
CESPD-DE 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION , U,S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

1455 MARKET STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 03---1399 

1 7 DEC 2009 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Review Plan approval for the Yuba River Basin, CA, Marysville Ring 
Levee Engineering Design Documentation Report Flood Risk Management. 

1. The enclosed Review Plan for the Yuba River Basin, CA, Marysville Ring Levee 
Engineering Design Documentation Report was prepared in accordance with EC 
11 05-2-410. 

2. The Review Plan will be made available for public comment, and the 
comments received will be incorporated into the Review Plan. The Review Plan 
was coordinated with the Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise 
of the South Pacific Division. For further information, contact the PCX at 415-
503-6852. 

3. The Review Plan includes Independent External Peer Review Type II and a 
Safety Assurance Review will be conducted. 

4. I hereby approve this Review Plan, which is subject to change as study 
circumstances require, consistent with study development under the Project 
Management Business Process. Subsequent revisions to this Review Plan or its 
execution will require new written approval from this office. 

5. The point of contact for this memorandum is Ms. Karen Berresford, 
(415) 503-6557, Karen.G.Berresford@usace.army.mil. 

Encl SCOTT F. "ROCK" DONAHUE, P.E. 
COLl(P), EN 
Commanding 

-



CESPK-PD-W 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1325 J STREET 

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814·2922 

SEP 0 It 2009 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Commander, South Pacific Division, A TIN: CESPD-PD-C, 
(Berresford) 

SUBJECT: Review Plan for the Yuba River Basin, California, Marysvi ll e Ring Levee 
Engineering Documentation Report (EOR) 

I. In accordance wi th EC 1105-2-41 0, Review of Decision Documents, dated 22 August 2008, 
draft EC 1165-2-209, Civil Works Review Policy, dated I July 2009, and draft ER 1110-2-11 50 
Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects, dated 2008, the subject Review Plan is 
provided (Enclosure 1). Also enclosed is the SPD Review Plan checklist (Enclosure 2). 

2. This Review Plan is in compliance with the referenced ER's. It has been coordinated with the 
Planning Center of Expertise for Flood Risk Management (PCX-FRM); however, because the 
EDR is an implementation document approved at the District, PCX concurrence is not requi red. 
The EDR is an engineering document and Engineering Division will be the overall manager of 
its review. Engineering Division, with assistance frolll Planning Division, will acquire 
independent reviewers outside the District for the A TR. 

3. The Review Plan was submitted to the DST on 3 February 2009 for review. Subsequently, 
nST comments were received and suggested revisions have becn incorporated into the Review 
Plan. 

4. District point of contact for this action is Mr. Ted Werner. 

Ends 

Sincerely, 

/? Francis C. Piccola 
V":-CllIef, Plannmg DIVIsion 
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REVLEW PLAN 
YUBA RI VER BASIN, CALIFORNIA 

MARYSVILLE RI NG LEVEE 
ENGINEE RI NG DOCUMENTATION REPORT 

I. PURPOSE ANO REQU IREMENTS 

A. ]lurposc. 
This Rev iew Pl an (Rr) provides the procedures for ensuring the quality and credi bility of the Engineering 
Documen tation Report (EDR) for the Marysville Ring Levee (MRL) project. The EDR is an engineeri ng 
implementation document fo r the purpose of constructi ng the MRL that was authorized as part orthe Yuba 
River Basin Projec t in WRDA 1999. The MRL was approved as a separab le element of the Yuba River 
Basin Project on 12 February 2008. The EDR will confirm the Federal interest in the project and se rve as 
the basis of the Project Partnership Agreement (cost sharing agreement). It will include an executi ve 
summary presenting cost and expendi ture data since authorization, appendi ces for economic evaluation, 
engineering design and any refinements thereto since autho rization, environmental assessment and a real 
estate plan. It is noted that the engi neering refinemen ts to the project do not warrant additional project 
authorizat ion. 

The RP is a componen t of the Yuba Ri ver Basin Project Management Plan (PMP). The RP presents the 
framework for establ ishing the appropriate level and independence of rev iew and detailed requirements for 
review documentation and dissemination. The RP describes the review of the basic science and engineering 
work producls focusing on fu lfilling the project qua lity requirements. 

B. Regulations 
The basic quality guida nce for the ED R, which is an engineering implementation document, is ER 1110·1· 
12, Engineering and Design Quality Management, dated September 2006. In order to be in comp liance with 
Sections 2034 and 2035 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2007 (Public Law 110-114), 
USACE implemented a more comprehensive indcpendent review process with the publication of 
Engineering Circul ar (EC) 11 05-2·410, Review of Decision Documents, in August 2008. This circular 
complies with Sect ion 515 of Public Law 106·554 (referred to as the " Infonnation Quality Act") and the 
Fina l Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review by the Office of Management and Budget (referred to as 
the "OMS Peer Review Bulletin"). Thi s regulat ion estab lishes a comprehensive life· cyc le review stratcgy 
for Civi l Works products by providing a seamless process for independent review of all Civil Works projects 
from initial planning through des ign, construction, and Operat ion, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and 
Rehab il itation (OMRRR). 

Although the Marysville Ring Levee EDR is an implementation document and nol a dec ision document, the 
new rcview procedures in EC 1105·2·410 are being utilized until new guidance is issued for review of 
implementation documents. That new gu idance wi ll utilize the same procedu res as those for decision 
documents. The Review Plan will be updated to address future implementation phases of the project. 

C. Requ irements. 
(J) Technica l Review Strategy Session (TRSS). A TRSS, nomlally held early in the decision 

document stage, is not required for the implemen tation EDR. 

(2) District Quality Control. DQC is managed in the Sacramento District (District) and will be 
conducted by in·house sta ff as long as the reviewers are not doing the work involved in the study, including 
contracted work that is being reviewed. The review consists of a seamless rev iew with qual ity checks and 
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supervisory reviews. The PDT is responsible for a complcte reading of the repOlt to assure the overall 
integrity of the report and technical appendices. The DQC is conducted by non-PDT members and/or 
supcrvisory stafT who wil l conduct this review for draft and linal products, including products provided by 
the non-Federal sponsors as in-kind services following review of those products by the PDT. 

The Major Subordinate Command (MSC) and District are directly responsible for the Quality Assurance 
(QA) and Quality Control (QC) respectively, and to conduct and document this fundamental level of review. 
A Quality Con trol Plan (QCP) is included in the PMP for the subject study and addresses DQC by the 
MSC/ Districl. DQC is required for this project. 

(3) Agency Technical Review. EC 1105·2-410 recharacterized ATR (which replaces the levcl of 
review former ly known as Independcnt Technical Review) as an in-depth rcview, managed within USACE, 
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 app lication of clearly 
established criteria, regulations, laws, codes, principles and professional practices. 

The ATR team reviews the various work products and assures that all the parts fit together in a 
coherent whole. The ATR team will be comprised of senior USACE personnel (Regional Technical 
Specialists (RTS), etc.) and may be supplemented by outside experts as appropriate. Since the EDR is an 
implementation document, the ATR manager can be within the MSC. DrChecks will be used to document 
all ATR comments, responses, and associated resolution accomplished. This Review Plan outlines the 
proposed approach to meeting this requirement for the Marysville Ring Levee EDR. ATR is required for 
this project. 

(4) Products Developed by Contractor. The development and exccution ofa quality control plan for 
products developed by a contractor shall be the responsibility of the contractor. The contractor's quality 
control plan shall be reviewed and approved at the Distric!. In order to maintain contractor responsibility, the 
contractor shall be responsible for quality control of its own work. An overall quality cOTHrol plan shall be 
developed by the district that out lines quality control activities by the district for any portion of a product 
developed by in-house forces and quality assurance activities by the District for overseeing the contractor's 
quality control activities. These quality assurance activities shall include actions to define the work for the 
contractor and ensure that the contractor meets the requirements of the contract, and they sha ll also include 
an independent quality assurance review. 

(5) Safety Assurance Review (SAR). Section 2035 of WRDA 2007 requires that all projects 
addressing flooding or storm damage reduction undergo a safety assurance review during design and 
construction. Therefore, the safety assurance factors must be considered in all reviews for those studies. 
Although guidance is sti ll under deve lopmen t, EC 1105-2-410 states that one of the factors to consider for 
conducting a SAR is where the fail ure of the project would pose a signifi cant threat to human life. 
Therefore, SAR is rcquired for the Marysville ED R. 

(6) Review of Cost Estimates. The cost estimates will be reviewed and approved by the District 
engineering division. Because the EDR is an implementation document approved at the District level, a cost 
risk analysis and review by the Cost Engineering Directory ofExpenisc (DX) arc not required. 

(7) Public Review and Comment. The Review Plan will show how and when there will be 
opportunities for the public to comment on the document to be reviewed and when signilicant and relevant 
public comments will be provided to the reviewers before they conduct their review. 

(8) Policy and Legal Compliance Review. In addition to the technical reviews, documents will be 
reviewed throughout the project implementation process for their compliance with law and policy. These 
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reviews determine that the reports and the supporting analyses and coordi nation comply with law and policy. 
Guidance for policy and legal compliance reviews is addressed further in Appcndix H, ER 1105-2-100. 
Technical review described in EC 1105-2-410 is to augment and complement the policy review processes by 
addressing compliance with published Am,y polices pertinent to planning products, particularly polices 011 

analylicalmcthods and the presentation of findings. 

DQC and ATR efforts are to include the necessary expertise to address compliance with published planning 
policy. Counse l will generally not participatc on ATR teams, but may at the discretion of the district or as 
directed by hi gher authority. Whcn policy and/or legal concems arisc during DQC or ATR efforts that are 
not readily and mutually resolved by the PDT and the reviewcrs, the District will scck issue resolution 
support from the MSC and HQUSACE in accordance with the procedures outlined in Appendix H of ER 
1105-2-100. Legal revicws wi ll be conductcd concurrent with ATR of the preliminary, draft and final 
feasibility report and environmental impact statement. 

(9) Planning Center of Expertise for Flood Ri sk Management (PCX-FRMl Coordination. Thi s 
Review Plan has been reviewed by thc PCX-FRM but it will be approvcd by the MSC. Bccause the EDR is 
an implementation documcnt, thc PCX-FRM will not be involved in the rev iew of the EDR. 

(10) Submittal of EDR Review Documentation. The final EDR report submitta l will include thc 
documentation and certification of review. Certifications include the Certification of Agency Tcchnical 
Review and the Statement of Technical Review as shown in Appendix A. Thc project summary 
accompanying thc final report will present the dates or the certifications of the technical and legal adequacy 
of the final report. 

2. DOCUMENTTO BE REVIEWED 
The Yuba River Basin Flood Risk Management Project, authorized by WRDA 99 Section 101(a)(10) and 
WRDA 07 Section 3041, is current ly under reevaluation in the Yuba Basin General Reevaluation Report. 
During the project reevaluation it was detcrmined that the Marysville Ring Levee was separable and 
common to all alternatives under consideration. The project team detem,ined that the Marysville Ring Levee 
should proceed to implementation under the WRDA 99 authorization, as amended. 

This Rcview Plan covers the review process for the Engineering Documentation Report (EDR) that is being 
dcveloped for the Marysville Ring Levee. The EDR is being developed in accordance with ER II 10-2-
1150, Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects. The EDR will include the design refinements that 
have occurred since the 1998 feasibility report and the 1999 and 2007 authorizations. The EDR will include 
an environmental assessment (EA), economic reevaluation, design and geotechnical appendix, hydraulics 
and hydrology analysis, MCACES cost estimate, and real estate plan. A Value Engineering study will be 
conducted during design studies subsequent to the EDR. The EDR wi ll not culminate in a report to Congress 
for potential project authorization. The EDR will be approved by the District Commander. The document 
will present the implementation details of the authorized plan and will su pport the Project Partnership 
Agreement (PPA) for cost sharing and local cooperation requirements. It will also include changes in cost 
and expenditures si nce authorization, a Section 902 fact sheet, cost apportionment, and other pertinent data. 

This Review Plan will be updated to address future implemen tation phases of the project. A Safety 
Assurance Revicw will be accomplished during each of the design phases. 

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Ccncral Sitc Description 
As shown in Figure I, the Yuba River Basin project area and the City of Marysville are located about 50 
miles north of Sacramento, California in Yuba County. The Yuba Ri ver Basin project area is shown in 
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Figure 2 and the City of Marysville is shown in Figure 3. Since the City of Marysville and its surrounding 
levee are (I) hydraulically separate from the remainder of the Yuba River Basin Project and (2) the 
Marysville project has not changed substantially from the authorized plan , it was approved for construction 
as a separable elemcnt. The remainder of the Yuba River Basin project requires a general reevaluation 
requiring Congressional reauthorization. Land use in the City of Marysville is entirely urban, dense, and 
full y developed. Flood depths within the city would reach 20 feel for the 100-year event and 30 feet for the 
500-year event. Figure 4 shows the City of Marysville surrounded by flood waters during the 1997 flood 
event. The ci ty was evacuated during the 1955 flood event and, fortunately, the levee did not fail. 

B. Project Scope. 
The project is for flood risk management for the City of Marysville. The non-Federal sponsors arc 
interested in reducing flood risk to the existing urbanized area. 

C. Project Description. 
The authorized project for the Marysville Ring Levee proposed that the existing levees should be 
strengthened in-place depending on the si te specific situation. Of the existing 7.5 miles of levees protecting 
Marysville, approximately 5 miles of new sl urry walls and stability bernls would be required. The height of 
the levees will not be changed. 

Several minor refinements have been made to the authorized project as a result of additional engineering 
studies. The project wi ll be implemented in four phases. The construction contract for the first phase will 
be funded from the Economic Recovery Act in 2010. Future phases will be scheduled as funds are 
appropriated. 

Nonstructural measures were considered as a preliminary plan during the feasibility study in accordance 
with Corps' regulations, which require that a nonstruetural plan be included in a full array of alternatives. 
However, because of the large numbers of residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional structures in 
the flood plain, and high flood depths, raising structures or removing them from the flood plain would not be 
economically feasible. Simi larl y, flood-proofing measures such as constructing small walls or levees around 
structures would not be economically or socially feasible. Increased erforts in flood plain evacuation and 
local nood warning systems are curren tly being pursued in the study area by local and State agencies. 
Consequently, these nonstructural measures were not fornlUlated into the final plan. 

D. Project Hydrology 
The hydrology for the study was certified in August 2004 in accordance with CESPD R 1110-1-8, South 
Pacific Division Quality Management Plan. 
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4. REVIEW PROCESS 

A. DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL (DQc) 
t. General 

For the Marysvi lle EDR. those not working on the project and/or supervisory siaffwill conduct this review 
for draa and final products, including products provided by the non-Federa l sponsors as in-kind services 
following review of those products by the PDT. This seamless review includes quality checks and reviews, 
supervisory reviews, etc. To ensure specific discipline efforts arc on target with regard to compliance with 
policy and criteria and an acceptable level of quality, sub-products are technically coordinated and reviewed 
before they arc integrated into the overall project. 

2. Working with ATRT Members 
During the review, DQC reviewers Illay consu lt with their ATRT counterparts at appropriate points 
throughout project development to discuss major assumptions and functional decisions, as well as analytical 
approaches and significant calcu lations, in order to preclude the possibility of significant comments arising 
during the final ATR. Reviewers need to be actively involved throughout the project development process 
and mllst maintain constant lines of communication with the PM, ATRT leader, PDT counterparts and others 
as appropriate. It is the responsibil ity of the DQC reviewers to request these discipline·specific discussions 
with their ATRT countcrparts throughout the project development process in a seamless man ner. These 
discussions do not preclude ATRT members from making additional comments once the entire document is 
distributed for the formal ATR. 
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3. Policy and Legal Compliance Review 
DQC efforts are to address compliance with published planning policy. When policy and/or legal concerns 
arise during DQC efforts that are not readily and mutually resolved by the PDT and the reviewers, the 
district wi ll seek issues resolution support from the MSC and HQUSACE. 

4. Documcntlltion 
Each discipline engages in their own counterpart discussions and documents the conclusions/agreements 
reached in an e-mail message forwarded to the ATRT leader and PM, with copies retained by each 
participant. All seamless reviews must be documented and included with the fomla l A TR documen tation for 
QC certi fication. 

5. Cost 
The cost of the DQC is estimated at $25,000. 

8. AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW 

The A TR for the implementation document is managed by a person within the MSC. For thi s project, due to 
the objective of flood risk management, the MSC has tentatively identified individuals to perfoml A TR as 
shown in Appendix B. 

I. General. 
The ATR leader is responsible for providing infommtion necessary for setting up the review, communicating 
with the Project Manager, providing a summary of critical review commen ts, collecting grammatical and 
editorial comments from the A TR team (ATRT), ensuring that the A TRT has adequate funding to perform 
the review. facilitating the resolution of tile comments, and certifying that the ATR has been conducted and 
resolved in accordance with policy. ATR wi ll be conducted for the entire EDR including civil design, 
geotechnical engineering, cost engineering, real estate, cu ltura l resources, environmental compliance, 
economics. hydrology and hydraulic design. 

2. Contracted Products. 
The EDR will be accomplished by AE Contract. The contractor shall develop a quality control plan to be 
reviewed and approved at the District. In order to maintain contractor responsibility, the contractor shall be 
responsible for quality control of its own work. Submitta l of the EDR document shall include a certification 
by the contractor that quality control was accomplished. Quality assurance shall be done by the District thai 
shall include actions to ensure thallhe contractor meets the requirements of the contract. 

Portions of the EDR including the Economic, Geotechni cal Design and Hydraulics Appendices, the Real 
Estate Plan and the Environmental Assessment will be accomplished in-house and undergo DQC prior to 
being furnished to the contractor. The complete EDR will then be subject to ATR review. 

3. Agency Technical Rc\'iew Team (ATRT). 
The ATRT will be comprised of individuals that have not been involved in the development of the project 
document and have be chosen based on expertise, experience, and/or skills. The members roughly mirror 
the composition of the PDT. Because the EDR is an implementation document, the ATRT and A TR 
manager will reside within South Pacific Division region. It is anticipated that the team will consist ofaboul 
10 reviewers. The tentative ATRT members arc identified in Appendix B. 

4. Communication. 
The communication plan for the A TR is as follows: 

(a) The team will use DrChecks to document the ATR process. The Study Manager will facilitate 
the creation of a project portfolio in the system to allow access by all PDT and ATRT members. An 

Yuba River Basin, Ca lif. 
Marysville Ring Levee EDR 

9 
Review Plan 

September 2009 



electronic version of the documcnt, appendices, and any significant and relevant public comments shall be 
posted in Word format at: ftp: //ftp.usace.army.mil/pub/ at least one business day prior to the start of the 
comment period. 

(b) The PDT shall send the ATR manager one hard copy (with co lor pages as applicable) of the 
document and appendices for each ATRT member such that the copies are received al least one business day 
prior to the start oflhc commcnt period. 

(c) The PDT shall host an ATR kick-ofT meeting virtually to orient the ATRT during the first week 
of the comment period. Iffunds are not available for an on-site meeting, the PDT shall provide a 
presentation about the project, including photos of the site, for the team. 

(d) The Study Manager shall inform the ATR manager when all responses have been entered into 
DrChecks and conduct a briefing to summarize comment responses to highlight any areas of disagreement. 

(e) A revised electronic version of the report and appendices with comments incorporated shall be 
posted at ftp: Jlfip.usace.army.miIJpubJ for use during back checking of the comments. 

(f) PDT team members shall contact ATRT members or leader as appropriate to seek clarification 
of a comment's intent or provide clarification of information in the report. Discussions shall occur outside 
of DrChecks but a summary of discussions may be provided in the system. 

(g) Reviewers will be encouraged to conlact PDT members directly via email or phone to clarify 
any confusion. DrChecks shall not be used to post questions needed for clarification. 

(h) The ATRT, the PDT, and the vertical team shall conduct an after action review (AAR) no later 
than 2 weeks after the certification of the ATR review. 

5. Cost and Funding 
(a) The Sacmmento District shall provide labor funding by cross charge labor codes. Funding for 

travel, ifneeded, will be provided through govemment order. The Project Manager will work with the ATR 
manager to ensure that adequate funding is available and is commensurate with the level of review needed. 
The current estimated cost estimate for this review is $50,000. Any funding shortages will be negotiated on 
a case by case basis and in advance ofa negative cbargc occurring. 

(b) The team leader shall provide organization codes ror each team member and a responsib le 
financial point of contact (CEFMS responsible employee) for creation of labor codes. 

(e) Reviewers shall monitor individual labor code balances and alert the ATRT Manager 10 any 
possible funding shortages. 

6. Ti mi ng and Schedule 
(a) The ATR process ror this document will follow the scheduled timeline as shown in Table I. 

Actual dates will be entered once the period draws closer. All products produced for these milestones will 
be reviewed, including those produced as in-kind services by the non-Federal sponsors. 

(b) The ATR will be conducted on the EDR documentation and assumptions. 

(c) The PDT will hold a "page-tum" session to review the draft report to ensure consistency across 
the disciplines and resolve any issues prior to the start of ATR. Writer/editor services will be performed on 
the draft prior to ATR as well. 
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(d) When the final report is submitted, the district will provide the documentation and certification 
of review. 

7. I{eview 
(I) ATRT responsibilities are as follows: 

(a) Reviewers shall review the report to confirm that work was done in accordance with 
estab li shed profess ional principles, practices, codes, and criteria and for compliance with la ws 
and pol icy. Comments on the report shall be submitted into OrChecks. 

(b) Reviewers shall pay part icu lar attention to one's discipline but may also comment on other 
aspects as appropriate. Reviewers that do not have any significant comments pertaining to their 
assigned discipline shall provide a comment stating thi s. 

(c) Grammatica l and editorial comments shall not be submitted into DrChecks. Comments 
should be submitted to the ATR manager via electroni c mail using tracked changes feature in 
the Word document or as a hard copy mark~up. The A TR Manager sha ll provide these 
comments to the Project Manager. 

(d) Review comments shall contain these principal elements: 
I. a clear statement of the concem 
2. the basis for the concern, such as law, policy, or guidance 
3. significance fo r the concern 
4. specific actions needed to resolve the comment 

(e) The "Critical" comment flag in OrChecks shall not be used unless the comment is discussed 
with the AT R manager and/or the Project Manager first. 

(2) PDT Team responsibilities are as follows: 

(a) The team shall review comments prov ided by the ATRT in DrChecks and provide responses 
to each comment using "Col/cur", "Nol/·Collcur", or "For Informatioll Ollly". Concur 
responses shall state what action was taken and provide revised text from the report if 
applicab le. NOII·Collcul' responses shal l state the basis for the disagreement or clarification of 
the concern and suggest actions to negotiate the closure of the comment. 

(b) Team members sha ll contact the Project Manager and ATRT Manager to discuss any ';Non· 
Concur" responses prior to submission. 

8. I{csolution 
(a) Reviewers shall back check PDT responses to the rev iew comments and either close the 

comment or attempt to resolve any disagreemen ts. Conference calls shall be used to resolve any conflicting 
comments and responses. Face to face communication shall occur, if necessary, between review team and 
project delivery team members. 

(b) Reviewers may "agree to disagree" with any commen t response and close the comment with a 
detailed exp lanation. Ifreviewer and responder cannot resolve a comment, it should be brought to the 
attention of the ATR Manager and, ifnot resolved by the ATR Manager, it should be brought to the atte ntion 
of the engineering division chief who wil l need to sign the certification. A TRT members shall keep the 
ATR Manager infornled of problematic comments. The vertical team wi ll be infomled orany policy 
variations or other issues. 
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9. Cert ifi cation 
To fully document the ATR process, a statement of technical review will be prepared. Cert ification by the 
ATR Manager and the Project Manager will occur once issues rai sed by the reviewers have been addressed 
to the review team 's satisfaction and the final report is ready for approval. Indication of this concurrence 
will be documented by the signing ofa certification statement (Appendix A). A summary report of all 
comments and responses will follow the statement and accompany the report throughout the report approval 
process. An interim cert ification will be provided by the A TR team lead to indicate concurrence with the 
report to date unti l the final certification is performed when the report is considered final. Significant 
decisions must be recorded and the entire process must [eave a clear audit trai l. 

C. SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEW (SAR) 
I. General. 

EC 1105-2-410 describes the SAR required for a design and construction acti vity in accordance with Section 
2035 ofWRDA 2007. All aspects of the project will be included in the review but it wi ll focus on public 
safety aspects. SAR will be conducted for th is project during design and construction . Implementati on 
guidance for Section 2035 is undcr development and will be included in the Review Plan when issued. 

2. Factors Requiring Safct), Assurance Review: 
SAR is required due to the following fac tors as given in EC 11 05-2-4 10: 

(a) Wherc thc fai lure of the project would pose a significant threat to human life; 
(b) The project design lacks redundancy or the use of multiple lines of defense that are linked to 

potential failure modes. 
3. Cost 

The current estimated cost estimate for the SA R rev iew is estimated to be S50,000. The cost of the panel 
shall be shared with the local sponsor. 

I) VALUE ENGINEERING REVIEW 
A Va lue Engineeri ng (VE) Study for the Yuba-Feather Ri ver Basin, Cal iforni a general reevaluation study 
was conducted in March 2006. Another VE study wi ll be conducted for the Marysville project during the 
early design phase. 

E. IlEVI EW OF COST ESTIMATES. 
The cost estimates will be rev iewed and approved by the District engineering division. Because the EOR is 
an implementation document approved at the District level, a cost risk analysis and review by the Cost 
Engineering Directory of Expertise COX) are not required. 

F. MODEL CERTIFICATION. 
Suitability orSoflware Models. Planning and engineering studies sha ll generally use well-known and 
proven USACE developed or commercial sofiware. The use of sub-Community of Practice (sub-CoP) 
preferred software is strongly recommended, unl ess circumstances dictate ot herwise. The professional 
practice of documenting the appl icat ion of the so ftware and modeling results will be followed. It is the 
responsibility of the planning and engineering functions to ensure that the application and proper use of the 
software is documented in the technical rev iew process. 

The computational models employed in the Marysville project have either been developed by or for the 
USACE. Project schedu les and resources will be adj usted to address thi s process for certilication and 
coordination. 

The USACE Planning Models Improvement Program (PMIP) was established in 2003 to assess the state of 
planning models in the USACE and to make recommendations to assure that high quality methods and too ls 
are available to enable informed deci sions on investments in the Nation 's water resources infrastmcture and 
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nalUral environmcnt. The main objective ofthc PM 1P is to carry out "a process to review, improve and 
validate analytical tools and models for USACE Civil Works business programs." 

A PMIP Task Force was established to examine planning model issues, assess the state of planning models 
in the Corps, and develop recommendations on improvements to planning models and related analytical 
tools. The PMIP Task Force collected the views of Corps leaders and recognized technical cxperts, and 
conducted investigations and numcrous discussions and debates on issues related to planning models. It 
identified an array of model-related problems, conducted a survey of planning models, prepared papers on 
model-related issues, analyzed numerous options for addressing these issues, fonnulated recommendations, 
and wrote a final report that is the basis for the development of this RP section. The Task Force considered 
ongoing Corps initiatives to address planning capability, and built upon these where possible. 

The planning model being used is: 
• HEC-FDA: This model has been certified. It was developed by the Corps' Hydrological Engineering 

Center and will assist the PDT in applyi ng risk analysis methods for flood damage reduction studies 
as required by. EM 1110-2-1419. This program: 

• Provides a repository for both the economic and hydrologic data required for the analysis 
• Calculates the Expected Annual Damages and the Equivalent Annual Damages 
• Computes the Annual Exceedence Probability and the Conditional Non-Exceedence 

Probability 
• Implements the risk-based analysis procedures in EM 1110-2-1619 and ER 1105-2-10 I. 

The Science & Engineering Technology (SET) initiative endeavors to provide uniform Science and 
Engineering tools and practices to the Corps. Engineering models will be certified under a process 
established under SET. To date no formal enterprise standard has been issued for certification of engineering 
models. An interim Regional process for HH&C model selection (RGM CESPD-2007-006) will be 
followed. 

The engineering model s being used are: 
• MCACES or Mll: These are cost estimating models. 
• HEC-HMS: By applying this model the PDT is able to: 

• Define the watersheds' physical featu res 
• Describe the metrological conditions 
• Estimate parameters 
• Analyze simulations 
• Obtain GIS connectivity 

• HEC-ResSim: This model predicts the behav ior of reservoirs and to help reservoir operators plan 
releases in real-time during day-to-day and emergency operations. The following describes the major 
features of H EC-ResSim 

• Graphical User Interface 
• Map-Based Schematic 
• Rule-Based Operations 

• HEC-RAS: The function of this model is to complcte one-dimensional hydraulic calculations for a full 
network of natural and man made channels. HEC-RAS major capabilities are: 

• User interface 
• Hydraulic Analysis 
• Data storage and Management 
• Graphics and reporting 

• FLO-2D: This model will be used for the overbank reaches. 
• Groundwatcr Modeling System (GMS): This model is used to conduct seepage analysis. 
• Utexas4: This model is used to conduct slope stability analysis. 
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G. PUBLIC AND AGENCY REYIEW 
The public and agencies will have an opportuni ty to participate in the review of this project through the 
review ortlte draft NEPA/CEQA document. A public Nol iee of Avai labili ty will be issued and publi shed in 
the local newspaper prior to the start of the 30 day review period. 

5. STUDY TEAMS 

A. Project Delivery Team. 
The PDT is comprised of those individuals directly involved in the development o f the documents and 
project. The EOR is being developed by contract and the cont ractors are part orthe PDT. Individual contact 
information and d isciplines are presented in Appendix 8. In accordance w ith the PMP, it is planned that the 
non.Federa l sponsors will contribute in· kind services for design assistance and technical data such as levee 
borings. All in-kind work products wi ll undergo review by the PDT for a determination of adequacy and the 
products will ultimately undergo DQC. The AT RT will consult with PDT counterparts during AT R review. 

B. Vertical Team. 
The Vertical Team includes (I) DiSlrict management. (2) District Support Team (DST) staffa! the Division 
office and (3) Regiona l Integration Team (RIT) sta ffal Corps headquarters. Spec ific points o f contact for 
the DST and RIT can be found in Appendix B. 

6. REYIEW SCHED ULE 

Table I. Review Timeline 

Task Date 
NEPA Document Publ ic Review December 2009 

. QC Certification orConlracted EDR Desi 'n December 2009 

ATR or Draft EDR and Appendices December 2009 

Sarety Assurance Review Phase I Desi'll February 2010 

District Approval orEDR Apri l 2010 

Sarety Assurancc Review Subsequent Phases TBD 

7. EDR APPROYAL I'ROCESS 

Subsequent to the review process, the EDR wi ll be approved by the Dist ri ct Commander as stated 
in ER 1110-2-1150 for implementation documents. There is no delegated authority. The report 
wi ll then be submitted to the Division office for infonllalion. 
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REVIEW PLAN 
YUBA RIV ER BASIN, CALIFORNIA 

MARYSVILLE RI NG LEVEE 

ENG INEE RING DOCUMENTATION REPORT 

SACRAMENTO DISTRICT 

AP PEN DIX A 
STATEM ENT OF TEClmlCAL REVIEW 

COM PLETIO N OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW (ATR) 
YUBA RIV ER BASIN, CA LIFORNIA 

MARYSVILLE RING LEVEE 
ENGINEERING DOCUMENTATION REPORT 

The Sacramento District has completed the project implementation report and appendices for the 
Marysville Ring Levee EDR. Notice is hereby given Ihal an agency technical review, that is 
appropriate to the level of risk and complexity inherent in the project, has been conducted as 
defined in the Review Plan. During the agency technical review, compliance with established 
policy principles and procedures, utilizing justified and valid assumptions, was verified. This 
included review of: assumptions, methods, procedures, and materia l used in analyses; altematives 
evaluated; the appropriateness of data used and level obtained; and reasonableness of the result, 
including whether the product meets the customer' s needs consistent with law and existing Corps 
policy. The ATR was accomplished by an agency team composed of starT from multiple districts. 
All comments resulting from the ATR have been resolved. 

JANE RUH L 
Team Leader, Marysville Ring Levee 
Engineering Documentation Rcport 

Agcncy Technical Review Team 

Date 



CERTIFICATION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVI EW 

A summary of al l comments and responses is attached. Significant concems and the explanation 
of the reso lution arc as fo llows: 

(Describe the major technical concerns, possible impact alld resolution) 

As noted above, all concems resulting from the independent technical review of the project have 
been fully resolved. 

KEVIN KNUUTI Dale 
Chief, Engineering Division 



Name 
Ellis. Mark 
Dietl. Michael 
Parker, \V Scott 
Furman, Richard 
Werner, Ted 
Jordan. John 
Iiol lis. Jeremy 
James, Erik 
Maak, Eu 'ene 
Modini. Diana 
Fon '. Shemlan 
Rinck , Jane 
Dembosz. Lindsay 
Murazzo, Apri l 
Mack. Johnnie 
Adams. Tom 
Dirks. Richard 
Johnson, Blakc 
Krivanee. Chris 
Gardcnour. Slclla 
En~lcr, Thomas 
Reinhardt. Ric 
Zenobia, Kent 
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APPENDIX 8 
REVI EW TEAMS 

PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM (PDT) 

Discipline Phone Email 
Corps Pro' eel Manager 916-557-6892 Mark.A.EII is(a),usacc.aml Y .mi [ .. Planning Section Chief 916-557-6742 Michael .L.Oietl IDusace.army.mil .. Planning Lead 916-557-7258 W .scott. Parker@usace.anny.mi l .. Planning 916-557-7512 Richard.1. F unnan@usace.armv.mil .. Planning 916-557-6753 Ted.A.Wcmer@ usace,anny.mil .. Economics 916-557-7267 John.FJordan(U; usacc.amlY.mil .. Real Estate 916-557-6880 Jeremy. I.Hollis (/ usacc.anny.mil .. Geotechnical 916-557-5259 Erik. W Jamest'Wusace,army,mi I .. Hydraulics 916-557-7020 Eugene.C.Maak a usace. army.m il .. Engineering Lead 9 16-557-682 1 Diana.L.Modini a.usace.amly.mil .. Cost En~ineerin~ 9 16-557-6983 Shemlan.C.Fon~( usace.armY.mil 

" Environmental Lead 916-557-6715 Jane.L.Rinck@usace.annv.mil 
" Environmental 916-557-5276 Lindsay.S.Dembosz(~usace.army.mi l .. Environmenlal 916-557-7484 Apri l.Murazzo(iijusace.anny.mil 

HDR Pro 'ect Manager 9 16-817-4887 j9hnnie.mack@hdrinc.com 
HDR Senior Planner 916-8 17-4737 Thomas.adams a hdrinc.com 
HDR Tech Lead 9 16-8 17-4887 richard.dirks(Q hdrinc.com 
HDR Civil Eng Lcad 916-817-4887 Blake.1ohnson@hdrine.eom 
HDR Gcotechnical 916-817-4887 christophcr.krivanee@hdrine.eom 
HDR Pro'cet Coordinator 916-817-4887 stella.gardenour@: hdrine.com 
TRLlA Rep 9\6-456-0253 en Ie lI'mbken incers.com 
TRLlA Rep 916-456-0253 reinhardt '{ilmbken'ineers.eom 
DWR Non-Fed Sponsor 9\6-574-2884 kzenobia@water.ca.gov 
Rcpresentativc 

Corps ofEngl]lcers. SaCr"l1n1cnlO D'StnCt. 
l HDR. Inc .• SacrnmelllO 
1 Murray. Bums and Kicnlan. Inc., Sacr-.ulIcnto 
'State orCahfomia Dept. of Water Resources, Sacramento 
' Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority. South Yuba County 

Localioll 
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SPK 
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SPK 
SPK 
SPK 
SPK 
SPK 
SPK 
SPK 
SPK 
HOR' 
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HOR 
HOR 
HOR 
HOR 
MBK 
MBK 
OWR 



AGENCV TECHN ICAL REVI EW TEAM (ATRT) 

Name Discipline Location Phone Disciplin e Desc riptio n 

Jane Runl ATR Leader CELRL 502·)15·6862 Experienced in the planning process 
Plan Formulation including formulating, and evaluating 

alternative plans and plan selection. 

Roxanne Vidaurre Civil Design CESPL 213-452-3643 Experienced in developing feasibility-
level quality design and cost estimates for 
the alternatives to be evaluated and final 
design and cost estimates for the 
recommended modifications to the 
authorized project and NEDINER plan. 
Prepares detai led Basis cfDesign (BOD) 
report that describes all aspects of the 
selected features, including planning and 
design assumptions, definition of and 
rationale for design features, plans and 
profiles or embankments, hydraulic 
structure reatures. re locations, channel 
details. bridge crossings, and operation 
and maintenance requirements. 

Tiffany Kayama/ Environmenlal CESPL 213-452-3845 Experienced in NEPNCEQA process and 
Nedenia Kennedy Resources 213-452-3856 analysis and ecosystem restoration and has 

a biological or environmental background. 

Sh ih Chich Hydrologyl CESPL 213-452-3571 Experienced in the field ofurball 
Reservoir hydrology and the effects of best 
Operations management practices and low impact 

development on hydrology. Has an 
understanding of computer modeling 
techniques that will be used for this 
project. 

Glcnn Mashburn Hydmulics CESPL 213-452-3549 Experienced in the field of urban 
hydraulics. with a thorough understanding 
of the dynamics of the both open channel 
flow systems and floodplain hydraulics. 
Knowledge of the application of 
hydraulics for levees and flood walls in an 
urban environment with space constraints. 
The team member will have an 
undcrstanding o f computer modeling 
techniques that will be used fo r this 
project. 



Arden Sansom Economics CESPN 415-503-6748 Experienced in determining the values and 
structural characteristics using parcel 
information data, Marshal & Swifi 
Valuation, and site visits. Evaluates 
existing conditions and future land use 
changes. Estimates damages, with 
uncertainty, for each flood plain event 
using risk analysis techniques. Participates 
with other PDT members in risk analysis 
activities. Determines the benefits for 
project alternatives estimating damage 
under with- and without-project 
conditions. 

Nathaniel Govan Cost Engineering - CESPL 213-452-3739 Experienced with cost estimating for civil 
works projects using MCACES and is a 
Certified Cost Engineer. 

Steven Gale Real Estate/Lands CESPL 602-640-2016 Experienced in federal civil work real 
estate laws, policies and guidance with 
experience working with respective 
sponsor real estate issues. 

Steven Dibble Cultural Resources CESPL 213-452-3849 Experienced in cultural resources and 
tribal issues, regulations, and laws. 

Greg Dombrosky Geotechnical CESPL 213-452-3592 Experienced in levee & floodwall design, 
Engineering post-construction evaluation, and 

rehabilitation. 

CESPL is Los Angeles District. CESPN is San Fr.mcisco District. Sooth Pacific Division 

1The cost enginttring team member nomination will be coordinated with the NWW Cost Engmttring Directory of Expertise: (OX) as 
rcquin:d. ThaI DX will determine if the cost estimate will need 10 be reviewed by OX staff. 



SAFETY ASSURANCE REVIEW PANEL 

Name Disci >line Phone Email 

TBD Hydmlogy 

TBD Hydraulic Design 

TBD Geotechnical Engineering 

TBD Economics 

VERTICAL TEAM 

Name Discipline Location Phone Email 

Karen Berrcsford District Support Team Me r' CESPD 415-503-6557 K_arcn. G. Berres ford(Wusacc.army. III i I 

Ken Zwickl SPD Regional Integration Team2 HQUSACE 202-761-4085 Ken ncth.J.Z wick ]raJusacc .arm V.111 i I 
DISlnCI Suppon Team (OST) l1lC OST 15 a group of DIvIsion Headquarters resources wlllch serve as the Olstnct ad>ocate and 

expediter. OST! arc Regional assets which facilitate District execution ofprojcct-spccifK: activi ties al lhe One Headquarters. DSTs 
panicipate in the \'cnicallcam as llXluircd. intcrfacing with Ihe District and lhe Regional Integration team (RIl). 

Na me 

I Regional Integration Team (RIT) _ A RIT is comprised of individuals roo::uscd Oil execution orthe Civil Works missions. The R1Ts 
have a duty station in Washington. DC and represent the coocerns ortke Division and Districts to whkh they arc assigned. 

PLANNING CENTER OF EXPERTISE (PCX) 
FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT 

Discipline Phone 

Program Manager, pex Flood 

Email 

Eric Thaul Risk Management 415-503-6852 Eric. W . Thaul((i'usacc .arm v .mi 1 
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CESPD SUPPLEMENTAL REVIEW PLAN CHECKLIST 

YUBA RIVER BASIN, CALIFORNIA 
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September 2009 

1. Is there a Technical Review Strategy Session (TRSS) identified early in the study 
process? (See Appendix C paragraph 8.2,) 
A TRSS is not required for the implementation EDR. A TRSS was held at the initiation 
of the Yuba River Basin PED studies. 

2. Are there any potential Continuing Authority Program (CAP) "spinoffs" identified, 
and the appropriate QCP identified for them? 
No 

3. Arc the review costs identified for District Quality Control (DCQ), ATR, and Safety 
Assurance Review (SA R) (Type II Independent Extemal Peer Review ( IEPR)? 
DQC - $25,000 
A TR - $50,000 
SAR - The scope and cost of the SAR are being developed. The SAR guidance has not 
been finalized. 

4. Does the RJ) identify seamless technical review (8.4) including supe rvi sory oversight 
of the technical products? (8.5) 
Yes 

5. Does the RP identify the recommended review comment content and structure? (8.5.4) 
Yes. 

6. The RP should encourage face-to-face resolution of issues between PDT and 
reviewers. (8.5.5) 
Yes 

7. And if issues remain, does the RP identify an appropriate dispute resolution process? 
(8.6) 
Yes 



8. The RP must require documentation of all the significant decisions and leave a clear 
audit trail. (8.5.6) 
It does. 

9. Does the RP identify all the requirements for technical certifications? (8.5.7) 
Yes 

10. Does the RP identify the requirement that without-project hydrology is certified at the 
Feasibility Scoping Meeting? (8.5.8) 
The hydrology has been certified. 

11. Docs the RP fu ll y address products developed by contractors? (8. I 0) 
Yes 

12. Is the need for a VE study identified and incorporated into the review process 
subsequent to the feasibility seoping meeting? (8. 11 ) 
Yes. 

13. Does the RP include a Feasibility Alternative Review Milestone, where CESPD buy­
in to the recommended plan is obtained. ( 12.1) 
Not applicable for an EDR. 

14. The RP should identify the final public meeting milestone. (See Appendix C, 
Enclosure I, SPD Milestones) 
Not applicable for an EDR. 

15. Does the RP identify the report approval process and if there is a delegated approval 
authority? 
The EDR is approved at the District level in accordance with EC 1110-2-1150. 


