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JULY 2015
Updated October 2021

1. INTRODUCTION.

a. Purpose. This Review Plan defines the scope and level of quality management activities for the
American River Common Features, Natomas Basin, Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California plans
and specifications, Design Documentation Report, Environmental Impact Statement, and Operation and
Maintenance Manual.

The Review Plan will be updated annually or if not sooner if changes occur to major milestones or
features.

b. References.

(1) ER 1110-2-1150, Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects, 31 Aug 1999
(2) ER 1110-1-12, Engineering and Design Quality Management, 21 Jul 2006

(3) WRRDA 2014 H. R. 3080 Public Law 174, 10 Jun 2014

(4) EC 1165-2-214, Civil Works Review Policy, 15 Dec 2012

(5) Army Regulation 15-1, Committee Management, 27 November 1992 (Federal Advisory Committee
Act Requirements)

(6) National Academy of Sciences, Background Information and Confidential Conflict Of Interest
Disclosure, BI/COl FORM 3, May 2003

c. Review Requirements. This review plan was developed in accordance with EC 1165-2-214, which
establishes the procedures for ensuring the quality and credibility of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) decision and implementation documents through independent review. This Review Plan
describes the scope of review for the work products described herein. All appropriate levels of review
(DQC, ATR, IEPR and Policy and Legal Review) will be included in this Review Plan and any levels not
included will require documentation in the Review Plan of the risk-informed decision not to undertake
that level of review. The RP identifies the most important skill sets needed in the reviews and the
objective of the review and the specific advice sought, thus setting the appropriate scale and scope of
review for the individual project.




2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION.

a. Project Authority. The American River Common Features, Natomas Basin project was authorized by
the Water Resources Reform and Development Acts (WRRDA) of 2014. WRRDA 14 authorized the
construction of levee improvements for the perimeter levees surrounding the Natomas Basin.

b. Location and Description. The American River Common Features, Natomas Basin project was
authorized in 2014. This project authorized construction of levee improvements for 42 miles of levees
along the perimeter of the Natomas Basin located in Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California. The
basin has been subdivided into nine reaches, entitled Reaches A through | (see attached map). The
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) has already designed and constructed Reaches D, C,
and most of Reach B, as part of the Natomas Levee Improvement Project (NLIP) and are not covered in
this Review Plan. However, review of the Operation and Maintenance Manuals for these reaches is
covered in this Review Plan. The Corps of Engineers will be designing and constructing Reaches A, E, F,
G, H, 1, and the remaining portion of Reach B. The Corps will also be designing and constructing an
NLIP Windows contract for gaps left in the NLIP project where there are pipe and road crossings for all
of the reaches, as well as a jet grout contract for pipe and road crossings where conventional cutoff walls
cannot be constructed. There will also be an environmental mitigation contract designed and constructed
to meet environmental commitments. The Corps will be designing Reaches | and H first, followed by
Reaches A, B, G, F, E, Mitigation Contract, NLIP Windows Contract, and Jet Grout Windows Contract.
Construction will be dependent upon funding allocated by Congress.

Reach | is located on the southern perimeter of the Natomas Basin within the City of Sacramento,
adjacent to the American River. The Garden Highway is located on top of the levee crown for most of
Reach I, which extends from Gateway Oaks Drive to Northgate Boulevard. The levee improvements
required for this reach include installation of a cutoff wall. The cutoff wall will be about 2.5 miles long,
and about 50 feet in depth. It will tie into an existing cutoff wall at Gateway Oaks Drive. Some utility
relocations will also be completed for this project, along with upgrades to Sump Station 58. This reach
has been divided into two contracts, due to the critical nature of completing all of the cutoff wall work in
one season, and because of additional land acquisition being required on the landside toe for the
maintenance road in this reach. The first contract will include all of the cutoff wall work, and utility
relocations that cross through the levee. The second contract will include all of the landside work such as
the maintenance roads, landside slope flattening, landside utility relocations, and tree removal. The
construction cost for this reach is estimated at $20 million.

Reach H is located on the southeastern perimeter of the Natomas Basin within the City of Sacramento,
adjacent to the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC). It extends from the Arden-Garden
Connector Bridge to the SAFCA NEMDC Pump Station. The levee improvements required for this reach
include installation of about 4.2 miles of cutoff wall, at a depth of about 40 feet. The construction cost for
this reach is estimated at $55 million.

Reach A is located on the southwestern perimeter of the Natomas Basin within Sacramento County,
adjacent to the Sacramento River. It extends from San Juan Road to Gateway Oaks Drive. The levee
improvements in this reach include levee widening, cutoff walls, and seepage berms. The entire reach is
3.5 miles long, of which 3.3 miles of levee widening with a 145 foot deep cutoff wall will be installed.



The construction cost is estimated at $113 million. Design was completed in FY 21 with construction
scheduled to begin April 2022.

Reach B is located on the western perimeter of the Natomas Basin within Sacramento County, adjacent to
the Sacramento River. The remaining portion not already constructed by SAFCA covers the area between
Powerline Road and San Juan Road. The levee improvements required for this reach includes levee
widening, along with construction of a seepage berm or cutoff wall. The levee widening is for the entire
length of two miles for this reach, and the cutoff wall depth ranges from 76 to 83 feet for 0.5 miles on the
upstream end. The remaining portion of Reach B hasa 100-foot landside seepage berm. The
construction cost for the entire reach is estimated at $95 million.

Reach Cis located on the western perimeter of the Natomas Basin along the Sacramento River, within
both Sacramento and Sutter Counties. This reach has already been constructed by SAFCA. It extends
from Sankey Road to Elverta Road, for a distance of 4.9 miles. The levee improvements required for this
reach included construction of an adjacent levee with a cutoff wall varying from 19 to 66 feet in depth,
and/or a 100-300 foot wide seepage berm. The construction cost is estimated at $50 million.

Reach D is located on the south bank of the Natomas Cross Canal within Sutter County. This reach has
already been constructed by SAFCA. It extends from Howsley Road to Sankey Road, for a distance of
5.4 miles. The levee improvements required for this reach included construction of a cutoff wall varying
in depth between 60-80 feet. The construction cost is estimated at $45 million.

Reach G is located on the eastern perimeter of the Natomas Basin within Sacramento County, adjacent to
the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC). It extends from the SAFCA NEMDC Pump Station
to Elverta Road, for a distance of about 3.6 miles. The levee improvements required for this reach
includes levee widening, along with installation of a 38-foot-deep cutoff wall. The construction cost is
estimated at $40 million.

Reach F is located on the eastern perimeter of the Natomas Basin within Sacramento and Sutter Counties,
adjacent to the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC). It extends from Elverta Road to Sankey
Road, for a distance of about 4.7 miles. The levee improvements required for this reach includes levee
widening, along with installation of a 48-foot-deep cutoff wall. The construction cost is estimated at $50
million.

Reach E is located on the northeastern perimeter of the Natomas Basin within Sutter County, adjacent to
the Pleasant Grove Cross Canal (PGCC). It extends from Sankey Road to Howsley Road, for a distance
of about 3.3 miles. The levee improvements required for this reach include levee widening, and
installation of a 48-foot deep cutoff wall. The construction cost is estimated at $55 million.

The NLIP Windows contract is located in the previously constructed reaches of D, C, and a portion of B.
The windows are gaps left in the cutoff wall where existing pipelines and roads cross through the levee.
In Reach D, the gaps are the Bennett and Northern Pumping Plant pipe crossings, and Highway 99.
Additional windows are the Prichard Lake Pumping Plant, and Pumping Plant 2 pipeline crossings in
Reach C, and the Elkhorn Pumping Plant and Pumping Plant 5 pipeline crossings in Reach B. A
construction cost will be estimated when the full scope of this contract is known. At the time of this
revision, a determination was made that the WRRDA 2014 authorization does not allow irrigation



pumping plants to be reconstructed as part of the Natomas Basin Project. Therefore, the only NLIP
Windows are Reach D Windows and Pumping Plant 4, and 1-5 Window. The I-5 Window included
installing an adjacent levee and seepage berm underneath the I-5 bridges. The Reach D Windows
contract included removal of the abandoned Bennett and Northern Pumping Plant pipe crossings, and
originally included upgrades to Pumping Plant 4. However, during construction the Pumping Plant4
work was deleted from that contract due to overhead PG&E power lines not being relocated in time for
construction. A separate construction contract for Pumping Plant 4 was awarded in 2021. The Reach D
Windows construction cost was $15 million, and the Pumping Plant 4 construction cost is $8 million.
The 1-5 Window construction contract is estimated at $5 million.

The Jet Grout Windows contract will be located along the Natomas Basin levees, based on where
conventional cutoff wall construction is not feasible. The exact locations of this work has not been
determined at this time, but all of the locations requiring a jet grout cutoff wall will be designed and
constructed in a single contract. A construction cost will be estimated when the full scope of this contract
is known. At the time of this revision, the only Jet Grout Window contract will be the Reach D Highway
99 Window. The estimated construction cost is $11 million.

The Mitigation contract will cover the remaining environmental commitments not already constructed by
SAFCA for the NLIP project. The work typically includes constructing giant garter snake canals,
wetlands in the borrow areas, and other environmental features as required in the Environmental Impact
Statement report. The construction cost is estimated at $50 million.

c. Project Sponsor. The project non-Federal sponsor is the State of California, Central Valley Flood
Protection Board (CVFPB). CVFPB also has a separate agreement with the Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency (SAFCA), who designed and constructed the Natomas Levee Improvement Project
(NLIP). The NLIP completed almost three of the nine reaches in the Natomas Basin, encompassing about
one third of the total basin perimeter levees. SAFCA is currently submitting crediting documentation to
USACE to fund most of their 35% cost share for the project. The sponsors are not planning any
additional in-kind effort for this project.

d. Project Risks. The project authorization document, Natomas Post-Authorization Change Report
(NPACR), lists the following levee problems by reach in the table below:

Levee Problems by Reach
Reach Seepage | Stability Erosion | Overtopping | Urbanized | Vegetation | p "(%)
X X X 99.8
- X 59.7
- X 50.0
X

98.1
99.8
- - 99.8
X - 80.9
- - X - 80.9
X - 51.4
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) Probability of failure reported is when water isat the top of thelevee.




Failure of the Natomas Basin levees would imperil the health and safety of 100,000 residents and shut
down Sacramento International Airport and two of California’s most important interstate freeways. There
will also be a loss of over $7 billion in residential, commercial, and industrial property damage.

Because failure of the proposed levee improvements around the Natomas Basin would pose a significant
threat to human life, SAFCA recognized the need for independent review of its Natomas Levee
Improvement Program design and construction activities based on the Safety Assurance Review standards
referenced above. For this purpose, a three-member Board of Senior Consultants was assembled. Board
members include Dr. David Williams, Dr. Leslie Harder and Mr. George Sills; all recognized experts in
flood control projects and levee design issues. Dr. Harder’s and Mr. Sills’ field of expertise is in
geotechnical engineering and Dr. Williams’ expertise is in hydraulics and hydrology. The Board of Senior
Consultants has provided SAFCA with independent reviews of engineering design and construction
activities at crucial points in the Natomas Levee Improvement Program design process.

USACE will continue the Safety Assurance Reviews for the remaining reaches. Independent Engineering
Consulting firms will be utilized to perform these reviews.

3. WORK PRODUCTS. Plans and specifications, a Design Documentation Report (DDR), and
Operations and Maintenance Manuals will be developed for the Natomas Reaches A, B, E, F, G, H, I,
NLIP Windows, Jet Grout Windows, and Mitigation contracts. SAFCA has prepared the Operation and
Maintenance Manuals for Reaches D, C, and a portion of B, which will be reviewed by USACE and the
Safety Assurance Review Team. The construction for the Natomas Reaches A, B, E, F, G, H, I, NLIP
Windows, and Jet Grout Windows will also be reviewed by the Safety Assurance Review Team. A
Hydrology and Hydraulics (H&H) Basis of Design will also be prepared. The Final Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/EIR) was issued in October 2010. The Corps’
record of decision (ROD) was signed May 18, 2011. Supplemental environmental compliance documents
will be prepared for reaches as necessary, where there are revisions to the original Environmental Impact
Statement report included in the Natomas Post-Authorization Change Report (NPACR).

4. SCOPE OF REVIEW. The Scope of this Review Plan is for plans and specifications, DDR’s, H&H
Basis of Design Report, and environmental compliance documents being developed for the American
River Common Features, Natomas Basin Reaches A, B, E, F, G, H, and |, in addition to the NLIP and Jet
Grout Windows contracts, and the Mitigation contract. It also includes review of the Operation and
Maintenance Manuals for all of these contracts, and for Reaches D, C, and B already constructed and
prepared by SAFCA. The plans and specifications for Reaches D, C, and B have already been reviewed
and approved by USACE (prior to 2010 when the EC was first implemented). The levels of review
required are DQC (District Quality Control), ATR (Agency Technical Review), and Type Il IEPR (Safety
Assurance Review). 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).
ATR is undertaken to “ensure the quality and credibility of the government’s scientific information” in
accordance with EC 1165-2-214. The Type Il IEPR (SAR) is conducted to examine resiliency,
robustness, and redundancy of the project and to “consider the adequacy, appropriateness, and
acceptability of the design and construction activities in assuring public health, safety, and welfare.”

a. District Quality Control Activities. All work products and reports, evaluations, and assessments shall
undergo necessary and appropriate District Quality Control/Quality Assurance (DQC). This review is
managed by the home district in accordance with the Major Subordinate Command (MSC) and district
Quiality Management Plans (P2 Project #458598) and includes seamless quality checks and reviews,




supervisory reviews, Project Delivery Team reviews (PDT) including input from the Local Sponsor. To
ensure specific discipline efforts are on target with regard to compliance with policy and criteria and an
acceptable level of quality, sub-products will be technically coordinated and reviewed before they are
integrated into the overall project. DQC will be conducted on 60, 90, 100% and for Biddability,
Constructability, Operability, Environmental, and Sustainability reviews (BCOES). All comments from
the DQC reviews will be documented in DrChecks.

b. Agency Technical Review. According to EC 1165-2-214, ATR is mandatory for all decision
documents and implementation documents and is undertaken to “ensure the quality and credibility of the
government’s scientific information.” ATR isan in-depth review, managed by the RMC, and conducted
by a qualified team outside of the home district that is not involved in the day-to-day production of a
project/product. The purpose of this review is to ensure the proper application of clearly established
criteria, regulations, laws, codes, principles and professional practices. DRChecks will be used to
document all ATR comments, responses and associated resolutions accomplished throughout the review
process. American River Common Features, Natomas Basin Reaches A, B, E, F, G, H, I, NLIP
Windows, Jet Grout Windows, and Mitigation contract plans and specifications, DDR, H&H Basis of
Design Report, Operation and Maintenance Manuals, and the Environmental Impact Statement are
implementation documents, and therefore ATR is required for this project. ATR reviews of the Operation
and Maintenance Manuals for Reaches D, C, and B will also be required.

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
USACE guidance, and that the document explains the analyses and results in a reasonably clear manner
for the public and decision makers. Management of ATR reviews is dependent upon the phase of work
and the reviews are conducted by a qualified team from outside the home district that is not involved in
the day-to-day production of the project/product. Determine and obtain an ATR agreement on key data
such as hydraulic and geotechnical parameters early in design process. The goal is to have early
involvement of ATR team, especially when key decisions are made. The ATR Lead should be invited
virtually to all PDT meetings, in order to understand the design efforts and to know when to engage other
ATR members for key decisions. Value added Lessons Learned from the ATR team should be shared
early on to have the best chance of being adopted by the PDT. Most of the ATR effort should be
accomplished midway through the design effort; after completion of design the ATR effort will check that
the effort agreed to at mid-point was accomplished. This is consistent with the requirement that the ATR
members shall not be 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. The
ATR team lead will be from outside the home MSC. A site visit will not be scheduled for the ATR Team.

Dr. Checks review software will be used to document all ATR comments, responses and associated
resolutions accomplished throughout the review process. Comments will be limited to those that are
required to ensure adequacy of the product. The four key parts of a quality review comment will
normally include:

(1) The review concern — identify the product’s information deficiency or incorrect application of
policy, guidance, or procedures;

(2) The basis for the concern — cite the appropriate law, policy, guidance, or procedure that has not
been properly followed;

3 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
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(4 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 includes 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 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. Certification of ATR
should be completed, based on work reviewed to date, for the final report. A draft ATR certification is
included in Appendix A.

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

(D Identify the document(s) reviewed and the purpose of the review;

(2) 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;
4 Describe the nature of their review and their findings and conclusions;

(5) Identify and summarize each unresolved issue (if any); and

(6) 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.

Due to the multidiscipline nature and scope of the bank protection/levee cutoff wall designs, it was
determined that civil, geotechnical, hydraulic, structural, mechanical, and environmental expertise was
needed for the ATR review activities which will be performed at the draft H&H Basis of Design Report
phase, the 90% review for the remaining engineering documents, and the draft EIS for the environmental
review.

c. Independent External Peer Review. EC 1165-2-214 requires that a Type Il IEPR (also known as a
Safety Assurance Review) shall be conducted for any project addressing hurricane and storm risk
management or flood risk management, or any other project where the Federal action is justified by life
safety, or the failure of the project would pose a significant threat to human life. The SAR team isan
independent external panel that conducts reviews at various work phases and is to be approved by the
Review Management Organization (RMO), which is the Risk Management Center (RMC). The SAR
shall consider the adequacy, appropriateness, and acceptability of the design and construction activities in
assuring public health, safety, and welfare. Factors to consider for conducting a Type Il review of a
project or components of a project are:

(1) The project involves the use of innovative materials or techniques where the engineering is based on
novel methods, presents complex challenges for interpretations, contains precedent-setting methods or
models, or presents conclusions that are likely to change prevailing practices;
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(2) The project design requires redundancy, resiliency, and robustness.

(a) Redundancy. Redundancy is the duplication of critical components of a system with the intention of
increasing reliability of the system, usually in the case of a backup or failsafe.

(b) Resiliency. Resiliency is the ability to avoid, minimize, withstand, and recover from the effects of
adversity, whether natural or manmade, under all circumstances of use.

(c) Robustness. Robustness is the ability of a system to continue to operate correctly across a wide range
of operational conditions (the wider the range of conditions, the more robust the system), with minimal
damage, alteration, or loss of functionality, and to fail gracefully outside of that range.

(3) The project has unique construction sequencing or a reduced or overlapping design construction
schedule; for example, significant project features accomplished using the Design-Build or Early
Contractor Involvement (ECI) delivery systems.

All of the project reaches in this Review Plan have a large population area located behind the levee at
their location and would pose a significant threat to human safety if the project were to fail. Therefore, all
of these reaches require a Type 11 IEPR (SAR) review.

The risk-based concerns for this project are:

(a) Concern for internal erosion (seepage and piping) is present for all of the reaches except for
Reach F. Cutoff walls and seepage berms are included in the design of these reaches.

(b) The slope stability evaluations show levee instability for all of the reaches except for Reaches B,
C,and D. Levee widening and slope flattening are included in the design of these reaches.

(c) Erosion protection will be needed for Reaches B, C, D, E, and F. Stone protection will be the
primary erosion protection measure used in the design of these reaches.

(d) Resilient features include internal drainage features, such as storm drain outlets and pump
stations. These features exist in all reaches except for Reaches E and F. Relocating drainpipes, providing
positive closure, and increasing pumping head for existing pump stations will be included in the design of
these reaches.

(e) Overtopping for the 200-year plus three feet hydraulic profile is a concern for Reaches B, C, D,
E, and F. The project authorization does not include levee raising, because it assumed the 100-year plus
three feet hydraulic profile, which is at or below the existing top-of-levee. However, the local sponsor
has indicated they will provide betterment funding to raise the levee to the 200-year plus three feet
hydraulic profile for these reaches (Reaches B, C, and D have already been constructed to this elevation).

The Sacramento District Chief of Engineering is responsible for coordinating with the RMO, for
attending review meetings with the SAR review panel, communicating with the agency or contractor
selecting panel members, and for coordinating the approval of the final report with the MSC Chief of
Business Technical Division.

After receiving the report from the peer review panel, the District Chief of Engineering, with full
coordination with the Chiefs of Construction and Operations, shall consider all comments contained in the
report and prepare a written response for all comments and note concurrence and subsequent action or
non-concurrence with an explanation. The District Chief of Engineering shall submit the panel’s report



and the District’s responses shall be submitted to the MSC for final MSC Commander approval and then
make the report and responses available to the public on the District’s website.

d. Policy Compliance and Legal Review. The American River Common Features, Natomas Basin
Reaches A, B, E, F, G, H, I, NLIP Windows, Jet Grout Windows, and Mitigation contract plans, and
specifications are an implementation document and therefore do not need to be reviewed for compliance
with law and policy. The Environmental Impact Statement, however, does need a legal review.

e. LSOG Review. Coordination with the LSOG on the progress and issues will be made appropriately
and scheduled through HQUSACE representatives.

5. REVIEW TEAM.

a. District Quality Control Activities. The American River Common Features, Natomas Reach |
Contracts 1 and 2, Reach B, Reach B (I-5 Window), and Reach D (Highway 99 Window) plans and
specifications are being prepared by an A-E, HDR Engineering, Inc. Reach H will also be prepared by an
A-E, Pacific Civil and Structural Consultants (PCSC), Inc. Reach E plans and specifications are being
prepared by Walla Walla (NWW) and Nashville Districts (LRN). Reaches F and G plans and
specifications are being prepared by St. Paul District. Reache A’s, plans and specifications were be
prepared by the Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers with support from NWW and New Orleans
District (MVN). The Reach D and Pumping Plant 4 Windows, and Mitigation contract plans, and
specifications were also prepared in-house. Reaches D, C, and a portion of Reach B Operation and
Maintenance Manuals have been prepared by SAFCA. The Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for
all Natomas reaches will be prepared by the Sacramento District Corps of Engineers. The A-E and the
Sacramento District submitted a Quality Control Plan that outlined their respective A-E and in-house
quality control activities. Certification of the quality control activities will be on file with the District
upon completion. DQC will be managed in the Sacramento District (District) in accordance with Major
Subordinate Command (MSC) and district Quality Management Plans. Supervisory reviews will be
conducted at 90% and 100%. DQC activities will be recorded in DrChecks. The QC/QA disciplines
required for these reviews include Civil Design, Geotechnical Design, Hydraulic Design, Cost
Engineering, Construction, and Environmental. The PDT and QC/QA teams and their qualifications are
listed in tables in Appendix D.

The Real Estate Take Letters for all of the reaches are prepared by the Sacramento District Corps of
Engineers, and the Real Estate Certification Packages are prepared by either SAFCA or the Department of
Water Resources Real Estate Division and reviewed and approved by the district. Permanent easements
are required for most of the reaches, in addition to temporary work area easements will be acquired.
Utility relocations are required in all of the reaches, which have been designed by the A-E or Sacramento
District, and will be paid for by the Department of Water Resources through a letter agreement, as
appropriate.

b. Agency Technical Review. The ATR teams are listed below for each of the projects. Due to the nature
of the cutoff wall/levee designs, it was determined by the PDT that civil, geotechnical, hydraulics, and
environmental expertise was needed for the ATR review activities. The geotechnical models developed
for these reaches included seepage and slope stability analyses for all of the reaches, and a
geomorphology study of historical riverbeds for the entire Natomas basin. The seepage was analyzed
using SEEP/W with verification by USACE’s Blanket Theory model. The slope stability was analyzed
using SLOPE/W with verification by UTEXAS4 model. The geomorphology study was completed by a
geotechnical engineer with experience in river geomorphology, so a geotechnical ATR person with this
background was included for the NEMDC review. The structural reviews include design of vaults,
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headwalls, and outlets required for the pumping stations. The mechanical reviews include design of
positive closure gates, and possibly pump station upgrades. Review of the H&H Basis of Design Report
will determine the selected design hydraulic profile to use for the project. The Natomas PACR used the
NLIP MBK Engineers hydraulic profile, which utilizes HEC-RAS and FLO-2D hydraulic models. All of
the ATR reviewers must be certified in CERCAP. The ATRT members and their qualifications are listed
in a table in Appendix D.

c. Type I IEPR (SAR). A Type Il IEPR (SAR) is required for all of the Natomas Basin reaches. The
PDT consulted with Sacramento District geotechnical and levee safety engineers to identify the necessary
skill sets required for the SAR. The PDT has determined that three SAR team members will be required
due to the scope of the designs, and the modeling completed for the slope stability and seepage analyses.
The team members should also have experience with jet grout cutoff walls. The team shall consist of a
geotechnical expert with experience in design, inspection and construction of levee projects and either
another geotechnical engineer or general civil engineer with significant experience with earthwork
construction quality assurance and control in flood control projects including levees. The third team
member should be a structural engineer expert in design, inspections and construction of floodwalls
and/or retaining walls. Experience in groundwater seepage analysis, slope stability analysis, seepage
cutoff walls constructed with soil mixing and slurry methods will be necessary. A Hydraulics and
Hydrology Engineer was not determined necessary for the SAR review team, due to the design
assumption that the hydraulic top of levee was equivalent to the physical top of levee. An IDIQ contract
with an AE firm will be utilized for SAR team selection. The AE will select suitable reviewers according
to the National Academy of Science (NAS) policy which sets the standard for “independence” in the
review process. The PDT determined that reviews conducted on the plans and specifications and design
documentation report along with reviews during construction will be necessary.

According to guidance set forth in EC 1165-2-214, Appendix E, paragraph 5, it is expected that the SAR
reviewers will review the plans and specifications and DDR prior to beginning construction and review
construction activities at midpoint of construction and prior to final inspection.

SAR TEAM MEMBERS

Name Discipline/Experience

Cari Beenenga, P.E., Gannett Fleming Geotechnical with 15+ years experience in design,
construction, inspection of levee projects,
groundwater seepage analysis, slope stability
analysis, seepage cutoff walls constructed with
soil mixing and slurry methods.

Mark Freitas, P.E., GEI Geotechnical/Civil with 15+ years experience in
earthwork construction quality assurance and
control in flood control projects

Bradley Dawson, P.E., GEI Structural with 15+ years experience in
floodwall/retaining wall construction quality
assurance and control in flood control projects

d. Value Engineering Study. A Value Engineering (V-E) Study will be performed for all of the Natomas
Basin reaches at the 60% P&S completion. Sacramento District selected a VV-E team composed of a
geotechnical, civil, mechanical, construction, cost engineer, and the local sponsor. The V-E team is
responsible for determining the projects meet their intended purpose and cost efficiency. The V-E team
members are listed in a table in Appendix D.
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6. PUBLIC COMMENT. To ensure that the peer review approach is responsive to the wide array of
stakeholders and customers, both within and outside the Federal Government, this Review Plan will be
published on the district’s public internet site following approval by SPD at
http://www.spk.usace.army.mil. This is not a formal comment period and there is no set timeframe for the
opportunity for public comment. If and when comments are received, the PDT will consider them and
decide if revisions to the review plan are necessary. The public is invited to review and submit comments
on the plan as described on the web site.

7. SCHEDULE/COSTS.

Table 1. Review Schedule

All Reaches
Title and Activity Start Date End Date
Draft H&H Basis of Design (DQC) 9/1/15 9/15/15
Draft H&H Basis of Design (ATR) 9/15/15 9/30/15
Reach |
Title and Activity Start Date End Date
60% Contract 1 P&S Review (DQC) 1/7/16 1/24/16
90% Contract 1 P&S Review (DQC) 3/30/16 4/13/16
90% Contract 1 P&S Review (ATR) 4/14/16 4/28/16
Contract 1 BCOE Review 4/14/16 4/28/16
Contract 1 SAR P&S Review 4/14/16 4/28/16
100% Contract 1 P&S Review (DQC) 6/1/16 6/15/16
100% Contract 1 P&S Review (ATR) 6/16/16 6/30/16
60% Contract 2 P&S Review (DQC) 3/5/16 3/19/16
90% Contract 2 P&S Review (DQC) 5/28/16 6/11/16
90% Contract 2 P&S Review (ATR) 6/12/16 6/26/16
100% Contract 2 P&S Review (DQC) 7/30/16 8/13/16
100% Contract 2 P&S Review (ATR) 8/14/16 8/28/16
Contract 2 BCOE Review 6/12/16 6/26/16
Contract 2 SAR P&S Review 6/12/16 6/26/16
*214 95% Contract 2 P&S Review (DQC) 5/28/21 6/11/21
*2nd 95% Contract 2 P&S Review (ATR) 6/12/21 6/26/21
*214100% Contract 2 P&S Review (DQC) 8/12/21 8/26/21
*2nd 100% Contract 2 P&S Review (ATR) 8/27/21 9/9/21
*2nd Contract 2 BCOE Review 9/12/22 9/26/22
Contracts 1 and 2 EIS Review (DQC) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft Contracts 1 and 2 EIS Review (ATR) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft Contracts 1 and 2 EIS Review (Legal) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft Contract 1 O&M Manual (DQC/ATR/SAR) 4/15/21 4/30/21
*Draft Contract 2 0&M Manual (DQC/ATR/SAR) 4/15/23 4/30/23

The cost of DQC is $20,000. The cost for ATR is $72,700. The cost for SAR is $100,000.
*Reach | Contract 2 delayed due to tree removal and real estate issues.
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Reach H

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
60% P&S Review (DQA) 3/5/16 3/19/16
90% P&S Review (DQA) 5/28/16 6/11/16
90% P&S Review (ATR) 6/12/16 6/26/16
BCOE Review 7/30/16 8/13/16
SAR Review 8/14/16 8/28/16
100% P&S Review (DQA/BCOE) 8/14/16 8/28/16
100% P&S Review (ATR) 8/14/16 8/28/16
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft O&M Manual (DQC/ATR/SAR) 4/15/22 4/30/22

NLIP Reach D Windows

The cost of DQC is $20,000. The cost for ATR is $72,700. The cost for SAR is $100,000.

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
60% P&S Review (DQA) 1/7/16 1/24/16
90% P&S Review (DQA) 3/30/16 4/13/16
90% P&S Review (ATR) 4/14/16 4/28/16
BCOE Review 4/14/16 4/28/16
SAR Review 4/14/16 4/28/16
100% P&S Review (DQA/BCOE) 6/1/16 6/15/16
100% P&S Review (ATR) 6/16/16 6/30/16
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 8/4/16 9/3/16
Draft O&M Manual (DQC/ATR/SAR) 4/15/21 4/31/21

The cost of DQC is $10,000. The cost for ATR is $72,700. The cost for SAR is $100,000.

Reaches D, C, and B (Constructed by SAFCA)

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
Draft O&M Manuals (DQC) 1/15/16 2/1/16
Draft O&M Manuals (ATR/SAR) 2/1/16 2/15/16
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Reach A

Title and Activity Start Date End Date

65% P&S Review (DQC) 7/22/19 8/5/19
95% P&S Review (DQC) 7/10/20 7124120
95% P&S Review (ATR) 8/14/20 8/28/20
100% P&S Review (DQC) 2/16/21 3/2/21
100% P&S Review (ATR) 3/3/21 3/17/21
BCOE Review 8/14/20 8/28/20
SAR Review 8/14/20 8/28/20
Draft EIS Review (DQC) -- --

Draft EIS Review (ATR) -- --

Draft EIS Review (Legal) -- --

Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/24 1/30/24
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 1/30/24 2/15/24

The cost of DQC is $21,000. The cost for ATR is $76,400. The cost for SAR is $100,000.
*A supplemental EIS was not required for Reach A.

Reach B
Title and Activity Start Date End Date
60% P&S Review (DQA) 6/11/18 6/25/18
90% P&S Review (DQA) 12/21/18 1/3/19
90% P&S Review (ATR) 1/4/19 1/18/19
100% P&S Review (DQA) 3/23/19 4/5/19
100% P&S Review (ATR) 4/6/19 4/20/19
BCOE Review 1/4/19 1/18/19
SAR Review 1/4/19 1/18/19
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 3/23/19 4/5/19
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 3/23/19 4/5/19
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 3/23/19 4/5/19
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/23 1/30/23
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 1/30/23 2/15/23
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Reach G

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
65% P&S Review (DQA) 10/21/21 11/4/21
95% P&S Review (DQA) 4/22/22 5/6/22
95% P&S Review (ATR) 5/7/22 5/21/22
100% P&S Review (DQA) 7122/22 8/6/22
100% P&S Review (ATR) 8/7/22 8/21/22
BCOE Review 5/7/22 5/21/22
SAR Review 5/7/22 5/21/22
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 7/22/22 8/21/22
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 7122122 8/21/22
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 7/22/22 8/21/22
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/26 1/30/26
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 1/30/26 2/15/26

The cost of DQC is $23,000. The cost for ATR is $84,200. The cost for SAR is $100,000.

Reach F
Title and Activity Start Date End Date
65% P&S Review (DQA) 10/21/21 11/4/21
95% P&S Review (DQA) 4/22/22 5/6/22
95% P&S Review (ATR) 5/7/22 5/21/22
100% P&S Review (DQA) 7/22/22 8/6/22
100% P&S Review (ATR) 8/7/22 8/21/22
BCOE Review 5/7/22 5/21/22
SAR Review 5/7/22 5/7/22
Draft EIS Review (DQ) 7/22/22 8/21/22
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 7/22/22 8/21/22
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 7122/22 8/21/22
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/26 1/30/26
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 1/30/26 2/15/26

The cost of DQC is $23,000. The cost for ATR is $84,200. The cost for SAR is $100,000.
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Reach E

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
65% P&S Review (DQA) 1/15/21 1/29/21
95% P&S Review (DQA) 9/25/21 10/7/21
95% P&S Review (ATR) 10/8/21 10/22/21
100% P&S Review (DQA/BCOE) 2/1/22 2/15/22
100% P&S Review (ATR) 3/3/22 3/31/22
BCOE Review 10/8/22 10/22/22
SAR Review 10/8/22 10/22/22
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 2/1/22 3/3/22
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 2/1/22 3/3/22
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 2/1/22 3/3/22
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/22 1/30/22
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 1/30/22 2/15/22

The cost of DQC is $24,000. The cost for ATR is $88,400. The cost for SAR is $100,000.

Natomas Reach D Pumping Plant 4

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
*
95% P&S Review (DQC) 4/19/20 5/3/20
*
100% P&S Review (DQC) 5/25/20 6/9/20
*
BCOE Review 4/19/20 5/3/20
*
*
*
*
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 4/15/22 4/30/22
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 4/30/22 5/15/22

The cost of DQC is $25,000. The cost for ATR is $92,800. The cost for SAR is $100,000.
*Pumping Plant 4 originally part of Natomas Reach D Windows Contract, so already completed
ATR/SAR and EIS reviews.

NLIP Reach B (1-5 Window)
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Title and Activity Start Date End Date
65% P&S Review (DQA) 6/6/19 6/28/19
95% P&S Review (DQA) 7/13/20 7127120
95% P&S Review (ATR) 7/13/20 7127120
BCOE Review 7/13/20 7/27/20
SAR Review 7/13/20 7127120
100% P&S Review (DQA/BCOE) 10/22/20 11/7/20
100% P&S Review (ATR) 10/22/20 11/7/20
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 10/22/20 11/21/20
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 10/22/20 11/21/20
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 10/22/20 11/21/20
Draft O&M Manual 4/15/23 4/30/23
(DQC/ATR/SAR)

Natomas Reach D Highway 99

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
65% P&S Review (DQA) 1/21/22 2/4/22
95% P&S Review (DQA) 5/1/22 5/15/22
95% P&S Review (ATR) 5/16/22 5/30/22
100% P&S Review (DQA) 7/20/22 8/3/22
100% P&S Review (ATR) 8/4/22 8/18/22
BCOE Review 5/16/22 5/30/22
SAR Review 5/16/22 5/30/22
Draft EIS Review (DQC) 7/20/22 8/19/22
Draft EIS Review (ATR) 7/20/22 8/19/22
Draft EIS Review (Legal) 7/20/22 8/19/22
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/24 1/30/24
Draft O&M Manual (ATR/SAR) 1/30/24 2/15/24

The cost of DQC is $26,000. The cost for ATR is $97,500. The cost for SAR is $100,000.

Mitigation Contract

Title and Activity Start Date End Date
60% P&S Review (DQC) 417120 4/24/20
90% P&S Review (DQC) 7/30/20 8/14/20
90% P&S Review (ATR) 8/15/20 8/29/20
100% P&S Review (DQC) 10/4/20 10/18/20
100% P&S Review (ATR) 10/19/20 11/2/20
BCOE Review 8/15/20 8/29/20
Draft O&M Manual (DQC) 1/15/23 1/30/23
Draft O&M Manual (ATR) 1/30/23 2/15/23

The cost of DQC is $24,000. The cost for ATR is $70,000.

8. DOCUMENTATION OF REVIEW. The District Quality Control activities for the American River
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Common Features, Natomas Basin Reaches A, B, E, F, and G, Sacramento and Sutter Counties,
California will be completed by Sacramento District. District Quality Assurance activities will be
completed by Sacramento District for Natomas Reaches | and H, and for the Reaches D, C, and B
Operation and Maintenance Manuals. The Agency Technical Review activities for all of the Natomas
Basin reaches will be completed by Kansas City District (NWK), LRN, and Seattle District (NWS). The
team used the Document Review and Checking System (DrChecks) to document the review process.
Reviewers were then responsible for back checking the A/E’s responses to the review comments and
either close the comment or attempt to resolve any disagreements.

For the final submittal, the A/E has provided certification that the plans and specifications (P&S) have
undergone the A/E’s quality control procedure and that the plans are ready for advertising. It is also noted
that the A/E is required to have all the design drawings stamped by a registered professional engineer.
The AE’s Quality Control Plan is provided as an Appendix to this review plan.

a. Statement of Technical Review. 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 leader
must complete a statement of technical review for all final products and final documents. For each
Agency Technical Review (ATR) event, the ATR team will examine, as part of its ATR activities,
relevant DQC records and provide written comment in the ATR report as to the apparent adequacy of the
DQC effort for the associated product or service. The ATR team will prepare a Review Report which
includes a summary of each unresolved issue, the charge questions, a brief resume of ATR reviewers, and
a printout of all DrChecks comments with resolution in order for the process to be certified as 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 sample Statement of Technical Review for
the plans and specifications is included in Appendix A.

b. Final IEPR Review. The final IEPR Review Report will be submitted by the Type Il IEPR panel no
later than 60 days following each milestone. The SAR contractor or another government agency shall
prepare a Final Review Report to include the panel review of the design documents, construction, and the
O&M Manuals. Written responses to the Type Il IEPR Review Report will be documented in Dr.
Checks. The District/PCX/MSC and CECW-CP will disseminate the final Type Il IEPR Review Report,
USACE response, and all other materials related to the Type Il IEPR at
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/ProjectPlanning/CompletedPeerReviewReports.aspx.
DrChecks review software may be used to document the Type Il IEPR comments and aid in the
preparation of the Review Report. Comments should address the adequacy and acceptability of the
economic, engineering and environmental methods, models, and analyses used. Type Il IEPR comments
should generally include the same four key parts as described for ATR comments in Section 5. An A/E
contractor will be responsible for compiling and entering comments into DrChecks. The Type Il IEPR
team will prepare a Review Report that will accompany the publication of the final report for the project
and shall:

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

(2) Include the charge to the reviewers;
3) Describe the nature of their review and their findings and conclusions; and

(4 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.
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9. POINTS OF CONTACT. Questions about this Review Plan may be directed to the applicable District
Project Delivery Team, Lead Engineer, Mark Boedtker at (916) 557-6637, or to the Project Managers,
Stacy Pereyda-Hill at (916) 557-6887, Krystel Bell at (916) 557-7948, and Melissa Harris at (916) 557-
7517. The Chief, Engineering Division is Rick Poeppelman at (916) 557-7301.

10. REVIEW PLAN APPROVAL.

The Sacramento District requests that the South Pacific Division endorse the above
recommendations and approve this Review Plan as described in Appendix B of EC 1165-2-214.
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List of Acronyms

AE — Architect/Engineer

ATR — Agency Technical Review

BCOE — Biddability, Constructability, Operability and Environmental
BI/COI - Background Information and Confidential Conflict of Interest Disclosure
DDR - Design Documentation Report

DQC - District Quality Control

EC — Engineering Circular

EIS — Environmental Impact Statement

EIR — Environmental Impact Report

ER — Engineering Regulation

IDIQ — Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity

IEPR — Independent Peer Review

MSC — Major Subordinate Command

NAS — National Academy of Sciences

NEMDC — Natomas East Main Drainage Canal

PDT — Project Delivery Team

PMP — Project Management Plan

RMO - Review Management Organization

RP — Review Plan

SAR — Safety Assurance Review

SPD — South Pacific Division

USACE — United State Army Corps of Engineers

WRDA - Water Resources Development Act

WRRDA — Water Resources Reform and Development Act
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APPENDIX A

FORMS

US Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District

QUALITY CONTROL CERTIFICATION
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ELECTRONICDIGITALMEDIASUBMITTAL
COMPLETIONOF QUALITY CONTROLREVIEW

The Sacramento District, Design Branch has completed the Design of the Plans and Specifications for the American
River Common Features, Natomas Basin, Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California. Notice is hereby giventhat
all quality control activities, appropriateto the level of risk and complexity inherent in the project, as defined in the
Quality Control Plan have been completed. Compliance with established policy principlesand 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 of data obtained; and
reasonableness of the results, including whether the product meets the customer's needs consistent with lawand
existing Corpspolicy. The preliminary plans and specifications were accomplished by the In-House Design Team
and the independent technical/ quality control review was accomplished by a peer review within Design Branch and
the subject project is in compliance with the contract requirements. Design Branch Statementof Quality Control,
and the Biddability, Constructability, Operability, Environmental, and Sustainability (BCOES) Certificatefrom
Construction Operations Division are attached. Accordingly, theundersigned certifies the quality control process
forthis product.

GENERAL FINDINGSfor BCOES

Compliance with clearly established policy principlesand procedures, utilizing clearly justified and valid
assumptions, has been verified. This includes assumptions; methods, procedures and materials used in analyses;
alternatives evaluated; the appropriateness of data used and level of data obtained; and the reasonableness of the
results, includingwhether the product meets the customer's needs consistent with law and existing Corps policy. All
appropriate ATR and BCOES review comments have been incorporated into this product. Accordingly, the
undersigned certifies the quality control process for this product.

ELECTRONICDIGITALMEDIASUBMITTAL

The drawings for the above projecthave been approved. The mark /s/ before the following individual’s name (i.e.,
/sl Rick Poeppelman, P.E.) indicates the final drawing approval. Approved drawings aredated within six months of
the Advertising Date. Thiscertification expires 180days fromthe date of issue.

CERTIFICATION OF DISTRICT (for Civil) QUALITY CONTROL or ASSURANCE

As noted above, allissuesand concerns associated with the developmentand independent technical review of the
producthave been resolved. The project may proceedto the next phase of product developmentorimplementation.

For Civil Projects with District Quality Control (DQC) Review
Significant concerns and the explanation of theresolution are as follows:

No significant concerns

Rick Poeppelman, P. E. Date
Chief, Engineering Division

COMPLETION OF DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL
ENGINEERING
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Project Name & Location: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin, Sacramento and Sutter
Counties, California

Product Type & Short Description of Item: Plans and Specifications

The District Quality Control/Quality Assurance (DQC) Process for Engineering has been completed for
the geotechnical and civil portion of the design plans and specifications for the American River Common
Features, Natomas Basin, Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California Plans and Specifications. The
DQC was conducted as defined in the project’s Review Plan to comply with the requirements of EC
1165-2-214 and QMS Process 08506-SPD “District Quality Control/Quality Assurance (DQC) of
Engineering Products”. During the DQC, 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. All important comments
resulting from the DQC have been resolved and the comments have been closed in Dr. Checks. The Dr.
Checks report documenting this is attached.

Sean H. Mann Date
Engineering Technical Lead

Markus S. Boedtker Date
DQC Review Team Leader

William P. Woodward Date
Chief, Civil Works Design Section C

William M. Hall Date
Chief, Civil Works Design Branch

CIVIL DESIGN BRANCH
STATEMENT OF QUALITY CONTROL
ELECTRONICDIGITALMEDIASUBMITTAL
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PROJECT TITLE: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin

LOCATION: Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California
P2 NUMBER: 458598 SPECNUMBER:

COMPLETION OF QUALITY CONTROL ACTIVITIES

The Project Team has completed the plans and specifications for the above project. Notice is hereby given that all
quality controlactivities associated with Product Development and Independent Technical Review (ITR), as defined
in the Quality Control Plan, appropriate to the level of risk and complexity inherent in the product have been
completed. Compliance with clearly established policy, principlesand procedures, utilizing clearly justifiedand
valid assumptions, has been verified. This includes assumptions; methods, procedures and materials used in
analyses; alternatives evaluated; the appropriateness of data used and level of data obtained;and the reasonableness
of the results, including whether the product meets the customer's needs consistent with lawand existing Corps
policy. Documentation ofthe quality control process is contained in the project file.

All appropriate ITRand Biddability, Constructibility, Operability, Environmental, and Sustainability (BCOES) and
functional user review comments received in DrChecks and reviewed by this office have beenincorporated intothis
productor satisfactorily resolved andthat feedback on all comments has been provided to reviewers.

ELECTRONICDIGITALMEDIASUBMITTAL: Thedrawings forthe above project havebeenapproved for
advertising. The mark/s/ before the following individual’sname (i.e.,/s/ Name) indicates the Specifications and
Final Drawingapproval. The Approved drawings’ Coversheetis dated xx/xx/xxxx and is within 6 months of
the Advertising Date.

MarkusS. Boedtker, P.E. Date Richard A. Torbik, P.E. Date
Chief, Civil Works Design Section A Chief, Civil Works Design Section B
WilliamP.Woodward, P.E. Date Michele K. Louie, P.E. Date
Chief, Civil Works Design Section C Chief, Structural Design Section

CERTIFICATION OF QUALITY CONTROL: All appropriate ITRand BCOES reviewcomments have been
incorporated into this product. The mark/s/ before my name (i.e.,/s/ William Hall, P.E.) indicates my
approval. Thiscertificationexpires 180 days from the date of issue.

WilliamM. Hall,P.E. Date
Acting Chief, Design Branch

ENGINEERING SUPPORT BRANCH

STATEMENT OF QUALITY CONTROL/ASSURANCE
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ELECTRONICDIGITALMEDIASUBMITTAL

PROJECT TITLE: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin

LOCATION: Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California
SPECIFICATIONNUMBER:

COMPLETIONOF QUALITY CONTROL ACTIVITIES

The Project Team has completed the Specifications and Cost Estimate for IFB documents] for the above project.
Notice is hereby given that all quality controlactivities associated with Product Developmentand all Reviews, as
defined in the Quality Control Plan, appropriateto the level of risk and complexity inherent in the product have been
completed. Compliance with clearly established policy, principlesand procedures, utilizing clearly justifiedand
valid assumptions, has been verified. This includes assumptions; methods, procedures and materials used in
analyses; alternatives evaluated; the appropriateness of data used and level of data obtained; and the reasonableness
of the results, includingwhether the product meets the customer's needs consistent with law and existing Corps
policy. Documentation of the quality control process is contained in the project file.

All appropriate DQC, ATR and Biddability, Constructibility, Operability, Environmental, and Sustainability
(BCOES) and functional user review comments received in the Design Reviewand Checking System, (Dr. Checks)
and reviewed by this office, have been incorporated into this productor satisfactorily resolved and that feedback on
all comments has been provided to reviewers.

ELECTRONICDIGITALMEDIASUBMITTAL: The Specificationsand Cost Estimate forthe above project
have beenapproved. The Approved Specifications and Cost Estimate are within 6 months of the Advertising
Date.

VincentG. Andrada,P.E.,S.E. Date Theresa Gneiting-James, C.C.C. Date
Chief, QA Specs & AE Section Chief, Cost Engineering Section

CERTIFICATION OF QUALITY CONTROL: All appropriate ITRand BCOES review comments have been
incorporated into this product. This certificationexpires 180 days fromthe date of issue.

Jeremiah A.Frost,P.E.,C.C.E Date
Acting Chief, Engineering Support Branch

COMPLETION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW

The Agency Technical Review (ATR) has beencompleted for the plans and specifications for the American River
Common Features, Natomas Basin project. The ATR was conductedas definedin the project’s Review Planto
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comply with therequirements of EC 1165-2-214 andER 1110-1-12. Duringthe ATR, compliance with established
policy principles and procedures, utilizing justifiedand valid assumptions, was verified. Thisincluded 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
consistentwith lawand existing US Army Corps of Engineers policy. The ATR also assessed the District Quality
Control (DQC) documentation and made the determinationthat the DQC activities employedappearto be
appropriate and effective. Allcommentsresultingfromthe ATR havebeenresolved and thecomments havebeen
closed in DrChecks®™.

Michael Navin Date
ATR Team Leader
CEMVS-LSC

Stacy Pereyda-Hill Date
Project Manager
SPK-PM-C

Sean Mann Date
Technical Lead
CESPK-ED-DC

David Carlson Date
Director of Risk Management

CEIWR-RMC

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.

Rick L Poeppelman, P.E. Date
Chief, Engineering Division, Sacramento District

COMPLETION OF SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEW (TYPE II)
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PROJECT TITLE: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin
LOCATION: Sacramento County, California
SPEC NUMBER:

The District has completed the Safety Assurance Review (SAR) on the Plans, Specifications, and Design
Documentation Report (DDR) for the above project. The undersigned certify that a SAR appropriate to
the level of risk and complexity inherent in the project, has been conducted as designated in the project
Quiality Control Plan.

During the SAR, compliance with established policy principles and procedures, utilizing justified and
valid assumptions was reviewed and further analysis and investigations that are needed were identified.
This included review of: assumptions, methods, procedures, and materials used in analysis, alternatives
evaluated, the appropriateness of data used and level obtained, and reasonableness of the result, including
whether the product meets the customer's need consistent with law and existing Corps policy. All
comments resulting from the SAR, entered in the Design Review and Checking System (DrChecks) have
been resolved.

Mark Freitas, P.E., A/E SAR Lead

Date
Sean Mann, P.E., Engineering Tech Lead Date
Stacy Pereyda-Hill, P.E., Project Manager Date

Rick L. Poeppelman, P.E., Chief, Engineering Division Date

CONTRACTOR STATEMENT OF QUALITY CONTROL
AND
BIDDABILITY, CONSTRUCTIBILITY, OPERABILITY, ENVIRONMENTAL, and
SUSTAINABILITY
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CERTIFICATION
AND
ELECTRONIC DIGITAL MEDIA SUBMITTAL

PROJECT TITLE: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin
LOCATION: Sacramento County, California
SPECIFICATIONNUMBER:

COMPLETIONOF QUALITY CONTROLACTIVITIES

The Architect-Engineer HDR Engineering Inc. has completed the Plans & Specifications for the above project.
Notice is hereby given that all quality controlactivities associated with Prod uct Developmentand Independent
Technical Review (ITR), as defined in the Quality Control Plan, appropriateto the level of risk and complexity
inherent in the product have beencompleted. Compliance with clearly established policy, principlesand
procedures, utilizing clearly justified and valid assumptions, has beenverified. Thisincludes assumptions; methods,
procedures and materials used in analyses; alternatives evaluated; the appropriateness of data used and level of data
obtained; and thereasonableness of theresults, including whether the product meets the customer's needs consistent
with law and existing Corps policy. Documentation of the quality control process is containedin the projectfile.

All appropriate ITRand Biddability, Constructibility, Operability, Environmental, and Sustainability (BCOES) and
functional user review comments received in DrChecks and reviewed by this office have beenincorporated intothis
productor satisfactorily resolved andthat feedback on allcomments has been providedto reviewers.

DanielJabbour, P.E. Date
Independent Technical Review Team Leader
CERTIFICATION OF QUALITY CONTROL
As noted above, allappropriate ITR and BCOES review comments have been incorporated into this product.
ELECTRONIC DIGITAL MEDIASUBMITTAL

The mark/s/ beforethe names (i.e,/s/ Name) on thedrawing sheets in the “Submitted” area indicates my approval.
Approveddrawings aredated within six months of the Advertising Date.

Jason Nettleton, P.E. Date
HDR Engineering, Inc.
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SACRAMENTO DISTRICT

BCOES CERTIFICATION
Civil Works

Project Name:/Project Number: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin
Phase or type of project: Plansand Specifications

Certification Date:

I, [Project Manager Name], certify that the Value Engineering process as required by ER 11-1-321 (Change 1 or
latest version), Army Programs Value Engineering has been completed for this procurementaction. | certify
compliance with Public Law99-662 (33 USC 2288) and OMB Circular A-131. A VE study was
[completed/waived] on [Enter Date] by the appropriate authority and documented in the Value Engineering report.
All rejected VE proposals indicating potential savings of over $1,000,000 have beenresolved with approval of the
MSC Commander.

Project Manager Date Value Engineering Officer Date

The Bid or RFP Package has beenreviewed for Biddability, Constructability, Operability, Environmental,
Sustainability (BCOES) requirementsin accord with ER 415-1-11, dated 1 January 2013. The undersigned certify
thatallappropriate BCOES review comments haveeither been incorporatedintothe Bid or RFP Package or
otherwise satisfactorily resolved. Comments, Evaluations, and Backchecks are alldocumented in the Design Review
and Checking System (DrChecks).

S. Joe Griffin Date M. Violet Albright Date
Chief, Environmental Resources Branch Chief, Construction Division

Adam B. Olson Date Randy P. Olson Date
Chief, Real Estate Division Chief, Operations Division

WilliamM. Hall, P.E. Date Rick Poeppelman, P.E. Date
Chief, Civil Design Branch Chief, Engineering Division

Note: This certificationexpires 180 days from the date ofissue.
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DR. CHECKSSTATUS REPORT

Project Title: American River Common Features, Natomas Basin
Location: Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California

Specification No:

Put Screen Print from DRCheckshere.
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APPENDIX B

REVIEW PLAN CHECKLIST
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Review Plan Checklist

For Implementation Documents

Date: JUNE 2015
Originating District: SACRAMENTO DISTRICT

Project/Study Title: AMERICAN RIVER COMMON FEATURES, NATOMAS BASIN,
SACRAMENTO AND SUTTER COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA, PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

PWI #:
District POC: Mr. Mark Boedtker

PCX Reviewer:

Please fill out this checklist and submit with the draft Review Plan when coordinating with the
appropriate RMO. For DQC, the District isthe RMO; for ATR of Dam and Levee Safety Studies, the
Risk Management Center is the RMO; and for non-Dam and Levee Safety projects and other work
products, SPD is the RMO; for Type Il IEPR, the Risk Management Center is the RMO. Any evaluation
boxes checked ‘No’ indicate the RP possibly may not comply with EC 1165-2-214 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 EC1165-2-214, | YesX No[]
document? Appendix B
Para 4a
a. Does itinclude a cover page identifying it as a. YesX Nol]
a RP and listing the project/study title,
originating district or office, and date of the
plan?
b. Does it include a table of contents? b. YesX Nol[]

c. Isthe purpose of the RP clearly stated and EC | EC 1165-2-214 | ¢. Yes[X] No[]
1165-2-214 referenced? Para 7a

d. Does it reference the Project Management EC1165-2-214 | d. YesX No[l
Plan (PMP) of which the RP isa component | Para7a(2)
including P2 Project #?

EC1165-2-214 |e. YesX No[]

31



e. Does itinclude a paragraph stating the title, Appendix B
subject, and purpose of the work product to Para4a
be reviewed?
EC1165-2-214, |f. YesX No[]
f.  Does it list the names and disciplines in the Appendix B,
home district, MSC and RMO to whom Para 4a
inquiries about the plan may be directed?*
*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.
2. Documentation of risk-informed decisions on EC 1165-2-214, | YesX No[l]
which levels of review are appropriate. Appendix B,
Para 4b
a. Does it succinctly describe the three levels of | EC1165-2-214 | a. Yes[X No[l
peer review: District Quality Control (DQC), | 7a
Agency Technical Review (ATR), and
Independent External Peer Review (IEPR)?
b. Does it contain a summary of the CW
implementation products required? EC1165-2-214 | b. YesX No[]
Para 15
c. DQC s always required. The RP will need to
address the following questions: EC1165-2-214
Para 15a
i. Does it state that DQC will be managed by
the home district in accordance with the EC1165-2-214 i. YesXI No[]
Major Subordinate Command (MSC) and Para 8a
district Quality Management Plans?
ii. Does it list the DQC activities (for example,
30, 60, 90, BCOE reviews, etc) EC1165-2-214 |ii. YesX No[l
Appendix B (1)
iii. Does it list the review teams who will
perform the DQC activities?
EC1165-2-214 |iii. YesX No[l
iv. Does it provide tasks and related resource, | Appendix B
funding and schedule showing when the 49
DQC activities will be performed? EC1165-2-214 |iv. YesX No[]
Appendix B
d. Does itassume an ATR is required and ifan | Para4c
ATR is not required does it provide a risk
based decision of why it is not required? If an d. YesXI No[l]

ATR is required the RP will need to address
the following questions:

EC1165-2-214
Para 15a
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Does it identify the ATR District, MSC, and
RMO points of contact?

ii. Does it identify the ATR lead from outside

the home MSC?

Does it provide a succinct description of the
primary disciplines or expertise needed for
the review (not simply a list of disciplines)?
If the reviewers are listed by name, does the
RP describe the gualifications and years of
relevant experience of the ATR team
members?*

Does it provide tasks and related resource,
funding and schedule showing when the
ATR activities will be performed?

Does the RP address the requirement to
document ATR comments using Dr Checks?

*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.

€.

Does it assume a Type Il IEPR is required
and if a Type Il IEPR is not required does it
provide a risk based decision of why it is not
required including RMC/ MSC concurrence?
If a Type Il IEPR isrequired the RP will
need to address the following questions:

Does it provide a defensible rationale for the
decision on Type Il IEPR?

ii. Does it identify the Type Il IEPR District,

MSC, and RMO points of contact?

Does it state that for a Type Il IEPR, it will
be contracted with an A/E contractor or
arranged with another government agency to
manage external to the Corps of Engineers?

Does it state for a Type Il IEPR, that the
selection of IEPR review panel members
will be made up of independent, recognized
experts from outside of the USACE in the
appropriate disciplines, representing a

EC 1165-2-214
Para 7a

EC 1165-2-214
Para 9c

EC 1165-2-214
Appendix B
49

EC 1165-2-214
Appendix C
Para 3e

EC 1165-2-214
Para 7d (1)

EC1165-2-214
Para 15a

EC 1165-2-214
Para 7a

EC 1165-2-214
Appendix B
Para 4a

EC 1165-2-214
Appendix B
Para 4k (4)

v,

V.

e.

Yes ] No[X

Yes X No[]

Yes X No[]

Yes X No[]

Yes X No[]

Yes X No[]

Yes X No[]

Yes XINo []

Yes X No[]
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Vi.

Vil.

viii.

balance of expertise suitable for the review
being conducted?

Does it state for a Type Il IEPR, that the
selection of IEPR review panel members
will be selected using the National
Academy of Science (NAS) Policy which
sets the standard for “independence” in the
review process?

If the Type Il IEPR panel is established by
USACE, has local (i.e. District) counsel
reviewed the Type Il IEPR execution for
FACA requirements?

Does it provide tasks and related resource,
funding and schedule showing when the
Type 11 IEPR activities will be performed?

Does the project address hurricane and storm
risk management or flood risk management
or any other aspects where Federal action is
justified by life safety or significant threat to
human life?

Isitlikely? YesDXI No[]
If yes, Type Il IEPR must be addressed.

iX.

Does the RP address Type Il IEPR factors?

Factors to be considered include:

Does the project involve the use of innovative
materials or techniques where the engineering
is based on novel methods, presents complex
challenges for interpretations, contains
precedent setting methods or models, or
presents conclusions that are likely to change
prevailing practices?

Does the project design require redundancy,
resiliency and robustness

Does the project have unique construction
sequencing or a reduced or overlapping
design construction schedule; for
example, significant project features
accomplished using the Design-Build or
Early Contractor Involvement (ECI)
delivery systems.

EC 1165-2-214
Appendix B,
Para 4k(1) &
Appendix E,
Para’sla& 7

EC 1165-2-214
Para 6b (4) and
Para 10b

EC1165-2-214
Appendix E,
Para 7¢(1)

EC1165-2-214
Appendix E,
Paraba

EC1165-2-214
Appendix E
Para 2

Vi.

Vil.

Yes X

Yes X

Yes X

Yes X

Yes X

Yes X

No []

No []

No []

No []

No []

No []
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Isit likely? YesX No[]
If yes, Type Il IEPR must be addressed.

g. Does it address policy compliance and legal
review? If no, does it provide a risk based
decision of why it is not required?

g. YesX No[]
EC 1165-2-214
Para 14
3. Doesthe RP present the tasks, timing, and EC1165-2-214, | YesX No[l]
sequence of the reviews (including deferrals)? Appendix B,
Para 4c
a. Does it provide and overall review schedule EC1165-2-214, |a YesX No[]
that shows timing and sequence of all Appendix C,
reviews? Para 39
b. Does the review plan establish a milestone
schedule aligned with the critical featuresof | EC 1165-2-214, | b. YesX No [l
the project design and construction Appendix E,
Para 6¢
4. Does the RP address engineering model EC1165-2-214, | YesX No[l

certification requirements?

Appendix B,
Para 4i

The hydraulic models
have been previously
reviewed in prior projects.
Slope stability and
seepage analyses have
been developed for these
projects.

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

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?

a. Yes[] No []

b. Yes[] No []

c. Yes[] No []
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5. Doesthe RP explain how and when there will
be opportunities for the public to comment on the
study or project to be reviewed?

EC 1165-2-214,
Appendix B,
Para 4d

Yes XI No[]

a. Does it discuss posting the RP on the District
website?

b. Does it indicate the web address, and
schedule and duration of the posting?

a. YesXl Noll

b. YesX] No[]

6. Doesthe RP explain when significant and
relevant public comments will be provided to the
reviewers before they conduct their review?

EC 1165-2-214,
Appendix B,
Para 4e

Yes [] NoX
There is no public review
for these project

documents.
a. Does it discuss the schedule of receiving a. Yes[] Nold
public comments?
b. Does it discuss the schedule of when b. Yes ] NolJ
significant comments will be provided to the
reviewers?
7. Does the RP address whether the public, EC 1165-2-214, | Yes[] NoX

including scientific or professional societies, will be
asked to nominate professional reviewers?*

Appendix B,
Para 4h

There is no public review
for these project

documents.

a. If the public is asked to nominate a. Yes[] Nol
professional reviewers then does the RP
provide a description of the requirements and
answer who, what, when, where, and how
questions?

* Typically the public will not be asked to

nominate potential reviewers

8. Does the RP address expected in-kind EC1165-2-214, | Yes[] No[X

contributions to be provided by the sponsor? Appendix B, There are no in-kind
Para 4j sponsor contributions for
these projects.
a. If expected in-kind contributions are to be a. Yes[] No[]

provided by the sponsor, does the RP list the
expected in-kind contributions to be provided
by the sponsor?

9. Does the RP explain how the reviews will be Yes X No[]

documented?
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a. Does the RP address the requirement to

document ATR comments using Dr Checks
and Type Il IEPR published comments and

responses pertaining to the design and

construction activities summarized in a report

reviewed and approved by the MSC and
posted on the home district website?

EC 1165-2-214,
Para 7d

a. YesX Noll]

b. Does the RP explain how the Type Il IEPR b. YesX No[]
will be documented in a Review Report? EC 1165-2-214
Appendix B
c. Does the RP document how written responses | Para 4k (14)
to the Type Il IEPR Review Report will be c. YesX No[J
prepared? EC 1165-2-214
Appendix B
d. Does the RP detail how the Para 4k (14)
district/PCX/MSC and CECW-CP will d. YesX No[l]
disseminate the final Type Il IEPR Review EC 1165-2-214
Report, USACE response, and all other Appendix B
materials related to the Type Il IEPRonthe | Para5
internet?
10. Hasthe approval memorandum been EC 1165-2-214, | Yes[X Noll

prepared and does it accompany the RP?

Appendix B,
Para 7
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Appendix A — CW Products and Type of Reviews

There are few absolutes in terms of review and those tend towards higher levels of review rather than lower.

All Civil Works products shall get district quality control. All decision and implementation documents shall
undergo Agency Technical Review. The law states when peer review is mandatory. Beyond this, the EC
requires a risk informed decision be made on each individual study/project to determine the appropriate level of
review. This determination will first be made as part of the review plan, which is part of the PMP. But the
determination may change based upon changes the product undergoes during its development.

Any deviation from the following requires use of a risk informed decision process.

CW Planning Products Required Review ReqSiPrEmen i
Reconnaissance Report DQC, ATR
Feasibility Study DQC, ATR, Type | IEPR
General Reevaluation Report DQC, ATR, Type | IEPR
Limited Reevaluation Report DQC, ATR, Type | IEPR
Continuing Authorities Project DQC, ATR, Type | IEPR

Major Rehab Report (Hydropower, Navigation) | DQC, ATR, Type | IEPR

Dredge Material Management Plan DQC, ATR
Shoreline Management Plan DQC, ATR, Type | IEPR
Master Plan DQC, ATR
Master Plan Update DQC
Operational Management Plan DQC
Annual Work Plan DQC
Hydrologic Studies* DQC, ATR QMP

*Data from hydrologic studies must undergo a minimum of DQC and ATR prior to its substantive use in
plan formulation studies.
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CW Engineering Products

Required Review

SPD
Requirement

Engineering Studies (EDR's, DDR's, etc)

DQC, ATR,SAR

Cost Engineering Products

DQC, ATR

Engineering Appendices for FS

DQC, ATR, SAR*

Operation and Maintenance Manuals

DQC, ATR, SAR*,

Policy Review
Major Maintenance Reports DQC, ATR
PL 84-99 Project Information Reports DQC, ATR

PL 84-99 Rehab Plans and Specs

DQC, ATR, SAR*

Plan and Specs for Levee and Dam

Projects DQC, ATR, SAR
Purchase Orders DQC, ATR
Field Investigations DQC, ATR

Plan and Specs

DQC, ATR, SAR*

Construction

SAR* (assumes DQC,
ATR and IEPR were
done in PED)

Plans and Specs

DQC, ATR, SAR*

Issue Evaluation Studies

DQC, ATR

Engineering Investigations

DQC, ATR
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Operations Engineering Products

Required Review

SPD
Requirement

Operation and Maintenance Manuals

DQC, ATR, SAR*

Major Maintenance Reports DQC, ATR
Plan and Specs for Levee or Dam Projects | DQC, ATR, SAR
Purchase Orders DQC, ATR
Field Investigations DQC, ATR
Construction

Plan and Specs DQC, ATR

Engineering Investigations DQC, ATR
Routine Maintenance/Replacement-in-kind DQC
Periodic Inspections of Completed Projects DQC

* SAR is required for any engineering product with life safety issues
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APPENDIX C

CESPD SUPPLEMENT REVIEW PLAN CHECKLIST
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CESPD Supplemental Review Plan Checklist

Review Plan: AMERICAN RIVER COMMON FEATURES, NATOMAS BASIN, SACRAMENTO AND SUTTER
COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA

Date of review:
Reviewedby:
References: CESPDR 1110-1-8, AppendixC, Planning; EC 1165-2-214, CivilWorks Review Policy

Note: Any “No” answer requires explanation in the comment field.

Item Yes | No Comment

1 Is there a Technical Review Strategy Session identified L DX | TRSS applies only to decision documents.
earlyin the study process? (See Appendix C paragraph

8.2,)

2 Are potential Continuing Authority Program (CAP) L] DX | These are levee remediation reaches. No
“spinoffs” identified, along with the appropriate QCP possible CAP spinoffs.
identified forthem?

3 Are the review costs identified?

For District Quality Control (DQC)?

ATR?

Independent External Peer Review (IEPR)?

) B & ] <]
OdOco

4 Does the RP identify seamless DQCtechnical review
(8.4),includingsupervisory oversight of the technical
products? (See Appendix C paragraph 8.5)

]
O]

5 Does the RP identify the recommended review
commentcontentand structure?(See AppendixC
paragraph 8.5.4)

6 Does the RP encourage face-to-face resolution of L] X
issues between the PDT and reviewers? (See Appendix
Cparagraph 8.5.5)

7 If issues remain, does the RP mustidentify an L] X
appropriate dispute resolution process? (See Appendix
Cparagraph 8.6)

8 Does the RP require documentation of all significant X