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1. PURPOSE AND REQUIREMENTS

a. Purpose. This Review Plan defines the scope and level of peer review for the Mississippi River Ship
Channel (MRSC), Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana, General Reevaluation Report (GRR). The MRSC
is located in the southeastern portion of Louisiana and consists of the Mississippi River below Baton
Rouge and its major outlet to the Gulf of Mexico, Southwest Pass. This Review Plan applies to the
GRR effort that will reassess economic, planning, environmental, and engineering elements that were
authorized for construction by the 1985 Supplemental Appropriations Act (PL 99-88).

b. References

Engineering Circular (EC) 1165-2-214, Civil Works Review Policy, 15 December 2012

EC 1105-2-412, Assuring Quality of Planning Models, 31 Mar 2011

Engineering Regulation (ER) 1110-1-12, Quality Management, 30 Sep 2006

ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, Appendix H, Policy Compliance Review and

Approval of Decision Documents, Amendment #1, 20 Nov 2007

= MRSC GRR Project Management Plan, Oct 2014

= Mississippi Valley Division Regional Planning and Environment Division South Quality
Management Plan, undated

= ER 1110-2-1150, Engineering and Design of Civil Works Projects

» DIVR 1110-1-13, Cofferdams for Construction Affecting Levees

= Engineering and Construction Bulletin (ECB) 2014-9

c. Requirements. This review plan was developed in accordance with EC 1165-2-214, which
establishes an accountable, comprehensive, life-cycle review strategy for Civil Works products by
providing a seamless process for review of all Civil Works projects from initial planning through
design, construction, and operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and rehabilitation (OMRR&R).
The EC outlines four general levels of review: District Quality Control/Quality Assurance (DQC),
Agency Technical Review (ATR), Independent External Peer Review/Safety Assurance Review
(IEPR/SAR), and Policy and Legal Compliance Review. In addition to these levels of review,
decision documents are subject to cost engineering review and certification (per EC 1165-2-214) and
planning model certification/approval (per EC 1105-2-412).

= District Quality Control/Quality Assurance (DQC). All decision documents (including
supporting data, analyses, environmental compliance documents, etc.) shall undergo DQC.
DQC is an internal review process of basic science and engineering work products focused on
fulfilling the project quality requirements defined in the Project Management Plan (PMP).
The home district shall manage DQC. Documentation of DQC activities is required and
should be in accordance with the Quality Manual of the District and the home Major
Subordinate Command (MSC).

= Agency Technical Review (ATR). ATR is mandatory for all decision documents (including
supporting data, analyses, environmental compliance documents, etc.). The objective of ATR
is to ensure consistency with established criteria, guidance, procedures, and policy. The ATR
will assess whether the analyses presented are technically correct and comply with published
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) guidance, and that the document explains the
analyses and results in a reasonably clear manner for the public and decision makers. ATR is
managed within USACE by a designated Risk Management Organization (RMO) and is
conducted by a qualified team from outside the home district that is not involved in the day-
to-day production of the project/product. ATR teams will be comprised of senior USACE



personnel and may be supplemented by outside experts as appropriate. To assure
independence, the leader of the ATR team shall be from outside the home MSC.

Independent External Peer Review (IEPR). IEPR may be required for decision documents
under certain circumstances. IEPR is the most independent level of review, and is applied in
cases that meet certain criteria where the risk and magnitude of the proposed project are such
that a critical examination by a qualified team outside of USACE is warranted. A risk-
informed decision, as described in EC 1165-2-214, is made as to whether IEPR is
appropriate. IEPR panels will consist of independent, recognized experts from outside of the
USACE in the appropriate disciplines, representing a balance of areas of expertise suitable
for the review being conducted. There are two types of IEPR: Type | is generally for decision
documents and Type Il is generally for implementation products.

(@) Type I IEPR. Type I IEPR reviews are managed outside the USACE and are conducted
on project studies. Type | IEPR panels assess the adequacy and acceptability of the
economic and environmental assumptions and projections, project evaluation data,
economic analysis, environmental analyses, engineering analyses, formulation of
alternative plans, methods for integrating risk and uncertainty, models used in the
evaluation of environmental impacts of proposed projects, and an biological opinions of
the project study. Type | IEPR will cover the entire decision document or action and will
address all the underlying engineering, economics, and environmental work, not just one
aspect of the study. For decision documents where a Type Il IEPR (Safety Assurance
Review) is anticipated during project implementation, safety assurance shall also be
addressed during the Type | IEPR per EC 1165-2-214.

(b) Type Il 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. Type Il IEPR panels will conduct reviews of the design
and construction activities prior to initiation of physical construction and, until
construction activities are completed, periodically thereafter on a regular schedule. The
reviews shall consider the adequacy, appropriateness, and acceptability of the design and
construction activities in assuring public health safety and welfare.

Policy and Legal Compliance Review. All decision documents will be reviewed throughout
the study process for their compliance with law and policy. Guidance for policy and legal
compliance reviews is addressed in Appendix H, ER 1105-2-100. These reviews culminate in
determinations that the recommendations in the reports and the supporting analyses and
coordination comply with law and policy, and warrant approval or further recommendation to
higher authority by the Chief of Engineers. DQC and ATR augment and complement the
policy review processes by addressing compliance with pertinent published Army policies,
particularly policies on analytical methods and the presentation of findings in decision
documents.

Cost Engineering Review and Certification. All decision documents shall be coordinated
with the Cost Engineering Mandatory Center of Expertise (MCX), located in the Walla Walla
District. The MCX, or in some circumstances regional cost personnel that are pre-certified by
the MCX, will conduct the cost ATR. The MCX will provide certification of the final total
project cost.



= Model Certification/Approval. EC 1105-2-412 mandates the use of certified or approved
models for all planning activities to ensure the models are technically and theoretically sound,
compliant with USACE policy, computationally accurate, and based on reasonable
assumptions. Planning models, for the purposes of the EC, are defined as any models and
analytical tools that planners use to define water resources management problems and
opportunities, to formulate potential alternatives to address the problems and take advantage
of the opportunities, to evaluate potential effects of alternatives and to support decision
making. The use of a certified/approved planning model does not constitute technical review
of the planning product. The selection and application of the model and the input and output
data is still the responsibility of the users and is subject to DQC, ATR, and IEPR. EC 1105-2-
412 does not cover engineering models used in planning. The responsible use of well-known
and proven USACE developed and commercial engineering software will continue and the
professional practice of documenting the application of the software and modeling results
will be followed. Engineering models are also subject to DQC, ATR, and IEPR.

2. REVIEW MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION (RMO) COORDINATION

The RMO is responsible for managing the overall peer review effort described in this Review Plan. The
RMO for implementation documents is typically either a Planning Center of Expertise (PCX) or the Risk
Management Center (RMC), depending on the primary purpose of the decision document. The RMO for
the peer review effort described in this Review Plan is the Deep Draft Navigation Planning Center of
Expertise (DDNPCX) in Mobile with support on project navigation features that require SAR from the
RMC. The project is a single purpose project and life safety issues are not anticipated.

The RMO will coordinate with the MCX to ensure the appropriate expertise is included on the review
teams to assess the adequacy of cost estimates, construction schedules and contingencies. The GRR phase
will involve creating designs for deepening the MRSC and to prevent salt water intrusion.

3. STUDY INFORMATION

a. Decision Document. The project consists of deepening a segment of the existing Federal navigation
project. Because this is an existing authorized project, no congressional authorization is required.
The decision document GRR is needed to identify the depth that creates the greatest net benefits up to
a 50 foot channel in order to proceed to implementation and to phase the remaining work accordingly.
A report released by the Institute of Water Resources (IWR) in June 2012 evaluated the preparedness
of U.S. ports to accommodate Post-Panamax size vessels. It found that these vessels currently call at
U.S. ports and will dominate the world fleet in the future. These vessels will call in increasing
numbers at U.S. ports that can accommodate them. While there are currently no Mississippi River
ports that can accommodate these vessels, the Southeast and Gulf Coast may be economically
justified in expanding port projects to accommodate post-Panamax vessels. The Port of New Orleans
being the dominant port for the export of grains from the U.S. will likely play a key role in meeting
these future needs if they are ready with a post-Panamax channel.

b. SMART Planning. The study is expected to progress immediately to the Alternatives Milestone. The
next step will be to conduct an economic evaluation on the No Action and two future action
alternatives for this study (Alt. 1. 48ft depth) and (Alt. 2: 50ft depth) to determine if the next project
increment is still justified and feasible. In order to make that determination, data acquisition is needed
and will be acquired from:

e Economic Analysis
e H&H Consideration (dredging, salinity intrusion, RSLR)



e Conceptual Design (Relocations, Engineering, dredge crossings)
o Cost Estimates (Construction, O&M)
¢ Mitigation (modification/frequencies, determine GDM location, develop supplemental EIS)

The Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) Milestone meeting will be held with the vertical team upon
completion of these efforts.

Based on two alternative plans to deepen the channel, the PDT will evaluate both increments up to the
-50 ft depth; compare the alternatives based on above data results, and screen to select the TSP. The
GRR will document the results of these efforts. Work will be completed by using in-house labor
and/or contracts. The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LaDOTD) has
expressed no interest in performing any study efforts as work-in-kind credit.

Management Measures

Management measures will be developed to support the phased approach to the authorized project.
Evaluation of weirs or additional sills that might be needed to minimize or manage shoaling or salt
water intrusion in, or through, the channel will only be addressed qualitatively in the GRR. Cost risk
analysis will account for the potential additional cost associated with future changes in salinity
mitigation requirements. Prior evaluation has indicated that current mitigation measures should be
effective for a channel depth of 55 feet. Subject to verification of economic justification,
management features to improve operations and maintenance will be evaluated in PED.

Evaluation and Comparison of Final Array of Alternatives

The alternatives will be evaluated based on their ability to meet project objectives in increasing net
benefits and avoiding operational constraints. This will be achieved by using the estimated
transportation cost savings for each alternative (48” or 50°) and comparing the results to their
respective project costs. The plan with the highest net benefits (the difference between transportation
cost savings and project costs) will be selected as the NED plan.

Costs will be determined through design of a channel cross-section to determine excavation
requirements and quantities and the use of hydraulic modeling to assess maintenance and mitigation
requirements. The hydraulic modeling will include one-dimensional, two-dimensional, and three-
dimensional models, each providing specific insight into the project function and operational costs.

The one-dimensional sedimentation model provides a means to evaluate long-term (50 year)
responses of the Lower Mississippi River (LMR) to alterations in the channel depth. Specifically,
these models use physics-based, numerical descriptions of hydraulic and sedimentation processes to
estimate longitudinal (reach-scale) variations in sediment delivery, scour and deposition, and bed
material gradation.

The two-dimensional sediment model will provide information concerning the spatial and temporal
variability of sediment transport and morphology change in the river. The two-dimensional model
provides a shorter simulation (5-years) but provided valuable insight to the locations of sediment
delivery, scour and deposition.

The three-dimensional salinity model will provide information on the salt-wedge toe location under
the existing conditions for the current channel and deepened channel conditions. It will illustrate
changes to the relationship of the toe location and Mississippi River discharge between existing and



deepened channel conditions. Any changes in this relationship will be used to estimate the potential
of an increased need to construct the salt water barrier sill.

Additional evaluation and comparison criteria will include assessments of the National Economic
Development (NED), Regional Economic Development (RED), Environmental Quality (EQ), and
Other Social Effects (OSE) impacts in the region. For sediment modeling, the PDT will rely on one-
dimensional and two-dimensional modeling and use intermediate sea level rise.

Study Assumptions

e In coordination with the Vertical Team, two alternative channel depths (48ft depth and 50ft
depth) will be evaluated.

e The evaluations will be performed with the assumption that current maintenance practices
(dredging and disposal placement methods, shoaling controls, etc.) at any given location will
continue to be the Standard Operating Practices.

e The evaluations will be performed with the assumption that the current salinity mitigation plan
and features will continue to be effective. Mitigation practice for salinity intrusion has been, and
continues to be, the placement of the underwater sill. Consistent with prior evaluations, the
underwater sill continues to be effective in its performance. The EIS will be formally
supplemented by including the prior salinity evaluation information along with additional
validation derived from the proposed modeling.

e There is significant existing data, prior investigation documentation, and current mitigation and
maintenance practice evaluations that will be utilized in supplementing the 1981 EIS.

Factors Affecting the Scope and Level of Review: The proposed construction components of the
project are typical of hydrologic, geotechnical, mechanical, electrical, civil, operational, and real
estate components of a navigation channel. There are no known risks to the proposed channel
modification. All technical areas have methods to identify and mitigate inherit risks. Information in
the decision document is unlikely to be based on novel methods, involve the use of innovative
materials or techniques, contain precedent-setting methods or models, or present conclusions that are
likely to change prevailing practices. The project does not contain influential scientific information
and will not include any highly influential scientific assessments. Preliminary analysis indicates that
impacts to fish and wildlife, including threatened and endangered species, are expected to be less than
significant. To the extent practicable, environmental concerns can be addressed through mitigation
measures of avoidance, minimization, or compensation, and through public education and outreach
efforts. A SEIS will be completed to document the environmental effects of the proposed plan. The
study will likely not have significant interagency interest. There are not challenging aspects of this
study. It consists of deepening a segment of the existing Federal navigation project to improve
efficiency of vessel operations. Accordingly, the project does not have any significant technical,
institutional, or social challenges. The project will not be justified by life safety and does not involve
significant threat to human life/safety assurance. The project is anticipated to have negligible adverse
impacts on scarce or unique tribal, cultural or historic resources. The estimated cost of construction is
in excess of $45M. The GRR study is not highly controversial as it consists of deepening a segment
of the existing navigation project. It is not anticipated that there will be a significant public dispute as
to the size, nature, or effects of the project. Disposal of dredged material will include placement in
existing approved disposal sites. The total project cost is expected to be in excess of $200M.

The study area is located in the southeastern portion of Louisiana and consists of the Mississippi
River below Baton Rouge and its major outlet to the Gulf of Mexico, Southwest Pass. The area
includes the 45 foot channel of the Mississippi River which services 4 of the top 15 ports in the



United States including the largest port, the Port of South Louisiana. The Mississippi River Ship
Channel, Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana project authorized the construction of the channel to a depth
of 55 feet. The project has been constructed and maintained to dimensions of 45" x 750" from New
Orleans to Mile 18 BHP and 45' x 600" from Mile 18 BHP to Gulf of Mexico allowing for transfer of
over 400,000,000 tons of cargo each year.

Other than access and coordination concerns and physical risks typical of construction sites, other
project risks include the potential for schedule delays if a weather system (fronts, tropical systems,
etc.) impacts the area.

It will be important to conduct reviews with internal district quality review teams and agency
technical review teams concurrent with planning, economic, environmental, and engineering
activities. This approach is intended to provide a shorter feedback loop to the PDT. These shorter
loops will result in more near real-time input to design by reviewers and faster design throughout. The
risk to this approach is the dependence on regular and efficient communications between the
reviewers and the PDT. Should a divergent conflict arise between the DQC and ATR and the PDT,
the issue will be raised to the Mississippi Valley Division office for resolution.

Mississippi River
Ship Channel
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Harbor
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Figure 1: Mississippi River Ship Channel River Crossings



d.

In-Kind Contributions. No Work-In-Kind contributions are expected. It is anticipated that the local
sponsor, the LaDOTD, will provide cash as their 50% cost share up to a maximum of $1.5M.

DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL (DQC)

All decision and implementation documents (including supporting data, analyses, environmental
compliance documents, etc.) shall undergo DQC. DQC is an internal review process of basic science
and engineering work products focused on fulfilling the project quality requirements defined in the
Project Management Plan (PMP). The home district shall manage DQC. Documentation of DQC
activities is required and should be in accordance with the Quality Manual of the District and the
home MSC.

Documentation of DQC. In accordance with District Quality Management Plan’s, internal reviews
or design checks will constitute quality control for each deliverable product. It is the responsibility of
each product development team member, their supervisors, and the project manager to ensure that
every product receives an internal quality control review. It is the responsibility of the supervisor or
section chief for each team member to ensure that a qualified DQC reviewer that has not been
involved with the preparation of the technical product under review is selected and conducts a review
of their product prior to delivery to the project manager, or prior to completion. In accordance with
District QMP procedures, the management of the review process will be coordinated by a designated
Quiality Control Review Leader (QCRL). The QCRL will compile all technical, grammatical, and
editorial comments and will ensure DQC standards are met prior to submission of the implementation
document to the Vertical Team. Dr. Checks will be used to document all DQC comments, responses,
and associated resolution accomplished throughout the review process. Once the DQC process is
complete, a Certificate of Quality Control Review will be provided to the ATR team lead that
includes a copy of the comment report prior to ATR.

Products to Undergo DQC. District Quality Reviews will evaluate the sufficiency of designs
presented and the quality of studies used to select alternatives. Technical products that will be
reviewed include:

(1) Engineering (surveys; climatology report; hydrologic records report; HEC-RAS model input
and output for base conditions, future without and alternative plans WQ report and 404(b)(1)
report input; H&H input to the draft and final GRR; quantity take-off for channels;
preliminary geotech design; soil foundation analysis; geology section; design of alternative
plans; design of tentatively selected plan; relocations report and relocations cost estimate of
the alternatives and the tentatively selected plan; construction cost estimates of the alternative
plans, tentatively selected plan, and recommended plan; risk analysis of the tentatively
selected plan and the recommended plan; and value engineering study).

(2) Economics (commercial traffic data; transportation rate study; traffic forecast; elasticity of
demand for water transportation; externality study; reliability analysis; HarborSym run for
baseline condition; HarborSym run for with project alternatives; benefits sensitivity analysis).

(3) Environmental (scoping report; environmental setting and significant resources; description
of alternatives; most probable future condition; WVA models; alternative plans impacts;
mitigation plan; 404(b)(1) evaluation and public notice; WQC applications; coastal zone
consistency determination documents; air quality determination documents; preliminary draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS); preliminary draft GRR; draft SEIS,



draft GRR document; public review transmittal letters; initial cultural resources evaluations;
cultural resources scope of work; cultural resources input to the GRR; recreational input to
the GRR; evaluation of aesthetics report; HTRW initial assessment and investigations
documents; final SEIS; final GRR document; and draft Record of Decision).

(4) Real estate (real estate appraisal; gross appraisal report; Real Estate Plan for the draft GRR,
and final GRR).

(5) Where practicable, the technical products that support subsequent analyses should be
reviewed prior to being used in the study. Additionally, the PDT will be responsible for a
complete reading of the report to assure the overall integrity of the report, technical
appendices and the recommendations before the approval by the District Commander.

(6) Attorney’s Preliminary Opinion of Compensability.

(7) Draftand Final Reports.

Where practicable, the technical products that support subsequent analyses should be reviewed prior
to being used in the study. Additionally, the PDT will be responsible for a complete reading of the

report to assure the overall integrity of the report, technical appendices and the recommendations
before the approval by the District Commander.

5. AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW (ATR)

a. Products to Undergo ATR. Specific products to undergo ATR include the following:
(1)  Geotechnical Design Report
(2) H&H HEC-RAS modeling
(3)  Construction Cost Estimates
(4)  Operation & Maintenance Cost Estimates
(5)  Economic Analysis
(6) Real Estate Plan
(7)  Channel Design Documents
(8)  Screening of Alternatives
(9)  Tentatively Selected Plan
(10) Draft GRR/SEIS with supporting appendices

(11) Final GRR/SEIS with supporting appendices



b. Required ATR Team Expertise. The expertise represented on the ATR team reflects the significant
disciplines involved in the work effort and mirrors the expertise on the PDT. The DDNPCX, in
cooperation with the PDT and Vertical Team will determine the final make-up of the ATR team (i.e.,
technical disciplines comprising the ATR team). The RMC will also be involved in the ATR. Based
on the disciplines indicated below, the study will require a minimum of 11 reviewers.

ATR Team Members/Disciplines

Expertise Required

Plan Formulation Reviewer

The ATR Lead/Planning reviewer should have 10 — 15 years
experience as a plan formulator who has worked with project
teams to identify and evaluate navigation (dredging) measures and
alternatives using appropriate planning methodologies to address
navigation studies in accordance with ER 1105-2-100, the
Planning Guidance Notebook. Must have extensive plan
formulation experience reviewing the analysis with which the
measures and alternatives were evaluated and determining that
they are sufficiently comprehensive and complete to result in
approval of a recommended alternative. Review the
documentation of the selection of a recommended plan and ensure
the team used an approved plan selection methodology.

Hydrology/Hydraulic Engineering

The H&H Engineering reviewer should have 10 years H&H
experience or equivalent education. Should have extensive H&H
experience on a design or construction team that worked on
navigation (dredging) and flood risk reduction projects. Must be
experienced in computer modeling techniques such as HEC-HMS,
HEC-RAS, etc.

Economics

The Economics reviewer should have 5-10 years USACE
economics experience or equivalent education. Should have
extensive experience in analyzing navigation and flood risk
management projects in accordance with ER 1105-2-100, the
Planning Guidance Notebook. Should have economics experience
working with the USACE risk informed approach to decision
making, risk models, including HarborSym, and disaster scenarios
with regard to economic impact. Should also have at least two
years direct experience in the areas of forecasting, externalities,
capacity, navigation performance, system reliability, and
transportation rates.

Environmental Resources

The Environmental Resources reviewer should have 5-10 years
environmental resources experience or equivalent education.
Should have extensive experience working with the assessment of
construction impacts in marsh and rural areas and related
ecosystem species and habitat. Should have environmental
resources experience working on design or construction teams that
worked on navigation projects in or around coastal inland
waterway systems. Should have detailed knowledge of the
National Environmental Protection Act, Endangered Species Act
with regional knowledge of south Louisiana specific regulatory
requirements, and Federal services regulations.

Geotechnical Engineering

The Geotechnical Engineering reviewer should have at least 10
years geotechnical engineering experience and graduate study in
engineering or a related field. Should have several years of direct




geotechnical experience on design or construction teams that
worked on navigation (dredging) projects in a coastal inland
waterway system.

Civil Engineering

The Civil Engineering reviewer should have at least 10 years civil
engineering experience or equivalent education. Should have
extensive civil engineering experience on design or construction
teams related to navigation (dredging) projects elements such as
channels in a coastal inland waterway system.

Structural Engineering

The Structural Engineering reviewer should have at least 10 years
structural engineering experience or equivalent education. Should
have extensive structural engineering experience on design or
construction teams that worked on navigation (dredging) projects
elements such as channels in a coastal inland waterway system.

Cost Engineering

The Cost Engineering reviewer should have 5-10 years experience
working with estimating complex and phased costing of multi-year
civil construction projects. Should have direct experience working
with navigation (dredging) projects in a design or construction
management capacity.

Construction/Operations

The reviewer should have 10 years construction experience or
equivalent education assessing navigation (lock replacement)
projects. Should have extensive construction management
experience on design or construction teams that worked on
navigation (dredging) projects in the coastal inland waterway
system.

Real Estate

Team member must be experienced in civil work real estate laws,
policies and guidance and experience working with real estate
issues and property rights, especially on controversial projects.

c. Documentation of ATR. DrChecks review software will be used to document all ATR comments,
responses and associated resolutions accomplished throughout the review process. Comments should
be limited to those that are required to ensure adequacy of the product. The four key parts of a quality

review comment will include:

= The review concern — identify the product’s information deficiency or incorrect application of
policy, guidance, or procedures;
» The basis for the concern — cite the appropriate law, policy, guidance, or procedure that has

not be properly followed;

= The significance of the concern — indicate the importance of the concern with regard to its
potential impact on the plan selection, recommended plan components, efficiency (cost),
effectiveness (function/outputs), implementation responsibilities, safety, Federal interest, or

public acceptability; and

= The probable specific action needed to resolve the concern — identify the action(s) that the
reporting officers must take to resolve the concern.

In some situations, especially addressing incomplete or unclear information, comments may seek
clarification in order to then assess whether further specific concerns may exist.

The ATR documentation in DrChecks will include the text of each ATR concern, the PDT response, a
brief summary of the pertinent points in any discussion, including any vertical team coordination (the
vertical team includes the district, RMO, MSC, and HQUSACE), and the agreed upon resolution. If
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an ATR concern cannot be satisfactorily resolved between the ATR team and the PDT, it will be
elevated to the vertical team for further resolution in accordance with the policy issue resolution
process described in either ER 1110-1-12 or ER 1105-2-100, Appendix H, as appropriate. Unresolved
concerns can be closed in DrChecks with a notation that the concern has been elevated to the vertical
team for resolution.

At the conclusion of each ATR effort, the ATR team will prepare a Review Report summarizing the
review. Review Reports will be considered an integral part of the ATR documentation and shall:

= |dentify the document(s) reviewed and the purpose of the review

= Disclose the names of the reviewers, their organizational affiliations, and include a short
paragraph on both the credentials and relevant experiences of each reviewer

= Include the charge to the reviewers

= Describe the nature of their review and their findings and conclusions

= |dentify and summarize each unresolved issue (if any)

*= Include a verbatim copy of each reviewer's comments (either with or without specific
attributions), or represent the views of the group as a whole, including any disparate and
dissenting views

ATR may be certified when all ATR concerns are either resolved or referred to the vertical team for
resolution and the ATR documentation is complete. The ATR Lead will prepare a Statement of
Technical Review certifying that the issues raised by the ATR team have been resolved (or elevated
to the vertical team). A Statement of Technical Review should be completed, based on work reviewed
to date. A sample Statement of Technical Review is included in Attachment 2.

INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW (IEPR)

Decision on IEPR. In accordance with EC 1165-2-214, Paragraph 11, using a Type | IEPR will be
mandatory for the MRSC Deepening GRR as the cost of the project will exceed the $200 million
threshold. Additionally, the EIS will need to be supplemented and is over 30 years old.

Products to Undergo Type | IEPR. Products to undergo the Type | IEPR include:
= Draft GRR and SEIS with supporting documentation.
= Public comments will be provided to the IEPR Panel.

Required Type | IEPR Panel Expertise. Additional team members for expertise in other disciplines
may be added by the RMO as the review progresses.

IEPR Panel Members/Disciplines Expertise Required

Planning

The Planning panel member should be from academia, a public
agency, a non-governmental entity, or an Architect-Engineer or
Consulting Firm with at least a Bachelors degree and have 15
years demonstrated experience as a senior water resources planner
who has worked with project teams to identify and evaluate
measures and alternatives using appropriate  planning
methodologies to address navigation (dredging) projects in a
coastal inland waterway system. Must have extensive experience
reviewing the analysis with which the measures and alternatives
were evaluated and determining that they are sufficiently
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IEPR Panel Members/Disciplines

Expertise Required

comprehensive and complete to result in approval of a
recommended alternative. Review the documentation of the
selection of a recommended plan and ensure the team used an
approved plan selection methodology. Five years experience
directly dealing with USACE planning process as outlined in ER
1105-2-100, Planning Guidance  Notebook, is highly
recommended.

Economics

The Economics panel member should 15 years demonstrated
experience or combined equivalent of education and experience.
Should have MS degree or higher in economics and be a
recognized expert in applied economics related to transportation
economics including experience with financing transportation
infrastructure and national and international logistics and
transportation requirements. Should have experience working with
risk informed approaches to decision making, risk models and
disaster scenarios with regard to economic impact.

Environmental

The Environmental panel member should be a scientist from
academia, a public agency, a non-government entity, or an
Architect-Engineer or Consulting Firm with a minimum 15 years
demonstrated experience working with the NEPA impact
assessment of public works projects. The panel member should
have a minimum MS degree or higher in an appropriate field of
study. Experience should encompass determining the scope and
appropriate methodologies for environmental impact analyses for
projects and programs with high public and interagency interests
and having project impacts to nearby sensitive habitats along the
Mississippi River or similar systems. Should have detailed
knowledge of the National Environmental Protection Act,
Endangered Species Act with regional knowledge of south
Louisiana specific regulatory requirements, and Federal services
regulations. Active participation in related professional societies is
encouraged.

Hydrology and Hydraulic (H&H)
Engineering

The H&H Engineering panel member should have 15 years
demonstrated experience or combined equivalent of education and
experience assessing navigation (dredging) projects in an inland
waterway system. Member should be a Registered Professional
Engineer from academia, a public agency, or an Architect-
Engineer or Consulting Firm with at least a Bachelors degree.
Should have direct H&H design or construction management
experience centered on navigation design and construction along
the coastal inland waterway system. Should also have 5-10 years
experience working with numerical modeling applications for
navigation projects. Should be familiar with USACE applications
of risk and uncertainty analysis in navigation transportation
projects. Active participation in related professional societies is
encouraged.

Geotechnical Engineering

The Geotechnical Engineering panel member should have a
minimum 20 years demonstrated experience and graduate study in
soils engineering or related field. Member should be a Registered
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IEPR Panel Members/Disciplines Expertise Required

Professional Engineer from academia, a public agency, or an
Architect-Engineer or Consulting Firm with at least a MS degree.
Must have lock and dam design and construction experience.
Should have several years of direct experience with regard to
navigation as either a designer or construction project engineer.
Must be skillful with the USACE risk informed approach to
navigation transportation and flood risk reduction projects. Active
participation in related professional societies is encouraged.

Structural Engineering

The Structural Engineering panel member should have a minimum
15 years demonstrated civil engineering experience or combined
equivalent of education and experience assessing navigation
(dredging) projects. Member should be a Registered Professional
Engineer from academia, a public agency, or an Architect-
Engineer or Consulting Firm with at least a Bachelors degree.
Should have direct civil engineering design or construction
management experience with regard to salt water sills, levees,
weirs, and other navigation elements. Active participation in
related professional societies is encouraged.

C.

Documentation of Type | IEPR. The IEPR panel will be selected and managed by an Outside
Eligible Organization (OEO) per EC 1165-2-214, Appendix D. DrChecks will be utilized to
document this review. Panel comments will be compiled by the OEO and should address the
adequacy and acceptability of the economic, engineering and environmental methods, models, and
analyses used. IEPR comments should generally include the same four key parts as described for
ATR comments in Section 4.d above. Panel members will not be nominated by the Corps or the
public, including scientific or professional societies. The OEO will prepare a final Review Report
that will accompany the publication of the final decision document and shall:

= Disclose the names of the reviewers, their organizational affiliations, and include a short
paragraph on both the credentials and relevant experiences of each reviewer;

= Include the charge to the reviewers;

= Describe the nature of their review and their findings and conclusions; and,

= Include a verbatim copy of each reviewer's comments (either with or without specific
attributions), or represent the views of the group as a whole, including any disparate and
dissenting views.

The final Review Report will be submitted by the OEO no later than 60 days following the close of
the public comment period for the draft decision document. USACE shall consider all
recommendations contained in the Review Report and prepare a written response for all
recommendations adopted or not adopted. The final decision document will summarize the Review
Report and USACE response. The Review Report and USACE response will be made available to the
public, including through electronic means on the internet.

POLICY AND LEGAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW
All decision documents will be reviewed throughout the GRR process for their compliance with law

and policy. Guidance for policy and legal compliance reviews is addressed in Appendix H, ER 1105-
2-100. These reviews culminate in determinations that the recommendations in the reports and the
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supporting analyses and coordination comply with law and policy, and warrant approval or further
recommendation to higher authority by the home MSC Commander. DQC and ATR augment and
complement the policy review processes by addressing compliance with pertinent published Army
policies, particularly policies on analytical methods and the presentation of findings in decision
documents.

8. COST ENGINEERING AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW AND MANDATORY CENTER
OF EXPERTISE (MCX) REVIEW AND CERTIFICATION

All decision documents shall be coordinated with the Cost Engineering ATR and MCX, located in the
Walla Walla District. The MCX will assist in determining the expertise needed on the ATR team and in
the development of the review charge(s). The MCX will also provide the Cost Engineering MCX
certification. The RMO is responsible for coordination with the Cost Engineering MCX.

9. MODEL CERTIFICATION AND APPROVAL

EC 1105-2-412 mandates the use of certified or approved models for all planning activities to ensure the
models are technically and theoretically sound, compliant with USACE policy, computationally accurate,
and based on reasonable assumptions. Planning models, for the purposes of the EC, are defined as any
models and analytical tools that planners use to define water resources management problems and
opportunities, to formulate potential alternatives to address the problems and take advantage of the
opportunities, to evaluate potential effects of alternatives and to support decision making. The use of a
certified/approved planning model does not constitute technical review of the planning product. The
selection and application of the model and the input and output data is still the responsibility of the users
and is subject to DQC, ATR, and IEPR (if required).

EC 1105-2-412 does not cover engineering models used in planning. The responsible use of well-known
and proven USACE developed and commercial engineering software will continue and the professional
practice of documenting the application of the software and modeling results will be followed. As part of
the USACE Scientific and Engineering Technology (SET) Initiative, many engineering models have been
identified as preferred or acceptable for use on Corps studies and these models should be used whenever
appropriate. The selection and application of the model and the input and output data is still the
responsibility of the users and is subject to DQC, ATR, and IEPR (if required).

a. Planning Models. The following planning models are anticipated to be used in the development of
the decision document.

Model Name and Brief Description of the Model and Certification /
Version How It Will Be Applied in the Study Approval
Status

HarborSym is a discrete event Monte-Carlo simulation model
designed to facilitate economic analyses of proposed navigation
improvement projects in coastal harbors. The model captures
fleet and loading changes, incorporates calculations for both
within harbor costs and costs associated with ocean voyage
costs. It was developed by the Institute for Water Resources
(IWR) as a planning-level tool for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers planners. As a USACE certified model it facilitates
analyses of channel deepening projects as well as widening
projects at coastal ports.

Harbor Simulation
Model
(HarborSym)

Certified
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Wetland Value
Assessment (WVA)

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service Habitat Evaluation
Procedure (HEP) (USFWS, 1980) (certified) is used to evaluate
habitat conditions that would result from alternative plans. A
habitat suitability index (HSI) for indicator species is derived
by aggregating suitability indices (SlIs) critical for habitat
variables. These Sls are based on field measurements for
existing conditions and on professional judgment for future
conditions under alternative plans. The index ranges from 0.0
to 1.0, with 1.0 representing the highest habitat quality
possible. A habitat unit (HU) is the product of the HSI
multiplied by an area (acre) of available habitat. HSIs and Hus
were developed for different times during the period of analysis
(at year 1, 15, 25, and 50), and HUs are annualized to estimate
an average annual habitat unit (AAHU).

Certified

b. Engineering Models. The following engineering models are anticipated to be used in the
development of the decision document:

Model Name and
Version

Brief Description of the Model and
How It Will Be Applied in the Study

Approval
Status

HEC-RAS 6T
(River Analysis
System)

The Hydrologic Engineering Center’s River Analysis System
(HEC-RAS) program provides the capability to perform one-
dimensional steady and unsteady flow river hydraulics
calculations. The program will be used for steady flow analysis
to evaluate the future without- and with-project conditions
along the Mississippi River Chip Channel Gulf to Baton Rouge
corridor.

USACE
Approved
Model

ADH (Adaptive
Hydraulics
Modeling)

The two-dimensional sediment model will provide information
concerning the spatial and temporal variability of sediment
transport and morphology change in the river. The two-
dimensional model provides a shorter simulation (5-years) but
provided valuable insight to the locations of sediment delivery,
scour and deposition.

USACE
Approved
Model

Delft 3D

The three-dimensional salinity model will provide information
on the salt-wedge toe location under the existing conditions and
deepened conditions. It will illustrate changes to the
relationship of the toe location and Mississippi River discharge
between existing and deepened channel conditions. Any
changes in this relationship will be used to estimate the
potential of an increased need to construct the salt water barrier
sill.

USACE
Approved
Model

c. Model Certification/Approval.

community and does not need any special allowances or certification for its use.
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10. REVIEW SCHEDULES AND COSTS

A full accounting of review costs is based on SMART Planning principles but is also dependent upon the
frequency of reviews and the amount of time required per review. Coordination with the RMO is
necessary to accurately capture how often and for how long the ATR team will be engaged with the
decision document process. Initial estimates to carry out Review Plan tasks during the GRR effort
include:

Activity Cost Schedule
- MVN DQC: $70,000
- ATR (Draft): $70,000 Sep 16-Marl7
- ATR (Final) $50,000 TBD
- IEPR: $150,000 Sep 16-Sep 17

A schedule has been developed and is contained in the PMP. All technical, policy, and external peer
reviews will take place during the public review period which occurs between the TSP milestone and the
Agency Decision Milestone. The timing and cost of interim reviews, if necessary, will be addressed in
Review Plan updates when that information becomes available.

11. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The public will have several opportunities to comment on the GRR documents through a public
involvement plan implemented through a notice of study initiation, public meetings, and public
workshops. This will allow the USACE the opportunity to exchange information with the public and
ensure that individuals with an interest in the study are identified and contacted allowing them to voice
their views and concerns relative to the study process.

Public meetings and workshops will be conducted to gather and provide feedback from the public,
formulate a consensus, and generally keep interested parties informed. A public meeting will be
scheduled subsequent to the public release of the draft GRR and SEIS to present the study conclusions.
Throughout the study other public meetings and workshops will be held as necessary.

12. REVIEW PLAN APPROVAL AND UPDATES

The Mississippi Valley Division Commander is responsible for approving this Review Plan. The
Commander’s approval reflects vertical team input (involving district, MSC, RMO, and HQUSACE
members) as to the appropriate scope and level of review for the decision document. Like the PMP, the
Review Plan is a living document and may change as the study progresses. The home district is
responsible for keeping the Review Plan up to date. Minor changes to the review plan since the last MSC
Commander approval are documented in Attachment 3. Significant changes to the Review Plan (such as
changes to the scope and/or level of review) should be re-approved by the MSC Commander following
the process used for initially approving the plan. The latest version of the Review Plan, along with the
Commanders’ approval memorandum, should be posted on the Home District’s webpage. The latest
Review Plan should also be provided to the RMO and home MSC.

13. REVIEW PLAN POINTS OF CONTACT
Public questions and/or comments on this review plan can be directed to the following points of contact:
=  Tim Axtman — MVN Senior Planner; (504) 862-1921; Timothy.J.Axtman@usace.army.mil

= Steven Keen — MVN Project Manager; (504) 862-2915; steven.e.keen@usace.army.mil
= Kimberly Otto - DDNPCX Review Manager; (251) 694-3842; Kimberly.p.otto@usace.army.mil
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ATTACHMENT 1: TEAM ROSTERS

Project Delivery Team

Name

Discipline

Phone

Email

Marti Lucore

Sr. Proj. Manager

504 862-2057

marti.m.lucore@usace.army.mil

Steven Keen

Project Manager

504 862-2915

steven.e.keen@usace.army.mil

Tim Axtman Sr. Planner 504 862-1921 timothy.j.axtman@usace.army.mil
Travis Creel Planner 504 862-1071 travis.j.creel@usace.army.mil

Mark Haab Sr. Economist 504 862-2497 mark.e.haab@usace.army.mil

Matt Napolitano Economist 504 862-2445 matthew.p.napolitano@usace.army.mil
Richard Boe Sr. Environmentalist | 504 862-1505 richard.e.boe@usace.army.mil

Steve Roberts Environmentalist 504 862-2517 steve.w.roberts@usace.army.mil

Pam Fischer Realty Spec. 504 862-1157 pamela.fischer@usace.army.mil

Judy Gutierrez Sr. Realty Spec. 504 862-2575 judith.y.gutierrez@usace.army.mil

Pam Deloach Project Engineer 504 862-2621 pamela.a.deloach@usace.army.mil

Richard Broussard

Civil Engineer

504 862-2402

richard.w.broussard@usace.army.mil

Keith O’Cain

Sr. Civil Engineer

504 862-2746

keith.j.o’cain@usace.army.mil

Eric Salamone

Cost Engineer

504 862-1676

benjamin.e.salamone@usace.army.mil

Keely Crowder

H&H Engineer

504 862-2114

keely.crowder@usace.army.mil

Valerie Desselles

Geotech Engineer

504 862-2254

valerie.j.desselles@usace.army.mil

Shauniqua Thomas

Project Engineer

504-862-1335

shauniqua.l.thomas@usace.army.mil

Ed Creef

Environmentalist

504 862-2521

edward.d.creef@usace.army.mil

Michelle Kornick

Operations Manager

504 862-1842

michelle.s.kornick@usace.army.mil

Gary Leblanc

Construction Mgr.

504 862-2751

Gary.R.Leblanc.army.mil

Noel Grego-Delgado

Relocations Engr.

504 862-1078

noel.grego-delgado@usace.army.mil

Mary Kinsey Counsel 504 862-2828 mary.v.kinsey@usace.army.mil
Karen Roselli Counsel 504-862-2137 karen.e.roselli@usace.army.mil
DQC Team (to be determined)
Name Office Phone Email

Plan Formulator

Economics Rep.

Environmental Rep.

Hydraulics Rep.

Cost Estimator

Relocations Rep.

Structures Rep.

Geotechnical Rep.

Construction Rep.

Real Estate Rep.
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ATR Team (to be determined)

Name Office Phone Email
See table above for
disciplines.
RMO Contacts (to be determined)
Name Office Phone Email
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ATTACHMENT 2: SAMPLE STATEMENT OF TECHNICAL REVIEW FOR DECSION
DOCUMENTS
COMPLETION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW

The Agency Technical Review (ATR) has been completed for the General Re-evaluation Report for Mississippi River
Ship Channel, Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The ATR was conducted as defined in the project’s Review Plan to
comply with the requirements of EC 1165-2-214. During the ATR, compliance with established policy principles
and procedures, utilizing justified and valid assumptions, was verified. This included review of: assumptions,
methods, procedures, and material used in analyses, alternatives evaluated, the appropriateness of data used and
level obtained, and reasonableness of the results, including whether the product meets the customer’s needs
consistent with law and existing US Army Corps of Engineers policy. The ATR also assessed the District Quality
Control (DQC) documentation and made the determination that the DQC activities employed appear to be
appropriate and effective. All comments resulting from the ATR have been resolved and the comments have been
closed in DrChecks™.

SIGNATURE

Name Date
ATR Team Leader
Office Symbol/Company

SIGNATURE

Name Date
Project Manager

Office Symbol
SIGNATURE

Name Date
Avrchitect Engineer Project Manager*
Company, location

SIGNATURE

Name Date
Review Management Office Representative

Office Symbol

CERTIFICATION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW
Significant concerns and the explanation of the resolution are as follows: Describe the major technical concerns and
their resolution.

As noted above, all concerns resulting from the ATR of the project have been fully resolved.

SIGNATURE

Name Date
Chief, Engineering Division
Office Symbol

SIGNATURE

Name Date
Chief, Planning Division
Office Symbol

! Only needed if some portion of the ATR was contracted
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ATTACHMENT 3: REVIEW PLAN REVISIONS

Revision Date

Description of Change

Page / Paragraph
Number
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ATTACHMENT 4: ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Term Definition Term Definition
ASA(CW) Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil | O&M Operation and maintenance
Works
ATR Agency Technical Review OMB Office and Management and Budget
DPR Detailed Project Report OMRR&R | Operation, Maintenance, Repair,
Replacement and Rehabilitation
DQC District Quality Control/Quality OEO Outside Eligible Organization
Assurance
DX Directory of Expertise OSE Other Social Effects
EA Environmental Assessment PCX Planning Center of Expertise
EC Engineer Circular PDT Project Delivery Team
EIS Environmental Impact Statement PMP Project Management Plan
EO Executive Order PL Public Law
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency | QMP Quality Management Plan
GRR General Reevaluation Report QA Quality Assurance
Home The District or MSC responsible for the QC Quality Control
District/MSC | preparation of the decision document
HQUSACE | Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of RED Regional Economic Development
Engineers
IEPR Independent External Peer Review RMC Risk Management Center
RMO Review Management Organization
ITR Independent Technical Review
LRR Limited Reevaluation Report SAR Safety Assurance Review
MSC Major Subordinate Command USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
MVD Mississippi Valley Division WRDA Water Resources Development Act
NED National Economic Development SEIS Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
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Review Plan Checklist
For Decision Documents

Date: 12 MAY 2015

Originating District: MVN

Project/Study Title: Mississippi River Ship Channel Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana, GRR
PWI #:

District POC: Steven Keen (504) 862-2915

PCX Reviewer: Kim Otto

Please fill out this checklist and submit with the draft Review Plan when coordinating with the
appropriate PCX. Any evaluation boxes checked ‘No’ indicate the RP may not comply with ER
1105-2-410 (22 Aug 2008) and should be explained. Additional coordination and issue
resolution may be required prior to MSC approval of the Review Plan.

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE EVALUATION
1. Is the Review Plan (RP) a stand alone EC 1105-2-410, | Yes [X] No [ |
document? Para 8a

a. Does itinclude a cover page identifying it a. Yes [X] No []
as a RP and listing the project/study title,
originating district or office, and date of the b. Yes[X] No[]
plan?

c. Yes X No[]

b. Does it include a table of contents?

d. Yes [X] No[ ]

c. Isthe purpose of the RP clearly stated and
EC 1105-2-410 referenced? e. Yes X No[]

d. Does it reference the Project Management f. Yes[X] No[]

Plan (PMP) of which the RP is a
component? g. Yes X No []

e. Does it succinctly describe the three levels Comments: Itemc: EC
of peer review: District Quality Control 1105-2-410 has expired,;
(DQC), Agency Technical Review (ATR), therefore RP references
and Independent External Peer Review current guidance, EC
(IEPR)? 1165-2-214.

f. Does itinclude a paragraph stating the
title, subject, and purpose of the decision
document to be reviewed?

g. Does it list the names and disciplines of EC 1105-2-410,
the Project Delivery Team (PDT)?* Appendix B,

Para 4a

*Note: It is highly recommended to put all team

member names and contact information in an

appendix for easy updating as team members

change or the RP is updated.

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 1 Ver 03.02.09
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2. Is the RP detailed enough to assess the EC 1105-2-410, | Yes [X] No [ |
necessary level and focus of peer review? Appendix B,
Para 3a
a. Does it indicate which parts of the study EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes[X] No[_]
will likely be challenging? Appendix B,
Para 3a b. Yes X No[_]
b. Does it provide a preliminary assessment EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes [X] No []
of where the project risks are likely to Appendix B,
occur and what the magnitude of those Para 3a d. Yes[X] No[ ]
risks might be?
e. Yes[X] No[]

c. Does it indicate if the project/study will
require preparation of an environmental
impact statement (EIS)?

Will an EIS be prepared? Yes [X] No [ ]
If yes, IEPR is required.

d. Does it address if the project report is likely

to contain influential scientific information
or be a highly influential scientific
assessment?

Is it likely? Yes [ ] No [X
If yes, IEPR is required.

e. Does it address if the project is likely to

have significant economic, environmental,

and social affects to the nation, such as
(but not limited to):

¢ more than negligible adverse impacts

on scarce or unique cultural, historic, or

tribal resources?

e substantial adverse impacts on fish and

wildlife species or their habitat, prior to
implementation of mitigation?

e more than negligible adverse impact on

species listed as endangered or

threatened, or to the designated critical

habitat of such species, under the
Endangered Species Act, prior to
implementation of mitigation?

Is it likely? Yes [ ] No [X]
If yes, IEPR is required.

EC 1105-2-410
Para 7c & 8f

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4b

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 6¢

EC 1105-2-410
Para 8f

EC 1105-2-410
Para 8f

EC 1105-2-410
Para 8f

Comments: A
Supplemental EIS will
be prepared.

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 2

Ver 03.02.09
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f. Does it address if the project/study is likely
to have significant interagency interest?

Is it likely? Yes [ ] No [X]
If yes, IEPR is required.

g. Does it address if the project/study likely
involves significant threat to human life
(safety assurance)?

Is it likely? Yes [] No [X
If yes, IEPR is required.

h. Does it provide an estimated total project
cost?

What is the estimated cost: in excess of $200

million
(best current estimate; may be a range)

Is it > $45 million? Yes [X] No [ ]
If yes, IEPR is required.

i. Does it address if the project/study will
likely be highly controversial, such as if
there will be a significant public dispute as
to the size, nature, or effects of the project
or to the economic or environmental costs
or benefits of the project?

Is it likely? Yes [ ] No [X
If yes, IEPR is required.

j- Does it address if the information in the
decision document will likely be based on
novel methods, present complex
challenges for interpretation, contain
precedent-setting methods or models, or
present conclusions that are likely to
change prevailing practices?

Is it likely? Yes [ ] No [X]
If yes, IEPR is required.

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 6¢

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 1b

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 1b

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 1b

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 1b

f. Yes[X] No[]
g. Yes [X] No[]
h. Yes [X] No[]
i. Yes[X] No[]
j. Yes[X] No[]

Comments:
be performed.

3. Does the RP define the appropriate level of

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No|[ ]

peer review for the project/study? Para 8a
a. Does it state that DQC will be managed by | EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes X No [ ]
the home district in accordance with the Para 7a
Major Subordinate Command (MSC) and
district Quality Management Plans?
Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 3 Ver 03.02.09
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b. Does it state that ATR will be conducted or
managed by the lead PCX?

c. Does it state whether IEPR will be
performed?

Will IEPR be performed? Yes X No [ ]

d. Does it provide a defensible rationale for
the decision on IEPR?

e. Does it state that IEPR will be managed by
an Outside Eligible Organization, external
to the Corps of Engineers?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 3a

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4b

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7c

b. Yes X No[]
c. Yes[X] No[]
d. Yes [X] No[ ]

e. YesX] No[ In/al[]

Comments:

4. Does the RP explain how ATR will be

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ ]

accomplished? Appendix B,
Para 4l
a. Does it identify the anticipated number of | EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No []
reviewers? Appendix B,
Para 4f b. Yes[X] No[]
b. Does it provide a succinct description of EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes[X] No []
the primary disciplines or expertise needed | Appendix B,
for the review (not simply a list of Para 4g d. Yes X No []
disciplines)?
e. Yes X No[ ]
c. Does it indicate that ATR team members EC 1105-2-410,
will be from outside the home district? Para 7b f. Yes[ ] No[]n/alX
d. Does it indicate that the ATR team leader EC 1105-2-410, | Comments:
will be from outside the home MSC? Para 7b
e. Does the RP state that the lead PCX is EC 1105-2-410,
responsible for identifying the ATR team Appendix B,
members and indicate if candidates will be | Para 4k(1)
nominated by the home district/ MSC?
f. If the reviewers are listed by name, does EC 1105-2-410,
the RP describe the qualifications and Appendix B,
years of relevant experience of the ATR Para 4k(1)
team members?*
*Note: It is highly recommended to put all team
member names and contact information in an
appendix for easy updating as team members
change or the RP is updated.
Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 4 Ver 03.02.09
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5. Does the RP explain how IEPR will be

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ Jn/al]

accomplished? Appendix B,
Para 4k &
Appendix D
a. Does it identify the anticipated number of EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No[_]
reviewers? Appendix B,
Para 4f b. Yes[X] No[]
b. Does it provide a succinct description of EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes [X] No []
the primary disciplines or expertise needed | Appendix B,
for the review (not simply a list of Para 4g d. Yes X No []
disciplines)?
Comments:
c. Does it indicate that the IEPR reviewers EC 1105-2-410,
will be selected by an Outside Eligible Appendix B,
Organization and if candidates will be Para 4k(1) &
nominated by the Corps of Engineers? Appendix D,
Para 2a

d. Does it indicate the IEPR will address all
the underlying planning, safety assurance,
engineering, economic, and environmental
analyses, not just one aspect of the
project?

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7c

6. Does the RP address peer review of
sponsor in-kind contributions?

Yes X No[ ]

a. Does the RP list the expected in-kind
contributions to be provided by the
sponsor?

b. Does it explain how peer review will be
accomplished for those in-kind
contributions?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4j

a. Yes X No[]
b. Yes[ ] No[ ] n/a[X
Comments: NFS will

not provide WIK
contributions.

7. Does the RP address how the peer review
will be documented?

Yes [X] No|[ ]

a. Does the RP address the requirement to
document ATR and IEPR comments using
DrChecks?

b. Does the RP explain how the IEPR will be
documented in a Review Report?

c. Does the RP document how written
responses to the IEPR Review Report will
be prepared?

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 8g(1)

EC1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4k(13)(b)

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4l

a. Yes[X] No[]

b. Yes[X] No[ ]n/a[]
c. YesX] No[ In/al]
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d. Does the RP detail how the district/PCX
will disseminate the final IEPR Review
Report, USACE response, and all other
materials related to the IEPR on the
internet and include them in the applicable
decision document?

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 8g(2) &
Appendix B,
Para 4l

d. YesX] No[ In/al[]

Comments:

8. Does the RP address Policy Compliance
and Legal Review?

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7d

Yes [X] No|[ ]

Comments:

9. Does the RP present the tasks, timing and

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes X No[ ]

sequence (including deferrals), and costs of Appendix B,
reviews? Para 4c &
Appendix C,
Para 3d
a. Does it provide a schedule for ATR EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No []
including review of the Feasibility Scoping | Appendix C,
Meeting (FSM) materials, Alternative Para 3g b. Yes ] No [
Formulation Briefing (AFB) materials, draft
report, and final report? c. Yes[X] No[ |n/a[]
b. Does it include interim ATR reviews for key | EC 1105-2-410, | d. Yes X No [ ]
technical products? Appendix C,
Para 3g Comments: RP notes

c. Does it present the timing and sequencing
for IEPR?

d. Does itinclude cost estimates for the peer
reviews?

that timing and cost of
interim reviews, if
needed, will be
addressed in RP
updates.

10. Does the RP indicate the study will
address Safety Assurance factors?

Factors to be considered include:

e Where failure leads to significant threat to
human life

¢ Novel methods\complexity\ precedent-
setting models\policy changing
conclusions

¢ Innovative materials or technigues

o Design lacks redundancy, resiliency of
robustness

e Unique construction sequence or
acquisition plans

o Reduced\overlapping design construction
schedule

EC 1105-2-410,
Para2 &
Appendix D,
Para 1c

Yes[ ] No [ ]Jn/alX

Comments: RP notes
that issues related to
the safety assurance
factors noted are not
anticipated.
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11. Does the RP address model certification
requirements?

EC 1105-2-407

Yes X No[ ]

a. Does it list the models and data anticipated
to be used in developing recommendations
(including mitigation models)?

b. Does it indicate the certification/approval
status of those models and if certification
or approval of any model(s) will be
needed?

c. If needed, does the RP propose the
appropriate level of certification/approval
for the model(s) and how it will be
accomplished?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4i

a. Yes X No[]

b. Yes X No[_]
c. Yes[ ] No[ ]n/alX
Comments: only

certified models will be
used

12. Does the RP address opportunities for
public participation?

Yes [X] No|[ ]

a. Does it indicate how and when there will
be opportunities for public comment on the
decision document?

b. Does it indicate when significant and
relevant public comments will be provided
to reviewers before they conduct their
review?

c. Does it address whether the public,
including scientific or professional
societies, will be asked to nominate
potential external peer reviewers?

d. Does the RP list points of contact at the

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4d

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4e

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4h

EC 1105-2-410,

a. Yes[X] No[]
b. Yes [X] No[]
c. Yes[X] No[]
d. Yes [X] No[ ]

Comments:

home district and the lead PCX for Appendix B,

inquiries about the RP? Para 4a
13. Does the RP address coordination with the | EC 1105-2-410, | Yes [X] No [ ]
appropriate Planning Centers of Expertise? Para 8a

a. Does it state if the project is single or multi-
purpose? Single X] Multi []

List purposes: Navigation: Channel
Deepening

b. Does itidentify the lead PCX for peer
review? Lead PCX: DD

c. If multi-purpose, has the lead PCX
coordinated the review of the RP with the
other PCXs as appropriate?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 3c

a. Yes X No[ ]
b. Yes[X] No[]
c. Yes[ ] No[ ]n/alX

Comments:
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14. Does the RP address coordination with the
Cost Engineering Directory of Expertise (DX)
in Walla Walla District for ATR of cost
estimates, construction schedules and
contingencies for all documents requiring
Congressional authorization?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 3

Yes [X] No|[ ]

a. Does it state if the decision document will
require Congressional authorization?

b. If Congressional authorization is required,
does the state that coordination will occur
with the Cost Engineering DX?

a. Yes[X] No[]

b. Yes[ ] No[ ]n/a[X

Comments:
Congressional
authorization is not
required.

15. Other Considerations: This checklist
highlights the minimum requirements for an RP
based on EC 1105-2-410. Additional factors to
consider in preparation of the RP include, but may
not be limited to:

a. Is arequest from a State Governor or the
head of a Federal or state agency to
conduct IEPR likely?

b. Is the home district expecting to submit a
waiver to exclude the project study from
IEPR?

c. Are there additional Peer Review
requirements specific to the home MSC or
district (as described in the Quality
Management Plan for the MSC or district)?

d. Are there additional Peer Review needs
unique to the project study?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 1b

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix D,
Para 1d

Comments:

Detailed Comments and Backcheck: KPO 12 May 2015
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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in partnership with the non-Federal sponsor (NFS),
the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LaDOTD), propose construction
to deepen the existing Mississippi River Ship Channel (MRSC), Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana,
project (sometimes referenced as the Baton Rouge, Louisiana to the Gulf of Mexico project).
Currently, the project provides deep draft navigation along the lower portion of the Mississippi
River from the Gulf of Mexico to the city of Baton Rouge, LA. Specifically, the MRSC allows for
deep draft access to the Louisiana ports of Plaguemines, New Orleans, South Louisiana, and Baton
Rouge. In 1985, the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1985, Public Law 99-88 authorized the
deepening of the existing channel (with the exception of that portion of the channel within the
limits of the Port of New Orleans from its original depth of 40 feet (ft) to a depth of 55 ft in
accordance with the Report of the Chief of Engineers dated April 9, 1983, SUBJECT: “Mississippi
River Ship Channel, Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana” (1983 Report). Construction of the channel
was planned in three phases. Among other things, the first phase deepened the channel to 45 ft
from the Gulf of Mexico to Donaldsonville, LA, and the second phase deepened the channel to 45
ft from Donaldsonville, LA to Baton Rouge, LA. The third phase planned to deepen the entire
channel from the Gulf to Baton Rouge, LA to 55 ft. At the time of this report, the third phase has
not been constructed.

The current depth of the MRSC results in the need for vessels such as bulk carriers and tankers to
light load to navigate the channel and reach the ports. This results in increased transportation cost.
High shoaling rates also result in an increase in sediment deposition, which creates maintenance
inefficiencies, and increases dredge cycles. There is an opportunity to reduce transportation costs
by increasing the channel depth and minimizing the need for light loading of vessels. There is also
the opportunity to increase efficiencies of operation and maintenance.

This integrated draft general reevaluation report (GRR) and supplemental environmental impact
statement (SEIS) was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of the reevaluation study and accompanying GRR and SEIS is
to evaluate alternative plans (including the no-action plan) to examine whether navigation
improvements to deepen the existing MRSC from the current depth of 45 ft up to a depth of 50 ft
are warranted and in the Federal. The report details the planning process by describing the existing
problems and opportunities, the development and evaluation of alternatives, and the selection of
the National Economic Development (NED) plan. Additionally, the report describes the
environmental resources in the project area; evaluates the potential adverse and beneficial direct,
indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of the alternative plans; and identifies avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures. The draft report concludes by identifying the Tentatively
Selected Plan (TSP) and a plan for implementing the TSP.
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The TSP for the next phase of construction is to deepen the MRSC to a depth of 50 ft in the lower
Mississippi from river mile (RM) 13.4, above head of passes (AHP), to RM 22, below head of
passes (BHP), and to deepen the three crossings, Richbend, Belmont, and Fairview located within
the Port of South Louisiana to a depth of 50 ft. This is also the NED plan, which maximizes net
benefits to the nation.

Upon completion of the public review period and consideration of all comments received from the
public, other agencies (both Federal and non-Federal), Agency Technical Review, and
Independent External Peer Review, the report will be finalized with incorporation of pertinent
comments.

Please send comments or questions on this draft report to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
Orleans District, Attention: Sandra Stiles, P.O. Box 60267, New Orleans, LA 70160-0267, by e-
mail: MSRCAdmin@usace.army.mil or by Fax: (504) 862-1892. Please direct questions by
telephone: (504) 862-1583. Notice of Availability of this draft GRR and SEIS appeared in the
Federal Register (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collectionCode=FR). An
electronic version of this GRR and SEIS can be found on the USACE New Orleans District website
at http://www.mvn.usace.army.mil/About/Mississippi-River-Ship-Channel/.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Description of Report: This report is an integrated draft general reevaluation report (GRR) and
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS). This report updates the 1981 feasibility
study and environmental impact statement (EIS) entitled “Deep-Draft Access to the Ports of New
Orleans and Baton Rouge, Louisiana” prepared for the Mississippi River Ship Channel (MRSC),
Gulf to Baton Rouge, LA, dated July 1981, and as approved by a Chief of Engineers Report dated
April 9 1983, SUBJECT: “Mississippi River Ship Channel, Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana”
(1983 Chief’s Report). The GRR and SEIS describe the formulation and evaluation of alternatives
plans considered to address the navigation needs of the MRSC; economic and environmental
conditions and potential effects of the alternative plans; environmental mitigation; and project
costs and implementation information.

Description of Project: MRSC, Gulf to Baton Rouge, LA, project is a deep draft navigation
channel, providing deep draft navigation access to ports located along the Mississippi River in
Southeast Louisiana. The project area begins near Baton Rouge, Louisiana beginning at river mile
(RM) 232.4 Above Head of Passes (AHP) and extends to the Gulf of Mexico ending at RM 22
Below Head of Passes (BHP) (Figure ES-1). The channel services four of the top ten ports in the
United States: the Port of Greater Baton Rouge (Port of Baton Rouge), the Port of South Louisiana,
the Port of New Orleans, and the Plaguemines Port, Harbor and Terminal District (Port of
Plaquemines). The Port of South Louisiana is the largest port in the nation in terms of tonnage.
The non-Federal sponsor (NFS) is the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
(LaDOTD).

Problems and Need: The 1983 Chief’s Report identified the navigation problems resulting from
inadequate channel depths and widths to accommodate deep draft vessels. The 1983 Chief’s
Report identified the need for dry bulk carriers and tankers to light load in order to navigate the
channel and reach the ports along the Mississippi, “as smaller, obsolete vessels are replaced with
larger and more efficient ships, the percentage of light-loaded traffic will increase under the
existing channel dimensions. There is a need to achieve higher economic efficiencies and savings
in transportation costs by providing larger navigation channels to the Port of Baton Rouge and the
New Orleans.” That report serves as the basis for the 1985 authorization to deepen the channel
(with the exception of the portion of the channel within the Port of New Orleans which is limited
to a 40 ft depth) to 55 ft, and the implementation of the first and second phase of construction to
45 ft. The projection of future vessels and fleet size has continued to grow; therefore, the problems
and needs identified in the 1983 Chief’s Report still apply today.

Draft Integrated November 2016
Report and SEIS Page iii



Mississippi River
& # Baton Rouge to the
‘ Gulf of Mexico

8 Nme 168‘3’AHP

Port of
South Louisiana #1

Mile 115 AHP

New Orleans
Harbor

Head of Passes
<" (Mile 0)

Southwest Pass ey,

s - Mile 18.0 BHP -
Gulf of Mexico Mile 22 BHP
45’ x 600’

Figure ES-1 Projectlocation

The current depths of the MRSC cannot fully accommodate shipping traffic resulting in ships light
loading. High shoaling rates result in an increase in sediment deposition, which creates
maintenance inefficiencies and more frequent dredge cycles.

The opportunities in the MRSC (mainly to benefit bulk vessels carrying grain and coal, tanker
vessels carrying liquid petroleum, and the expanding container ship industry) are: more efficient
navigation to reduce light loading; allow for easier maneuvering; and increase efficiencies of
operation and maintenance dredging intervals.

Purpose and Scope: The general reevaluation study will examine whether navigation
improvements to deepen the existing Federal project for the MRSC are warranted and in the
Federal interest. This will be accomplished by assessing existing and future conditions; evaluating
related problems and opportunities; developing potential alternatives and evaluating/comparing
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the costs, benefits, and feasibility of those alternatives; writing a supplemental environmental
impact statement; and identifying a recommended plan. Prior to proceeding with the next phase of
construction, a general reevaluation study and an accompanying GRR, and supplemental
environmental impact statement (SEIS) is required due to potential changed conditions and
assumptions related to the MRSC depth, economic development, and environmental assessments
since the 1983 Chief’s Report. The study will consider the effects of the alternative plans, including
the no action plan, on the natural system and human environment, including economic
development.

History, Authority, Prior Studies: The Feasibility Report titled Deep-Draft Access to the Ports
of New Orleans and Baton Rouge, Louisiana, dated July 1981 (1981 feasibility report) and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) recommended that the depth of the Mississippi River
navigation channel be increased from 40 ft to 55 ft from Baton Rouge, Louisiana to the Gulf of
Mexico, except within the limits of the New Orleans Harbor. The Report of the Chief of Engineers,
titled Mississippi River Ship Channel, Gulf to Baton Rouge, Louisiana, dated April 9, 1983 for the
project was signed and the project was authorized for construction by the 1985 Supplemental
Appropriations Act. At the time of the 1983 Chief’s Report and the 1985 authorization of the
project, the cost sharing requirements for the construction and operation, maintenance, repair,
rehabilitation and replacement (OMRR&R) of the project was not specified. Section 101 of the
Water Resources and Development Act (WRDA) of 1986 (PL 99-662) specified the cost sharing
for this and other similar projects. The cost sharing provisions of Section 101(b)1 of WRDA 1986
were amended by Section 2102(b)of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014,
Public Law 113-121.

During pre-construction planning of the authorized project, a sequence was developed that would
implement three construction phases to obtain the fully authorized project. Construction of Phase
I was completed in December of 1987 and, among other things, provided a depth of 45 ft from
Donaldsonville, LA, RM 181.0 AHP, to the Gulf of Mexico, at approximate RM 22 BHP. During
Phase | the Port of New Orleans was deepened to a depth of 35 ft up to 100 ft from the wharf.
Construction of Phase Il, completed in December 1994, provided a depth of 45 ft from
Donaldsonville, LA, (RM 181.0 AHP) to Baton Rouge and included dredging eight river crossings
to an equivalent depth, as well as other items of work. Phase I1I, which has not been constructed
as of publication of this report, was originally defined as deepening of the MRSC from the Gulf to
Baton Rouge from a depth of 45 ft to a depth of 55 ft.

To proceed with the evaluation of alternatives, the general reevaluation of the current MRSC
project was initiated with the issuance of Federal funds, following execution of the Feasibility and
Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA), signed on the 2" of April 2015 by USACE and LaDOTD, as
the NFS.
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Within the general reevaluation study at the request of the NFS, the alternative depths are limited
to a depth not to exceed 50 ft. If it is determined that deepening of the channel beyond its presently
constructed and maintained depth is justified and in the Federal interest, then the GRR will identify
and define the recommended plan for construction of Phase I1I of the project and will identify the
need for future construction phases required to achieve the fully authorized 55 ft channel depth.

Affected Environment: The study area, which is located in southeastern Louisiana, is the
Mississippi River corridor below Baton Rouge, LA, and the river’s major outlet to the Gulf of
Mexico, Southwest Pass. This 254.4 mile river corridor runs from RM 232.4, AHP, to RM 22,
BHP. The study area includes portions of Baton Rouge, Iberville, Ascension, St. James, St. John
the Baptist, St. Charles, Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard, and Plaquemines Parishes and other
communities and port facilities adjacent to the lower Mississippi River. Four of the nation’s top
10 ports for total tonnage occur within the study area combine for a total of 450 million tons
annually.

Land adjacent to the river from Venice, LA, to the Gulf of Mexico is included in the study/project
area as opportunities for beneficial use of dredge material to the extent that such beneficial use
may be accomplished within the Federal Standard. The Code for Federal Standard 33 CFR 335.7
defines the Federal Standard for dredge disposal material as “the alternative or alternatives
identified by the Corps which represent the least costly alternatives consistent with sound
engineering practices and meeting the environmental standards established by the 404(b)(1)
evaluation process or ocean dumping criteria.” Also included in the scope of the study, is the
municipal water supply for all of Plaguemines Parish (above RM 64), which is put at risk for
saltwater intrusion at the water intakes along the river during low water events.

Currently, the river is maintained to a depth of 48 ft Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) for deep-
draft access from RM 22.0 BHP in the Gulf of Mexico to RM 13.4 AHP near Venice, LA.
MLLW is the average elevation of the lowest tide recorded at a tide station each day over a 19
year period. There are 11 regularly maintained river crossings between New Orleans, LA, and
Baton Rouge, LA. Crossings are maintained at 45 ft Low Water Reference Plane (LWRP) and
the material that is dredged is disposed of in deeper parts of the river just downstream from each
crossing.

The study area also includes 143,207 acres of previously NEPA cleared beneficial use disposal
areas from Venice, LA, to the Gulf of Mexico, where dredged material from operation and
maintenance of the Mississippi River is used to create coastal habitat to the extent allowable under
the Federal Standard in lieu of open water disposal. To date, the US Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans District (CEMVN) has constructed over 14,819 acres of intermediate marsh in the
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lower delta from beneficial use of Dredge Material. The current study includes analyzing an
additional 24,054 acres for beneficial use placement within the Federal Standard.

Alternatives Considered: The development of the initial array of alternatives considered
alternatives that varied in both depth and width. The alternatives looked at deepening the channel
from the existing 45 ft depth to depths of 48 ft and 50 ft, and considered varying widths of the
channel between 500 ft and 750 ft. Through the screening process it was determined that the
existing channel widths were sufficient, and widening of the channel was not necessary at this
time. Therefore, the alternatives in the final array only considered changes in the channel depth.

For the purposes of this study and process of plan formulation and the evaluation of alternatives
the MRSC is divided into the following reaches:

The MRSC consists of three routinely dredged reaches to allow for navigation. The first reach is
located in the lower Mississippi River reach, and extends from RM 13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP.
This reach includes the portion referred to as Southwest Pass which extends from RM 0 (Head of
Passes) to RM 22 BHP (Figure ES-2). This reach is located down river from the jurisdictional
limits of the Port of Plaguemines, which jurisdictional limits extend from RM 0 to RM 81.2 AHP.

The second reach, lies within the jurisdictional limits of the Port of New Orleans which extends
between RM 81.2 AHP and RM 114.9 AHP (Figure ES-1). This portion of the MRSC is in excess
of the authorized depth of 55 ft and does not require routine dredging. The New Orleans Harbor
is located within this reach and is maintained and dredged under operation and maintenance of the
MRSC. The Rivers and Harbor Act of 1962 included deepening portions of the Port of New
Orleans to a depth of 40 ft MLG. However the 1983 Chief’s Report and subsequent 1985
Supplemental Appropriations Act did not include authority to deepen the Port of New Orleans
beyond the previously authorized 40 ft. Therefore, evaluation of deepening of the Harbor is not
included in the alternatives.

The third reach is from RM 115 AHP to RM 232.4 AHP, immediately downstream of the US
Highway 190 Bridge in Baton Rouge. The reach consists of crossings (locations where the channel
crosses the river between bendways). Of the crossings, 12 require routine maintenance dredging.
Three crossings, Fairview, Belmont, and Richbend, lie within the footprint of the Port of South
Louisiana, which extends from RM 115 AHP to RM 168.3 AHP, and the remaining 9 crossings
are within the footprint the Port of Baton Rouge, which extends from RM 168.3 AHP to RM 232.4
AHP (Figure ES-3).
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The three reaches as described above are dredged annually to maintain deep draft navigation. The
portions of the river in between RM 13.4 AHP to RM 115 AHP, and in between the crossings
historically have depths in excess of 55 ft. Evaluation indicated this will remain the case through
the period of analysis. These reaches are not considered in the development and evaluation of
alternatives for this general reevaluation study. If future conditions result in changes in this
condition, an economic and environmental analysis and reassessment of the project will be needed.
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In the event the navigation industry indicates a need, hydrographic surveys may be required to
determine if shoaling will prevent safe passage of ships. However, this is not a routine scheduled
activity, and is only performed as needed. If the surveys indicate shoaling is limiting the channel
depth or width then dredging may be required, however dredging in these reaches has not been
required in the last 10 years.

Figure ES-3 Crossings

The final array of alternatives considered for deepening the MRSC considered a combination of
depths within these two reaches.

e Alternative 1 (No action/Future Without Project): The alternative considers a depth of
45 ft LWRP for the 12 actively maintained crossings and a depth of 48 ft MLLW in the
lower Mississippi from RM 13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP

e Alternative 2: The alternative considers a depth of 48 ft LWRP for for the 12 actively
maintained crossings and a depth of 48 ft MLLW in Lower Mississippi River from RM
13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP
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e Alternative 3: The alternative considers a depth of 50 ft LWRP for the 12 actively
maintained crossings and a depth of 50 ft MLLW in Lower Mississippi River from RM
13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP

e Alternative 3a: This alternative considers a depth of 45 ft LWRP for the 12 actively
maintained crossings and a depth of 50 ft MLLW in the Lower Mississippi River from RM
13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP;

e Alternative 3b: This alternative considers a depth of 48 ft LWRP for the 12 actively
maintained crossings and a depth of 50 ft MLLW in the Lower Mississippi River from RM
13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP.

During the evaluation of the net excess benefits and benefit to cost ratio, it was recognized that
there were benefits to be gained by optimizing the final array of alternatives. Therefore the
following additional alternatives were considered during the plan formulation process:

e Alternative 2a: The alternative considers a depth of 48 ft LWRP for the 3 crossings located
within the footprint of the Port of South of Louisiana and a depth of 48 ft MLLW in the
Lower Mississippi River from RM 13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP. The 9 crossings located
within the footprint of the Port of Baton Rouge would remain at 45 ft LWRP.

e Alternative 3c: The alternative considers a depth of 48 ft LWRP for the 3 crossings located
within the footprint of the Port of South of Louisiana and a depth of 50 ft MLLW in the
Lower Mississippi River from RM 13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP. The 9 crossings located
within the footprint of the Port of Baton Rouge would remain at 45 ft LWRP.

e Alternative 3d: The alternative considers a depth of 50 ft LWRP for the 3 crossings located
within the footprint of the Port of South of Louisiana and a depth of 50 ft MLLW in the
Lower Mississippi River from RM 13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP. The 9 crossings located
within the footprint of the Port of Baton Rouge would remain at 45 ft LWRP.

The National Economic Development (NED) Plan: Through the comparison of first
construction cost, the increase in annual incremental operations and maintenance cost, and the total
average benefits, the NED Plan was selected based on the alternative that provided the greatest net
excess benefits to the nation.

In comparing the alternatives as defined, it was recognized that there are benefits to be gained by
further dividing the reaches in the river based on the ports located along the MRSC. Therefore, the
net excess benefits were calculated for deepening through the Port of South Louisiana to a depth
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of 48 ft and 50 ft compared to deepening the full channel (through the Port of Baton Rouge) to
depths of 48 ft and 50 ft.

Based on this comparison of alternatives, the NED Plan is described below under the Tentatively
Selected Plan.

Environmental Consequences: The true nature of the environmental consequences cannot be
fully assessed at this time as the results of two hydraulics models and sediment (containment)
sampling are pending and coordination with the resource agencies is still ongoing. However, based
on the results of the 1D hydraulic model (Appendix C), and the benefits accrued from the beneficial
use of dredged material (Chapter 4), the project is expected to have net positive environmental
impacts. It is anticipated that through the efforts taken to avoid wetlands impacts and the beneficial
use of dredged material that functionally compensates for unavoidable remaining impacts, the
proposed project would not result in overall adverse cumulative impacts to the aquatic environment
and human environment in or near the project area. During construction of the Recommended
Plan, the beneficial use of dredged material into open water habitat within the Federal Standard is
anticipated to result in approximately 1462.5 acres [576.5 average annual habitat units (AAHUs)]
of intermediate marsh.

Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP): The Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) for the next phase of
construction, is Alternative 3d . This alternative is to deepen the MRSC to a depth of 50 ft LWRP
for the 3 crossings located within the footprint of the Port of South of Louisiana and a depth of 50
ft MLLW in the Lower Mississippi River from RM 13.4 AHP to RM 22 BHP. The 9 crossings
located within the footprint of the Port of Baton Rouge would remain at 45 ft LWRP.
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