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1. PURPOSE, AUTHORITY, STUDY DESCRIPTION, AND PRODUCTS
a. Purpose. This review plan defines levels and scopes of review required for the feasibility
phase products. This review plan is a component of the Project Management Plan for the Huron
Harbor CAP 204 Feasibility Study. The Risk Management Organization (RMO) for this review
plan is LRB.
b. Authority. Continuing Authorities Program (CAP). Section 204 of the 1992 Water
Resources Development Act (33 U.S.C. § 2326), as amended.
c. Study Description. This study was initiated to determine feasibility for ecosystem
restoration or storm damage reduction using sediment dredged from the Federal Navigation
Channel at Huron Harbor, Ohio. Alternatives for the establishment of near shore and/or coastal
marshland aquatic habitat will be studied for the purpose of improving Lake Erie coastal fish and
wildlife habitat. Near shore and coastal wetland habitat types considered in alternatives during
this feasibility study are rare on Lake Erie, with only 5% of the historic extent remaining due to
agriculture and urban development.
The alternatives for this project seek to address problems of wetland loss and provide a
variety of options for dredge material management for aquatic ecosystem restoration.
Maintenance dredging at Huron Harbor occurs approximately every two years. Current data
indicates that the shoaling rate is approximately 95,000 CY of sediment per year, therefore
190,000 CY of sediment per dredging cycle. Project alternatives are anticipated to consist of
various formulations of rubble mound breakwaters, habitat structure, and plantings for the
purpose of created coastal wetland and aquatic habitat. The methods involved in the
construction of these features are anticipated to be standard methods for the construction of
breakwater and placement of dredged material. The estimated cost for this project range from
to
.
Risks for this project range from low and very low. The most significant risks include
uncertainty in regard to geotechnical suitability of the existing lakebed for supporting breakwater
containment structures and uncertainty with regard to water depths in the proposed areas. In
order to combat these, an inventory of existing geotechnical boring information will be
conducted, and updated survey information of potential project areas will be acquired as soon as
possible in the feasibility study.
Based on the investigations conducted to support the Federal Interest Determination
(FID) Report approved by LRD, alternatives to be considered during the feasibility phase to
restore the aquatic ecosystem of Lake Erie include ones in which dredge sediment would be used
to create coastal wetland marshes consisting of submerged aquatic, shallow or deep emergent,
and/or sedge meadow-wetland plant communities. The non-Federal sponsors for this study is the
City of Huron, Ohio.
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Hydrology and
Hydraulic
Engineering

Expertise not anticipated to be required on ATR Team

No H&H required.

HTRW

HTRW not anticipated to be needed on ATR team.

Risks of HTRW impact to project low.
HTRW not anticipated.

Civil Design
Engineering

Expertise not anticipated to be required on ATR Team

Due to the coastal nature of the project,
review of the coastal structures of the
project will be reviewed by coastal
engineer.

Real Estate Reviewer

Expertise not anticipated to be required on ATR Team

Low risk and complexity may be more
appropriately accomplished in-house via
DQC) Great Lakes Real Estate.

(3) Type I Independent External Peer Review (IEPR): A Type I IEPR is not required based
on the mandatory triggers outlined in the Memorandum for Major Subordinate Command (MSC)
and District Commanders dated April 05, 2019; the memorandum provides interim guidance on
streamlining IEPR for improved civil works product delivery. Paragraph 4 states a project study
may be excluded Type I IEPR if the project does not meet any of the three mandatory IEPR
triggers.
All CAP projects are excluded from Type I IEPR except those conducted under Section 205
and Section 103, or those projects that include an EIS or meet the mandatory triggers for
Type I IEPR.
This feasibility study does not meet any of the three mandatory IEPR triggers for the following
reasons:
•
•
•

The estimated total cost of the project, including mitigation costs, is not greater than
$200 million.
The Governor of Ohio has not requested a peer review by independent experts.
The study is not controversial due to significant public dispute over size, nature, or
effects of the project or the economic or environmental costs or benefits of the project.

When none of the three mandatory triggers for IEPR are met, MSC Commanders have the
discretion to conduct IEPR on a risk-informed assessment of the expected contribution of IEPR
to the project. An IEPR would not provide additional benefit to the study for the following
reasons:
a.
b.
c.
d.

This study does not include the development or use of any novel methods.
This project does not pose likely threats to health and public safety.
There is no anticipated inter-agency interest.
Buffalo District has not received a request from the head of any Federal or State agency
for an IEPR.
e. The proposed project is not anticipated to have unique construction sequencing or a
reduced or overlapping design construction schedule.
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(4) Type II Independent External Peer Review (IEPR): Type II IEPR, or Safety
Assurance Review (SAR), are managed outside the USACE and are conducted on design and
construction activities for hurricane, storm, and flood risk management projects or other projects
where existing and potential hazards pose a significant threat to human life. Since this
document does not involve life safety concerns, a Type II IEPR would not be considered.
(5) Policy and Legal Review: All decision documents will be reviewed for compliance
with law and policy. Guidance for policy and legal compliance reviews is addressed in Appendix
H, ER 1105-2-100.
(6)
a.
b.
c.

Public Participation.
A public involvement program will be included to satisfy NEPA requirements and
solicit public and government agency input.
The District shall contact agencies with regulatory review for coordination as
required by applicable laws and procedures.
The District will review comments resulting from public and agency review and will
provide the ATR team copies of public and agency comments and responses.

3. MODEL CERTIFICATION OR APPROVAL. The following models may be used to develop
the decision documents:
EP 1105-2-58 specifies that approval of planning models is NOT required for CAP projects,
but planners should utilize certified models if they are available. The ATR certification
package will include an explicit statement that says that the models and analysis are used
appropriately and in a manner that is compliant with Corps policy, and they are theoretically
sound, computationally accurate, and transparent. The ATR certification package will address
any limitations of the model or its use documented in study reports.
The following models may be used to develop the decision document:
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