lake
(which connects to Catahoula Coulee and the borrow canal). Individual home treatment systems
number 2,284 in Bayou du Portage, located in rural residential areasdngttiae natural levee

and in portions of Breaux Bridge, Loreauwville, Catahoula, Parks, Henderson, and St. Martinville
(Louisiana Department of Health 2016)

Maintenance ohome treatment systembas an associated cost, as well as the requirement of
homeowner diigence.Povertyas well as absentee ownerslafien play a role in maintenance
issues.Home treatment system sites depicted withthe two aforementionegbackage plantin

Figure 5. When targeting bacteria reduction activitiggevalence of OSDS as well as pastureland
can help determine potential sources of bacteria and what types of reduction actvities would be
most baeficial in diferent watershed subargaseElemen B. Estimated Load Reductigns
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Bayou du Portage OSDS Locations
And Selected Sanitary Wastewater
Treatment Systems

@ Permitted Dischargers of Concern
©  Home Treatment System Locations

Populated Place

Sources: Popu'sted place 2010 Census,
Selected permitted dischargers LDEQ
©OSDS locations 2017 LDH

imagery 2015 USDA NAIP

No.: 201508072

Figure 5. OSDS Locations ands elected Wastewater Dischargers
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Baseline Monitoring Data

Baseline monitoring for water quality throughout the subsegment (sites depidtggire 1) was
analyzed tdwelp determine areas contributing the greatest loadiifgs analysisis useful for
selecting areas to prioritize for educationfreach, andest management practidceMP)
implementation. Baseline monitoring results were examined to identify potentiadescand
priority areas for each parameter of concern. In cases of fecal colitteita may showunoff
loading spikes during intermittent events suchiaagall or continualloading such as from
malfunctioning home treatment systesmContinually high viues suggestboth processesiay be
occurring Turbidity can be caused by runoff, but also exacerbated bydvmen and bedload
disturbance DO is subject to complex cycling ardistribution ofresults may not point to a
distinct loading processThe nex section providegraphsand maps of the baseline data with a
summary for each parameter.

Fecal Coliform Bacteria:

Fecal Coliform Concentrations Oct 201@ct 2018
4500

4000 =}
3500

3000

2500

2000 am

CFU/100ml
[
[

1500

~gu BUpE0000ald

0

0676 4799 4800 4801 4802 4803 4804 4805 4806 4808 4809 4810 4819 4820
Sampling Location

Figure 6. Boxplot of Fecal Coliform Bacteria Data

The boxandwhiskers plot abovéFigure 6) shows the range, intguartile range, median, and
mean of the 2017 PCR baseline sampling data. Tén€syis truncated & 500 cfu/200ml for
legibility.

Data from ge 4800 shows a consistently high bacteria concentration that indicates a continual

significant input source as would be found with a malfunctioning facilitya otuster of
malfunctioning home systenregularly discharging into the waterbody. Similarly tigh and
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closely grouped median and mean of site 4802 suggest a similar sourdeatigpp&om he

remainder of the sites shaavdivergence between the mean and median. The mean is influenced
by the extreme high values, but the median is lower due tgeatamber of low values. This

type of variability with numerous low values and occasional spkeaggests a rainfall/runoff

input mechanism. These sources are lkely to be smaler home systems and pasture bacteria that
may collect innearbysmall ditches but anmaot flushed into the sampled waterbodiasti a

rainfall event.Note that all siteshow an exceedance rate that violates the PCR standard. Sites
4799, 4800, 4801, and 4802 all show an exceedance rate in excess of teaISiaRI(See

Table 7).

Table 7. Baseline Fecal ColiformData for 2018 PCR Season

Site % FCGPCR| %FCGSCR| Maximum AverageFC
Standard Standard FC

0676 25% 17% 8000 1126
4799 42% 25% 6000 1544
4800 100% 83% 6000 4082
4801 67% 38% 6000 1940
4802 50% 25% 6000 1190
4803 27% 18% 6000 970

4804 33% 17% 6000 1284
4805 42% 17% 6000 1098
4806 33% 17% 6000 995

4808 33% 17% 6000 819

4809 42% 13% 6000 1080
4810 50% 17% 6000 1014
4819 25% 17% 6000 1099
4820 63% 18% 6000 1417

Several datasets were examined to identify subareas and their ranking for BMP implementation.
For OSDS locations, density (count per square mie$ examinedusing spatial analysis OSDS
density was compared to drainage subareas showing higher bacteria concentrations, and subareas
were ranked and mapped. The same process was used for pastureland. Using rastetalEnduse
(USDA 2016CDL), pastureland pixel dsity was compared to areas of high bacteria
concentrations, andreas were ranked for implementation. Some subjective judgment was used
on where and how to combine ranked classes based on watershed knowledge and local
hydrology. Figure 7showssubwatershe areas angriority areas forOSDSrelatedbacteria

reduction activities based on a year of baseline sampling throughout the subsagundensity

of OSDS locations in the subare&igure 8shows priority areas for pasture BMPs based on
baseline samplg data and pasture locatiorBayou du Portage waters suffer from significant
bacteria impairment and whie priority areas are shown here, al areas of the watershed need
major load reductions.
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Bayou du Portage Sub-Watersheds
And OSDS Pumpout/Education
Priority Areas

@ Ambient Network Site
@  Project Sampling Site
+  OSDS Location (LDH)

|:| Sub-Watersheds

0SDS Priority Areas
Targeting Rank

. 1
I 2
__E

Ih 0 1 2 4 Miles
- : | | | |
Bt Al A, DN Based on basefine sampling results 10/17 - 10/18 And
. ~ [MopNo: 201906075 LDH OSDs locations

Figure 7. Sub-Watersheds andPriority Areas for OS DS RelatedBacteria ReductionActivities
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Bayou du Portage
Priority Areas For
Bacteria Reduction Pasture BMPs

Ambient Network Site
©  Project Sampling Site

Pasture Within 100 Ft
Of Stream/Canal

Pasture Bacteria Reduction
BMP Priority
Targeting Rank

I -

R
y 0 1 2 4 Miles
L 1 | |

Based on bas eline s ampling resufts 10/17 - 10/18
And USDA 2018 CDL pastureland locations

p No.: 201906075

Figure 8. Priority Areas for Pasture BMPs to Reduce Bacteria
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Turbidity:

The Bayou du Portage TMDL set a turbidity target of 150 nephelomembdadity units (NTU)

to represent the narrative criterion and determine a level at which the waterbody could
reasonably be expected to be wuni nppsoiect EVdP based
Until background turbidity is established, forrposes of the TMDL and thvatershedplan, the

waterbody is considered impaired for turbidity if 30 percent or more of the samples collected at

Site 0676 during the cycle exceed 150 NTU. This rate was sutpistiee 201415 sampling

cycle LDEQ ambientwater qualty data used for assessing FWPIiugs 2016 IRis shown

below. The excursion rate §7%.

Ambient Turbidity For 2016 IR
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Figure 9. Ambient Turbidity Data

Baseline project data from sites sampled throughout the subsegmentusiidity tvalues vary

greatly The ambient monitoring site, 0676, shows the highest exceedance rate and the highest
average.Table 8 shows the exceedance rate and average for eagtipsite 201718 baseline
sampling data was used to identify drainage areas corresponding to high turbidity values. These
areas were ranked for turbidity reduction BMPs using sampling results, and meiggedo

shows the priority implementation areas for sediment loading BMPs based on the year of
baseline sampling.
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Table 8. Summary of NPS Project D#&a: Turbidity Oct20171 Sep2018

Site % > 150 Average
NTU Turbidity
0676 | 46% 168
4799 | 13% 57
4800 | 26% 115
4801 | 42% 235
4802 | 21% 85
4803 | 9% 97
4804 | 4% 40
4805 | 38% 150
4806 | 33% 129
4808 | 21% 114
4809 | 17% 81
4810 | 0% 42
4819 | 8% 53
4820 | 11% 62

Page22 of 51



Bayou du Portage
Priority Areas
Turbidity Reduction

@ Ambient Network Site

©  Project Sampling Site
Turbidity Reduction Priority
Targeting Rank
B
2
[ ]s

Based on beseline s ampling res ults Oct 2017-Sep 2018

Figure 10. Turbidity Reduction Priority Areas
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Dissolved Oxygen:

DO consistently falls below the minimum criteriam the Bayou du Portage watershed. Bayou du
Portage has a water qualty standard for DO of 5 mg/L minimum-rgeiad. No rore than 10%
samples may fall below that value or the waterbody is deemed to have impaired support of fish
and wildlife propagation. Because of the high uesion rates, LDEQ has determined the

waterbody does not support its FWP designated use. LDEQ ambient water qualty data used for
assessing FWP use in its 2016 IR is shown bélegure 11). The excursion rate B7%.

Ambient DO For 2016 IR
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Figure 11. Ambient DO Data

Low DO can occur naturally in Bayou du Portage, due to the sluggish flow and tidal influences.
The assessmertttributes low DO to natural sources. THEIDL indicates that beyond

background oxygen demand, NB&es contribute to oxygen demand and must be reduced by
30% to meet the standartlPS surces includenutrients from croplandnutrients from human

and animal wastgyfazing animals, the absencecoimmunity sewage treatment, widlife), and
potentially undisturbedorganic bedload

Baseline data shows thainimal geographic variation exists in DO levels throughout the
watershed All areasshow low average DO, ando location exhibits values thatould meet the
water qualty standardSeeTable 9 for summarized NPS project dageeElemen B. Estimated
Load Reduction®r more information on oxygedemanding loads.
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Table 9. Summary of NPS Project Data: Dissolved Oxygen Oct 20iSep 208

Site % DO < | Average
Standard DO
0676 84% 29
4799 56% 4.5
4800 63% 3.8
4801 84% 2.8
4802 64% 3.9
4803 91% 19
4804 96% 2.7
4805 88% 3.0
4806 64% 4.1
4808 76% 3.7
4809 88% 29
4810 2% 3.9
4819 58% 4.3
4820 50% 52

Using baseline sampling data DO in 20172018, priority areasvere identified to implement
BMPs for nutrient reductionAreas with lower DO were given higher prioritfdowever, because
the entire watershed show low DO valugsplementation isappropriate throughout the entire
subsegmentFigure 12 shows the nutrient reduction priority areas.
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Bayou du Portage
Priority Areas:
Nutrient Reduction

@  Ambient Network Site
©  Project Sampling Site
Nutrient Reduction BMPs

Targeting Rank
.
2

Ik

No.: 201908078 Based on bas eline s ampling res ults Oct 2017-Sep 2018

Figure 12. Priority Areas for Nutrient Reduction BMPs
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Point Sources

The TMDL called for 0% reduction in point source dischargdss figure is based otthe
assumption of adherence giermit allowances. Howevethe IRindicates point sources as a
suspected contributorandas stated previouslydischarge monitoring repasr{DMRs) showa
couple of point sources have exceeded their allowWe&5, bacteria, andiological oxygen
demand oBOD discharge As LDEQ enforcementbrings these faciitiesnto compliance, BOD

and bacteridevels should improve.

Summary of Sources

The following summarizes the NPS sources for the causes identified in this section.

Bacteria

1
T
T
1

OSDS

Cattle

Wildlife (especially feral hogs)
Point Sources

Nutrients

|l

= —a —a A

OSDSs

Cattle

Row Crops
Point Sources
Benthic Load

Sediment

1
1
1

Row Crops
Cattle
Benthic Load
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Elemen B. Estimated Load Reductions

This section wil attempt to quantify pollutant loading to BayhuPortageas seen at the
ambient monitoring site, and load reductions necessary to restore water doeitly.
calculations and load reductions for each patamof concern are delineated below.

Estimates of load reductions required to meet restoration goals are based on loading seen during
baseline monitoring. Discussion on yearly load reductions tied to specific BMP acreages and
counts can be found &lement G. InterinMilestones Those reductions are based on STEP
modeling, and sourespecific bacteria loading from lterature and watershed daaization.

Turbidity ReductionEstimates

The TMDL for sediment in Bayou du Portage was written for TSS rather than for turbidity. The
TSSturbidity relationship was evaluated and a correlation coefficient of .99 was found for these
two parameters in this watershed. However, the watershed walstmwuaquire a 0% reduction

in TSS at the time the TMDL was written. For the purposes of this WIP, the reduction target will
be based on the 150 NTU TMDL target, and recent baseline data wil be used to establish a
reduction target percentagdsing the 2Q7-18 baseline data at the ambient location, in order to
achieve the 150 NTU target, an average reduction of 29% would be required.

Seasonalty: The TMDL indicated that F&tay may show higher loading. However, monitoring
data at the ambient locatioshonv exceedancedispersed throughout the year, and without any
apparent relation to precipitation variation, so an overal yearly average reduction target wil be
used. This reduction target is determined by examination of baselneTaataythree

samplirg events occurred 2@418. Of these, 11 exceeded thegetfor an exceedance rate of

48% To meet the 30% exceedance rate maximum, @agmples can exceed 180U. Using
baseline data shown belowy keducing turbidityby 60 NTU, that rate can be ached (See

Table 10for turbidity baseline dta results at the ambient site.)
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Table 10. Project Turbidity Data at the Ambient Location

Sampling NTU Target | Reduction
Date NTU %
10/31/2017| 150 150 0%
11/16/2017| 24 150 0%
11/28/2017| 60 150 0%
12/19/2017| 260 150 42%
1/9/2018 150 150 0%
1/23/2018 | 19 150 0%
2/1/2018 180 150 17%
2/15/2018 | 290 150 48%
3/7/2018 750 150 80%
3/21/2018 | 120 150 0%
4/11/2018 | 90 150 0%
4/25/2018 | 160 150 6%
5/9/2018 50 150 0%
5/24/2018 | 35 150 0%
6/7/2018 210 150 29%
6/21/2018 | 210 150 29%
7/12/2018 | 320 150 53%
7/26/2018 | 37 150 0%
8/9/2018 21 150 0%
8/23/2018 | 350 150 57%
9/12/2018 | 210 150 29%
9/27/2018 | 290 150 48%
10/11/2018] 9.1 150 0%

Nutrient (for DO) ReductionEstimates

For nutrients, the 2002 nutrient and DO TMIUSEPA, 2002guides load reduction targets.

The TMDL recommends a 30% reduction in NPS loading to achieve theogeal Smg/L

standard. Howeve recent sampling data show higher nutrient concentrations currently than
when the TMDL was written. An adjustment from this original reduction target was necessary to
set appropriate targets for current loading.

To develop nutrient reduction targets fois plan the following rationale andgprocess \ere
used:

1. The DOTMDL provided an organic nitrogen NPS load allocation, IHDEQ baseline
data does not include organic nitrogéiotal Kjeldahl nitrogen TKN) was used as a
surrogate since the TMDL providea linear relationship between the two.

Organic nitrogen = 0.83 * TKN
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2. Current(20172018) TKN loadswere convertedo organic N loadsising the relationship
established in the TMDI(shown in Step 1)

3. Current organic N loadrom Step 2vas compared to thE M D L organic Nload
allocation to estimatea percentoad reduction required (45%).

4. That percentagé45% vs T M D L 3086)was appliedto set target for NPS nutrient
reductions.

5. CDL land use data, SSURGO soils data, landl weather information were used
inputs into STERL to estimateacreages of BMPs needed to meet #%# reduction

The TMDL NPS load allocatiorwith margin of safety for organic nitrogen was established as
131 kg/day. The average current organic N loading is 238 kg/day. The sadoetded was
calculated as (238 kg/dayl131 kg/day) / 238 kg/day = 45%.

Monitoring data will be used to track progress toward meeting this §8geElement H.
Progress Determination Criter)a

Note that STER. provides significantly higher loadstimats thanthe TMDL andbaseline data.
Reasons for this could includesssumptions of the STHP model may not apply to this
watershed; the model does not take into account geographic variability in location of
contributing sources; and baselne data maybeotepresentative of lorigrm dynamics. To be
conservative, this lan wil use STEFL to determine acreages needed to reduce N bgd$%

Using load calculated with baseline data, and46% reduction targetin STERL, the following
reductionsand BMP acreageare required to reach the DO standard:
1 TKN: 104,000bs/year Figure 13 (surrogate for Organic N86,100lbs/year Figure 14)
(TMDL compared agains2018 baseline data)
1 BMP implementation in 2,400 acresropland area (STEB)
1 BMP implementation 2,700 acrepastureland area (STHP

Shown in the grapghbelow (Figure 13 and Figure 14) are projected cumulativeeductions of
yearly TKN and organicnitrogen loads
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Projected Cumulative TKN Reduction
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Figure 13. Projected CumulativeTKN Reductions 208-2024

Projected Annual Organic Nitrogen Reduction
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

0
-10,000 .
-20,000
-30,000
-40,000
-50,000

Ibs/year

-60,000
-70,000
-80,000
-90,000
-100,000

Figure 14. Projected Cumulative Organic Nitrogen Reductions 20B-2024

Note that the water quality assessment indicates natural sources as a factor in low DO
concentrations. Tl whie implementation is expected to improve DO, it may not achieve a
level of 5Smg/L yearround due to those natural sourckghis proves to be the case as post
implementation monitoring results come EDEQ NPS wil recommend a use attainability

andysis be done on Bayou Du Portage to determine whether the DO criterion is appropriate for

this subsegment.
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Bacteria Load ReductiofEstimates
Load reductions are based on achieving the water qualty standard and restoring use support for
primary and secondargontact recreation.

The fecal colform TMDL set a reduction target of 98BS related bacterido meet the PCR
WQ standardUSEPA, 2003)There was no SCR impairment at the time the TMDL was
developed. Currenththe subsegment is impaired for both PCR and SCR. The ThH3umed
loading from point sourcewas limited to their perntéd concentrations Thus all reductions

were assigned to NPS loadinglowever, because: 1.) the TMDL used a margin of safety equal
to 100% when calculatinghe NPS load allocatiorn(a 200 cfu/100ml target instead of the actual
400 cfu/100ml standardp.) the TMDL did not include SCR; and 3.) the TMDL used a flow of
600cfs whereas the actual flow is a magntude lo@mr measured flowshewed a range of 1

to 67 cfs) this plan wil look at baseline data to determioad estimates angecessary
reductions.

The two seasons for bacteria loading and criteria are the warm season (PCR:- May/31)

and yearround (SCR). Current baseline tador 201718 was evaluated for both PCR and SCR
seasons. The PCR standard states that no more than 25% samples tak@rt May exceed
400cf/100ml. In order to remain within the alowed exceedance rate, no moréwtha the
11baselne samples may violate the standBakeline datat the ambient locatioshowed 3
exceedancesa rate 027% The lowest exceedance800 cfu/2100ml-would need to be reduced
by 400 cfu/100ml indicating 80% loadreduction is required (s€kable 11).

Table 11. Project PCR Bacteria Data at Ambient Location

PCR
Date FC Bacterig Exceedance

Level
201718 cfu/100ml | %
10/31/2017 | 800 50%
5/9/2018 26 0%
5/24/2018 | 170 0%
6/7/2018 380 0%
6/21/2018 | 59 0%
7/12/2018 | 125 0%
8/9/2018 97 0%
8/23/2018 | 1500 73%
9/12/2018 | 238 0%
9/27/2018 | 6000 93%
10/11/2018| 63 0%

The SCR standard states that no more than 25% samples takeouygamayexceed 00
cfu/2100ml. In order to remain within the alowed exceedance rate, no morévéhafi 23
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samples may violate the standard. For SCR seésmelinedataat the ambient locatioshow

four exceedances, a 17% exceedance rate, suggestingd reduction is required (s€eable

12). Based on baseline results, if water qualty levels remain stable, the next ambient sampling
cycle may show a similar conclusiorlowever, baseline data at other sites show SCR use
support problems in other areas of the watershed.

Table 12. Project SCR Bacteria Data at Ambient Location

Date FC Bacteria SCR.
Reduction

201718 cfu/200ml %
10/31/2017| 800 0%
11/16/2017| 77 0%
11/28/2017| 68 0%
12/5/2017 | 54 0%
12/19/2017| 8000 75%
1/9/2018 2200 9%
1/23/2018 | 560 0%
2/1/2018 67 0%
2/15/2018 | 338 0%
3/7/2018 6000 67%
3/21/2018 | 62 0%
4/11/2018 | 81 0%
4/25/2018 | 44 0%
5/9/2018 26 0%
5/24/2018 | 170 0%
6/7/2018 380 0%
6/21/2018 | 59 0%
7/12/2018 | 125 0%
8/9/2018 97 0%
8/23/2018 | 1500 0%
9/12/2018 | 238 0%
9/27/2018 | 6000 67%
10/11/2018| 63 0%

There are about,150acres of pasture within 1,000 feet of a stream. Assuming cows on these
pastures have access to and spend time in streams, there is a significant bacteria loading
potential There are 284 home treatment systems in the subsegment. At an estimated failure
rate of 50% (based on inspections in other watersheds and field surveys), humafmowmwaste
1,142 home systems alsontributes a significant bacteria load. In addition, wetlands and rice
fields in the area draw wildlife, especially waterfowl, and there l&ege feral hog population
both contributing bacteria to the systeBlakeholders have identified wid hog populations as a
problem in the watershedPotential sources and estimated loads are seEabie 13 below.
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Table 13. Bacteria Load Estimates for Specific Sources

Populati Potential % Loading t Potential Relati
Source 7%1;&5'0” CFU/Day | Land Load: 0 S?riz;rrrlg 0 Stream Load Con(irﬁJ:J\{ﬁ)n
CFU/Day CFU/Day
Cattleon Land 1,000 3.30E+10| 3.30E+13 3% 9.90E+11 10%
Cattle in Strearh 215| 3.30E+10| 7.10E+12 100% 7.10E+12 68%
Feral Pigs/Other Wildlife| Data Gap| 1.10E+10[ Data Gap 26% Data Gag Data Gap
Malfunctioning OSDS 1,142 2.00E+09| 2.28E+12 100% 2.28E+12 22%
Total - - 4.24E+13 - 1.04E+13 100%

1 Basedon proportion of Bayou du Portage paswithin 1000ft of stream, density .1 cow/acre, 8.3% time in stream.
2 Assumed rate based on California Regional Water Quality Control Board (2012)
Sources: USDA National Agricultural Statistical Service, US Census, USDA CDL CropSce

Using the table above to calculate load estimates, a 50% reduction would consist of removing
5.18E+12 cfu from the daily load in the watershBgtributing that50%reduction rate evenly
entails restricting stream accefs 108 cows, repairing 571 home systems, and addressing
pasture runoff where streams are not directly accessible.

Stte-specific baselnedata was analyzed and reduction targets set for those individualTsitds.

14 below shows the sitepecific percent load reductions required tdaresPCRand SCR

These reductions are based on baseline sampling data at each location in the watershed. Note that
although for SCR, data at the ambient location indicates a 0% reduction is required, data from

the other sites show there is an SCR prohiertme watershed at othlercations. These targets

wil help prioritize areas for implementation, and help adjust efforts asrpplstmentation

monitoring results are analyzed.

Table 14. Site-Specific Bacteria Reductions Requirefbor PCR Restoration
Site 0676]4799|4800[4801(4802(4803|4804|4805|4806/4808(4809(4810{4819|4820
PCR Reduction 65004 809 93% 93% 839% 87% 70% 93% 5694 33% 64% 90% 0% 25%

SCR Reduction o 094 679% 23% 67% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Note: Site 4819 is frequently pooled and is not sampled during pooling events

Figure 15 shows the cumulative total load reductions required for PCR restoration using the
5.18E+12cfu daiy loadreduction target.
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Cumulative Fecal Coliform Reductions 20084
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Figure 15. Projected Cumulative Yearly Fecal Coliform Load Reductions

Summary of NPS load reductions:

Nutrients: 45% overal (TMDL adjusted using balee data loading)

Turbidity: 29% (turbidity using water qualty standard and basedata loading

Bacteria: 50%, or5.18E+12fu/day (using water quality standards and basedata loading)

Priority areas for BMPs are shown on map$igures 7, 8, 10, and 2 in ElementA. Causs and
Sources of Pollution
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Element C. Best Management Practices

This section wil describe pollution reduction measures identified by key stakeholders, including
LDEQ, that are selectetb reduce runoff causing water quality impairments. It is understood that
baseline monitoring data collected throughout the watershed wil help guide geographic targeting
of those measures.

For purposes of categorizing strategies to reduce NPS in Bay®wrtage LDEQ identified the
following implementation progrargoals andstrategies Responsible parties for implementation
are shown below.

Strategyl — Reduce nutrient and sediment loading through implementation of conservation
practices to stem crapid and pasturelandunoff (Louisiana Department of Agriculture and
Forestry, oiLDAF)

Strategy |l- Reduce bacteria loading througispectionsof homesewage treatmergysters
(LDEQ), and an educatieautreach campaign (LDEQ SourtéaterProtection Prgran)

Strategy Il — As funding becomes availablegeduce bacteridoading through home system
pump-outs (LDAF)

Strategyl i Practices to ReducRunoff Loading from Pastureland and Cropland

The Clean Water Act Section 319(Rrogram alowsLDAF, in partnership withother state and
federal agencies, to provide technical and financial assistance to farmers for implementation of
conservation systems. Under tB&9 Program,LDAF wil implement BMPs to reduce bacteria
loading from cattle that accesmterbodies directly, and to reduce runoff from pastureland.

LDAF alsowil implement practices to reduce runoff from croplaBhyou du Portage is listed

as impaired for turbidity, and sedimentation is a concern of the Chitimacha Tribe particularly in
the lake system downstreamutrient loading from cropland wil also be addressed by
conservation practices. These are listedable 15with ther respective watequality physical
impacts which form the rationale for implementing these BMPs. Associated costs are listed in
Table 16.
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Table 15. BMPs and Water Quality Effects(NRCS)

NRCS Practice Selected Impacts Re(_juce Reduc_e RER T Re_duce
Code Nutrients | Bacteria Salts Sediment
328 | Conservation Crop Rotation Reduce ero§|on, redL_Jce _vva_ter quality glegradanon due to
excess nutrients, maintain emprove soil health
Residue and Tillage Managemen .
329 | No-Till/strip TilDect Seed Reduce erosion
340 | Cover Crop Reduce erosion, capture and recycle nutrients
342 | Critical Area Planting Stabilize streambanks and reduemsion
344 | Residue ar!d Tillage Managemen Reduce erosion, improve soil heatlh
6 Reduced Till
382 | Fence Reduce erosion and nutrient runoff, support other BMPs
386 | Field Border Reduce erosion, compaction, and excess nutrients
410 | Grade Stabilization Structure Reduce runoff and erosion
430 | Irrigation Pipeline .Re.duc.e energy use and erosion as partof a complete
irrigation system
449 | Irrigation Water Management Minimize irrigatiorinduced soil erosion
462 | Precision Land Forming Erosion control
464 | Irrigation Land Leveling Reduce excess irrigatiénduced runoff
472 | Access Control Reduce erosion and nutrient loading
512 | Forage and Biomass Planting Reduce erosion
516 | Livestock Pipeline Reducebankerosion and nutrient loading lneducing access
528 | Prescribed Grazing Reduce ersion and maintain soil condition
561 | Heavy Use Area Protection Reduce erosion
576 | Livestock Shelter Structure Provjde protectiqn for Iivgstqckfrom heat/cold. Reduce
erosion and nutrient loading into surface waters
. Reduce sediment and nutrient loading, reduce streamban
578 | Stream Crossing .
and streambed erosion * *
590 | Nutrient Management Reducenutrient runoff, maintainimprove soil condition
595 | Integrated Pest Management Prevent and mitigate pest suppression impacts
614 | Watering Facility Meet water requirements, improve animal distribution
642 | Water Well M.eetlwater needs, enable proper use of range, pasture, a
wildlife areas *
644 Wetand wildlife Habitat Maintain or develop habitatfor wetland flora/fauna
Management

Sources: LDARersonal communicatiorhttps://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov/references/public/LA/2015_ CRP&ter Quality Degradation.pdiComponentpart
of a system, somadversdocalized impacts but overall beneficial to water quality
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Table 16. BMPs and Associated Costs
NRCS
Code

328 Conservation Crop Rotation| $9.70/ac

Residue and Tillage

329 | Management, NeTill/Strip | $14.78/ac

Till/Direct Seed

340 Cover Crop $48.60/ac

342 | Critical Area Planting $157.24/ac

Residue and Tillage

Practice Cost

345 . $11.32/ac
Management, Reduced Till

382 Fence $1.14/1t

386 Field Border $93.26/ac

410 Grade Stabilization Structurd $1.29/DialnFt

430 Irrigation Pipeline $14.40/1t

449 Irrigation Water $9.30/ac
Management

462 Precision Land Forming $176.10/ac

464 Irrigation Land Leveling $226.22/ac

472 | Access Control $419.10/each

512 Forage and Biomass Planti] $199.69/ac

516 Livestock Pipeline $3.57/1t

528 Prescribed Grazing $30.71/ac

561 Heavy Use Area Protection | $2.84/sq ft
576 Livestock Shelter Structure | $3.14/sq ft

578 Stream Crossing $9.65/sq ft

590 Nutrient Management $6.41/ac

595 Integrated Pest Managemen| $13.11/ac

614 | Watering Facility $2.45/gal

642 | Water Well $28.74/1t
Wetland Wildlife Habitat

644 $8.52/ac
Management

*Source: LDAF

Strategyll T Home Systeninspectionsand Education/Outreach

Residents in this subsegmeaite servedy individual home systems that rely on aeration units

and setting compartments to treat wastewater. Soils in the area are generally poorly drained and
do not support a passive septic system. These mechanical units require maintenance and upkeep,
and dten fall into disrepatrr.
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Using Clean Water AcB19funding, LDEQ will initiate inspectionsof home systems in the
subsegment. Priority bacteria reduction area maps wil help gudgectionactivity. In addition,
on establishment of a funding source, LDAF wil lead home system-putspactivity. Because
the resulting load impact of these activities is unpredictable, sampling results wil determine
efficacy toward reducing bacteria load.

Starting in ®20LDEQ’ s sour ce wat er intipte awaterqualtyoeducafion o gr a m
campaign, meeting with and presenting to residentsstateholderson NPS threats tevells and

surface wateintakes and ways to mitigate those impacts. This is intenolguiotvide additional

context for understanding the importance of reducing nutrient, sediment, and bacteria runof.

Part of this effort includes working with Louisiana Rural Water Associaton (LRWA) to educate
homeowners on proper system mainte nance.

Finaly, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDV¥fidicates feral hogs
contribute to erosion and fecal bacteria loading into waterways.adéwecyprovides information
and resources for residents to addeessther source of bacteria in Bayou Bortage feral hog
populations. This includes information on hog populations and impacts, trapping technologies,
current researchand information anghermitting for helicopter/shooting contrdlDWF and

LDAF can provide information on animal transpoegulations passed by the Louisiana
Legislature in 2018 hftp//www.wIf. louisiana.gov/wildlife/ferahog)

Three SWCDs in Louisiana annually conduct hog aerial gunning/strategic trappingnmgogr
through the Wildlife Services division of the USDA Animal & Plant Health Inspection Service.
Costs range between $0.50 and $0.75/acre. This actvity generally occurs before greening, in
FebruaryMarch. However, expansion of this program into largeasiige constrained by both the
number of helicopters avaiable and by suitable ground cover.

Strategy lll 1 Reduce Bacteria Loading throug®SDS Pumgouts

As funding becomes available,DAF wil intiate home system pumputs. Pumpout costs
vary, but$450/each is an average cost (using data from other Louisiana water3imeolsyh
informational packets and potentially with faimeface interactions, LDAF or district staff will
relay tohomeowners the importance of system maintenaRuenp-outs and redited education
activities can be conducted ftother address bacteria and loading from home systems.
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Element D. Technical and Financial Assistance

This section wil describe assistance provided by t@stnersthat have committed to working
in the watershed, and fundingformation (where available) for that assistance.

Technical assistance for Bayaolu Portageestoration is provided to agricultural producers by
LDAF. Additional assistance is providew the Soil and Water Conservation DigtriSWCD) by
LDAF, working with the Natural Resources Conservation Serfd®CS). LDEQ wil intiate

the home systenmspectionseffort and LDEQ Sourc&V/ater ProtectionProgramwil provide

water quality protection educaticend outreach beginning in 202MAF wil lead home system
pumpouts Table 17 shows funding for specific components of Baytw Portagevater quality
restorationprojected out through 2023. If work continues beyond that, the plan wil be revised
and funding sources identified at that time (as per the schedule in Element F)

As a pilot approach in Louisiana, LDAF wilttempt tostructure assistance contracts in Bayou
du Portage on a fivgear basis rather than a thrgear basis. This wil entail a smaller contract
amount over a longer period to assure a longer period of implementétis rexpected that with
certain management practices, a longer period wil eraoducers t@ee a longeterm resullt

in yield. While up to 80% of producers may drepme management practicaier a threeyear
commitment, that many wil continue following a fiyear commitment(USEPA, 2018)

Table 17. Financial Assistance for Bayowdu Portage Restoration

Total Estimated Funding for Bayou
du Portage Watershed Restoration
Bayou du Portage 201718 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total

LDEQ 319(MYPSNQ planning,

li lysigs t
samp |_ngana y5|_ ourcewarer $100,900| $100,900| $100,900| $100,900( $100,900 $100,900| $605,400
protection education and
outreach
LDAF 31@gricultural technical

. g $0 $0 $45,000 | $150,000 | $225,000 $180,000( $600,000
assistance
LDE 19(h DS E i

Q 319(h) OSDS Educationg $0 $0 $30,000 | $30,000 $30,000 | $90,000
outreach*
NRCS icultural technical

-> agricuituratiechnical - ¢160,000( $100,000{ $100,000| $100,000| $100,000 | $100,000 $600,000
assistance
LDAF Home system purguts* $25,000 | $25,000 | $25,000 $25,000 | $100,000
TOTAL $200,900| $200,900| $270,900| 405,900 | $480,900 $435,900( $1,995,400

Sources: LDAF, LDEQ, NRCS; Other potential funding for fishery restoration and sediment work is grant funding applied for by
the Chitimacha Tribe and its partneMRCS yearly funding is e stimatssed on previous implementation expenditures.

*Asfunding becomes available.
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Previous Assistance

Bayou du Portage isMational Water Qualty Initiative NWQI) watershed, but despite targeted
implementation, signups in this area have remained slow. NRCS has spent approximately
$1,029,382 implementing in the four HUCs over aye@r period (NRCS ProTracts). This figure
may include some duplicate amounts, andesgmts a small portionless than 1% of NRCS
spending in Louisiana during this period. NRCS is expected to continue to provide
implementation assistance in this subsegment.
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Element E. Education and Outreach

This section wil describe key stakeholdamsthe watershed and partnerships that are essential to
establishing goals and to local implementation. In addition, this section outlimesnt and
planned education and outreach actiiti¢isat wil occur on a local leveh the watershed

Partnersand Key Stakeholder Involvement

Stakeholders in the Bayalu Portagevatershed include residents, local and state government,
nontgovernmental organizations, and businessesimarily agricultural producers among
others.Stakeholdersnvolved in theplanning and baseline data collection phase of the watershed
planning processanclude the soil and water conservation district, the Chitimacha ®fibe

Louisiana LDAF, and LDEQ This project originally began downstream in the Lake Fausse
Pointe subsegment. ake Fausse Pointe actually includes two lak€susse Pointe and

Dauterive Lake. These lakes formerly were part of the AtehafaRiver hydrologic systenbut

after levees cut off overflow, they serve as sumps for Bayou du Portage and other upstream
dranage Ultimately, south of Dauterive Lake, this system connects to Bayou Teche at a canal
with a lock located south of the town of Loreauville, and further south via drainage canal near
the town of CharentonThe Chitimacha, concerned about sedimentatibnfee ct i ng t he | ak
fisheries, reached out to NRCS and LDEQ to assist in addressing thoses.inAdtect initia l

sampling and NRCS implementation in Lake Fausse Pointe subsegnisgtarnbesvident that
upstream sourcesould need to be addressed to stemireent inflow.

While efforts shifted to upstream sources, NRCS continued implementation near Dauterive Lake
and Lake Fausse Pointe, and baseline sampling began upstream in Bayou dulE2E@gaend

LDAF presentedhe water quality issuesand the sampli effort at a onservation district

meeting in 2017Stakeholders at that meetirfgrimarily rice and sugarcane producers) identified
water qualty as a primary concern in their distridine Louisiana Master Farmer (sugarcane)

on the SWCD board and éxpected t®erve asan exampleproducer in this region.

LDEQ andLDAF wil continue to share data and information, and to solicit concerns,
comments, and suggestions from stakeholders in the rqgioticipate in local meetings and in
public education pportunities when appropriate.

Chitimacha_Tribe of Louisiana concerned about sedimentation and infilling in traditional

fishing areas in and near the Atchafalaya Baisitluding Lake Fausse Point€oncern was
expressednitially at a local SWCD meetingand LDAF and NRCS met with the Tribe to discuss
issues and concerns. NRCS and LDEQ intiatentk in Lake Fausse Pointe subsegment, and

later Bayou du Portage. Currentlgettribe ispartnering withacademicresearcherso study

historic subsistence fisheries, species, adaptation and resource resiience. Fishery restoration is a
tribal goal, and toward that end LDEQ wil collaborate with the Tribe and its partners in this
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effort. While dredging is onéle-sedimentationappoach the tribe is pursuind,DAF, NRCS,
andLDEQ NPS efforts are put toward reducing tigstreamsediment entering the system to
prevent future problems.

Lafayette/St. Martin Soil and Water Conservation Distri€t®e top five resource concerns
identified by the districts in 2018 in ranked order are:

1. Top soil erosion

2. Drainage

3. Awareness/outreach to urban groups in ag areas

4. Water conservation and water quality

5. Invasive species and ovgrazing
These stakeholder concerns algn with CWA 319 goals and eti@&E and LDEQ have
introduced the 319 program and baseline data analysis and maps at locally led district meetings.
A number of stakeholders, including local producers, St. Martin SWCD board members, LSU
AgCenter, NRCS, etexpressed interest in the pragn and are assisting in identifying causes.
Master farmers within the district wil be requested to take a leadership role in conservation
practice education.

Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Foresthyough the St. Martin Parish SWCD

(majority o the watershed area), LDAF establishiterest in the projecind LDEQ began

baseline sampling. Through the CWA 319 program, LDAF wil be a lead agency for BMP
implementation. Using baseline monitoring results and additonal data, LDAF wil target areas
for implementation provide project management on a-deyday basis, assist in developing and
implementing BMPs, and provide reimbursement to project participants fosluarst

LDAF/Office of Soil and Water Conservatiowil track the rate and extent 8MP

implementation withinthe subsegmentLDAF staff wil share information and conduct

education and outreach about current water quality issues in Bayou du Portage through locally
led meetings, conservation practice gigs, and followup technical agsance and reporting.

In addition to BMP implementation, home system pwnis include distribution of
informational packets containing applicationhesefaceto-face interactions provide an
effective means of education and communicat@mmnthe importance of home system
maintenancewhen they occur.

Lake Fausse Point, Lake Dauterive, and Grand Avoile Cove Advisory Board

The Louisiana Department of Wildlife & Fisheries created the Lake Fausse Point, Lake

Dauterive and Grand AwileCove Advisory Board in 2009 “to
pertaining to the preservation of the Lake Fausse Point, Lake Dauterive and Grand Avoile Cove
area and on the development of recreational
environmental impacts of human and natural processes and advise the secretary on projects and
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activities designed to preserve the natural state. In this case, education wil move upward to
polcy and decision makers in the agency and potentially tadte lsegislature. The Board has
identified such issues &sh kils due to anoxic swamp water driven in by hurricanes, sediment
impacts on fisherieserosion from landuse change including forest clearing fori@adture and
urban useandnutrient impact, among other issues. As this project develops, LDEQ NPS
expectsto engage th8oardto further education oefforts in the watershed.

Louisiana Department of Environmental Qualtyconducting baseline water qualty monitoring
and watershed planning this subsegment. LDEQ Water Surveys is sampling throughout the
watershed. LDEQ NPSis conducting watershed planning, including watershed characterization,
modeling, data analysis and mapping, and sampling plan design. LDEQ NPS analyzes
monitoring resultsfor sharing with LDAF, theconservation district, tribe, and other partnes.

the project progresses, LDEQ wil provide updated data and maps to stakeholders quarterly and
as requested, to assist with communicating issues and ttdPiEQ staff wil asst in

prioritizing areas for implementation.DEQ SourceWater Protectiorstaff wil conduct

educational actities in the watershed beginning in 2080 cooperation frorLRWA. This
education wil focus on home treatment system maintenance, preventioify and

communicating polution risk and prevention to local residentsbassthesses

USDA NRCSIn response to tribal concerns over fishery impairment in Lake Fausse Pointe due
to sediment,NRCSinitiated an NWQI project rHUC12 08080102080,1Bayou DuPortage

Coulee Du Portagen Iberia Parishto address sedimentation into the lakbe HUC is located

in the southernmost portion of the Bayou du Portage subsegM®@S continues NWQI in that
HUC, andEnvironmental Qualty Incentives ProgrameIP) in the remainingHUCSs in the
subsegment.

In addition to NWQI and EQIPNRCSassists DAF and the local SWCDs in developing
projectranking criteria and with outreach and education activities to ensure landowners and
operators are aware of program oppotiesi NRCS staff work cloge with LDAF to ensure
that RMS level conservation plans developed for this project meet NRCS plannidgrasan
The feld and area staffil assist in providing technical assistance for BMP plan designs,
implementation, and cdfication. The NRCS staff wil assist LDAF and the local SWCDs in
collecting data and assembling semnual and annual reports for this project.
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Element F. Implementation Schedule

This section provides a schedule of tasks and activities régiaireplan implementatior{see
Figure 16). If progress is slower than planned, andises are not restored by 2023, the plan wil

be extended through 2025 as necesary

Implementation strategiemay occur simultaneously and consist of
Strategy - Reduce nutrient and sediment loading through implementation of conservation

practices to stem cropland and pastureland runoff (LDAF)

Strategy |l-Reduce bacteria loading throughSDS inspections (LDEQand an educatien
outreach campaign (LDEQ SourtéaterProtectionProgram

Strategy lll- As funding becomes availablemple mentation of home system puopts
(LDAF)

Bayou du Portag&imeline

GOALS

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Project Term

Ambient Monitoring

IR Assessment

AlW[IN |

Uses Restored

or

LDEQ

Assessment, Recon, Site Selection

QAPP/Sampling Plan Drafting & Approval

Baseline Sampling & Assessment

General NPS Outreach/Education

Stakeholder Meetings

WIP Development

Longterm Monitoring / Data Analysis

Home System Education (Sourcewater)

OO [(N|O|OA~]|W|IN]|PF-

Home System Inspections

=
o

Plan Revision (if required)

LDAF / Partners

Planning Phase

Develop Ranking Criteria/Select BMPs

Meet with Participants/SignrUps

Prepare Individual BMP Plans

Ag BMPImplementation (LDAF)

Ag BMP ImplementatiofNRCS)

~N|/o|jo~|W[IN|PF

Home System Pumputs/Education

Figure 16. Bayoudu Portage Project Timeline
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Element G. Interim Milestones

This section lists quantitative and qualitative indicators that wil be used to gauge progress of
implementing the plan and its effectiveness. Feedbackchieving these miestones wil come

in the formof water quality dataparticipationrates,andstakeholder input. This information will
inform any adjustments to the plan elements: scheduling, locating practices, adding or removing
specific practices, and education/outreach approach.

The shorterm goals of this plan are:to

Identify areas contributing pollutant loading within the watershed

Reduce cropland and pastureland runoffoir 12-digt HUCS

Reduce home sewage pollution loading throingipections, educatiprand pumpouts
Monitor water quality tdrack changes in the watershed

= =4 -4 —A

The longterm goal of this plan is to restore use support in Balwortage

Progress toward achieving these goals wil be determined using interim indicators and miestones
as depicted iTable 18. Quantitative miestones are based on baselne monitoring data, water
quality criteria, and STER modeling Specifically, BMP implementation miestones are based
on STEPRL estimates, OSDS miestones #esed orouisiana Department of Healfpermitted
system counts and an estimated faiure rate, bacteria loading miestones are based on potential
loading from sources identified in the watershed, nutrient miestones are based on observed
baseline loads dhe ambient site, and exceedances miestones are based on ambient sampling
data used for assessme@ither sources of information used in analysis include: agricultural
statistics (USDA, 2018) land use data, and tlacteria Source Load CalculatorBECL) tool
(Zeckoski, R.W., 2005Assumptions and calculations are available from LDEQ upon request.
Limitations of this approach include:

1 STERL does not represent geographic variability within wagershed,

1 An additive approach to load reductions does not refiect complexities of bacteria and
nutrient cycling in the natural environment,

1 Response of DO to nutrient loading and nutrient ratios is unkriovidayou du Portage

1 Benthic load is not represied.

In light of these limitations, monitoring and tracking data wil be key to measuring progress. In
addition, because implementing BMPs on cropland and pasture relies on volunteers, acreages
under implementation during a given year are difficult tedmt. As implementation of this plan
progresses, new information wil be used to adjust activities as required. ajpsved

management strategy widlccur in the context of these miestones and plan adjustments wil
occur with continued stakeholder itvement.
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Table 18. Restoration Milestones

Bayou Du Portage Restoration Milestones
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Implementation-Based Milestones
Acres in Cropland BMPs* 0 2480 4960 7440 9920( 12,400
Acres in Pastureland BMPs* 0 540 1080 1620 2160 2,700
OSDS Repaired (cumulative) 100 300 500 700 900 1,142
Water QualityBased Milestones (Ambient Monitoring Site)
Bacteria Load (cfu/day)** 8.63E+11] 1.73E+12| 2.59E+12| 3.45E+12| 4.32E+12( 5.18E+12
N Load (tons/yr TKN + NE8D2) 130 116 102 88 74 58
P Load (tons/yr) 7 7 6 5 4 3
Bacteria PCR Exceedances 50% 45% 40% 40% 40% 20%
Bacteria SCR Exceedances 36% 35% 30% 30% 25% 20%
Turbidity Exceedances 67% 60% 53% 46% 39% 30%
DO Exceedances 73% 65% 55% 45% 30% 10%

* Based on Stefhestimates
** Potential current load

Qualtative miestones include:

T

Communicating water quality issues to stakeholders and compiling a team of interested

and invested local individuals and organas pegan in2016 and contires,

enlisting assistance from Master Farmers in the water&@tb-ongoing,

information on updates on activities in the watershed,

Plan adjustments as indicated by monitoring data.
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Element H. Progress Determination Criteria
This section summarizes benchmarks used to determine progress atesinorsyiccess.

Data collected from wateruglty monitoring wil be used to determine whether NPS loads are

improving over time and progress is being made toward meeting water qualty standards.

Progress wil be determined by comparing implementation and monitoring data to miestones in
Element G. InterinMilestones Monitoring locations, parameters to be analyzed, and monitoring
frequency are specified in the following secti&iement I. MonitoringSuccess wil be

determined using water quality data sampled atthe ambient monitoring locet#sured

agairs t Loui si aaltyacriisriatwa taesrs egsls t he watershed’ s use
LDEQ formally assesses use support every two years and publishes this assessment in its

biannual Integrated Report.

LDEQ water quality standards used to assess use support in this sutisegme

DO -5mg/L yearround(maximum 10% excursion rate),

Fecakoliform limits for Primary Contact Reeation— 400 cfu/200ml MayOct (maximum25%
exceedanceate),

Fecakoliform limits for Secondargontact Rereation— 2,000 col/100ml yearound(maximum
25% exceedanceate),

Turbidity —no numeric criteria, target of 130TU (maximum 30% exceedance rate) as specified
in the TMDL

=A =2 ==

Continued sampling throughout the watershed wil serve as a feedback mechanism and provide
information needed for anylan adjustments in the futur&pecifically, folowing each PCBnd
SCRseason, bacteria loadirgstimatesand concentration data wil be analyzed and compared to
miestones in the previous section to assess progress. In addition, assessunsidityfand

nutrient reduction progress wil be determined yearly through annual anafysisnitoring data
and of acres participating in BMPs. Associated reductions wil be estimated using-ISTEP
Acreages and modeled reductions wil be compared agailestones in the previous section to
determine progress. Corrective action wil be taken with partner and stakeholder input to adjust
planned activities as indicated.
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Element |. Monitoring

This section describes the purpose, method, sites, parameters, and schedule of water qualty
monitoring that will support this plan.

The purpose of water qualty monitoring in Baydw Portageas tocharacterize water quality
issues throughout the wategsh tohelp identify geographic areas contributing high NPS runoff
to inform any strategy adjustmentandto provide a quantitativaracking of water qualty before,
during, and after BMP implementation

Water Quality Monitoring

Ambient water qualty wnitoring atBayou du PortageSite Number0676occurs on a fouyear
rotation and determines use support. Through CWA SectiothBfi@ding, LDEQ Water
Surveyscollects water quality samples for LDEQ NPS at the ambaation ancthirteen

additional loations throughout the watershed twice montilgble 19 on the following page
provides further detailOn each site visitsurvey staff recordsite conditions observed during
monitoring. NPS water qualty data is used to identify priority areas for BMP imple mentation
and track changes over time before, during, and after BMP implementation. NPS water quality
data may be used for assessm@ta colection andralysis occur under ERApproved QAPP
#3050 and the current EP#pproved sampling plaftDEQ NPS, 2018)

Measured and Estimated Parameters

Water qualty parameters are listedTiable 19. Survey staff collect in situ measurements and
samples are anagd in a certified laboratory for bacterisediment,and nutrients.Flow is
measured at the ambient location once mgntturing the first water quality sampling event
each month. Flow and pollutant concentrations are used to calodateat the ambient site
location. Data and project progressward reaching interim miestonesre shared with
stakeholders throughout tipeoject term through stakeholder meetings, prebsentations
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Table 19. Bayoudu Portage Monitoring Sites and Parameters

LEAU

Site CharacterizatioiWith

) . _ ) : : Water Quality
Site Waterbody Name Site description Latitude Longitude Parish Photost Sample Frequency
No. Lab In Sitw? Quarterly and as needed
4799 | Bayou Portage Bayou Portage at Nursery Hwy LA3039 brid¢ 30.28141| -91.82453| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
. . Coulee Nicole Guidry at Old Trash Rtk . .
4800 | Coulee Nicole Guidry bridge y 30.30171| -91.80316| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
4801 | Bayou Martin Bayou Martin at Section 28 Rd bridge 30.22438| -91.78737| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
i I i lee Ni i
4802 U.nnamed .trlbutary to Coulee Unnamed.trlbutary to Coulee Nicouidry at 30.26198| -91.80318| st Martin | X X X Twice per month
Nicole Guidry Grand Bois Rd
i I i lee Nicol [
4803 U.nnamed 'trlbutary to Coulee Urmamed tributary to Coulee Nicole Guidry g 30.25403| -91.79400| st Martin | X X X Twice per month
Nicole Guidry High Pocket Rd
4804 | CatahouleCoulee Catahoula Coulee at Catahoula Hwy 30.21435( -91.70835| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
0676 | Bayou du Portage (ambient site) | Bayou du Portage at Parish Rd 679 30.12236( -91.72661 | Iberia X X X Twice per month
4805 | Coulee du Portage Coulee du Portaget Burton Plantation Hwy | 30.09159( -91.77702| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
4806 Unnamed tributary to Coulee du | Unnamed trlbu.tary to Coulee du Portage at 30.09444| -91.78236 | st Martin | X X X Twice per month
Portage Burton Plantation Hwy (345)
Unnamed tributary to Bayou Portage at end . .
4808 | Bayoudu Portage y y 9 30.11136( -91.67460| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
Bayou Portage Rd (dock)
Unnamed tributary to Bayo Unnamed tributary to Bayou Portage at . .
4809 butary you butary you 9 30.09927( -91.71285| Iberia X X X Twice per month
Portage Fernand Crochet Ln
Unnamed tributary to Bayou Unnamed tributary to Bayou Portage at i )
4810 30.09045( -91.71527 | Iberia X X X Twice per month
Portage Braquet Rd
Unnamed tributary to Coulee du | Unnamed tributary to Coulee du Portage at . .
4819 . 30.12309( -91.77514| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
Portage Francis Loop
Unnamed tributary to Coulee du | Unnamed tributary to Coulee du Portage at , )
4820 . 30.12266( -91.77901| St. Martin | X X X Twice per month
Portage Francis Loop
1) Field Data Sheets will be completatieach sampling event and a NPS Site Characterization Form will be conducted initially and as needed.
2) The in situ parameters to be measured are pH, temperature, DO, DO percent saturation, specific conductance, and sethaitye it be collected atelected sites monthly or as needed.
3) The water quality parameters to be collected for laboratory analysisesua coliform turbidity, TDS, and nutrients (TKN, NI, andtotal phosphorou$
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