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1.  INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this Peer Review Plan (PRP) for the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) on the Sacramento River Flood Control Project, California, Mid-Valley Area, Phase III is to establish the procedures, level of review and assign responsibilities for conducting the technical reviews of the study products and decision documents to ensure their quality and credibility. It is a collaborative product of the Project Delivery Team (PDT) at the Sacramento District and the USACE Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise at the South Pacific Division (CESPD-FRM-PCX).  It is part of the overall Quality Control Plan (QCP) in the Project Management Plan. The PCX contact is TBD_______________________________________________________.

This PRP is compliant with the following guidance:

●  CESPD-R 1110-1-8, Appendix C, Quality Management of Planning Products, 20 September 2004. 

●  CESPD-C Memorandum, Peer Review of Decision Documents, 19 April 2007
●  EC 1105-2-408 Peer Review of Decision Documents, 

31 May 2005, 

●  EC 1105-2-407, Planning Models Improvement Program: Model Certification, 31 May 2005
●  CECW-CP Memorandum, Peer Review Process, 30 March 2007
●  CECW-CP Memorandum, Initiatives to Improve Accuracy of Total Project Costs in Civil Works Feasibility Studies Requiring Congressional Authorization, 19 September 2007.

●  Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2007 (PL110-114), Section 2034, Peer Review, 8 November 2007
The Mid-Valley Area Phase III LRR documents the results of an economic reevaluation to verify the project’s viability as a sound economic investment for the Government.  The scope of the reevaluation is limited to primarily addressing changes in project costs and benefits since the 1996 Design Memorandum (1996 DM), the last approved official document.  Some details of the project have been refined since the 1996 DM, including recommended design changes from the Sacramento River Flood Control Project Phase VI report.  
A Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines.  The document has been prepared jointly by the Corps, as the NEPA lead agency, and the Reclamation Board, as the CEQA lead agency and non-Federal sponsor.  The purpose of this Draft EA/IS is to evaluate the effects of modifications to designs proposed and evaluated in 1999 on resources in the project area.  It also proposes mitigation measures to minimize effects on resources caused by construction of the project features.  

The project area includes portions of the Sacramento River (river mile (RM) 70 to RM 118), Feather River  (RM 0 to RM 3), Knights Landing Ridge Cut, Sutter Bypass (from the Tisdale Bypass to the Feather River), and Yolo Bypass (from the Fremont Weir to the Sacramento Bypass) in Yolo and Sutter Counties, California.  The Corps of Engineers and the California State Reclamation Board are proposing to construct levee stability features at 13 sites.  Major features include seepage stability berms, levee crown restoration, levee slope reshaping, and slurry trench cutoff walls.

2.  AUTHORIZATION
The authority for this project is from the Conference Report accompanying the Energy and Water Development Act for 1987 (Public Law 99-591).  It included funds under Operation and Maintenance, General Appropriation, Inspection of Completed Works, for evaluation of the flood control system for the Sacramento River and its tributaries (Sacramento River Flood Control Project System Evaluation).  The House of Representatives Report (99-670) and the Senate Report (99-441) contain similar language.

The LRR is beingconducted at the direction of CECW-ZA Memorandum dated 30 April 2002 titled, “Review of Projects Not Yet Under Construction”.  The memorandum states, “Each active project found to have an economic analysis in an official report approved prior to FY99, will have a new economic analysis (not an update) completed before it is allowed to proceed, in accordance with EC 11-2-183.”  Because the latest economic analysis approved prior to FY99 was the 1996 DM, this economic reevaluation is also required in accordance to CESPD-CM-P memorandum, dated 7 May 2002 (paragraph 5.b.).  

3. PRODUCTS TO BE REVIEWED

The study products that are to undergo review are listed in Table 1 along with a link for the public to view and comment on the report:

Table 1  Products to be Reviewed
	Report Name
	Link

	Mid-Valley Area, Phase III LRR
	TBD

	EA/IS
	“   “


4. REVIEW PROCESS
The District is responsible for reviewing the technical aspects of the documents through an approach called peer review. The sections below describe the various reviews to be conducted.
Product Development Reviews -- Internal Peer Review (IPR) & Interdisciplinary Review.

Internal Peer Review and Interdisciplinary Review by the Project Development Team (PDT) will be conducted within CESPK for study products. These internal reviews (or design checks) constitute a major portion of the quality control process for each deliverable product. It is the responsibility of each PDT member, their supervisors, and the Project Manager (PM) to ensure that every product undergoes these reviews. It is the responsibility of the supervisor or section chief for each team member to ensure that a qualified internal peer reviewer is selected and conducts the peer review of their product prior to incorporation and completion of the overall product. The PM will organize and document the Interdisciplinary PDT Reviews, whereby interim products are examined for crossdiscipline integration and consistent use of interdisciplinary information.  The PDT team is listed in the table below.
Table 2  Product Development Team Members

	Name
	Discipline
	Phone

	Lester Schmittner
	Project Management
	(916) 557-7812

	Christine Swenson
	Project Management
	(916) 557-7538

	Ted Werner
	Plan Formulation
	(916) 557-6753

	Karin Lee 
	Plan Formulation
	(916) 557-7987

	Ignatius Anyanwu
	Economics
	(916) 557-6931

	Don Lash
	Environmental Planning
	(916) 557-5172

	Bob Vrchoticky
	Cost Engineering
	(916) 557-7336

	Ram Singh
	Civil Design 
	(916) 557-6678

	Tim Kerr
	Dept. of Water Resources
	


Architect-Engineer (A-E) or Consulting Contracts.

Contractors conduct their own quality reviews of their products.  All contractors are required to submit a Quality Management Plan to the PM for conducting reviews.  Products by contractors used on this project will undergo a Quality Assurance Review by assigned district PDT members. Additionally, any products developed by contract will also undergo ITR along with other products. 

Independent Technical Review (ITR).

Selection of the ITR team is coordinated through the Corps of Engineer Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise (FRM-PCX, South Pacific Division). The CX works collaboratively with the Division staff and the District project manager to find team member staff outside the District with the requisite experience and qualifications to review the study products. The ITR team will be selected on the basis of having the proper knowledge, skills, and experience necessary to perform the task and their lack of affiliation with the development of the report and associated appendixes.  The review team is primarily drawn from SPD personnel.  All ITRs will be documented and completed through the computer program DRCHECKS, to the satisfaction of the PCX, where comments and comment resolution are captured. 

The ITR for the cost estimates is conducted by the Cost Engineering Directory of Expertise at the Corps’ Walla Walla District.  Review is made of the project cost estimates, construction schedules and contingencies in the decision document.  The PDT assists in a formal cost risk analysis for the development of contingencies.  The cost estimator on the PDT and the ITR counterpart ensure that the critical project planning, design and engineering data are available prior to preparation of the baseline cost estimate.  The Corps’ Project Manager and the PDT use project risk management principles and methods from the Project Management Institute’s Project Management Body of Knowledge in developing a project risk management plan that includes a risk assessment and analysis and a risk response plan to support the cost risk analysis.  Together, the project risk management plan along with the cost risk analysis produce a quality assessment of the Civil Works Total Project Cost Estimate.

The current ITR plan is to include at least 11 independent reviewers.  This number is based on the disciplines required to develop the feasibility products and the draft and final FR/EIS.  The members of the review team are given in the Quality Control Plan for the LRR.  

The ITR team members are presented in Table 3.  

TABLE 3 Independent Technical Review Team Members
	Name
	Discipline
	Contact Information

	TBD
	Plan Formulation
	

	“    “
	Environmental
	

	“    “
	Hydraulics & Hydrology
	

	“    “
	Cultural Resources
	

	“    “
	Civil Design
	

	“    “
	Geotechnical
	

	“    “
	Economic Evaluation
	

	“    “
	Cost Engineering
	

	“    “
	Real Estate
	


ITR is currently budgeted at $25,000. Note that the final ITR budget is dependent on the number of the reviews actually required to resolve any issues developed during the study.

External Peer Review (EPR)
External Peer Review (EPR) will apply to the project documents due to the recommendations (construction) costing more than $45 Million. EPR is an additional national level independent review process, outside the Corps of Engineers, to ensure that projects which are of national or regional interest meet the requirements of Federal participation. Conduct of EPR is guided by EC 1105-2-408 “Peer review of Decision Documents” and the requirements of WRDA 2007 (PL 110-114) regarding peer review. However, it is generally agreed that this study does not involve novel methods, complex challenges, precedent setting methods or models, nor landmark conclusions affecting Corps policy. Nor is the study considered highly controversial. The study will generally use Corps of Engineers standard criteria, methods, and models which are recognized and endorsed by the Corps engineering and technical communities.

It is assumed that CESPK will use a standing contract with the National Academy of Sciences to undertake the EPR. Anticipated cost of the EPR is estimated at between $25,000 to $50,000. Based on WRDA 2007 language, the cost for EPR is fully Federally funded. The EPR will likely consist of at least four members (to include structural engineer, geotechnical engineer, economist and environmental scientist). The exact composition of the EPR team and the expertise needed by EPR members will be selected through CESPK negotiations with the National Academy of Sciences and concurrent approval by the CESPD FRM-PCX. The EPR will be conducted using letters (review comments) along with some in-person on-site coordination and orientation. EPR comments and resolution documentation will be provided to the ITR members. EPR will be conducted concurrently with the ITR and EPR comments will be provided to the ITR team.

5.  PUBLIC SELECTION OF PEER REVIEWERS

Public recommendation or selection of ITR or other reviewers is not anticipated at this time. This is to be determined by the vertical team. 
6.  REVIEW SCHEDULE

Reviews will be conducted for all major study and engineering documents.  The review schedule is shown below and will be updated as reviews are scheduled.

Table 4  Review Schedule

	Activity
	Date

	ITR and EPR of LRR/EA/IS
	TBD

	
	


7.  PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Public and agency review for this project are being conducted in accordance with NEPA, as well as the provisions of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2000, and as outlined in ER 1105-2-100. Public input will be available to the ITR and EPR members to ensure that public comments have been considered in the development of reviews and final reports.
As part of the peer review, opportunities have been and will be provided for the public to comment on the study and decision documents that are to be reviewed.  Significant and relevant public comments will be provided to the reviewers while they are conducting their review. The Sacramento District will make the draft documents available to the public for comment at the same time it is submitted for peer review (or during the review process). 
NEPA public scoping meetings have been held in the past as the project was being developed to present information on the preliminary plans for levee modification and to receive comments from the public. Information obtained in these scoping meetings has been used to assist to complete the draft environmental documents necessary to meet both Federal and State requirements.  

This Peer Review Plan will be available on the national Corps of Engineers planning website at the following link:

http://www.usace.army.mil/cw/cecw-cp/peer/peer_rev.html

8. CERTIFICATION OF PLANNING MODELS

The certification of planning models is to assure that high quality methods and tools are available to enable informed decisions on investments in the Nation’s water resources infrastructure and natural environment.  In accordance with EC 1105-2-407, planning models are defined as any models and analytical tools that Corps planners use to define water resources management problems and opportunities, to formulate potential alternatives to address the problems and take advantage of the opportunities, to evaluate potential effects of alternatives and to support decision-making.  They do not include engineering models used in planning.  The District will coordinate with the FRM-PCX to meet model certification requirements.
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