DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
* 1455 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103-1399

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CESPK-PDC 12 JUN 2015

v

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Sacramento District, ATTN: Mr. Stacey Samuelson
(CESPD-PD-P), 1325 J. Street, Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

SUBJECT: Review Plan approval for the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project
(Phase lll),-California, General Reevaluation Report

1. The enclosecj review plan for the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (Phase
[1l) General Reevaluation Report (GRR), dated 9 June 2015 (Enclosure 1) and review
plan checklist, dated 21 April 2015 (Enclosure 2), was prepared in accordance with EC
1105-2-214.

2. The review plan was coordinated internally within the District Support Team and with
the Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise (FRM PCX) (Enclosure 3).
The FRM PCX will serve as the Review Management Office.

3. With MSC approval, the review plan will be made available for public comment via
the internet and comments received will be incorporated into future revisions.

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

5. For any additional information or assistance, contact Ms. Cynthia Jo Fowler, Acting
District Support Team Lead, (415) 503-6870, Cynthia.J.Fowler@usace.army.mil.
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Enclosure 1

Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise (FRM-PCX)
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, California, General Reevaluation Report,
Review Plan

Approval Memorandum

21 May 2015



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1455 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1398

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CESPD-PDF (FRM-PCX) 21 May 2015

MEMORANDUM FOR Stacy Samuelson, Sacramento District

SUBJECT: Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, CA General Re-evaluation Report
Review Plan

1. The Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise (FRM-PCX) has reviewed the
review plan dated 20 May 2015 for the subject study and concurs that the plan satisfies peer
review policy requirements outlined in Engineering Circular (EC) 1165-2-214 Civil Works
Review, dated 15 December 2012, and outlines an appropriate scope and level of review given
the available information in the review plan.

2. The initial FRM-PCX review was performed by Mr. Miki Fujitsubo, FRM-PCX Regional
Manager for the South Pacific Division {SPD). A summary of the primary comments and District
responses is attached. | performed the final FRM-PCX review and provided additional informal
comments. All PCX comments have been satisfactorily resolved.

3. The FRM-PCX endorses the review plan for approval by the South Pacific Division (SPD),
with the understanding the review plan will be updated promptly after the scope of the general
evaluation study is refined through a planning charette process (currently scheduled for 30
November 2015). Upon approval of the review plan, please provide a copy of the approved
plan, a copy of the SPD Commander’s approval memorandum, and the link to where the plan is
posted on the District website to Mr. Fujitsubo and me.

4. The review plan is a living document and should be updated as needed as the study
progresses. Please provide any updates to the Agency Technical Review Lead (once
assigned), Mr. Fujitsubo, and me to enable us to provide effective and timely PCX support for
the study.

5. Thank you for the opportunity to assist in the preparation of the review plan. Please
coordinate the peer review efforts defined in the plan with Mr. Fujitsubo, 916-557-7440.

Digitally signed by

*f —‘ll lf THALT ERICWILLIAM, 1231621824
T

Date: 2015.05.21 12:47:42-07'00"

Encl Eric Thaut
Deputy Director, FRM-PCX



FRM-PCX Review Plan Comments and PDT Responses

11 May 2015

Project/Decision Document: Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, CA GRR
Program Code (CWIS or AMSCO):

P2 Code:

Review Plan Revision Date: 06 May 2015

District Office: SPK

PDT POC: Stacy Samuelson

FRM-PCX Reviewer: Miki Fujitsubo

Review Plan submitted to PCX: 13 March 2015
Funding provided to PCX: $3K

PCX comments provided: 08 April 2015 (first)
PDT response provided: 05 May 2015 (last)
PCX backcheck completed: 06 May 2015

A. Substantive Comments

Substantive comments address issues associated with the identifying the correct scope and/or level of
peer review or with significant policy requirements of EC 1165-2-209. Substantive comments need to be
resolved prior to the PCX recommending approval of the review plan by the home MSC. The District
should provide written responses to these comments below and provide a revised review plan to the PCX
for backcheck. The substantive PCX comments are:

Comment 1:

Basis: Study History and Study Area appears taken directly from previous Phase PMP/RP. Currently
very limited, but important to frame the study area for a GRR level study. Study history has relevance
to why the project evolved for the need of a GRR.

Significance: Study Area and History provides the context and clear footprint of study scope.
Recommended Action:

Study Area- Look at current descriptions which limit study to just the current SRBPP footprint on the
river bank. Need to look beyond the banks and levees and into the watershed. Also, need to
acknowledge the State CVFPP regions and planning areas. Coordinate CVFPP information

History-need to provide additional important history points to provide background and context for
GRR. Coordinate CVFPP document information.

PDT Response: Added Revisions. Will update PMP.

1 Enclosure



Comment 2:

Basis: RP is unclear on how or if ecosystem restoration is being sought as a purpose or used for as an

objective.

Significance: GRR is the opportunity to seeking new authorization and/or new purposes. Past history
on the SRBPP with the resource agencies makes ecosystem an important component to consider for
any SRBPP study.

Recommended Action: Clarify the significance of ecosystem restoration and how it will be (or not)

integrated into any future study.
PDT Response: Added Revisions. Will update PMP.
Comment 3:

Basis: RP appears mainly to be copied from a previous RP for Sac Bank and revised to meet the needs

for a GRR level and complexity of study.
Significance: RP needs to reflect the needs and specifics for this GRR.

Recommended Action: PDT to review entire RP to revise and update sections as needed to meet the
GRR needs. Examples PDT and ATR team disciplines, list targeted ATR and interim IEPR review tools.

PDT Response: Added Revisions. Will update PMP.

Comment 4:
Basis: RP was based on PMP that was the basis of unclear RP information.

Significance: PMP should reflect the study and contain the most current and clear information for the
study.

Recommended Action: PDT needs to review the PMP and update and revise as needed. RP then

needs to be revised and updated.

PDT Response:  Will update PMP and RP.



B. Non-substantive Comments

Non-substantive comments are provided for information only and may be minor policy concerns,
editorial clarifications, etc. Written responses to the comments below ARE NOT REQUIRED. The District
should consider these comments and make modifications to the review plan as appropriate prior to
submittal to the home MSC for approval. The non-substantive PCX comments are:

Note: After going back and forth, | made direct suggested edits to parts of the RP. Level of focus on
this RP was not as it should have been.



Enclosure 1.1

Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, California, General Reevaluation Report

Review Plan Checklist

21 April 2015



Review Plan Checklist
For Decision Documents

Date: 21 APR 15

Originating District: Sacramento District

Project/Study Title: Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, CA General Reevaluation
Report

PWI #:

District POC: Charles Austin

PCX Reviewer: Miki Fujitsubo

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

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE EVALUATION
1. Is the Review Plan (RP) a stand alone EC 1105-2-410, | Yes |X| No |:|
document? Para 8a
a. Does it include a cover page identifying it a. Yes ] No []
as a RP and listing the project/study title,
originating district or office, and date of the b. Yes[X] No []
plan?
c. Yes[X] No[]
b. Does it include a table of contents?
d. Yes[X] No[]
c. Isthe purpose of the RP clearly stated and
EC 1105-2-410 referenced? e. Yes[X] No[]
d. Does it reference the Project Management f. Yes[X] No[]
Plan (PMP) of which the RP is a
component? g. Yes X No []
e. Does it succinctly describe the three levels Comments:

of peer review: District Quality Control
(DQC), Agency Technical Review (ATR),
and Independent External Peer Review
(IEPR)?

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

g. Does it list the names and disciplines of EC 1105-2-410,
the Project Delivery Team (PDT)?* Appendix B,
Para 4a

*Note: It is highly recommended to put all team
member names and contact information in an
appendix for easy updating as team members
change or the RP is updated.

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 1 Ver 03.02.09




2. Is the RP detailed enough to assess the

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ ]

necessary level and focus of peer review? Appendix B,
Para 3a
a. Does it indicate which parts of the study EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No[]
will likely be challenging? Appendix B,
Para 3a b. Yes[X] No [ ]
b. Does it provide a preliminary assessment EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes [X] No[]
of where the project risks are likely to Appendix B,
occur and what the magnitude of those Para 3a d. Yes[X] No[]
risks might be?
e. Yes[X] No[]
c. Does it indicate if the project/study will EC 1105-2-410
require preparation of an environmental Para 7c & 8f Comments:
impact statement (EIS)?
Will an EIS be prepared? Yes X No []
If yes, IEPR is required.
d. Does it address if the project report is likely | EC 1105-2-410,
to contain influential scientific information Appendix B,
or be a highly influential scientific Para 4b
assessment?
Is it likely? Yes [] No [X
If yes, IEPR is required.
e. Does it address if the project is likely to EC 1105-2-410,
have significant economic, environmental, Para 6¢
and social affects to the nation, such as
(but not limited to):
e more than negligible adverse impacts EC 1105-2-410
on scarce or unique cultural, historic, or | Para 8f
tribal resources?
e substantial adverse impacts on fish and | EC 1105-2-410
wildlife species or their habitat, prior to | Para 8f
implementation of mitigation?
e more than negligible adverse impact on | EC 1105-2-410
species listed as endangered or Para 8f
threatened, or to the designated critical
habitat of such species, under the
Endangered Species Act, prior to
implementation of mitigation?
Is it likely? Yes [X] No[]
If yes, IEPR is required.
Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 2 Ver 03.02.09




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

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

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

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

h. Does it provide an estimated total project
cost?

What is the estimated cost: NA
(best current estimate; may be a range)

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

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

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

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

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 6¢

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

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

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

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

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

Comments:

3. Does the RP define the appropriate level of

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No|[ |

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




b. Does it state that ATR will be conducted or
managed by the lead PCX?

c. Does it state whether IEPR will be
performed?

Will IEPR be performed? Yes [X] No []

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

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

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

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7c

(o3

. Yes[X] No[]
. Yes[X] No[]
. Yes[X] No[ ]

(¢

o

e. Yes[X] No[ ]n/al[]

Comments:

4. Does the RP explain how ATR will be

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ ]

accomplished? Appendix B,
Para 4l
a. Does it identify the anticipated number of | EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes[X] No []
reviewers? Appendix B,
Para 4f b. Yes[X] No[]
b. Does it provide a succinct description of EC 1105-2-410, | c¢. Yes[X] No[]
the primary disciplines or expertise needed | Appendix B,
for the review (not simply a list of Para 49 d. Yes X No []
disciplines)?
e. Yes[X] No[ ]
c. Does itindicate that ATR team members EC 1105-2-410,
will be from outside the home district? Para 7b f. Yes[X] No[ ] n/a[]
d. Does itindicate that the ATR team leader EC 1105-2-410, | Comments:
will be from outside the home MSC? Para 7b
e. Does the RP state that the lead PCX is EC 1105-2-410,
responsible for identifying the ATR team Appendix B,
members and indicate if candidates will be | Para 4k(1)
nominated by the home district/MSC?
f. If the reviewers are listed by name, does EC 1105-2-410,
the RP describe the qualifications and Appendix B,
years of relevant experience of the ATR Para 4k(1)
team members?*
*Note: It is highly recommended to put all team
member names and contact information in an
appendix for easy updating as team members
change or the RP is updated.
Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 4 Ver 03.02.09




5. Does the RP explain how IEPR will be

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ Jn/a[]

accomplished? Appendix B,
Para 4k &
Appendix D
a. Does it identify the anticipated number of | EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No [ ]
reviewers? Appendix B,
Para 4f b. Yes[X] No []
b. Does it provide a succinct description of EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes[X] No[]
the primary disciplines or expertise needed | Appendix B,
for the review (not simply a list of Para 49 d. Yes X No []
disciplines)?
Comments:

c. Does itindicate that the IEPR reviewers
will be selected by an Outside Eligible
Organization and if candidates will be
nominated by the Corps of Engineers?

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4k(1) &
Appendix D,
Para 2a

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7c

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

Yes [X] No[ ]

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

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

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

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

Comments: Unknown
at this time what in-kind
contributions will be.

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

Yes [X] No|[ |

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. Yes[X] No[]

b. Yes[X] No[ ] n/a[]
c. YesX] No[ In/al[]

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 5
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d. Does the RP detail how the district/PCX
will disseminate the final IEPR Review
Report, USACE response, and all other
materials related to the IEPR on the
internet and include them in the applicable
decision document?

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

d. Yes[X] No[ ]n/al[]

Comments:

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7d

Yes [X] No[ ]

Comments:

9. Does the RP present the tasks, timing and

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ ]

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

technical products?

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

d. Does it include cost estimates for the peer
reviews?

Appendix C,
Para 3g

Comments: 3x3x3
study - there is no FSM
or AFB. Focused
reviews for specific
products and concurrent
review of draft
integrated report will be
conducted.

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

Factors to be considered include:

o Where failure leads to significant threat to
human life

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

¢ Innovative materials or techniques

¢ Design lacks redundancy, resiliency of
robustness

e Unique construction sequence or
acquisition plans

¢ Reduced\overlapping design construction
schedule

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

Yes [X] No[ ] n/al[]

Comments:

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 6

Ver 03.02.09




11. Does the RP address model certification
requirements?

EC 1105-2-407

Yes [X] No[ ]

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

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

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

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

a. Yes[X] No[]

b. Yes[X] No[]
c. Yes[ ] No[In/alX

Comments:

12. Does the RP address opportunities for
public participation?

Yes [X] No|[ |

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

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

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

d. Does the RP list points of contact at the

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

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

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

EC 1105-2-410,

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

Comments:

home district and the lead PCX for Appendix B,

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

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

List purposes: FRM, ECO

b. Does it identify the lead PCX for peer
review? Lead PCX: FRM

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

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

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

Comments:

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 7

Ver 03.02.09




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

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

Yes [X] No|[ ]

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

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

a. Yes[X] No[]

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

Comments:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comments: Study
hydrology will be
certified to SPD.

Detailed Comments and Backcheck:

Decision Document Review Plan Checklist 8

Ver 03.02.09
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2.

PURPOSE AND REQUIREMENTS

Purpose. This Review Plan defines the scope and level of peer review for the
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, California, General Reevaluation Study.
This Review Plan covers the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (SRBPP)
General Reevaluation Report (GRR). The scope and review descriptions presented
here are very broad in nature, with the strategy of using the planning charette
process to narrow, coordinate and refine the definition of the GRR. This will inform
future updates of the Review Plan as needed.

. References

(1) Engineer Circular (EC) 1165-2-214, Civil Works Review Policy, 15 Dec 2012

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

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

(4) ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, Appendix H, Policy
Compliance Review and Approval of Decision Documents, Amendment #1,
20 Nov 2007

(5) PMP, Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, California, Phase IlI
General Reevaluation Study, October 2014

(6) CESPD Reg. 1110-1-8, Quality Management Plan, 30 December 2002.

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

REVIEW MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION (RMO) COORDINATION

The RMO is responsible for managing the overall peer review effort described in this
Review Plan. The RMO for decision documents is typically either a Planning Center of
Expertise (PCX) or the Risk Management Center (RMC), depending on the primary
purpose of the decision document. The RMO for the peer review effort described in this
Review Plan is the Flood Risk Management Center of Expertise (FRM-PCX), in
coordination the Ecosystem Restoration Center of Expertise (ECO-PCX) and the Risk
Management Center (RMC) as needed.

The RMO will coordinate with the Cost Engineering and Agency Technical Review
Mandatory Center of Expertise (MCX) to ensure the appropriate expertise is included on



the review teams to assess the adequacy of cost estimates, construction schedules and
contingencies

3. STUDY INFORMATION

Decision Document. The purpose of the study is to identify flood risk related issues
and ecosystem restoration opportunities in the Sacramento River watershed and to
identify continued Federal interest in modifications or improvements to the Sacramento
River Bank Protection Project. The decision document will present planning,
engineering, and implementation details of a recommended plan to allow final design
and construction. The project is a General Reevaluation Report undertaken to evaluate
structural and non-structural flood risk management (FRM) measures including but not
limited to: in-basin storage, re-operation of existing reservoirs, improvements to existing
levees, construction of new levees, and other storage, conveyance and non-structural
measures. Ecosystem restoration and enhancement features such as setback levees
and bypass widening will also be investigated. The goals and objectives of the State of
California’s Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) and State Plan of Flood
Control (SPFC) will be instrumental in focusing and coordinating Federal efforts within
an integrated water management framework context. The scope of the project will
require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be prepared as part of the
integrated General Reevaluation Report.

Due to the aging facilities and changes in the Sacramento River watershed and system
of the SRFCP, this GRR is necessary to identify Federal interest for continued support
of the SRFCP and how the project fits into the SPFC and CVFPP goals and objectives
for flood risk management, ecosystem restoration and integrated water management.

Study Authorization. The SRFCP was authorized in 1917 by the Flood Control Act of
1917, Pub. L. 64-367, 8§ 2, 39 Stat. 948, 949 (1917) and provides appropriations for
rectification and enlargement of river channels and the construction of weirs.

The SRFCP is located along the Sacramento River from Elder Creek near Tehama to
its confluence with the San Joaquin River in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta).
The SRFCP includes a number of tributaries, sloughs and bypass channels. Figure 1 is
a map showing the locations the SRFCP levees.

A Chief of Engineers’ Report dated 9 May 1960 (Senate Doc. 86-103) recommended a
program of remedial bank protection work as a modification of the SRFCP. The initial
portion (Phase ), which included recreational facilities, of the SRBPP was authorized by
Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1960, Pub. L. 86-645, § 203, 74 Stat. 498 (1960).
It was authorized as a long-range program for construction of bank erosion control
works and setback levees to protect the SRFCP levees from failures due to erosion.
Construction of the 430,000 linear feet (LF) in the Phase | authority was completed in
1974.



A Chief's Report dated 21 September 1972 recommended a second phase consisting of
405,000 LF of bank protection works (H. Doc. 93-151). Phase Il was authorized by the
River Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1974, Pub. L. 93-252, § 202, 88 Stat. 49.
Construction began in 1975 and is near completion.

In 1982, Congress specifically authorized extension of the SRBPP from the upstream
end of the levee system to Chico Landing (RM 176 left/ 184 right to RM 194 (Continuing
Appropriations Resolution, Pub. L. 97-377 § 140, 96 Stat. 1916 (1982)). This was done
to include the Butte Basin reach. However, no project levees qualifying for work under
SRBPP were added to this reach.

A Chief’'s Report dated 1 September 1981 recommended a fish and wildlife program to
provide habitat mitigation for Phase | of SRBPP. The 1981 Chief's Report was
supplemented and modified by a Chief’'s Report dated 2 June 1983 to exclude
mitigation for removal of vegetation that is deferred maintenance of SRFCP levees and,
therefore, a non-Federal responsibility. The project for mitigation of fish and wildlife
losses was authorized at a total cost of $1,410,000 by the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-662, § 601, 100 Stat. 4140. The authorized
mitigation for Phase | has been completed.

During implementation of Phase Il repairs, a draft jeopardy opinion was issued by the
National Marine Fisheries Service in 2001 during consultation on impacts of the
program on listed species. The draft opinion resulted in modifications in erosion site
design and construction. An Interagency Working Group (IWG) was formed and
developed the Standard Assessment Methodology (SAM) model for characterization of
impacts to shaded aquatic riparian habitat values as the result of program
implementation. Use of the SAM continues as well as coordination with the IWG for site
design and implementation.

The authority for Phase Il was modified by Congress by WRDA 2007, which modified
the existing SRBPP to authorize bank erosion and setback levee work as follows:
“SEC. 3031. Section 202 of the River Monetary Authorization Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 49)
is amended by striking “and the monetary authorization” and all that follows through the
period at the end and inserting “; except that the lineal feet in the second phase shall be
increased from 405,000 lineal feet to 485,000 lineal feet.”

Study Area and Overview of the Sacramento River Watershed. The Sacramento
River watershed is comprised of 26,300 square miles in the northern half of California’s
Central Valley (Figure 1). The watershed is approximately 240 miles long and up to 150
miles wide bounded by the Sierra Nevada on the east, the Coast Range on the west,
the Cascade and Trinity Mountains on the north, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta on the south. Major tributaries of the Sacramento River include the Feather and
American Rivers.

In the early 1900s, the Federal and State governments began construction of system-
wide flood management facilities, including levees, weirs, and bypass channels. This



included constructing new facilities and reconstructing existing private facilities to meet
the Federal engineering standards that existed at the time. The effort focused on
protecting lives and property by increasing the conveyance of flood waters through the
system. The design goal of the facilities was to aid navigation and flush sediment
remaining from the hydraulic mining conducted late in the 19th century. These
conveyance facilities improved flood protection and navigation and allowed continued
agricultural and urban development. They also constrained the river to specific
alignments, significantly reducing channel meandering and further isolating the rivers
from their historic floodplain.

The USACE constructed new levees or reconstructed private levees in order to
complete the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (Figure 2). This project,
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1917, encompasses approximately 1,100 miles
of levee along the Sacramento River and its primary tributaries from Collinsville in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Delta upstream to Ord Ferry in Glenn County. The
non-Federal sponsor for this flood control system is the Central Valley Flood Protection
Board (formerly the Reclamation Board), which accepted the responsibility to operate
and maintain the system under authority granted in the Flood Control Act of 1944. In
accordance with State law, most of these responsibilities have been delegated to local
levee and reclamation districts.

Phase | of the SRBPP resulted in erosion protection of approximately 430,000 linear
feet of river bank between 1960 and 1974. The focus of Phase | was remediation of
critical sites within the SRFCP levee system. Phase Il of the SRBPP commenced in
1974 and has accomplished approximately 400,000 linear feet of erosion repairs of an
authorized 405,000 linear feet. In the Water Resources Development Act of 2007, the
Phase Il authorization was expanded by 80,000 linear feet to a total of 485,000 linear
feet.

Due to the aging facilities and changes in the Sacramento River watershed and system
of the SRFCP, this GRR is necessary to identify Federal interest for continued support
of the SRFCP and how the project fits into the SPFC and CVFPP goals and objectives
for flood risk management, ecosystem restoration and integrated water management.
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Figure 1. Sacramento River Watershed, California
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Figure 2. Levees making up the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project




a. Factors Affecting the Scope and Level of Review. Quality control review will be
through DQC, ATR, and Type | IEPR. Questions that must be considered in
determining the scope and level of review are identified in column 1 of Table 1. The
Project Delivery Team’s (PDT) assessment of these questions in relation to this
study is listed in column 2 of Table 1.

Table 1 - Factors Affecting Scope and Level of Review

Questions to Determine

General Reevaluation Study

Scope
Will parts of the study be The GRR study area covers levees that provide
challenging? flood risk management from the Sacramento River,

Sacramento Bypass, and Yolo Bypass, and portions
of the Feather and American Rivers. In addition, the
Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel is within the
project area. The presence of these features
increases the complexity of the study. Reservoirs
and bypasses within the study area will also
represent challenges to the study problem definition.

Will the study report contain
influential scientific information
or be a highly influential
scientific assessment?

It is not anticipated that the study will include
influential scientific information.

Will the study have significant
economic, environmental,
and/or social effects to the
Nation?

The study may have significant economic and
environmental effects. An Environmental Impact
Statement/Report (EIS/EIR) will be required for this
study.

Will the study have significant
interagency interest?

The study has local, state, and Federal interest.
There will be significant interest from Federal
resource agencies and the California State
Department of Water Resources. Federal agency
interest will relate to Endangered Species Act
coordination and State interest will be related to
coordination with the CVFPP and other initiatives.
The USFWS and NMFS will have significant interest
in potential impacts or restoration components that
may affect special status species.




Questions to Determine
Scope

General Reevaluation Study

Will the study have significant
threat to human life/safety
assurance?

The study includes levees that provide FRM in
urbanized and rural areas subject to deep flooding.
Failure of the existing levees or flooding above the
design event would present a significant threat to
human life/safety. So, although the probability of
levee failure would decrease as a result of bank
improvements, the life safety consequences of a
levee failure or overtopping could increase over
time.

Will the study be highly
controversial?

The project has potential for public controversy.

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

It is not likely that the study will result in precedent-
setting methods, models, or practices. The study
will look at complex challenges requiring careful
description and analysis for clear communication to
varied audiences.

What are the likely study risks
and the magnitude of the
risks?

The moderate to high level risks identified by the
PDT include:

e Vegetation on Levee issues —USACE vegetation
on levee policy will generate controversy.

e Description of potential project impacts to water
conveyance or supply will greatly influence study
risk as related to scope and schedule.

e Use of existing environmental information for
plan formulation rather than performing intensive
environmental surveys and analysis will be a
high risk for support of special status species
coordination with resource agencies.

e Public controversy. There is the potential for
public controversy with this study. The risk will
be somewhat mitigated by careful
communications with the public in general and
more specifically related to fisheries and water
management impacts.




4.

. In-Kind Contributions. Products and analyses provided by non-Federal sponsors

as in-kind services are subject to DQC, ATR, and IEPR. The in-kind products and
analyses to be provided by the non-Federal sponsor have yet to be determined.

DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL (DQC)

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

a.

5.

Documentation of DQC. District Quality Control (DQC) may be conducted by staff
in the home district as long as they are not doing the work involved in the study, or
overseeing contracted work that is being reviewed. Basic quality control tools
include a Quality Management Plan providing for seamless review, quality checks
and reviews, supervisory reviews, Project Delivery Team (PDT) reviews, etc.
Additionally, the PDT is responsible for a complete reading of the report to assure
the overall integrity of the report, technical appendices, and the recommendations
before approval by the District Commander. DQC documentation will be provided to
the ATR team prior to the start of ATR review. The Major Subordinate Command
(MSC)/District quality management plans address the conduct and documentation of
this fundamental level of review; DQC will be conducted in accordance with SPK
standard practice and guidance. The DQC review team is identified in Attachment 1.

AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW (ATR)

ATR is mandatory for all decision documents (including supporting data, analyses,
environmental compliance documents, etc.). The object 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. ATR is managed within
USACE by the designated RMO and is conducted by a qualified team from outside the
home district that is not involved in the day-to-day production of the project/product.
ATR teams will be comprised of senior USACE personnel and may be supplemented by
outside experts as appropriate. The ATR team lead will be from outside the home
MSC.

a.

Products to Undergo ATR.

(1) Without-project hydrology (SPD requirement).



(2) Without-project fragility curves.
(3) Without-project economic analysis.

(4) Draft report, including NEPA/environmental compliance documentation and
technical appendices for the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project GRR.

(5) Final report, including NEPA/environmental compliance documentation and
technical appendices for the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project GRR.

If additional interim products are identified that would benefit from ATR prior to the
Draft Report, they will undergo targeted ATR. The Draft Report materials and
supporting analyses warrant ATR because they provide the basis for HQUSACE to
determine if Washington-level support for the tentatively selected plan is warranted.
The final reports and supporting analyses warrant ATR because they will provide the
basis for the Chief of Engineers interagency coordination and the Chief's approval or
further recommendation to the Secretary of the Army and the Congress, as needed.

ATR members will be provided with any significant technical and scientific public
comments made during public meetings and on the products under review.

Each application of ATR should build upon any and all prior cycles of review for the
study. Each ATR review iteration only needs to address incremental changes and
additions to documents and analyses not addressed in prior ATR reviews, unless the
ATR team determines that certain subjects or aspects warrant revisiting due to other
changes or a need to adequately understand a larger portion of the project.

The ATR team will be made up of experts having the backgrounds listed in Table 2.
All Engineering and Construction ATR reviewers (except Cost, which has its own
requirements) are required to be in Corps of Engineers Reviewer Certification and
Access Program (CERCAP)
(https://maps.crrel.usace.army.mil/apex/f?p=105:LOGIN:342723497626). Should
additional skills be identified as required during the study, the ATR team will be
supplemented to adequately provide technical review of study documents.

b. Required ATR Team Expertise.

Table 2 - Required ATR Team Expertise

ATR Team Expertise Required
Members/Disciplines

ATR Lead The ATR lead should be a senior professional with

extensive experience in preparing Civil Works
decision documents and conducting ATR. The lead
should also have the necessary skills and experience
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ATR Team
Members/Disciplines

Expertise Required

to lead a virtual team through the ATR process. The
ATR lead may also serve as a reviewer for a specific
discipline (such as planning, economics,
environmental resources, etc).

Planning

Team member will be experienced with the civil works
process, watershed level projects, current flood
damage reduction planning and policy guidance, and
have experience in plan formulation for multipurpose
projects, specifically integrating measures for flood
risk management, ecosystem restoration, recreation,
watersheds, and planning in a collaborative
environment.

Economics

Team member will be experienced in civil works and
related flood risk reduction projects, and have a
thorough understanding of HEC-FDA and Cost
Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis.

Environmental Resources

Team member will be experienced in NEPA/CEQA
process and analysis, and have a biological or
environmental background that is familiar with the
project area and ecosystem restoration. Experience
with Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis for
ecosystem restoration plan development is required.
Riverine fisheries and modeling experience related to
river and floodplain systems will be an additional
requirement.

Cultural Resources

Team member will be experienced in cultural
resources and tribal issues, regulations, and laws.

Hydrology

Team member will be an expert in the field of
hydrology and reservoir operations, application of
detention / retention basins, effects of best
management practices and low impact development
on hydrology, approaches that can benefit water
quality, and extensive experience with USACE
hydrologic models. A licensed professional engineer
is required.

Hydraulic Engineering

Team member will be an expert in the field of urban
hydraulics, have a thorough understanding of the
dynamics of both open channel flow systems, and
enclosed systems, application of levees and flood
walls in an urban environment with space constraints.
The team member will have an understanding of
computer modeling techniques that will be used for
this project (HEC-HMS, HEC-RAS, UNET, and
TABS). A licensed professional engineer is required.
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ATR Team
Members/Disciplines

Expertise Required

Geotechnical Engineering

Team member will be experienced in levee and
floodwall design, post-construction evaluation, and
rehabilitation. A licensed professional geotechnical
engineer is required.

Civil Engineering

Team member will be experienced in levee and
floodwall design, post-construction evaluation, and
rehabilitation. Team member will have experience in
utility relocations, positive closure requirements and
internal drainage for levee construction, and
application of non-structural flood damage reduction,
specifically flood proofing. A licensed professional
civil engineer is required.

Cost Engineering

Team member will be familiar with cost estimating for
similar civil works projects using MCACES version
MIl. Team member will be a Certified Cost
Technician, Certified Cost Consultant, or Certified
Cost Engineer. A separate process and coordination
is also required through the Walla Walla District MCX
for cost engineering.

Real Estate

Team member will be experienced in federal civil
work real estate laws, policies and guidance.
Members shall have experience working with
respective sponsor real estate issues.

Risk Reviewer

The risk analysis reviewer will be experienced with
performing and presenting risk analyses in
accordance with ER 1105-2-101 and other related
guidance, including familiarity with how information
from the various disciplines involved in the analysis
interact and affect the results.

c. Documentation of ATR. DrChecks review software will be used to document all

ATR comments, respo