Sacramento District - Orestimba Creek Feasibility Study
(West Stanislaus County)

San Joaquin River Basin, California

PEER REVIEW PLAN
tc \l1 "CHAPTER 7 - QUALITY CONTROL PLAN





Reference: 
CESPD-PD Regulation 1110-1-8, Directorate of Engineering and Technical Services, Quality Management Plan, 20 September 2004.
PURPOSE OF DECISION DOCUMENT

The purpose of this study is to investigate plans that reduce flood damages in the town of Newman and surrounding agricultural areas.  In the course of identifying these plans, opportunities to address some of the environmental degradation along portions of Orestimba Creek may be identified.  Flood overflows from Orestimba Creek cause flooding in the town of Newman.  Although Newman is situated some distance from the channel, flood overflows are diverted along road and railroad embankments and along a canal into town.  Flows eventually overtop these impediments and continue down slope across fields and farm roads until reaching the San Joaquin River.  Newman has experienced 13 floods in the past 41 years (1954, 1955, 1957, 1958, 1959, 1963, 1968, 1969, 1978, 1980, 1983, 1986, and 1995).  Floods have required extensive emergency operations, including levee construction, evacuation, and road closure. 

Floodwaters have damaged agricultural land and crops, residential and commercial properties, the Delta-Mendota Canal, the Central California Irrigation District (CCID) Main Canal, bridges, and road crossings.  Estimated damages from the March 1995 event were approximately $5.6 million, including $1.6 million in agricultural damages.

Quality Control Plan Objectives 

The primary objective of this quality control plan is to ensure that the feasibility study conduct and products are of high quality.  This will be done by establishing the appropriate level of evaluation of technical products and processes to ensure that they meet customer requirements and comply with applicable laws, regulations, and sound technical practices of the disciplines involved.

The Sacramento District Project Manager is responsible for ensuring that independent technical review (ITR) of the Feasibility Report/EIS-EIR and related materials is resourced and executed consistent with the current South Pacific Division and Sacramento District Quality Management Plans and associated technical review implementation guidance.  South Pacific Division will provide quality assurance, facilitate coordination with other districts to provide an ITR Team Leader and other members for inter-district review, and can provide technical and planning management support to the District, as needed, in resolving major policy and technical issues.

One of the alternatives under consideration in the Orestimba creek project consists of a dry dam located within a Sycamore Alluvial Woodland.  While not an endangered species, the woodland is extremely rare and the resource agencies involved with the project have stated that the inundation of this woodland would be an immitigable action.   Should this alternative remain in consideration, an External Peer Review (EPR) would take place in order to allow subject experts to comment on the effects to the Sycamore Woodland.  The EPR will take place between the Alternative Formulation Briefing (AFB) and the release of the Draft Report.  The EPR would be conducted in a panel format.  The EPR findings would be included in the draft report to allow for public comment.  Significant and relevant public comments will be provided to the reviewers prior to the EPR as part of the submittal package.  EPR team members will be selected by the Corps and the sponsor.  Participating resource agencies will be asked for input on ERP team member selection.  
The EPR process would only be initiated if the Upstream Dry Dam is identified as the Recommended Plan.  If this occurs, the controversy associated with this decision will warrant the external review process from the standpoint of the public.  This would be consistent with the policy of the vertical team.   
The estimated implementation cost for the Upstream Dry Dam Alternative is approximately $80 million.  The Downstream Levee Alternative estimated implementation cost is about $40 million.  The costs for the Dry Dam Alternative would trigger the EPR.   The plan would be coordinated with the NWW Cost Estimating Center of Expertise for the review of the cost estimate.  
Guidelines for Technical Review 

1.  Products (as identified in a paragraph below) will be reviewed for compliance with appropriate public laws; engineering regulations, circulars, and manuals; planning and policy guidance; and standard engineering and scientific practices.  The guidelines for independent technical review are set forth in CESPD-R- 1110-1-8, “South Pacific Division Quality Management Plan,” September 2004, and in the corresponding “Sacramento District Quality Management Plan,” March 2004.  The review plans will be coordinated with the Planning Center of Expertise for Flood Risk Management.
  
2.  Initial Technical Review Strategy Session:  The technical review strategy session forms the basis for a quality control plan for the major products.  This session will be held as early as possible during the preparation of the limited reevaluation report phase of the feasibility study.  The planning function chief shall chair the technical review strategy session.  Also attending would be the project manager, other functional chiefs and representatives of the local cost-sharing sponsor.  CESPD's planning program managers may also attend selected sessions, in a quality assurance role.  In addition to establishing the independent technical review team (ITRT), the participants shall establish the ITRT leader, the level of review, identify documents to be reviewed and identify policy or major technical issues that need to be brought to the attention of CESPD for resolution early in the study.  


3.  Independent Technical Review:  Key to the successful execution of quality control process is the independent review of a product.  This review is accomplished by an independent technical review team composed of individuals having expertise in and representing all disciplines involved in the type of product being developed and reviewed.  Reviewers must have a minimum of five years experience in the discipline and not be involved in the product development or supervision thereof.  The function chiefs of the technical disciplines involved in product development nominate review team members.  The independent technical review does not does not take the place of the need for and conduct of design checks or supervisory review of the products.


4.  Seamless Review:  Sub-products shall be technically reviewed before they are integrated into the overall product.  To insure this, Product Development Team (PDT) members shall consult with their Independent Technical Review Team (ITRT) counterparts at appropriate points throughout the development the products to discuss major assumptions and functional decisions, analytical approaches and significant calculations to preclude significant comments from occurring during the final complete independent technical review, which could adversely impact project schedules and costs.  The sub-product developer should normally initiate these counterparts’ discussions.  Each discipline shall engage its own counterpart in discussion when appropriate.  The conclusion/agreements reached should be documented, with copies retained by each participant and distributed to the ITRT leader and the product development team leader.  The documentation shall become part of the product technical review file.  

5.  Report Review Comment Guidelines:  Review comments will be developed from the perspective of adding value to the decision-making process and will focus on significant concerns.  Comments will not be based on the personal opinion of the reviewer or unsupported by Corps policy or guidance.  The review will only request the minimum amount of information that is needed to resolve the concerns.  In order to enhance communication of review comments, and to ensure that each expressed review concern is relevant to the decision to be made, all comments shall contain the following four elements:

· A clear statement of the concern.  The information deficiency or incorrect application of policy or procedure in the report will be identified.

· The basis of the concern.  The appropriate law, OASA(CW)/Corps policy, guidance, or procedure that has not been properly followed in the decision document will be referenced.

· The significance of the concern.  The importance of the concern with regard to project implementability.

· The specific actions needed to resolve the concern.  The actions that reporting officers must take to resolve the concern will be identified.


All ITR reviews of decision documents must be conducted using the computer program “DrChecks”.  Typographic errors and other minor stylistic changes should not be part of the formal technical review comments.  They will undoubtedly be helpful and should be provided separately to the PDT for their use.  All members of the review team are expected to raise concerns in other functional areas.  It is the responsibility of the review team leader to seek resolution of disagreements among review team members before referring issues to the study team.

6.  Responses to and Resolution of Review Comments:  All review comments shall be documented in a comment, response, discussion, action required, action taken format and, when appropriate, lessons learned.  The review team shall coordinate with the study team to resolve the issues that have been raised.  The ITRT leader shall review the products and ITRT comments, product development team responses and back check of responses to reviewer’s comments to identify any outstanding disagreements between members of the product development team and the ITRT.  Any disagreements shall be brought to the attention of the appropriate functional chief to facilitate resolution of technical disagreements between product development and ITRT counterparts.  If this interaction does not resolve the issue, the responsible functional chief will make the final decision.  In those cases where a functional chief decides unresolved disputes between the study team and the review team, the review documentation shall provide the basis for the functional chief’s decision.  The functional chief may consult with CESPD staff, which may serve as an unbiased sounding board; or major technical issues may be forwarded to CESPD for resolution.  In some cases, the chief of the responsible functional element may request that CESPD hold an issue resolution conference to resolve major policy or technical issues.  CESPD may also arrange for HQUSACE participation in the issue resolution conference.

7.  Lessons Learned:  At the end of each product review, the ITRT and PDT should provide their respective team leader comments on the review process, identifying those things that worked well and those that need improvement.  The team leaders will prepare a joint report to become part of the final review documentation.

8.  Final Documentation:  Significant decisions must be recorded and the entire process documented with a clear audit trail.  Documentation should include at a minimum; memoranda from seamless single discipline review, memorandum of the milestone conference, lessons learned, and memorandum from the draft and final product reviews (comments and responses).  The technical review documentation and required certifications will accompany the report submittals to CECW-AR as a separate document.

9.  Certification:  For interim (preliminary) products the responsible function chief certifies that the quality control process for that product has been completed and that all technical issues that have been identified have been resolved.  For final products, the responsible function chief recommends to the District Commander (DE) that the DE sign the recommendation.

Level of Detail of Review 


Study products will be reviewed at a feasibility level of detail for:

· Consistency with the approved Project Management Plan (PMP) and identification of any modification or deviations in scope, magnitude of outputs, or costs

· Compliance with established policy and other appropriate guidance

· Adequacy of the scope of the document

· Appropriateness of all planning, engineering, design, and environmental assumptions and methods, including development of without-project assumptions

· Appropriateness of data used, including level of detail

· Appropriateness of alternatives evaluated

· Consistency

· Accuracy

· Comprehensiveness

· Reasonableness of results

· Legal Sufficiency

Products for Review 


All of the products of the tasks listed in the detailed scopes of work in the Project Management Plan will be subject to independent technical review.  Seamless single discipline review will be accomplished and documented prior to the release of materials to other members of the study team or integrated into the overall study.  PDT members and their respective Section Chiefs will be responsible for accuracy of the documentation and computations through design checks and other internal procedures, prior to the independent technical review.

Independent product review will occur prior to major decision points in the planning process at the CESPD milestones so that the technical results can be relied on in setting the course for further study.  These products would include documentation for the CESPD mandatory milestone conferences (F3, F4 & F4A), HQUSACE issue resolution conferences, and the draft and final reports.  These products will be essentially complete before ITR is undertaken.  Since this quality control will have occurred prior to each milestone conference, the conference will address critical outstanding issues and set direction for the next step of the study since a firm technical basis for making decisions will have already been established.  In general, the ITR will be initiated at least 4 weeks prior to sending a complete and certified Pre-Conference Document and Decision Documents (Draft and Final FR/SEIS-EIR).  


For products that are developed under contract, the contractor will be responsible for quality control through an independent technical review.  Quality assurance of the contractor’s quality control will be the responsibility of the District.  The Independent Technical Review Team will review the following documents:

· PMP Update(s)

· Feasibility Study Scoping Meeting (FSM) Pre-Conference Document (F3 Milestone; including Without-Project Conditions)

· Alternatives Review Conference (ARC) Pre-Conference Document (F4 Milestone; Plan Formulation and Screening)

· Alternative Formulation Briefing (AFB) Pre-AFB Document (F4A Milestone)

· Draft FR/EIS-EIR (F5 Milestone)

· Final FR/EIS-EIR (F8 Milestone)


Appropriate Independent Technical Review Team (ITRT) members would also review the following study products prior to their incorporation into the overall study (seamless review):

· Hydrology

· Flood Plains

· Plan Formulation

· Hydraulic Design

· Structural Design

· Geotechnical/Geologic Design

· Design Quantities, Figures, and Plates

· Value Engineering/Value Management (VE/VM) Analysis

· Cost Estimates

· Economic Analysis

· Risk Analysis

· Real Estate Assessment


If the Upstream Dry Dam is identified as the Recommended Plan and an EPR is required, experts from the following areas would be recruited for the ERP panel:

· Botany/Environmental Horticulture

· Geomorphology

· Groundwater Hydrologist


In addition, ITR and PDT members would review any products supplied by the sponsor. The ITRT leader is located in a Corps District other than Sacramento.  Members of the ITRT have been nominated and are listed in a table in Attachment 1 of this document not posted on the website.

No model certification would be needed for this project. 

Cost Estimate for Quality Management 


The costs for conducting independent technical review are included in the individual scopes of work that are included in the Project Management Plan.  Quality management activities of Branch and Division Chiefs are included in Supervision and Administration.  The total cost for quality management is approximately $75,000.  Seamless review occurs throughout the study process, as required.  Specific review efforts would also occur associated with the In-Progress Review Conferences, ARC, AFB, the draft report, and the final report. 

Known Policy Questions 

Currently, the Locally Preferred Alternative is the construction of an upstream Detention Basin within an established area of Sycamore Alluvial Woodland.  While these are not threatened or endangered species, the resource agencies involved with the project have determined that this is an immitigable resource.  

Major Technical Issues 


There are no known major technical issues at this time.  The Corps and non-Federal sponsor will coordinate and work to achieve consensus on types and applications of appropriate of technical tools, analyses and methods, and related strategies and assumptions.  Higher echelons of the study partners will be informed and engaged as appropriate.

PMP Quality Certification 


The Chief of Planning Division has certified that (1) the independent technical review process for the Project Management Plan (PMP) has been completed, (2) all issues have been addressed, (3) the streamlining initiatives proposed in this PMP will result in a technically adequate product, and (4) appropriate quality control plan requirements have been adequately incorporated into this PMP.  The signed certification is included as Appendix B to the PMP.

Feasibility Phase Certification 


The documentation of the independent technical review will be included with the submission of the interim pre-conference and decision documents to CESPD.  Such documentation of the independent technical review will be accompanied by a certification indicating that the independent technical review process has been completed and that all technical issues have been resolved.   The certification requirement applies to all documentation that will be forwarded to either CESPD or HQUSACE for review or approval.  The Chief, Planning Division, will certify the pre-conference documentation for the HQUSACE issue resolution conferences and the draft feasibility report.  The District Commander will certify the final feasibility report, which includes the signed recommendation of the District Commander.  This certification will follow the example that is included as Appendix H of the CESPD Quality Management Plan and will be signed by the Chief, Planning Division, and the District Commander.

