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A4-1 GENERAL

A4-1.1 Purpose of Engineering Appendix

This Engineering Appendix, a consolidated effort between Memphis, New Orleans, and Vicksburg
Districts, presents the design assumptions and assessment of alternatives for flood control in the
Mississippi River Alluvial Valley, Mississippi River Mainline Levees (MRL) Project. The purpose of
this Engineering Appendix is to document the results of the engineering and environmental
conditions in order to establish project alternative measures and recommendations that would
minimize adverse impacts to the environment with the implementation of the proposed improvements to the
MRL. TheMainline Levee System is an integral part of the overall Mississippi River and
Tributaries Project (MR&T). The Mississippi River Commission (MRC), created by Congress in
1879, is responsible for accomplishment of work on the MR&T Project. After the 1973 flood, the
MR&T Project Design Flowline was refined (see SEIS II Section 1.4) to include a new project
flood flowline, the Refined 1973 Project Design Flood Flowline (amended in 1996) that enables
levee deficiencies along the main stem levee to be identified.

The proposed work includes addressing 69 miles of deficient levees and floodwalls within the
Memphis District, 49 miles of deficient levees within Vicksburg District, and 123 miles of
deficient levees and floodwalls within New Orleans District. This work consists of 143 work
items proposed for construction; 35 items in the Memphis District, 16 in the Vicksburg District,
and 92 in the New Orleans District.

The MR&T Projectisextensiveinscopeandinvolves anumberof Tributary basinsand related project
reports in all three districts. The Final Environmental Impact Statement for Mississippi River and
Tributaries Projects, dated February 1976, lists and discusses various projectreports thatare pertinentto
the MRL portionofthe overall project. Thisdocumentwas placed on file with the Council on
Environmental Quality on April 8, 1976. Subsequently, USACE supplemented the 1976 EIS with
Supplement No. 1, Mississippi River and Tributaries Project, Mississippi River Mainline Levee
Enlargement and Seepage Control of 1998 (1998 SEIS). The 1998 SEIS also references project
reports that provide additional information about the MR&T Project.

A4-2 HYDROLOGY/HYDRAULICS

A4-2.1 Description of Mississippi River Basin and Project Area

The Mississippi River has the third largest drainage basin in the world, exceeded in size only by the
watersheds of the Amazon and Congo Rivers. It drains 41 percent of the 48 contiguous states of
the United States. The basin covers more than 1,245,000 square miles, includes all or parts of

31 states and two Canadian provinces, and roughly resembles a funnel which has its spout at the
Gulf of Mexico. Waters from as far east as New York and as far west as Montana contribute to
flows in the lower (main stem) river.

The main stem Mississippi River channel below Cairo, Illinois, carries runoff from about
922,000 square miles of drainage area concentrated at Cairo by the upper Mississippi and Ohio
Rivers. Between Cairo and the Gulf of Mexico, the Mississippi River system flow is augmented
by runoff from about 324,000 square miles ofintervening drainage area.
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The lower alluvial valley of the Mississippi River is a relatively flat plain of about 35,000 square
miles bordering the river. The area would be overflowed during times of high water if not for
man-made protective works. This valley begins just below Cape Girardeau, Missouri, is roughly
600 miles in length, varies in width from 30 to 125 miles, includes parts of seven states--
Missouri, Illinois, Tennessee, Kentucky, Arkansas, Mississippi, and Louisiana, and extends to
the Gulf of Mexico.

The project area includes the portion of the basin extending from Cape Girardeau, Missouri, south
to Head of Passes, Louisiana, at the Gulf of Mexico. The flood plain area is confined on the west
by levees and high ground and on the east by levees and the Loess Hills which follow the Ohio and
Mississippi Rivers from the vicinity of Cairo, Illinois, to below New Orleans, Louisiana. Besides
the Upper Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, other major tributaries within the project area are the

St. Francis River, Obion-Forked Deer River, Arkansas/White, River Red River, Yazoo River, and
Big Black River. Precipitation occurring within project boundaries produces runoff which
reaches the Mississippi River main stem via the above-named major tributaries or via minor
drainage ways. The Mississippi River in its lower valley flows through one of the most fertile
regions on earth. The area is noted for its highly productive agricultural economy. It has also
become industrialized.

A4-2.2 Description of Mississippi River Basin and Project Area

A4-2.2.1 Morphology

As is typical of streams flowing through alluvial valleys, the Lower Mississippi River over time
has developed a highly sinuous course, creating numerous meander loops and bends. It has also
shifted its channel from time to time so that parts of the alluvial plain have been reworked many
times, thus contributing to the complexity of the soil structure and hydrology of the area. This
meandering has also produced a number of oxbow lakes.

Flooding in the lower alluvial valley usually occurs in the winter and spring (first six months of
the calendar year). This is a result of the spring rains and the melting of the snow pack in the
Upper Mississippi River basin. However, in recent years, increased precipitation during summer
months has resulted in prolonged flood events that extend well into the summer

An extensive system of stream gages has been installed on the Mississippi River and its
tributaries. The period of record for the older gages extends back into the 1800's. At certain
gages discharge measurements have been made over a span of many years, permitting estimation
of discharge as a function of stage at these locations. Selected gages in the project area are shown
in Table A4-1. Gages in Table A4-1 used in this study for statistical analysis of wetlands by
hydrologic criteria are noted, along with the period of record used in the study.
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Table A4-1. Project Area Gages

River Corps | Data Type | Usedin Wetland | Study Period of
Gage Location Mile Dist. S=Stage Determination Record
AHP stk D=Disch X=Used HK

g/f‘g:)(}irardeau (Upper 52.1* | MVS s X 1962-2018
Cairo (Ohio) 2.0** | MVM S X 1962-2018
Hickman 922.0 | MVM S.D X 1962-2018
New Madrid 889.0 | MVM s X 1962-2018
Caruthersville 8464 | MVM S X 1962-2018
Osceola 783.5 | MVM S X 1962-2018
Memphis, Beale 735.9 MVM S

Memphis WB 734.7 | MVM S.D X 1962-2018
Helena 663.1 MVM S,D X 1962-2018
Rosedale 592.2 | MVK s X 1962-2014
Ark City 554.1 MVK S.D X 1962-2018
Greenville 531.5 MVK s X 1962-2018
Lake Providence 487.2 MVK S X 1962-2018
Vicksburg 435.7 | MVK S.D X 1962-2018
St. Joseph 396.4 | MVK s X 1962-1996
Natchez 363.3 MVK S.D X 1962-2018
Knox Landing 313.7 MVN s X 1962-2018
Tarbert Landing 306.3 MVN S.D 1962-2018
Red River Landing 302.7 MVN S X 1962-2018
Baton Rouge 228.4 MVN S X 1962-2018
Donaldsonville 1754 | MVN S X 1962-2018
Reserve 138.7 | MVN S 1962-2018
Carrollton (New Orleans) 102.8 MVN S X 1962-2018
West Pointe A La Hache 48.7 MVN S X 1962-2018
Venice 10.7 | MVN s 1962-2018

* on Upper Mississippi River, miles above mouth of Ohio River

** on Ohio River, miles above mouth of Ohio
(mouth of Ohio River is at Mile 953.8
AHP)

*** Additional data available. The period of record was limited based on the effects of

cutoffs and changes in operation of Old River Control Structure on river flowlines.
*xxk MVS-St. Louis District, MVM-Memphis District, MVK-Vicksburg District,

MVN-New Orleans
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Examples of the range of discharges and elevations in the project area are presented in Tables
A4-2 and A4-3.

Table A4-2. Maximum and Minimum Discharges for Selected Gages

Maximum Minimum
Location Discharge (1000 Year | Discharge (1000 Year
CES) CFS)

Hickman 2100 2011 69 1936
Memphis 2213 2011 78 1936
Helena 2310 2011 81 1936
Arkansas City 2472* 1927 88 1939
Vicksburg (Bridge) 2278%* 1927 94 1936
Natchez 2046 1937 100 1936
Tarbert Landing 1977 1937 85 1939

* Estimated
** Estimated assuming no crevasses
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Table A4-3. Maximum and Minimum Elevations for Selected Gages

Max Maximum Minimum Difference in|
Gage Location Gage Elev. Year |Min Gage Elev. Year Elev.
Ft, NGVD Ft, NGVD Ft
Cape Girardeau 48.0 352.6 1993 0.6 305.4 1909 47.2
Cairo 59.5 330.0 1937 -1.0 269.5 1871 60.5
Hickman 51.5 316.2 1937 -0.7 264.1 1988 52.1
New Madrid 48.0 303.5 1937 -1.5 254.0 1988 49.5
Caruthersville 46.0 281.5 1937 -0.1 234.8 1939 46.7
Osceola 50.9 260.3 1937 -10.3 199.1 1988 61.2
Memphis 48.7 232.6 1937 -10.7 173.2 1988 59.4
Helena 60.2 201.9 1937 -4.2 137.5 1988 64.4
Arkansas City 60.4 157.1 2011 -5.1 91.6 1936 64.3
Vicksburg (Bridge)| 57.1 103.3 2011 -7.0 39.2 1940 63.0
Natchez 61.8 79.4 2011 -1.7 15.6 1940 59.7
Knox Landing 63.1 63.1 1983 8.2 8.2 1956 54.9
Red River Landing | 63.4 63.4 2011 2.9 2.9 1895 58.0
Baton Rouge 47.3 47.3 1927 -0.1 -0.1 1894 47.4
f;régvng’gefssg)e 213 213 | 1922 | -16 16 |1872] 2209

A4-2.3 History of Flood Control and Mississippi River Flooding

A4-2.3.1 Overview

The Mississippi River has always been a threat to the security of the valley through which it
flows. The need for more substantial Federal participation in improvements of the river for
navigation and flood control was generally recognized by 1879. The necessity for coordination
of engineering operations through a centralized organization was apparent. That year, on

June 28, Congress established the Corps of Engineers Mississippi River Commission (CEMRC),
which had as its assigned duties"... to take into consideration and mature such plan or plans and
estimates as will correct, permanently locate, and deepen the channel and protect the banks of the
Mississippi River; improve and give safety and ease to the navigation thereof; prevent
destructive floods; promote and facilitate commerce, trade, and the postal service."

The first survey performed under the CEMRC occurred during 1879-1880. The survey revealed a
system of levees for the most part constructed along the top of the natural levees of the river.
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The flood of 1916 resulted in passage of the first Flood Control Act, approved March 1, 1917. This
act authorized the construction of levees for the control of floods and affirmed the policy of local
cooperation.

The flood of 1927 was the most disastrous in the history of the lower Mississippi River Valley.
This disaster awakened the national conscience to the dire need for flood control in the lower
valley. Out of it grew the Flood Control Act of 1928, which committed the Federal Government
to a definite program of flood control. The present project dates from that act.

The act of 1928 authorized the expenditure of $325,000,000 for construction of a Federal project
to provide flood control in the alluvial valley of the lower Mississippi River from Cairo, Illinois,
to Head of Passes, Louisiana, and navigation from Cairo to New Orleans, Louisiana.

A4-2.3.2 Flood Control Measures

The Mississippi River Levees are designed to protect the alluvial valley from extreme flood
events by confining flow to the leveed floodway, except where it enters the natural backwater
areas or is diverted intentionally into the floodway areas. The mainline levee system, comprised
of levees, floodwalls, and various control structures, is approximately 1,600 miles long.

When major floods occur and the carrying capacity of the Mississippi River leveed channel is
exceeded, additional conveyance through the Birds Point-New Madrid Floodway and relief
outlets through the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway, Morganza Floodway, and Bonnet Carre
Floodways are utilized as well as the storage capacity of flat lowlands at the junctions of
tributaries with the Mississippi River. These and other tributary areas, commonly referred to as
backwater areas, are in effect mid-river reservoirs that store water during major floods. They
may be protected from lesser floods by levee systems that are overtopped by the major floods.
The backwater levees are designed to overtop prior to the project flood peak such that the storage
made available in a timely fashion will reduce the level of the Project Design Flood (PDF), thus
resulting in lesser levee grades along the mainline levee.

A4-2.3.3 Major Historical Mississippi River Floods

The Mississippi Valley is subject to frequent and severe floods. Major floods on the Lower
Mississippi River may result from flooding on the Upper Mississippi River, or the Ohio River, or
both, augmented by contributions from other major tributaries of the Lower Mississippi River.
The flood season on the Mississippi River is usually from the middle of December through July.
Major floods on the Ohio River generally occur between the middle of January and the middle of
April. Major floods from the Upper Mississippi and Missouri Rivers usually occur between the
middle of April and the last of July; from the Arkansas and White Rivers between the first of
April and the end of June.

The floods of 1913 through 1997 were described in the 1998 SEIS I, and will not be
included in this report. The major floods which have occurred since 1997 are described in
the following paragraphs.
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Flood of 2008.

This high water event was caused by a combination of massive amounts of melting snow from
the winter thaw and large amounts of rainfall. The conditions that contributed to the 2008 flood-
fight began to develop during the winter months. Snowfall was much above normal across a
significant portion of the Midwest north of the Ohio River. Snowfall was four to six times above
average from eastern lowa to eastern Wisconsin. Wisconsin received record snowfall amounts
resulting in a record snowpack for the state. At the end of February, Madison, WI had
accumulated 89.8 inches of snow, smashing the previous seasonal snowfall record of 76.1 inches
of snow in the winter of 1977-1978. Rockford, IL had accumulated 66.1 inches of snow by the
end of February, making this the second snowiest season on record. The winter of 2007-2008
was the 18th snowiest season in Chicago with 50.9 inches of snow measured at Chicago O'Hare
Airport. At the end of February, 4 or more inches of snow blanketed the northern two-thirds of
the region. This snow pack began to rapidly melt in late February which triggered higher river
stages in early March.

Heavy rains throughout south central Missouri and southern Illinois during March 08 caused
flooding along the MR&T system in Missouri and Illinois. The Central Mississippi River valley
received above normal precipitation from 17 March through 20 March due to a slow-moving
frontal boundary that propagated from the Southern Plains to the Ohio River valley. Several low
pressure systems developed along the front and advected warm, moist air from the Gulf of
Mexico across the Central Mississippi River valley, which resulted in heavy rainfall throughout
the region. Missouri, Illinois, and Arkansas received the greatest amounts of rainfall with
maximum precipitation totals ranging from 12 to 13 inches. The heavy rain across the Central
Mississippi River valley lead to flash flooding and river flooding during the remainder of March.
To compound the excess runoff from the Central Mississippi River valley, another heavy rain
event from 4 April through 5 April deposited 2 to 3 inches of rainfall across the Lower
Mississippi River valley. Repeated rainfall events continued throughout the months of April and
May, resulting in major flooding on small tributaries and filled much of the flood control storage
within USACE reservoirs.

The numerous heavy precipitation events during March and April 2008 increased stages along
the Mississippi River at Arkansas City, Greenville, Vicksburg, and Natchez. As a result, all four
stations began to experience significant rises in stages in March. Greenville was the first station
to exceed it Phase I flood stage on 26 March, followed by Arkansas City and Natchez on

29 March, and Vicksburg on 31 March. All four stations continued to experience rises in stage
throughout April. On 6 Aril, Natchez exceeded its Phase II flood stage, followed by Greenville
on 7 April, Vicksburg on April 12, and Arkansas City on 13 April. During the high water event,
Arkansas City crested at 45.4 feet (NGVD) on 16 April, Greenville crested at 57.4 feet (NGVD)
on 17 April, Vicksburg crested at 50.9 feet (NGVD) on 20 April, and Natchez crested at

57.0 feet (NGVD) on 24 April. On 26 April and 2 May, Arkansas City fell below its Phase I and
Phase I flood stages, respectively. Greenville fell below its Phase II flood stage on 28 April and
its Phase I flood stage on 4 May. Vicksburg fell below its Phase II flood stage on 1 May and its
Phase II flood stage on 8 May. Finally, Natchez fell below its Phase II and Phase I flood stages
on 6 May and 18 May, respectively. Overall, the Mississippi River between Arkansas City and
Natchez was above Phase I or Phase II flood stage for 54 days during 2008.
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The New Orleans District Emergency Operations Center (EOC) activated from 14 March to

21 May 2008 in response to rising Mississippi River levels due to heavy rains and snow received
during March over the basin. The event impacted the Mississippi River and Tributaries Project
(including the Atchafalaya Basin) in southern Louisiana. The MR&T Project saved 425,000
acres from inundation in Louisiana.

The Bonnet Carre’ Spillway was operated for the first time in 11 years. The spillway located

28 miles above New Orleans, on the east bank, is the southernmost floodway in the MR&T
system. It can divert a portion of the river's floodwaters via Lake Pontchartrain into the Gulf of
Mexico, thus allowing high water to bypass New Orleans and other nearby river communities.
The structure’s maximum rated capacity is 250,000 CFS through 350 bays. The first spillway
bays were opened on April 11, 2008 after approval from the President of the Mississippi River
Commission. The Bonnet Carre’ Spillway maximum discharge rate was 160,000 CFS via

160 bays that were open on 22 April 2008. The process of closing the bays started on 1 May and
the final bays were closed on 8 May. The operation of the spillway reduced the stage at New
Orleans from approximately 17.7 ft NGVD to 17.0 ft NGVD.

The Old River Control Complex, which is located approximately 80 miles north of Baton Rouge,
was built to prevent the Mississippi River from changing its course to the Atchafalaya River. The
Complex was operated as normal during the flood, maintaining the 70/30 flow distribution
between the Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers at the latitude of Old River. At the crest of the
flood the complex was diverting 481,000 cfs from the Mississippi River to the Atchafalaya
River; 170,000 cfs through the Sidney A. Murray Jr. Hydroelectric Station, 170,000 cfs through
the Low Sill Structure and 141,000 cfs through the Auxiliary Structure. The Old River Control
Complex is designed to pass 620,000 cfs to the Atchafalaya River during a project flood.

Flood of 2011.

The Mississippi River flood in 2011 resulted in significant and damaging floods after a frontal
boundary separating cool, dry winter air, and warm, moist Gulf of Mexico air stalled over the
central United States. Typically, the frontal boundary separating the two air masses migrates
northward with the retreat of cool, winter air during spring. However, from April to May 2011,
the frontal boundary stalled, creating severe weather and significant flooding from heavy rainfall.
In fact, the Middle Mississippi and Ohio River valleys received nearly 300 percent of normal
precipitation during April, with states such as Arkansas and Missouri receiving up to 20 inches
of rainfall. Although the heaviest rain occurred over the Middle Mississippi and Ohio River
valleys, the Upper Mississippi River valley maintained extremely wet soil conditions and
experienced heavy snow during the start of the year, resulting in substantial runoff amounts.
Additionally, snowmelt was delayed due to colder than normal temperatures, which allowed the
high water, normally attributed to snowmelt, to coincide with high water, normally attributed to
April rains. Consequently, excessive runoff from the Upper Mississippi River valley only
compounded the heavy rainfall in the Middle Mississippi River valley during April. During May,
the Lower Mississippi River valley experienced one of the most damaging floods as record-
setting flows continued south towards the Gulf of Mexico.
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The large amount of snow melt and precipitation that occurred during April and May produced
record-breaking flows and stages at the confluence, nearing the project design flows on the
Mississippi and Ohio Rivers. The flood of 2011 was the largest flood of record at Cairo and
produced the highest flows ever recorded from Cairo to Helena. The stages seen at Cairo
triggered the activation of the Birds Point New Madrid Floodway (BPNMF) to alleviate stress on
the MR&T system and other projects adjacent to and upstream of the Floodway. The Frontline
Levee provides protection to a grade equivalent to 62.5 feet on the Cairo gage, except for the
fuseplug sections which provide protection equivalent to 60.5 feet on the Cairo gage. The
Setback Levee provides authorized protection to a grade equivalent to 65.5 feet on the Cairo
gage. Full loading of the Setback Levee occurs during operation of the BPNMF during a Project
Design Flood. The 1965 FCA provides for operation of the BPNMF when floods reach 58.0 feet
and are projected to exceed 60.0 feet on the Cairo gage.

For the Project Design Flood (PDF), the BPNMF operational design contains three crevasses.
The Inflow Crevasse is 11,099 feet in length and Inflow/Outflow #1 and Inflow/Outflow #2 are
each 5,500 feet in length. The BPNMF is designed to convey about 550,000 cfs of the total PDF
of 2,360,000 cfs. In 2011, about 9,400 feet of the Inflow Crevasse was operated on 2 May 2011
at 21:02 CST by artificially crevassing the top 11 feet of that portion of the upper fuseplug. This
event conveyed approximately 400,000 cfs through the BPNMF. Following the breaching of the
Inflow Crevasse, Inflow/Outflow #1 and #2 were breached on 5 and 3 May 2011, respectively.
Due to lack of explosive material, Inflow/Outflow #1 did not operate properly but eventually
created a crevasse that was only 690 feet long. At Inflow/Outflow Crevasse #2, 4,500 feet of the
total 5,500 feet detonated. The activation of the floodway is estimated to have reduced the 2011
peak stage at Cairo by approximately 1.3 feet. Because the BPNMF is only operating during
major floods such as the 1937 and 2011 events, it is estimated that the frequency of operation or
overtopping of the Frontline Levee is approximately 1/80 ACE. The flood of 2011 holds the
highest stage record at Cairo of 61.7 feet and saw 122 days above flood stage (Figure A4-1).
Additionally, Cairo was above Phase I flood stage for 48 days and above Phase II flood stage for
33 days during 2011. Cairo exceeded its Phase I flood stage from 8 March through 26 March and
again from 20 April through 20 May. Cairo exceeded its Phase II flood stage from 13 March
through 22 March and again from 24 April through 18 May. The crest date for the 2011 flood at
Cairo, IL was on 2 May 2011. Memphis, TN had a maximum stage of 48.0 feet (the second
highest stage on record) and experienced 45 days above flood stage. Memphis, TN was above its
Phase I flood stage for 25 days and above its Phase II flood stage for 22 days during 2011.
Memphis, TN surpassed its Phase I floods stage from 29 April through 24 May and its Phase II
flood stage from 30 April through 22 May. At Helena, AR the maximum stage reached 56.5 feet
(fourth highest stage on record) and was in flood stage for 33 days. Helena, AR remained above
its Phase I flood stage for 27 days, from 30 April through 27 May, and above its Phase II flood
stage for 23 days, from 2 May through 25 May.
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Figure A4-1. 2011 Memphis District Ohio and Mississippi River Stages
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Stages along the Lower Mississippi River, at Arkansas City, Greenville, Vicksburg, and Natchez,
were already relatively high as excessive runoff from the Upper Mississippi River increased
stages during March 2011 (Figure A4-2). Then, continuous, heavy precipitation events during
April and May exacerbated the flooding, resulting in stages increasing dramatically at Arkansas
City, Greenville, Vicksburg, and Natchez. On 29 April, the Mississippi River at Arkansas City
and Greenville exceeded their Phase I flood stage thresholds; whereas, the Mississippi River at
Vicksburg and Natchez exceeded their Phase I flood stage thresholds on 1 May. Not even a week
later, Arkansas City and Greenville surpassed their Phase II flood stage thresholds on 5 May.
Then on 6 and 7 May, the Mississippi River at Vicksburg and Natchez exceeded their Phase 11
flood stages. Arkansas City crested at 53.1 feet (NGVD) on 16 May, Greenville crested at

64.2 feet (NGVD) on 17 May, and Vicksburg and Natchez crested at 57.1 and 61.8 feet
(NGVD), respectively, on 19 May. The flood of 2011 produced the second highest stage on
record at Greenville and the highest stages on record at Vicksburg and Natchez. Although the
flood of 2011 involved significantly high stages, the high water receded relatively quickly. The
Mississippi River between Arkansas City and Natchez was above Phase I flood stage or Phase II
flood stage for only 53 days in 2011, and by the end of June, all four stations were below their
Phase I flood stages.
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Figure A4-2. 2011 Vicksburg District Mississippi River Stages
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The majority of New Orleans districts flood gauge records were nearly matched by the 2011
flood event. They ranked in second, or third, with the 1927 flood or the 1973 flood being the
record holder for most metrics.

At the crest of the flood, the complex was diverting 671,000 cfs from the Mississippi River to the
Atchafalaya River; 131,000 cfs through the Sidney A. Murray Jr. Hydroelectric Station,

307,000 cfs through the Low Sill Structure and 233,000 cfs through the Auxiliary Structure. The
Old River Control Complex is designed to pass 620,000 cfs to the Atchafalaya River during a
project flood.

Both the Morganza and Bonnet Carre diversion structures were operated. Morganza was
operated 14 May 2011 to 27 June 2011, with a peak flow of 180,000 cfs. This was the second
time Morganza had been used for flood management. Stages downstream at Morgan City
reached the 2" highest elevation recorded at 10.33”, coming 0.1 ft shy of the record elevation in
1973, the only other time Morganza was operated. Bonnet Carre was operated 9 May 2011 to
20 June 2011, with a peak flow of 316,000 cfs. This exceeded the maximum design flow of the
spillway by 66,000 cfs, no major issues were experienced and showcased Bonnet Carre can
perform beyond its intended design.
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Flood of 2015/2016.

A multi-day heavy rainfall event deposited copious amounts of rainfall across the Lower
Mississippi River valley from 21 October 2015 through 27 October 2015. The heavy rainfall
event was associated with a stationary frontal boundary that extended across the southeastern
United States and allowed tropical moisture to stream into the region ahead of the upper level
system. States such as Arkansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi received up to 12 inches of rainfall.
Soon after, a squall line of heavy rain and severe thunderstorms propagated over the southeastern
United States from 23 December 2015 through 26 December 2015, which deposited up to 5
inches of rainfall across the Lower Mississippi River valley. These back to back heavy rain
events caused flooding along the Lower Mississippi River that began in December 2015 and
lasted throughout January 2016.

As a result of the above average precipitation across the Upper and Middle Mississippi River
basins, December 2015 was, at the time, the wettest winter on record in the continental United
States. Precipitation was near average for the greater portion of the Ohio River basin, but the area
near the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi rivers saw above average precipitation. These
rains resulted in a brief high crest at Cairo on 4 January 2016 with high water receding by mid-
January. The 2016 flood produced the seventh highest stage, 56.1 feet, at Cairo and saw 34 days
above flood stage (Figure A4-3). Additionally, Cairo remained above its Phase I flood stage for
23 days, from 29 December 2015 through 13 January 2016, and above its Phase II flood stage for
11 days, from 30 December 2015 through 10 January 2016. Memphis, TN and Helena, AR
experienced stages that were at or outside the top 20 stages per period of record at both locations
and the days above flood stage were minimal.

Figure A4-3. 2015-2016 Memphis District Ohio and Mississippi River Stages
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The heavy rainfall during December 2015 prompted rises along the Mississippi River between
Arkansas City and Natchez (Figure A4-4). Greenville exceeded its Phase I flood stage on

2 January 2016, Arkansas City exceeded it Phase I flood stage on 3 January 2016, and Vicksburg
and Natchez exceeded their Phase I flood stages on 4 January. Stages on the Mississippi River
continued to rise quickly, and the Mississippi River at Greenville exceeded its Phase II flood
stage on 9 January. Natchez exceeded its Phase II flood stage on 10 January, and Arkansas City
and Vicksburg exceeded their Phase II flood stages on 11 January. Soon after, Arkansas City
crested on 12 January at 44.3 feet, NGVD, Greenville crested on 13 January at 56.2 feet, NGVD,
Vicksburg crested on 15 January at 50.2 feet, NGVD, and Natchez crested on 18 January at

56.7 feet, NGVD. Arkansas City then fell below its Phase II flood stage on 15 January and its
Phase I flood stage on 24 January. Greenville fell below its Phase II flood stage on 18 January
and its Phase I flood stage on 24 January. Vicksburg fell below its Phase II flood stage on

21 January and its Phase I flood stage on 27 January. Natchez fell below its Phase II flood stage
on 28 January and its Phase I flood stage on 1 February. Overall, the Mississippi River between
Arkansas City and Natchez remained above Phase I flood stage for 26 days during 2016.

Figure A4-4. 2015-2016 Vicksburg District Mississippi River Stages
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In the New Orleans District, river stages rose above and fell below the Major flood stage of 56 ft
at Red River Landing on 9 January and 29 January, respectively. It peaked on 16 January 2016 at
60.57 ft. The Bonnet Carre Spillway was operated for a total of 23 days, this was the second
shortest opening of BCS with 210 bays open and a maximum flow of 203,000 cfs.
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Flood of 2018.

During February 2018, an upper level high pressure developed over the eastern United States and
an upper level low pressure system developed over the western United States. This synoptic
weather pattern resulted in frontal boundaries stalling over the Mississippi and Ohio River
valleys. The stalled fronts produced substantial amounts of precipitation over the Middle and
Lower Mississippi River valleys, with some basins in these regions receiving almost 400 percent
of normal precipitation during the month of February.

During February 2018, the Lower Mississippi River valley received more than 8 inches above
normal monthly precipitation. As a result, the Mississippi River at Arkansas City, Greenville,
Vicksburg, and Natchez began to experience rises in stage. Arkansas City exceeded its Phase I
flood stage on 3 March and did not fall below its Phase I flood stage until 23 March. Greenville
also exceeded its Phase I flood stage on 3 March and did not fall back below its Phase I flood
stage until 24 March. Vicksburg exceeded its Phase I flood stage on 3 March and continued to
experience rises in stage, until it exceeded its Phase II flood stage on 12 March. Vicksburg fell
below its Phase II flood stage on 21 March and its Phase I flood stage on 27 March. Natchez
exceeded its Phase I flood stage on 2 March and its Phase II flood stage on 8 March. Natchez fell
below its Phase II flood stage until 27 March and briefly fell below its Phase I flood stage from 1
April through 7 April, before stages once again exceeded its Phase I flood stage on 8 April. Due
to continuous heavy rain events, Natchez remained above its Phase I flood stage until 9 May.
During the 2018 flood event, Arkansas City and Greenville both crested on 14 March at 42.9 feet
(NGVD) and 54.8 feet (NGVD), respectively. Vicksburg crested at 49.9 feet (NGVD) on

15 March, and Natchez crested at 57.0 feet (NGVD) on 17 March. The Mississippi River
between Arkansas City and Natchez remained above Phase I or Phase II flood stage for 68 days
during the 2018 flood event.

This event ranks 10 highest flows on record at 1,444,000 cfs. It was close enough that
Morganza’s operation was looking probable and preparations to operate were discussed.
However, the need to operate was not realized.

The 2018 flood event was significant enough to necessitate the operation of the Bonnet Carre
Spillway. The spillway was operated for 23 days, tying the second shortest on record in 2016.
The spillway performed as designed, passing a maximum flow of 196,000 cfs with 183 bays
opened.

Flood of 2019.

The Mississippi River flood of 2019 was not the product of a single heavy precipitation event.
From January through July, heavy rainfall events were frequent. In fact, the first seven months of
2019 were the wettest start of any year for the United States in the twentieth century, with some
areas receiving anywhere from 4 inches to 20 inches above normal precipitation. Unfortunately,
the steady spring rainfalls throughout the Mississippi River valley occurred subsequent to an
abnormally wet winter, which resulted in soils remaining completely or nearly saturated and
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above normal stream flow persisting during the spring months. Then anomalously warm
temperatures during the months of May and June prompted rapid snowmelt across the Upper
Mississippi valley that, in conjunction with more rainfall, exacerbated and prolonged the
flooding in the Middle and Lower Mississippi River valleys. Overall, flooding along the Lower
Mississippi River began as early as 8 January and significant falls in stage did not occur until
July.

The flood of 2019 broke numerous crest records and is the longest flood on record for both
consecutive and cumulative days above flood stage between Cairo and Helena (Figure A4-5).
The flooding between Cairo and Helena resulted from above normal precipitation in the Upper
Mississippi and Ohio River valleys and rapid snow-melt. In fact, the precipitation in the Upper
Mississippi and Ohio River basins was recorded as the highest ever from June 2018 to July 2019.
Then increased frost depths in the Upper Mississippi and Missouri Basins, combined with above-
average precipitation resulted in almost 100 percent runoff from the rain on snow, which resulted
in a historic flood event along the Missouri River and Upper Mississippi River. This large
amount of flooding from the Missouri, Upper Mississippi River, and Ohio River basins resulted
in an extensive flood event below the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi rivers. The peak
stage at Cairo, IL reached 56.5 feet (third highest on record) with 193 total days above flood
stage. Flooding was consecutive for 156 days at Cairo, IL. Cairo remained above its Phase |
flood stage for 65 days and above its Phase II flood stage for 30 days throughout the spring of
2019. The crest of the 2019 flood at Cairo, IL was on 1 March 2019. Flooding in the Upper
portion of the LMR quickly leveled off with a peak stage of 41.4 feet at Memphis, TN (ninth
highest on record) and 49.6 feet at Helena, AR (ninetieth highest on record).

Figure A4-5. 2019 Memphis District Ohio and Mississippi River Stages
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On 22 February, the Mississippi River at Arkansas City reached a Phase I flood stage of

38.58 feet (NGVD), before increasing to a Phase II flood stage of 44.27 feet (NGVD) on

5 March, and eventually cresting on 12 March at 22.71 feet (NGVD) (Figure A4-6). On

20 February, the Mississippi River at Greenville reached a Phase I flood stage of 49.21 feet
(NGVD). Greenville then continued to experience rises in stage and obtained a Phase II flood
stage of 55.32 feet (NGVD) on 3 March. On 12 March, the Mississippi River at Greenville
crested at 56.28 feet (NGVD). The Mississippi River at Vicksburg reached a Phase I flood stage
on 20 February of 44.11 feet (NGVD) and continued to experience rises in stage, obtaining a
Phase II flood stage of 49.23 feet (NGVD) on 2 March. Vicksburg then crested on 13 March at
51.41 feet (NGVD) and remained in a Phase II flood stage for the rest of March. The Mississippi
River at Natchez obtained a Phase II flood stage of 53.42 feet (NGVD) on 26 February and
crested at 57.86 feet (NGVD) on 12 March. The Mississippi River at Arkansas City, Greenville,
Vicksburg, and Natchez remained above Phase I and II flood stages from February through July,
with all four stations not falling below flood stage until August. Overall, Arkansas City and
Greenville were above Phase I flood stage for 126 and 137 days, respectively. Vicksburg was
above Phase I flood stage for 162 days and Phase II flood stage for 89 days. Natchez was above
Phase I flood stage for 208 days and Phase II flood stage for 150 days.

Figure A4-6. 2019 Vicksburg District Mississippi River Stages
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The flood of 2019 broke numerous crest records and is the longest flood on record for both
consecutive and cumulative days above flood stage at and below Red River Landing.
Precipitation in the Upper Mississippi and Ohio River basins was recorded as the highest ever
from June 2018 to July 2019. There were two separate peak flood events. This resulted in the
operation of Bonnet Carre Spillway twice within one year, the first time this had ever happened.

Although Morganza Spillway was not operated for this flood event, the spillway was put into a
10 day opening process public notice. This notice allows parties to prep for the flood which
includes; capping oil wells, moving cattle, and equipment. All forecasts showed that river stages
would be on the cusp of needing to operate. However the need to operate never materialized.

For Bonnet Carre, the first opening required 206 total bays open to relieve the swollen
Mississippi downstream. The peak flow calculated was 213,000 cfs diverted to Lake
Pontchartrain. Bonnet Carre would continue to operate for 44 days. Closing was accomplished,
however issues with control while setting needles at higher stages became a concern, to
implement a closing stage restriction.

The second opening was accelerated due to heavy local rainfall in excess of 8 inches along the
lower Mississippi. Below is the forecast for that day. This event pushed for the scheduled
opening to happen Friday 10 May 2019 instead of Monday 14 May 2019 as anticipated early that
week. This is the first time local rainfall has impacted the operation of Bonnet Carre Spillway.
Due to the severity of rainfall, 60 bays were opened that Friday, in total the second event would
see 168 bays open. With a maximum calculated flow of 163,000 cfs. The opening on 10 May
2019 would be the longest continuous opening for the Bonnet Carre Spillway beating the
previous record of 75 by three days. Combined the spillway for the flood event of 2019 was
opened 122 days.

Summary of Floods.

Historically, the Mississippi River valley floods most often in the spring months, but recent
trends indicate floods are occurring more frequently and are lasting well in to the summer
months. Maximum observed discharges at key stations on the Mississippi River for the floods of
1999 through 2019 described above are presented in Table A4-4 and Table A4-5, with maximum
stages presented in Table A4-6. Additionally, Bonnet Carre and Morganza operations are
presented in Tables A4-7 and A4-8.

Table A4-4. Maximum Discharges for Selected Floods 1999-2019

Maximum Discharges (1000 CFS)
Gage Location Years
2008 2009 2011 2016 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Hickman 1411 1295 2100 1516 1338 1404 | 1502
Memphis WB 1426 1290 2213 1561 1377 1552 | 1671
Helena 1553 1413 2130 1553 1417 1528 | 1620
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Table A4-5 (Cont.)

Maximum Discharges (1000 CFS)

Gage Location Years
2008 2009 2011 2016 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Arkansas City 1,990 1,512 2,290 1,820 1,650 | 1,750 | 1,815
Vicksburg 1,810 1,565 2,300 1,860 1,628 | 1,773 | 1,882
Natchez 1,949 1,601 2,220 1,941 1,592 | 1,770 | 1,871
Tarbert Landing 1,456 1,277 1,619 1,415 1,222 | 1,444 | 1,445

Table A4-6. Maximum Discharges at Tarbert Landing for Selected Floods 1927-2020

RANK VEAR RED RIVER LANDING TARBERT LANDING BONNET CARRE' MORGANZA

STAGE (FT., NGVD) DISCHARGE (CFS) * OPERATED OPERATED
1 1927 61.02 1,779,000 YES NO
2 2011 63.13 1,619,000 YES YES
3 1945 59.89 1,520,000 YES NO
4 1973 58.20 1,498,000 YES YES
5 1997 61.30 1,480,000 YES NO
6 1983 60.40 1,470,000 YES NO
7 2008 60.71 1,456,000 YES NO
8 1950 57.19 1,456,000 YES NO
9 2019 61.88 1,445,000 YES NO
10 2018 61.09 1,444,000 YES NO
11 1937 58.99 1,436,000 YES NO
12 1979 59.06 1,419,000 YES NO
13 2016 60.57 1,415,000 YES NO
14 2020 61.35 1,346,000 YES NO
15 2009 57.89 1,277,000 YES NO
16 2017 57.72 1,222,000 NO NO
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Table A4-7. Maximum Stages for Selected Floods 1999-2019.

Maximum Stages (Feet)

Gage Location Years
2008 2009 2011 2016 2017 2018 2019
Cape Girardeau 423 38.9 46.1 48.7
Cairo 53.8 51.0 61.7 56.1 52.1 54.8 56.5
Hickman 47.7 44.7 54.2 49.4 45.8 47.2 49.1
New Madrid 41.4 39.1 48.3 43.0 39.7 41.9 42.9
Caruthersville 40.8 383 47.6 42.6 39.4 40.9 42.4
Memphis 37.7 34.7 48.0 39.5 359 394 41.4
Helena 47.0 43.7 56.5 48.0 44.7 47.4 49.6
Arkansas City 454 40.4 53.1 44.3 42.1 42.9 44.7
Vicksburg 50.9 47.6 57.1 50.2 48.5 49.9 51.5
Natchez 57.0 54.4 61.8 56.7 54.9 57.0 57.9
Red River Landing 60.7 58.1 63.4 60.7 57.7 61.2 62.0
Baton Rouge 432 40.9 45.0 433 40.6 43.8 44.2
New Orleans 17.0 16.6 17.4 17.1 16.5 17.0 17.3
Table A4-8. Bonnet Carre Historical Operations
Bonnet Carre' Openings

Year | Opening Date # of days open | # of bays | max flow

1937 30-January 48 285 211,000

1945 23-March 57 350 318,000

1950 10-February 38 350 223,000

1973 8-April 75 350 195,000

1975 14-April 13 225 110,000

1979 18-April 45 350 191,000

1983 20-May 35 350 268,000

1997 17-March 31 298 243,000

2008 11-April 31 160 160,000

2011 9-May 42 330 316,000

2016 10-January 22 210 203,000

2018 8-March 22 183 196,000

2019 | 27-February 44 206 213,000

2019 10-May 78 168 163,000

2020 3-Apr 28 90 81,000
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Table A4-9. 2011 Morganza Operation

Date Computed Flow in cfs Date Computed Flow in cfs
5/14/2011 21000 6/6/2011 41000
5/15/2011 96000 6/7/2011 24000
5/16/2011 158000 6/8/2011 15400
5/17/2011 170000 6/9/2011 7400
5/18/2011 180000 6/10/2011 7300
5/19/2011 179000 6/11/2011 7048
5/20/2011 179000 6/12/2011 6736
5/21/2011 178000 6/13/2011 6428
5/22/2011 175000 6/14/2011 6125
5/23/2011 173000 6/15/2011 5708
5/24/2011 160000 6/16/2011 5301
5/25/2011 140000 6/17/2011 4960
5/26/2011 121000 6/18/2011 4571
5/27/2011 120000 6/19/2011 4086
5/28/2011 119000 6/20/2011 3620
5/29/2011 109000 6/21/2011 3270
5/30/2011 98000 6/22/2011 2931
5/31/2011 97000 6/23/2011 2514
6/1/2011 86000 6/24/2011 2119
6/2/2011 76000 6/25/2011 1827
6/3/2011 65000 6/26/2011 1549
6/4/2011 64000 6/27/2011 1360
6/5/2011 61000

A4-2.4 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analyses for Environmental Study

Water surface elevations are not likely to be affected by the proposed projects. It is a reasonable
assumption for pre- and post-project elevations used in habitat evaluations to be the same. In
order to assess environmental impacts associated with raising the levees or reducing seepage
underneath the levees, hydrologic and hydraulic analyses were conducted to identify wetlands as
well as waterfowl and terrestrial habitat. After the areas were identified, changes associated with
project construction were identified. Water surface elevation or flowline impacts due to the
proposed projects will be evaluated for each project as they progress to the design phase.

A4-2.4.1 Hydrologic Criteria and Statistical Computations

Two types of hydrologic evaluation were performed for the study to facilitate environmental
analyses.

A4-2.4.1.1 Waterfowl Habitat

Waterfowl feeding habitat is defined as areas that are inundated by up to 18 inches of water. The
Mississippi River stages generally increase during the waterfowl season of 1 November to 28
February. Mean monthly stages increase by 10 or more feet at most gaging locations during this
period. The maximum and minimum stages during the winter waterfowl season were determined
by the computer program ENVIRO-DUCK. The ENVIRO-DUCK program was initially
developed by the Vicksburg District with the cooperation of the Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS). It was based on a food energy model developed by the FWS. ENVIRO-DUCK was later
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updated and modified by Dr. Mickey Heitmeyer for the Memphis District. As input the program
requires the beginning and ending dates of the waterfowl season, and the period-of-record to be
used in the analysis. The program also requires a stage-area curve, which it uses to calculate the
daily acres inundated (resting) and the daily acres of feeding habitat. Using this information the
program calculates the daily resting and feeding acres available, sums these for each year, and
calculates the average acres available during each year. The program also calculates the annual
mean, minimum, and maximum stages during the waterfowl season. Finally, it calculates the
mean, minimum and maximum stages during the entire period-of-record during the waterfowl
season.

The areal extent of available waterfowl habitat was determined with the FESM flood mapping
tool. Water surface profiles for the minimum and maximum stages were used to map the upper
and lower bounds of the waterfowl habitat. The NASS crop cover for 2018 for the seven states in
the study area were merged into a single coverage, and clipped to the project area. The FESM
tool produces a TIFF file. The maximum extent TIFF file was converted to a polygon file, which
was then used to clip the NASS crop layer to produce the land-use of available waterfowl
habitat.

A4-2.4.1.2 Terrestrial Habitat Evaluations

To identify areas for terrestrial habitat evaluations the elevation equaled or exceeded 5, 10, 25,
50, 75, 90, and 95 percent of the time annually (annual exceedence duration) for the period of
record was computed. The elevations were determined by the SAS UNIVARIATE program. The
5, 10, 25, 50, 75, 90 and 95 percent elevations were determined for each of the 25 gage locations.
The SAS UNIVARIATE program computed this duration intervals for each year, each decade,
each month, and each season.

The mean annual 50 percent duration interval was used to determine mink habitat. The mean
50 percent duration elevation provided a water surface profile for the FESM mapping tool to
represent where permanent water sources were located throughout the landscape.

Wood ducks breed in the spring (March-May); therefore, the 75 percent duration during the
spring season was used to determine available wood duck habitat. This duration elevation across
the 25 gage locations provided a water surface profile which was used by the FESM mapping
tool to determine the areal extent of wood duck habitat.

A4-3 DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS FOR PROPOSED WORK ITEMS

A4-3.1 General

The purpose of the MRL SEIS 1I is to provide a full and fair discussion of environmental impacts
associated with the currently identified authorized remaining work required to complete the
MR&T MRL Feature, and shall inform decision makers and the public of the reasonable
alternatives which would avoid or minimize significant adverse environmental impacts
associated with the project, or even enhance the quality of the human environment on the MRL
through implementation of the project in a more environmentally friendly way.

The basis of design for the 143 Work Items described in SEIS II were prepared separately for
each district by design professionals, utilizing team members with expertise in Engineering
(Geotechnical, Civil, Hydraulic, and Structural), Relocations, Real Estate, Environmental, and
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Cultural Resources. Individual districts implemented different design strategies to recommend
the preferred design solution required to address the MRL deficiencies for each of the individual
Work Items. Each of the 3 districts utilized data on hand, relying on past MRL design
experience, performance data obtained during past flood events, and, when available,
geotechnical or topographical survey data. The purpose of this section is to identify the
assumptions made and the methodology used when estimating the extents project limits,
estimated quantities required, and Right-of Way (ROW) requirements, and for all Work Items
included in the MRL Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) II.

A4-3.2 Work Item Identification

Over the past twenty years since the finalization of the 1998 SEIS, USACE has determined that
various sections (reaches) of the mainline levee system are deficient in varying amounts, and that
certain remedial measures need to be undertaken at these locations to control seepage and to
raise and stabilize the levee to protect the MAV against the PDF and maintain the structural
integrity of the MRL system.

Through evaluation of information and data obtained from levee inspections, seepage analyses,
research, studies, and engineering assessments, USACE has concluded that certain levee reaches
do not meet the federally-authorized design grade due to effects from various changed
conditions, including, but not limited to consolidation of levee materials, subsidence, and
changes in river conditions and survey datums over time. Additionally, advances in geotechnical
mapping, data collected from recent high water events, and subsequent seepage analyses that
have taken place since the finalization of the 1998 SEIS, have revealed the need for additional
seepage control measures and the construction of other authorized project features to protect the
structural integrity and stability of the MRL system.

In 2017, USACE completed a risk-assessment of all known deficient segments of the MRL,
including both unconstructed Work Items assessed in the 1998 SEIS and remaining deficiencies
that had been identified since the 1998 SEIS was published. These levee segments were
prioritized based on risk, which is a measure of the likelihood and consequences of uncertain
future events. In this case risk was represented by a levee breach resulting from an overtopping
or underseepage issue that would be addressed by an MRL construction item. The consequences
of a breach at each construction item location were represented by loss of life estimates
developed during USACE levee risk assessments for each levee segment, with some adjustment
to account for the proximity of population centers to specific construction items within each
levee segment. The likelihood of a breach at each construction item location was estimated using
processes consistent with the USACE Levee Risk Screening Tool, with some adjustment to
better incorporate the vast amount of performance data available for the MRL systems.

A risk index was calculated for each construction item by multiplying the adjusted loss of life
number by the estimated annual likelihood of breach. This risk index was used to develop a
preliminary risk ranking. A final risk ranking was developed by the prioritization team based
upon the preliminary ranking as well as other factors from the USACE levee risk assessment,
such as whether or not the addressed failure mode was identified as a risk driver during the
USACE levee risk assessment, the USACE district’s assessment of the validity of the risk
ranking for items within their area of responsibility, and how effectively a proposed MRL
construction project would reduce overall risk.
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The districts have collectively identified a total of 143 additional Work Items located in
numerous reaches of the MRL system that were not identified in the 1998 SEIS and require the
construction of remedial measures necessary to control seepage and/or raise and stabilize
deficient sections of the existing levees and floodwalls. The 143 Work Items constitute the
proposed action for this SEIS II.

A4-3.3 Proposed Types of Work

The proposed 143 Work Items are summarized into the following categories: levee
enlargements, floodwall deficiencies, slope flattenings, seepage berms, and relief wells. Some
Work Items contain multiple deficiencies (e.g., grade deficiency and seepage issues) in need of
being addressed.

e Levee enlargements are conducted in locations where the existing levee is not at the
authorized grade. Depending on the location of the project, these raises may occur on the
landside, riverside, or straddle the existing levee section. There are 101 Work Items
containing grade deficiencies averaging approximately 2 feet in height.

e Floodwalls, typically located in urban settings, have stability concerns or height
deficiencies that need to be addressed. There are 22 Work Items requiring floodwalls
with grade deficiencies or in need of stabilization.

¢ Flattening the slopes of the levee can reduce the chances of levee slides along those
reaches of the MRL that are experiencing recurring slides and in need of repairs beyond
ordinary operation and maintenance. There are 7 Work Items in need of slope flattening.

e Seepage berms are constructed on the landside of the levee using impervious soils to
reinforce existing top stratum and to reduce underseepage pressure near the toe of the
levee. Upon construction, berms are turfed and mowed to prevent erosion or
encroachment of undesired vegetation. There are 14 Work Items in need of seepage
berms.

e Relief wells are vertically installed wells consisting of a well screen surrounded by a
filter material designed to prevent in-wash of foundation materials into the well. Relief
wells intercept underseepage and provide a controlled outlet for the water while
minimizing material transport underneath the levee. There are 12 Work Items that are in
need of relief wells.

The following sections discuss the methodology used in planning the 143 Work Items that were
included in the SEIS II.

A4-3.3.1 Levee Enlargements

All of the known levee height deficiencies that have been identified within the 3 USACE
Districts since the SEIS I were considered for inclusion in this document. Only Work Items with
height deficiencies greater than 1’ were considered for construction.

A4-3.3.1.1 Memphis District

The levee crown survey used for this effort dates from 2009. This survey included an elevation
shot on the levee crown roughly every 20-30 ft. At each elevation shot, the surveyed elevation
was compared to the authorized grade for the levee at that location to determine whether or not
the levee needed to be raised. These authorized grade values were interpolated between
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individual points spaced roughly every levee mile. At each location where the surveyed levee
crown elevation fell below the interpolated authorized grade elevation, an attempt was made to
estimate the gravel and earthwork quantities that would be required to raise the levee up to
authorized grade. The levee raise was assumed to be a “one sided” raise as shown below in
Figure A4-7. To simplify the calculations, it was assumed that the levee crown would be
widened by 5 ft as part of the levee raise and that the levee itself was 25 ft tall with a 6 inch layer
of gravel on the crown.
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Figure A4-1. Assumed Geometry for Levee Raise

X
¥
e Y |
I e N
1

NOT TO SCALE

R

-
AX 35 ft

Xc = Existing Crown Width
X'c = Proposed Crown Width
AH = Proposed Levee Raise

AX = Distance from Existing Toe to Proposed Toe
= (AH)(S) + (X'c — X¢)
< 15 ft in most cases
35 ft = Haul Road + Material Processing + Staging

Based on these assumptions, the required footprint for a generic levee raise (H < 3 ft) was
estimated to be roughly a 50 ft wide strip along the levee toe for the entire length of the raise
(measured parallel to the levee centerline). The earthwork and gravel quantities were estimated
using the average end area method.

Based on these assumptions, the required footprint for a generic levee raise (H < 3 ft) was
estimated to be roughly a 50 ft wide strip along the levee toe for the entire length of the raise
(measured parallel to the levee centerline). The earthwork and gravel quantities were estimated
using the average end area method.

A4-3.3.1.2 Vicksburg District

For the only known potential deficiency in Mississippi, MRL Item 443-L, the MS Delta LIDAR
data was used to create an existing ground surface. Using both aerial imagery and contours
produced by the LiDAR surface, the apparent line of protection was identified and compared to
the authorized grade.

For reach of deficient levee that was examined in Louisiana, the Morville-Blackhawk Reach, the
2009 National Levee Database Centerline survey was used. The centerline shots from the NLD
survey were used to create a 3D linear feature in CADD. A comparative geometry report was
then created relating the elevation and offset of the 3D feature to the existing baseline. This
allowed the team to establish an existing elevation at every 100’ baseline station. The report was
pulled into excel, and standard excel tools were used to compare the elevations to the authorized
grade. Numerous reaches with deficiencies greater than 1’ were identified and divided into
projects.
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A4-3.3.1.3 New Orleans District
Landside shifts were assumed, wherever possible. If not, a straddle was assumed, and finally a
flood side shift would be assumed if neither a landside or straddle enlargement were feasible.

A4-3.3.2 Seepage Remediation

Historical flood performance data and seepage analyses were used to determine if seepage
remediation measures were anticipated for each Work Item. In order to perform seepage
analyses, borings or cone penetrometer test (CPT) at or near the project site are required. Where
borings or CPTs were not available, historical performance data governed the decision making
process. Specifically, if seepage had been observed at a location during past flood events, it was
assumed that seepage remediation measures would be warranted in the future when soil borings
and CPTs were collected.

A4-3.3.2.1 Memphis District

All of the seepage remediation projects included in MVM were assumed to be relief well
projects, as is typical in the Memphis District. The typical center-to-center spacing for MVM’s
relief wells ranges from 50 ft up to roughly 300 ft. Therefore, the total length of each seepage
remediation project was divided by an estimated average well spacing of 200 ft to determine the
approximate number of wells required for each project. Each well was assumed to be 100 ft in
total length. Relief well projects typically generate small quantities of spoil (from the collector
ditch), so no borrow requirement was included for these projects.

A4-3.3.2.2 Vicksburg District

Where it was determined that seepage remediation was needed, seepage berms were typically
preferred over relief wells due to project life expectancy and recurring maintenance costs
associated with relief wells. When seepage berms were recommended, they were assumed to be
300’ wide, 6’ thick at the levee toe, 3’ thick at the berm crown, and have a 1:100 slope. These
dimensions represent the most conservative seepage berms used within the Vicksburg District.
None of the projects included the extensive borings and lab testing data needed to precisely size
the seepage berms needed, and therefore it is likely that the design solution recommended for
construction will vary from the conservative assumptions used in this exercise.

For the project sites in Mississippi, borings were available and a seepage analysis was performed
for each site. The historical flood performance was also analyzed and compared to the results of
the seepage analysis. Where seepage remediation was proposed, seepage berms were used where
it was possible. There were several instances where homes or major roadways were too close to
the levee to allow a 300’ seepage berm to be constructed. Relief wells were used for seepage
remediation in these locations. In areas where 300’ seepage berms were currently in place, relief
wells were added to increase the seepage remediation capacity.

For the project sites in Louisiana, soil borings were not available for most of the proposed
project locations. Historical flood performance was used to assume the need for seepage
remediation measures for these locations. Seepage berms were used extensively for seepage
remediation due to their long service life and lack of maintenance cost. Relief wells were also
used in reaches where environmental constraints such as homes and industrial apparatuses were
present.
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A4-3.3.2.3 New Orleans District

In the New Orleans District, it was assumed that seepage berms would be installed where
conditions allowed. In these locations, the PDT estimated a 200° wide berm with a height of
approximately 3’ above existing ground level, as is typical in the New Orleans District. In areas
where berms were not feasible, relief well spacing of 150° was assumed.

A4-3.3.3 Slope Flattening

Areas with recurring levee slides require measures beyond ordinary operation and maintenance
repairs. In these locations, the slopes of the levee would be flattened to reduce the chances of
slide recurrence. There are 7 Work Items in need of slope flattening, all of which occur in the
Memphis District.

A4-3.3.3.1 Memphis District
For levee slope flattening projects, a simple “infinite slope” analysis was used to estimate the
factor of safety against sliding:

_ tan(gp)
~ tan(pB)

Where
FS= Factor of safety against sliding

@ = Friction angle for clay soil under drained (i.e. long term) loading
1,1V
B = Angle of levee slope = tan 1(m)

Analyzing shallow levee slides using this approach assumes that the slide resulted from a fully
drained loading condition in a clay embankment. In other words, the excess pore water pressures
generated by the application of the load (in this case, the weight of the levee slope itself) have all
had sufficient time to dissipate. Thus, the clay in the levee loses its apparent cohesion as the
negative porewater pressures dissipate over time, and its shear strength becomes completely
dependent on friction along the slip surface. Figure 31 in WES Technical Report 3-604 provides
a useful correlation between plasticity index (PI) and drained friction angle (¢”) for clay soils.
Based on these values, the friction angle of a fully drained clay may be expected to vary from
about 32° down to 18° as the PI increases. However, back-analysis of shallow slides that have
occurred on MVM’s levees in the past indicates that these friction angles may sometimes drop to
values as low as 11°. These extremely low friction angles are most likely due to the effects of
water that has infiltrated the slope and saturated the material along the slip surface. Levees built
from high plasticity clays (CH) tend to develop large cracks during the dryer months as the clay
loses moisture and begins to shrink. These cracks may then serve as conduits to allow water from
either rainfall or flood events to find its way down below the surface of the levee slope. Thus,
levee constructed from CH materials have both a lower drained friction angle and a greater
tendency to allow water to saturate the levee slope through shrinkage cracks.
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For levee slopes where shallow slides have already developed, FS may be assumed to be 1.0. In
the worst cases, the friction angle (¢’) of the clay in the levee slope may be as low as 11°. Thus,
the factor of safety for a levee slope with an existing shallow slide may be written as:

_ tan(11°)
tan(f,)
Where

Bo= The angle of the existing (pre-failure) levee slope

Based on Table 6.1b in EM 1110-2-1913, the required FS for a levee slope under Long Term
(i.e. fully drained) loading is 1.4. So, in order to bring a 1V:3H (Bo= 18.4°) levee slope with a FS
of 1.0 up to the required FS of 1.4, we will need to flatten the slope (i.e. reduce o down to S1).
Using the equation for the FS of an infinite slope, we can express this as:

tan(p)  tan(e)
tan(f;) tan(f,)

tan(¢) tan(B,) — tan(¢) tan(B,)
tan(p;) tan(B,)

(1.4 — 1.0) tan(B,) tan(B,) = tan(¢) tan(pB,) — tan(¢e) tan(pB;)
(1.4 — 1.0) tan(p,) tan(B,) = tan(e) (tan(,) — tan(B;))

14-10 (tan(By) — tan(B;))
tan(p)  tan(By) tan(B,)

14-1.0=

(1.4 — 1.0) =

For any given slope, the angle of the slope, 5, can be expressed as f = tan_l(%) as shown in
Figure 2 below:

Earthen slopes are frequently described in terms of their horizontal length per foot of vertical
rise, such as 1V:3H. Therefore, assuming V = 1 ft, the expression can be simplified to § =

tan™t (%). Substituting this expression into the equation developed above yields:
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11
14-10 H, W,

tan(p) 1
H; — H,

14-1.0 H;H, HH,
tan(¢p) B H, H,

14-10

— = H, —H
tan(¢p) 1 0

Based on the infinite slope equation noted above, tang = tanf for any slope having a factor of

safety of 1.0. Also, tanf = Hi as shown above. Therefore, substituting this expression into the
0

equation above yields:
1.4-1.0
—1 = M- H
H,
Simplifying this equation yields a generalized relationship for the change in H required to
increase the FS from 1.0 to some higher value of FSreq:

FSreq X Ho= H1

For example, if a 1V:5H slope failed (i.e. reached FS = 1.0) and it was to be repaired and brought
up to a FS of 1.4, the 1V:5H slope would need to be flattened out to 1V:7H. The Memphis
District has observed persistent shallow slope failures in slopes as flat as 1V:5H. Therefore, to
simplify the process of estimating the required footprint for the slope flattening projects included
in this SEIS, it was assumed that the “H” value of every slope would be increased by 2. The
levee height, H in Figure A4-8 below, was assumed to be 25 ft.

Figure A4-2. Assumed Geometry for Levee Slope Flattening
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Based on these assumptions, the required footprint for a generic levee slope flattening project
was estimated to be roughly a 100 ft wide strip along the levee toe for the entire length of the
slope (measured parallel to the levee centerline). The earthwork and gravel quantities were
estimated using the average end area method as shown below in Figure A4-9.

Figure A4-3. Estimated Earthwork Quantities for Levee Slope Flattening
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A4-3.3.4 Floodwalls

Urban areas typically require floodwalls rather than levees to reduce impacts to residences and
businesses. These floodwalls can have stability concerns or height deficiencies that need to be
addressed. There are 22 Work Items requiring floodwalls with grade deficiencies or in need of
stabilization. 21 of these items are in the New Orleans District and 1 is in the Memphis District.
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A4-3.3.4.1 Memphis District

The Cairo floodwall was the only floodwall project in the Memphis District. Because of the
complexity and the tremendous uncertainty related to the scope of this project, a simple offset of
100 ft on either side of the floodwall was assumed for the footprint.

A4-3.3.4.2 New Orleans District
Assumptions for Floodwall construction in the New Orleans District are as follows.

e Floodwall Stability and Floodwall Overtopping assumed demolition of existing floodwall
and construction of a new floodwall.

e Walls for overtopping deficiency:
o Both T-walls and I-walls considered.
o Replacement wall sections will be along the existing alignment — no shift.
o All walls replaced with a T-wall section.
o Piles were assumed to be 60-ft long based on past experience with other recent T-
wall projects.

e Walls for stability deficiency:
o Only I-walls considered.
o Replacement wall sections will be along the existing alignment — no shift.
o I-walls will not pass a Phase 3 assessment.
o Quantities were prorated based on a replacement section at Dumaine Street
construction project.

A4-3.3.5 Quantity Computations

The following sections discuss the general methodology in determining quantities for common
items on the project specific quantity sheets that were used to generate the cost estimate for each
work item. For sections that reference CADD or 3D modeling, Bentley’s MicroStation and
InRoads SelectSeries4 software suite was used.

A4-3.3.5.1 Earthwork Quantities

To determine earthwork quantities for the project features identified herein, three dimensional
CADD modeling techniques were used. As the resulting earthwork volumes were used to
determine necessary borrow area sizes and footprints, this was the first task that was pursued by
the design team.

LiDAR data was first used to create a terrain model of the existing ground at the identified sites.
In order to reduce the number of files and processing time in generating the existing surface
models, an exclusive terrain model was not created for each site: multiple adjacent projects share
an existing ground model.

Levee enlargements were modeled using the roadway design tools in Bentley’s InRoads SS4. It
was assumed that all enlargements will be made on the riverside of the existing levee. Horizontal
geometries for the new levee centerline were assumed by offsetting the existing centerline of the
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levee by 10°-15". This value approximates the offset that would be required to meet the seep line
design parameter of the MRL with a 1-2” deficiency. Vertical geometries were developed by
keying in the Refined 1973 MR&T Project Flood Flowline for each corresponding reach and
adding 3’ to it to account for freeboard. A corridor was then created along the new centerline and
the standard MRL riverside template was dropped at 20’ intervals to generate a 3D mesh. A
standard overbuild of 0.7° was assumed for all enlargements. Each corridor was examined to
ensure that all design requirements were met, and quantity reports were generated. The resulting
quantities are presented in cubic yards (CY) in the individual project quantity sheets. A sample
corridor model cross section is shown below in Figure A4-10.

Figure A4-4. Sample Corridor Cross Section
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This methodology results in a very precise volume calculation for levee enlargement material.
However, it is likely that upon completion of final design surveys and additional effort on
alignment optimization, the final enlargement quantity could be lower than the quantities shown
herein.

Berms were modeled using similar procedures to the levee enlargements. Berm dimensions,
crown elevations, slopes, and limits were provided to the civil modelers by the geotechnical
designers. All berms were modeled using the dimensions provided against an existing ground
surface pulled from LiDAR data. Quantity reports were generated using surface to surface
triangle volumes as well. A sample berm quantity report is shown below in Figure A4-11.The
quantities for the berms that were modeled is also very precise, but the validity of assumptions
about berm dimensions and locations will likely result in large changes, both increases and
decreases, to the quantities of berm material shown herein.

Figure A4-5. Sample Berm Quantity Report
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A4-3.3.5.2 Access Ramps and Borrow Crossings

Locations and counts of access ramps were determined using aerial imagery and LiDAR
contours where possible. A typical MRL access ramp contains between 2,000 and 3,000 CY of
material, so an average of 2,500 CY per ramp was used for estimation purposes. Borrow area
crossings were accounted for in a similar manner. If borrow access required fill placement across
a low area, typically an existing borrow area, a standard crossing quantity of 10,000 CY was
included for each crossing. Two 48 pipes were also included in the quantities if existing water
was present at an identified crossing location.

A4-3.3.5.3 Relief Wells
Relief well locations, spacing, and quantities were estimated by the geotechnical members of the
PDT using well spacing and specifications typically employed in each District.

A4-3.3.5.4 Ditch Excavation

If the levee enlargement or berms impacted adjacent local drainage ditching, new ditching was
included in the quantity sheet. New drainage ditch alignments were laid out in CADD around the
berm footprint and tying back into existing drainage. If relief wells were required, nearby
drainage was identified that could carry the flow of the relief wells away from the levee, and an
alignment was developed that connected the relief wells to said drainage. The lengths of each of
these alignments were then measured, and a typical trapezoidal cross section was applied. The
assumed ditch dimensions are provided with each excavation quantity in the quantity sheets.

A4-3.3.5.5 Proposed Borrow Area Footprints

Once required earthwork quantities were established for an enlargement and corresponding
berms (if required), that material requirement was converted into an acreage sufficient to provide
the required amount of borrow material. It was assumed that 8’ of suitable material would be
available in all proposed borrow areas, which equates to about 12,900 CY of material per AC. To
account for losses due to clearing and grubbing, compaction, handling, unsuitable material
discover, and site grading requirements, contingencies were added to each project’s borrow
requirement. Because some the aforementioned losses are fixed in size, larger contingencies
were used on smaller projects, while smaller contingencies were used on larger projects. The
selected contingencies range from 40% on projects with greater than 500,000 CY of
embankment material to 100% on projects with less than 150,000 CY of embankment material.
Once size requirements were finalized, locations were selected by the PDT with input from
engineering, environmental, cultural resource, and regulatory PDT members. During future
project design, the size and location of these borrow areas would be adjusted to adequately
facilitate project construction and to incorporate landowner input or data obtained on-the-ground.

A4-3.3.5.6 Clearing and Grubbing Footprints

With completed footprints of the proposed levee enlargements, berms, and borrow areas, the
PDT selected haul roads and made a combined footprint of the entire impacted area for each
project. Aerial imagery was used to distinguish different areas within the impacted footprint that
may require different types of clearing equipment and measured in CADD. Corresponding
acreages are presented in the individual project quantity sheets.
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A4-3.3.5.7 Turf Establishment
Footprints for turf establishment were determined by measuring the footprints of proposed
embankment discussed in previous paragraphs using CADD.

A4-3.3.5.8 Silt Fence

The linear footage of silt fence for each project was determined by measuring the perimeter of
the combined footprint, which included all haul roads and borrow areas. It is common for silt
fence to not be required around the entire borrow area, but without a case by case assessment by
state storm water control agencies, it is difficult to conclude which sites would require silt fence
around the entire perimeter and which ones would only require it adjacent to embankment
construction. Therefore, the more conservative number was used to estimate project costs.

A4-3.3.5.9 Stone Resurfacing

Stone surfacing quantities were determined by multiplying the centerline lengths for each
enlargement project by the standard application rate for crushed stone surfacing: 0.49 TN/If. This
application rate assumes a 7” thick by 16’ wide application of crushed stone and a unit weight of
stone of 105 pcf. Since existing gravel surfacing will also have to be removed and stockpiled, the
linear footage of the enlargement was also provided in the quantity sheets. If ramps exist on the
project that will require replacement and resurfacing, the same application rate was used with
assumed length of 250” per ramp.

A4-3.3.5.10 Demolition

All demolition items (structures, pavement, and abandoned utilities) shown in the quantity sheets
were identified and measured using aerial imagery and CADD. Google’s Street View was also
used in determining additional information about demolition items where possible.

A4-3.3.5.11 Cattle Guards
All cattle guard replacements used to develop construction cost estimates were identified using
aerial imagery and Google’s Street View.

A4-4 REAL ESTATE REQUIREMENTS

A4-4.1 General

The estimated Real Estate requirements for the construction of the 143 proposed Work Items and
future operation, maintenance, and repair are complex due to the various construction
improvement methods identified within this SEIS II. The following sections discuss the
assumptions and limiting conditions used in preparing the Real Estate cost estimates by each
District.

A4-4.1.1 Memphis District

There are 35 proposed Work Items within the Memphis District. There are 7 Work Items to be
located along the west bank of the Ohio River in Pulaski County, Illinois and Alexander County,
[llinois. There are 6 Work Items to be located along the east bank of the Mississippi River in
Fulton County, Kentucky, Lake and Dyer County, Tennessee. There are 22 items to be located
along the west bank of the Mississippi River extending from Cape Girardeau County, Missouri
south to Phillips County, Arkansas. The Work Items consist of raising the grade of the existing
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MRL system to control overtopping at various locations; the installation of relief wells along
with associated drainage works to control seepage at various locations; the replacement of an
existing floodwall in Cairo, Illinois; the construction of a levee that would extend from an
existing floodwall to tie-in to high ground in Hickman, Kentucky; and the flattening of the
landside or riverside of existing levees in order to increase the base width of the levee at various
locations.

It is estimated that 547.50 acres (total acreage to be acquired) of land outside of existing MR&T
Project right-of-way will need to be acquired by the respective Non-Federal Sponsors for
construction of the proposed Work Items and subsequent compensatory mitigation of
unavoidable environmental losses. Of this total acreage to be acquired, 9.80 acres are located in
Ilinois, 0.40 acres in Kentucky, 365.30 acres in Tennessee, 78.40 acres in Missouri, and

93.60 acres in Arkansas. The real estate interest to be acquired will be perpetual easement.
Mitigation lands to offset environmental losses will be acquired in fee title by USACE using a
standard USACE estate and/or purchasing of credits from available mitigation banks. It is
anticipated that acquisition of the permanent flood control easements to be acquired will impact
approximately 43 total ownerships. Five of the ownerships are in Illinois, 2 in Kentucky, 12 in
Tennessee, 10 in Missouri, and 14 in Arkansas. Acquisition of any and all real estate interest to
accommodate construction of the Work Items and provided for future operation and maintenance
requirements will be the full responsibility of the Non-Federal Sponsor at no cost to USACE.
Rights-of-way requirements for the construction of each Work Item will be depicted on maps
and forwarded by USACE to the Non-Federal Sponsors for their use in acquiring the necessary
real estate interests.

Real Estate Cost Estimates for each separate Work Item have been prepared by USACE.
Preparation of the each estimate was based on the following assumptions and limiting
conditions: (a) acreages utilized for the preparation of each Work Item estimate were furnished
by others and assumed reliable; (b) the number of ownerships impacted are only estimated and
were determined by analyzing digital aerial imagery and noting fence lines, roads, and changes
in land use patterns; (c¢) no acquisition of any additional real estate interest over the existing
MR&T Project rights-of-way will be required; (d) the existing public road network in
conjunction and any existing or newly acquired rights-of-way will be used to access the
construction area of the Work Items; (e) property titles are assumed to have marketable title, free
and clear of any or all liens or encumbrances; (f) no physical inspection of the MR&T Project
lands to be acquired was performed. Inspection was made by visual analysis of most current
available aerial imagery; (g) land and damage costs were not prepared in accordance with
provisions found in either the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) or
Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition (UASFLA) and should not be
construed to be an accurate appraisal to determine actual market value; (h) estimates are
predicated on the assumption that there are no potential hazardous, toxic, or radiological waste
materials located in the proposed lands to be acquired; (i) real estate rights-of-way and fee title
acquisition costs are based on historical data along with prior knowledge and experiences in
acquisitions of various MR&T Project levee improvements of the same nature and scope.
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A4-4.1.2 Vicksburg District

There are 16 separate proposed Work Items within the MR&T Project jurisdiction of the
Vicksburg District. There are 5 Work Items located in the state of Mississippi and 12 in the state
of Louisiana. In Mississippi, there are 4 Work Item are located in Bolivar County and 1 Work
Item is located in Warren County, Mississippi. The remaining 12 Work Items are located in
Concordia Parish Louisiana. The Work Items range from MR&T Project berm construction
and/or enlarging an existing berm to control seepage, levee raising, installation of relief wells to
control seepage. Several Work Items consist of a combination of levee raising, berm construction
and/or enlarging an existing berm, or installation of relief wells.

It is estimated that approximately 923 acres of land (total acreage to be acquired) outside of
existing MR&T Project rights-of-way will need to be acquired by the respective Non-Federal
Sponsors to accommodate construction of the Work Items and mitigation of environmental
losses. Of this total acreage to be acquired, 224 acres are located in Mississippi and 699 acres in
Louisiana. The principal real estate interest to be acquired will be perpetual flood control
easement using a USACE standard estate. Approximately 49 acres of temporary rights-of-way
will be required for Work Item construction and a standard USACE estate will be used by the
Non-Federal Sponsor for acquisition of these temporary easement rights. Mitigation lands to
offset environmental losses will be acquired in fee title by USACE using a standard USACE
estate and/or purchasing of credits from available mitigation banks. It is anticipated that
acquisition of the easements to be acquired will impact approximately 15 ownerships in
Mississippi and 35 in Louisiana. Acquisition of any and all real estate interests to accommodate
Work Item construction and provided for future operation and maintenance requirements will be
the full responsibility of the Non-Federal Sponsor at no cost to USACE. Right-of-way
requirements for construction of each Work Item will be depicted on maps and forwarded by
USACE to the Non-Federal Sponsors for their use in acquiring the necessary real estate interests.

Real Estate Cost Estimates for each separate Work Item have been prepared by USACE.
Preparation of the each Work Item estimate was based on the following assumptions and limiting
conditions: (a) mapping utilized in calculating acreages and estimating the number of impacted
ownerships were furnished by others and assumed reliable; (b) ownership information, notable
real property improvements, and existing levee rights-of-way were developed from available
online sources, tax maps, digital aerial imagery, quadrangle maps and are only estimated; (c) no
acquisition of any additional real estate interest over the existing levee rights-of-way will be
required; (d) access to and within the project items will be by the use of the public road network
in conjunction with any existing or newly acquired rights-of-way; (e) property titles are assumed
marketable, free and clear of any or all liens or encumbrances; (f) no physical inspection of the
project lands was performed. Inspection was made by visual analysis of most current available
aerial imagery; (g) land and damage cost were not prepared in accordance with provisions found
in either the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) or Uniform
Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition (UASFLA) and should not be construed to be
an accurate appraisal to determine actual market value; (h) estimates are predicated on the
assumption that there are no potential hazardous, toxic, or radiological waste materials located in
the proposed rights-of-way; (i) real estate rights-of-way acquisition costs are based on historical
data along with prior knowledge and experiences in acquisitions of various levee improvement
of the same nature and scope.
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A4-4.1.3 New Orleans District
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions under which the Real Estate cost estimates for the
proposed Work Items within the New Orleans District were prepared are as follows:

There are 92 Work Items within the jurisdiction of the New Orleans District, located in

13 Parishes across the state of Louisiana. The Work Items consist of raising the grade of the
existing MRL system to control overtopping at various locations, replacing existing floodwalls at
various locations; the installation of relief wells along with associated drainage works to control
seepage at various locations. Maps and acreages that are included in this DSEIS2 were furnished
by USACE, Engineering Division at the New Orleans District.

It is estimated that a total of 333 acres of additional perpetual right of way and 26.5 acres of
Temporary Work Area Easement outside of the existing MR&T Project rights-of-way will need
to be acquired by various Non-Federal Sponsors for construction of the work items. The New
Orleans District estimated the perpetual flood protection levee easements would be required from
approximately 1,509 landowners and a standard temporary work area easement would be
required from approximately 60 landowners. Mitigation lands to offset environmental losses will
be acquired in Fee, Excluding Oil and Gas (USACE approved standard estate) and/or purchasing
of credits from available mitigation banks.

Real Estate Cost Estimates for each separate Work Item have been prepared by USACE and are
based on the following assumptions and limiting conditions: (a) mapping and acreages utilized
in preparation of each work item estimate were furnished by others and assumed reliable; (b) the
number of ownerships impacted are estimated using digital aerial imagery, online assessor data
(where available) and noting apparent ownership boundaries marked by fences, roads and
changes in land use; (c) no acquisition of any real estate interest over the existing levee rights-of-
way will be required; (d) the existing public road network in conjunction and any existing or
newly acquired rights-of-way will be used to access the construction of the work items; (e) title
to the property required for the project is assumed to be marketable, and the property is appraised
free and clear of all liens and encumbrances; (f) no physical inspection of the MR&T project
lands to be acquired was performed; (g) it is assumed that all land required for the project is free
of hazardous, toxic and/or radioactive waste; (h) it is assumed that all work along existing
floodwalls in the New Orleans area will avoid major improvements, and no relocations of
businesses will be required.

A4-5 COST ENGINEERING
A4-5.1 General Assumptions
The following assumptions were agreed upon by the PDT to develop a comprehensive cost
estimate for the 143 work items and associated compensatory mitigation activities proposed in
SEIS 11
e Annual funding will be estimated at $35M to the MRL Program. That funding will be
divided as follows: $22.5M for the New Orleans District, $6.25M each for the Vicksburg
and Memphis Districts.
e For project scheduling purposes, a standard time of 18 months will be assumed to
complete design, real estate acquisition, and relocation portions of projects. Construction
durations will vary by project.
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e Work item naming will be correlated with adjacent river miles. For work items whose
total costs exceed projected annual funding allotments, the river mile will be used with
numerical sub-item naming utilized to specify individual items within the parent project
item (i.e. Item 500-L Phase 1, etc.).

e All three (3) Districts estimated their individual E&D and S&A percentages
independently. Based on the findings from each district, it was agreed upon that 25%
would be used for E&D and 15% would be used for S&A for the project.

A4-5.2 General Estimate Notes (For Construction Accounts

As described in Section 4.3, proposed project designs and quantity computations were generated
using various assumptions and on-hand data. Cost estimates have been generated for these
proposed work items, and were derived using historical bid unit prices, cost book items, quotes,
detailed calculations, crew-based unit pricing, etc. Since the majority of the features involved
earthwork, and haul distances were the main variable, M2 crews were built to produce unit costs
for several haul distances, using the latest version of MCACES (version 4.3), with appropriate
contractor overheads applied.

Quantities for embankment and other major bid items were furnished by the Geotechnical,
Structural, and Civil design team members. Other quantities were computed by the cost
engineer, using spreadsheets and the design data furnished.

e Memphis District Notes:
o Levee work (grade raises & slope flattening:

= Mobilization & demobilization were entered as a lump sum, which varied,
depending on the size of the job. Environmental protection and Silt fence were
included in each estimate, as well as aggregate surfacing for the levee roadways,
and turfing for the levee embankment.

= Borrow area clearing - Based on google earth images, the area to be cleared
appears to be only grass or fields. However, since borrow area locations are not
finalized, and some access roads may need clearing, it was assumed 25% of the
borrow area may need medium clearing.

* Embankment — Borrow area was assumed to need unwatering. Haul distances
were estimated by using the EIS GIS Maps furnished for this study (website), put
together by MVD.

o Relief Wells:

= The number of these were computed based on an average well spacing of 200°.
The cost per well was based on historical pricing (escalated using CWCCIS
factors) in MVM, and includes ditching and all associated work w/ a well job.
The total cost for the wells is probably conservative, because seldom is an entire
study reach required to have wells.

o Flood Walls:

*  Only 1 floodwall was in the MVM boundaries, and it was broken up into
3 contracts, due to assumed funding limitations. The Cairo Floodwall was
estimated in June 2018, w/ very limited design data. That estimate was then
escalated, and an additional cost added, in case the need for some type of deep
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foundation work was determined once detailed geotechnical information was
available. The additional cost was over $1500 / LF of floodwall. It was assumed
the old floodwall would be demolished. See file, FLOODWALL CAIRO, CT for
additional information.

o General Estimate Notes:

Labor rates used for work in MO, IL, and KY were union rates, while those in AR
and TN were what we refer to as “Valley” rates. Union rates are the published
Davis Bacon rates for those states, and are higher than the “Valley” rates which
are usually based on typical contractor wages paid in those states. Union rates
were taken from a recent job in MO, since that is where most of our “Union”
work is done in this estimate. “Valley” rates were made to match MVK rates,
since they were real similar to ours anyway.

Fuel rates used were those for MO average at the time of the estimate.

The Arkansas payroll taxes and insurance provided within the M2 software was
used in the cost estimate, since AR had the most jobs in it.

A total markup of about 31% was used for the Contractor’s Overheads. This
includes field office overhead, home office, profit, and bond (applied in that
order). A typical earthwork general contractor was assumed to do most of this
work, and 12% was used here to cover supervision, surveys, and miscellaneous
costs. Home office percent was set at 9%. Profit was set at 9%, and bond was set
at 1%. Subcontractor’s markups were the same, w/ the exception of bond, which
was 0%, since we don’t require the subcontractors to bond.

The project covers parts of 5 states, so an average sales tax rate was used of 8%.

e Vicksburg District Notes:
o Levee work (grade raises & seepage berms):

Mobilization & demobilization were calculated by estimating the actual
contractor’s cost to haul the equipment, set it up, and remove from the site.
Borrow area clearing - Based on google earth images, the area to be cleared was
determined to be grass/ fields or wooded areas to determine the amount of
clearing/grubbing work required. In addition, where clearing and grubbing was
required for levees and berms, topsoil and organic material was removed and
hauled to the borrow area.

Embankment — Borrow areas were assumed to need dewatering. Haul distances
were estimated by using aerial imagery. Generally the operation at the borrow
area controlled the operation and hauling and spreading the material was modified
to match this production rate. The main difference on each site was the number of
trucks in the hauling crews to maintain the excavation production rate.

o Relief Wells:

The number of relief wells was computed based on an average well spacing of
200°. The cost per well was calculated by using historical knowledge to estimate
the equipment, labor and materials need to construct a typical 100’ deep well.

o General Estimate Notes:

Labor rates used for work in MS and LA were derived from US Department of
Labor Wage Determinations in these states and Wage Determinations from past
contracts. Labor rates in these states are essentially the same.
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The payroll taxes and insurance provided within the M2 software was used in the
cost estimate.

Mark ups varied slightly because Job Office Overhead was estimated for each
prime contractor using estimated durations and cost. Job office overhead, home
office overhead, profit, bond and Mississippi contractor’s tax, where applicable,
were applied in that order. A typical earthwork general contractor was assumed
to do most of this work. Home office percent was set at 9%. Profit was set at 9%
and bond was set at 1%. Subcontractor’s markups were the same, w/ the
exception of bond, which was 0%, since we don’t require the subcontractors to
bond.

MVK has work items in Louisiana and Mississippi, so an average sales tax rate of
9% Louisiana. In Mississippi contractors do not have to pay sales tax on federal
jobs but must pay a contractor’s tax on the total contract of 3.5%.

New Orleans District Notes:
Properties:

o

Latest Labor template was used.

Latest Equipment template was used. MII Equipment 2018 Region 03. Change
back to 2016.

Latest Cost Book was used. 2016 MII English Cost Book

Average of Fuel Prices Quotes for the last year.

CMR: 2.125

Sales Tax: 9%

Markups:

Field Office Overhead was calculated by taking the average of relevant MRL
jobs.

Home Office Overhead was assumed to be 9%.

Profit was assume to be 9%.

Bond was assume to be 1%.

Subcontractor was assumed to be 15%.

Overtime: Assume a 6 day work week with a 10 hour day.

Mobilization:

The mobilization and demobilization cost is assume to be 5% of the cost of prime.
The mobilization and demobilization will be calculated per contract.

Borrow Area Development:

Borrow areas were assumed to have a 15” depth

Borrow areas were assumed to have a waste depth of 2°.

Borrow areas were assumed to have light and heavy clearing and grubbing. Light
clearing and grubbing quantity was assumed to occur on 75% of the total borrow
area acres. Heavy clearing and grubbing was assumed to occur on 25% of the
total borrow area acres.

Access roads were assumed to be 0.5 mile long and 20 wide.
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= [t was assumed that some light clearing would be needed in order to construct the
access road.

* The quantity unit of measure is bank cubic yards. A 1.25 multiplier was added to
the in-place quantity.

Embankment, Compacted Fill:

= The haul distance was assumed to be an average of 10 miles. The unit of measure
for the haul item is Loose Cubic Yards. A 1.5 multiplier was added to the in-place
quantity.

= A standard protection rate of 125 Cy/hr was used.

= 2 Truck wash down rack were assumed to be needed.

= Standard testing will be done to embankment material.

* Production Rate Adjustment: Most levee reaches are relatively short. Since the
reaches are short and the CY quantity is low, the production will be lowered from
average production used throughout estimate. Embankment material will be
placed in layers called lifts, and tests of individual lifts which can take a few days.
Due to these circumstances, production rate was lowered.

Silt Fence:
= Price quote was sought from contractors within the last year. The price is an
install price.

Clearing and Grubbing:
= The clearing and grubbing was assumed to be light. The production rate that was
used is a standard rate.

Fertilizing, Seeding, and Mulching:

» Fertilizing, Seeding and Mulching: Price quote was sought from contractors
within the last year. The price is an install price.

» Assumed that Lime and Sulfur Soil Amendment are needed. Lime Soil
Amendment quantity was calculated multiplying the AC quantity by 1. Sulfur Soil
Amendment quantity was calculated multiplying the AC quantity by .5. Units will
be in Tons. Fertilizing will multiply the quantity AC by 300. Units will be Ibs.

Roadway:

= Road way is 35' wide and projects with roadways would involve demo of existing
roadway and placement of prime coat, 4-in Type B asphalt, tack coat, and 2-in
Type A asphalt. Sand and Aggregate were assumed to by 1' each base.

Floodwall:

= MVN Structures Section provided the Dumaine St. Floodwall job that was done
in 2017 as a Floodwall Template. The length of Pipe Piles, Sheet piles and the
dimensions of Stem, Base Slab, and Stabilization slab were taken from this job.
Concrete Material price was taken from historical data. Sheet piles and Pipe Piles
material prices was taken from historical data.
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= To find which jobs required Concrete Slope Pavement, structures provided the as
built drawing. Quantities was calculated between google earth and as built
drawings. If an as-built drawing did not have slope pavement, then it was not
included in the project. Concrete Material price was taken from historical data.

= Traffic Control was added as needed.

A4-5.3 Scope of Work

The 143 proposed work items consist of seepage berms, relief wells, floodwalls, levee grade
raises, and levee slope stabilization (slope flattening). Estimates of the scope of work and
quantities required were generated using the protocols described in Sections A4-4.3. Fora
detailed description of each item of work, see Appendix 1 of the SEIS II.

A4-5.4 Contingencies and Escalation

Contingencies were computed using the Standard Risk Analysis (ARA) template, by a member
of the Cost MCX recently. The PDT met on Jan 28 - 29, 2020 to discuss and fill out the risk
register. See Section 4.5.8 of this report) for the Risk Report and Results of the Risk Analysis.

No escalation was applied in the supporting M2 estimates, only in the TPCS tables, which uses
the EM 1110-2-1304, Civil Works Construction Cost Index System factors.

A4-5.5 Cost Account Notes (Non-Construction)
01 Lands and Damages Feature - Real Estate Division provided information for this feature.
Section A4-4.4 outlines how this information was derived.

02 Relocations Feature - Relocations were primarily roadways and utilities. Roadway paving
was assumed for levee reaches that required a grade raise where an existing paved road sits atop
the levee. In MVM, utility relocations were estimated as a percent of construction cost, since
underground utilities are not visible on aerial photography, and the exact extent of the work is
not known at this time. This should be conservative, since levee grade raise’s and slope
flattening’s probably won’t disturb most existing underground utilities. In MVK and MVN
relocations were estimated by an initial assessment of existing utilities and estimating required
relocations cost. These cost were estimated using historical costs.

06 Fish and Wildlife Facilities — this cost was provided by USACE biologists and represents the
anticipated costs of implementing the proposed compensatory mitigation plan detailed in
Appendix 20 of SEIS II.

11 Levees and Floodwalls — see Section A4-4.5.2 for general construction assumptions.

30 Planning Engineering & Design (PED) - The estimated cost for this account is 25% percent of
the total construction costs, as is typical for these type projects. Since many of these contracts
are similar, the rate should be fairly low.

31 Construction Management - Construction management costs are for the supervision and
administration of a contract and include project management and contract administration costs.
The estimated cost for this account is 15 percent of the total construction costs as is typical for
these type projects. Again, this was the rate provided by the senior PM for this project.

4-42



A4-5.6 Schedule

The project schedule will cover the lifecycle phases of the plan (Planning Phase, Pre-
construction Engineering and Design (PED) Phase, and the Construction Phase). The PDT
assumed there would be limitations on annual Federal funding, and this is what dictated the
schedule. While many reaches could be built in a year, Real Estate, Relocations, and Planning
Engineering & Design, would occur before construction begins, for each contract. After the
PDT decided a schedule for the proposed work, the midpoint of that time span was chosen (for
escalation purposes, in TPCS), and the prerequisite activities were assumed to be done 1 or 2
years before that, for each construction contract. See TPCS for actual midpoints for each feature.

The TPCS has been computed in order to provide cost to the non-federal sponsor for each
respective district based on the proposed Work Items within the districts. These summaries
display incremental costs. The TPCS was developed on March 31, 2020 and includes the
estimated costs, constant dollar costs and fully funded costs through project completion. This
estimate supports the project scope and schedule developed in this report. The estimated total
project cost for the recommended activities presented in the appendix is $8,949,504,000. The
TPCS for each of the estimates prepared are presented in Section 4.5.9.

A4-5.7 References
References used in the development of the cost estimate and this section of the appendix, are as
follows:

e Cost Engineering Regulations/Guidance:
ER 1110-1-1300 26 Mar 93 Engineering and Design Cost Engineering Policy

ER 1110-2-1302 06 Jun 16 Civil Works Cost Engineering
EM 1110-2-6058 30 Sep 17 Civil Works Cost Engineering Manual (Draft)
Cost Engineering Support for Smart Planning webinar (3 Apr 2014)

e Planning/Design Regulations:
ER 1105-2-100 22 Apr 00 Planning Guidance Notebook

ER 1110-2-1150 31 Aug99  E & D for Civil Works Projects
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A4-5.8 Risk Analysis for Cost Estimate
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YN Historically has operated successiull obtairing borrow|
through GF or NFS provided borrow areas. NFS is
responsie for bortow as part of LERRDS.

e

e

i,

i,

Uty Relocations

Timeiness of ity relocations has
[roved troublesorne n the past.

USACE has liited cortrol of the pracess. Utilty
retocations must be bequn yearsin advan

Bl e e o
unique. Courty/Parish versus State relocations are al
e e s e i
US4 CE reimbursement.

Uty relocations may impact individual contracts but
fexioiy in funding between projects allows overall MRL
program scheduls to continue. New Orleans has identiied
il known Ulities and accourted for relocations cost as best
practical

(Overall Cost Riskis Moderate (say +5% cost increass for all
cther costs). Schedules could be delayed cummutively
1 2morths waiting for relocations.

frenguar

rnavar

750500

Assurme WG 5% increase to all Norr Floowall construction costs and 1 2morths
schedule delay.

Urknown Uiiies

ot construction wilin be in existing
alinments. Unknown utiies are farly
uncorrrmon.

If sigrifcart unknown utites are located windows a
ypialy et opo e inshea e e sonstruston. Minor
utities are relocated during construction

PDT fesls risk is LOW.

e

i,

Ralroa

Raiftoad runs parallel with Floodwall for
mary reaches in New Orleans and
caro

i AT o i e W ot it
chedule dslays arefrequent. USACE estimate atteny
B

oy —

pe.

ranavar

13308150

wenis oo

[Assurme WG 5% increase to Floodwall construction casts and 1 2morths schedule
delay with PED costs due to RR delays.

Floowall Designs

(General crass sertions hare been
assumed, detaled foundation structural
desians have not been incorporated

(Greatest cost uncertainty is with foundation changes. Cross
sections are based on structural designs that have been
Ltiized lsewhere on the MRL.

Overall structural design is at a conceptual level, design
refinererts and development are liely to resut in
MODERATE cast rck.

NOT MODELED. RISK MODELED IN TR2 - LEVEL OF
DESIGN FLOODWALLS

e

(.

i,
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Cost due to Schedule Risk

cost Schede Model CostFromsSchedule TOTAL Cost TOTAL Schectle
e [ |3 z | T Low | Likey | tign
g ) ’ ’ s (B, 12, % |8, st atoceaproest [, Lo% v | tow 1 Nvariance| Acded | varianee vt | Simiaiea
g POT | Likelihood H o | £ H 248 Variance | Likely(C) | Variance [variance (5)| Variance Prob [Prob Prob Risk Quantification Discussions. ‘Suggested Risk Reduction Measures
g 3 e 32 Poc Corponent © @) | cost | (c5) © s Sched )
Elz |2 E |2 oy (@0%H) ) I P e e L ) ps)
o0z i TR (PR R ST s i |0 s [omo

4 draft flow Line assesamert was done but updated nunbers
1973 flow

s Flowiine oot is e sty foosouc fiw fuiar foosoue fuon oos fioos | oo fane
 This 1ca CRITICAL ASSUMPTION andisnot modeled.
. \turricane Condtions MRLis ony auttorized for rverine [ Hunicane candtions are outsids the bounds of the MRL |, AR (R R N U s Jiox | oo Jone
protection study and not included here. Y ) T |
MIRL Stugy has focused only on original 1973 as.
authorized. Study raise dueto sea level rse is otside the
s Sea Level Rise Sea Level Rise was nat included | ;e o his authorization and nct considered. ey eggoe Jiow  fumiy fegon fuon oo froms | oo fomo

1973 flow ire.
This is 3 CRITICAL ASSUMPTION and is not mode

Sorre 76 stes have been idertified for | Sme variations inthe factprint areta be expected. DVN
Lot New Orleans ight o way and borrow ste ocations | opiion is current footprit 1s worst case. Increase in ey eggoe Juow fumiay feggon fuon R T oo fomo
with 1,500 ownerships acreage s unliely.

Mernphis has fid out the irits of potertial right-otways.

Realboit Houdes oot Sorme varations infostorirt are expected (50 1 for levee

s Merphis stons b o, el et [ otor fion o futn fio s o =
et areworstcace. In site of vartions overa coct
oL
vicksourg has i st th s ofpetentl it cf-ways.
areenieolod bt has uniie regigioe i unive regiioe i 1o0s |10o% oo% oo
e Vieksiurg cauitions for berts, bW, 06 v g et are wortcase. 1 e afvariatins averl ™™ gl o il =
cost sk 1OV
Fiooduallrea e scquision 1 b reas and wih
railroad prodmity could be dificut.
Exqanded footprint of otstng rgo-
Local sponsors strengths and weaknesses are well
Los Property Asgusiions [ 15 1ot ek latge concer, BOITOW | yerctonnSuicent tme and assistance are avaictle for[snsey (T (PR (R T roigren oo [ s foos [ [w Ao Poctesoul e deyaf Zorio Figper e i
roblormatic less capable sponsors. MVIN may some sched Ule. L
K impacts, MY K sponsors are very capable, MVM sponsors.
e dsavery capatle. Overal progrem sehece
WEDIM rsk
o5 o (R T e . .

[ overal iterature search is being
conducted for the ertre areas.
prograrmatc agreement will lay out
o surveys wil be developed and

0 do f resources are encountered|
during construction

(Coorcination had been handled project by project,
Pragrarmmatic agreerment should alow for more effciert  [vmsey eggoe Juow  fomiy feggon fuon R T oo fomo
coordination between USACE, States and Tribes.

Rot Programmatic Agreerment

TR
access | staging areas have heen defined. Prograrrmatic
st e constrctonwl s ntre [ 28STENt it SEIS il cuthe processf rsurces|
o2 Cuttural Resources. existing foctpri, borrow areas wil be ey eggoe Juow fomimy fegon [uon e T oo fomo
more kel 0 encounter 1ES0UICES. | priary risk would be to scheduleto alow e for surveys
and proper documentation (1 required). Eforts wil be rmade

iyt vl vt

Historic stes previoust "capped” by existing levee are liely
o be encountered with this MRL.

(Overal Mermphis and Vicksburg have bieen able avaid sites.
I New Orleans s likey archeslogical sites will be
encaurtered.

If sligie sites are encountered additional cost and schedule

Assume BC 143sites, 15% require mitigation at $2504/EA
C 143sites, 20% requie mitigation at §500KIEA

[Archeological Stes and [ Most Standing Structures are known. |for individual ste surveys to be complted. Highly icey for

standing Structures Archeslogical stes are kel not known |floachealls n rban areas, =" i B il | jyonan 14 4mam oos fuoms | oo fomo

i
range from §250k to $500K for ste mitigations (ful
archeclogical survey and documertation). Cutural survey
osts have b een included n the baseine estimate. Ste
mitigation has not besn included.Of the 143 sites some
15% to 20% ey require sorre level of miigation ranging
from 2500 g500K

work around that area unti lcation is resalve

Burial Stes (hoth histori and prehistoric) wil need to be
Jocated,

At loas threes Known cometeros wil | EYETY E0r wil b made to avoid burial stes.

need to be relocated in New Orleans.
[Acaitional urknown burial stes are
kel to be encourtered.

[Assume BC 1% of the stes @ 500k { EA
Wi

Roa Burial Locations [ssurme 19 0 8% of stes willencourter burial locations  |sn van, g |waum oy feggoe o Jumn fsz0nm [ pinmn oos fuoms | oo fane sl o e TR A

with relocation costs of 500K to $700k per ste.

(Given extensive surveys, t s not il burial stes will be
located during construction. If encourtered construction
i work around that area urti location s resobed.




Schedule

CostModel chats Cost disto Schedble Risk
Project Cost Project Schedule | Other information cosT Schedule Model Cost FromSchedule TOTAL Cost TOTAL Schedule:
F T [ z | 52 |25 Likey | _tigh
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g £5°|5E n » &
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2 bat in the Noriher reaches has been accourted for. Few
cther speces are preser
vos | Tmesenetana M e Encngared e 2 1 | o s it s, s, oy [esgon [ [t foe fuinn [ [ oo [onn A O 12tent sineds i to s st it S0 atnl oty
0 P Kentucky andTEnnesseeduetn bats. Schedule could be Shact]
impacted based funds arerecevied v, confact
v o o s o o ey e o
Clean Water Act Impacts requiring mitigation are likely to change over time
s e e igation | M0aton s been developen based - [sue to detalen desions howsser, o netloss of itgation [, AR PR N P P I o Jowe
4 % on projected Impacts. land is anticipated. R 3
impacts
Preliminary assessrents (ierature | Allknawn sies wilatermpl fo e avaided. In ecsting
o7 HTRWY search and st surveys were possible) [alinrments encourtering HTRW is very unlkel. For new — [umiey (N (PR [ S s froms [0 oo [ona
ave begun norow sources HTRW will be avoided
ich or igh adverse dsropartinate
& rtal Justi mpacts must e eoe oo fusey frepgoe fiow roms oo s fame
oo rhacts st e EnCoUtereABEITe | Costan Sehedul impacts renc el - - — o
)
[ iy hegine [0 [y [ [iow o oo fomo

Floowall construction n News Orleans wil be in the French
[ Assurme W Flaodwall costs could ncrease 5% for dense urtan area (assurming

ot
: - MR | U |- 5 oo [y . cox [oun [casimeniaor et skt 0 cou  stense s 19%
Constraints - Floodwalls  |densely populated urban areas. Cost Estirmates have attempted to address site constraints. reduced productivity).
Mempms District "/mcaw does not see time growth for
e htonca pwincessantiat
time Qmmh due tn wealhev delays, especially for large clay
o | wearer contats vl e wethrca. [Conscton artats e i st PR S| | N - e [o (SR i B e o [Assmewe 253 ot e s towester i 25% ety e

Sctede Cronhs v el and ouk s srifeant
(assume 25% time growth due to weathen)

Cutural surveys willbe conducted once factprits have been|
defined. Programmatic agresrrent with the SEIS wil lay out
Most of the construction wil be inthe  [the process f resources are discovered

cos Cutural Resaurces dsting foctpir, borow areas wil be onser (TN (P [ (S s s [ oo fomo
el s misea: | N BRI Al
reriation (f recured). Efortswil be made
v cuore s
T beel c258 5%, ot
oy 551 29 e hon s vt codt vt
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orowram s el |
84 CE has no corirol of the wilty relocations.
Best practice would be to move he uilty prir o solictaion
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Poor perforing ity suscontractors | concurert
s |Recaions e v tosnasirs 10 o TR WU U T W i i o [P o oo foue|Assmevie tarunih el o ey duoto rteation sorsvin 25
a timely manner. Utity relocations hare in the past leadto cost and schedule 9
oo rlio o otie Sehedo e
rlocaion il i 1 USA O ofended e
1o 56 503 Do 1 oot
Coitaior cemmeat doys.
invidua corracts wil be irrpacted by poor peroring
contractors Yicksburg alone has experienced 2 cortracts i
efaull dus o performance in last ive year. Overal program
Bosperomg conracies oot o epne fiow Juen fogn Juow e oo fomo
cos oot Peroring Contactor | FO0BErormitg corlralors oo scheckde s et kel o e rcted. Contracts are e - — o
ingependent
Program Riskis low and not rodsled
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Sehedie
CostMocel Gost dueto Sehedue Risk
Project Schedule | other Iformation cosT Schedue Model CostFromSchedule TOTAL Cost TOTAL Scheckile
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TR = WGy CEpenent o eatTer
mosture control. Earihwork crews szed a
iAo es i s o v b
Earthwork based on crews wih trucks.
production rates and haul ditances.
= Vickshurg Estimales Estiates nciude mutple mobs/dermobs around seasonal oy (TR (PR [ et ioos [1oms [0 oo [ona
els based on crews. Stainless Steel [windows.
creenis the largest cost diver.
Potental cost uncertiarty n haul distances and production
rates. Cost Engineer Judgerment f estimete Is cost newral
1o i
ool st ke n e, | CYF aged o ecent M it CostEnginee|
costs for loocval based on historic
pren; Relif wls are iy consenvative, foodwal is kely
reasonable gven is neural baser
es2 Mermphis Estiretes el Wl historc p o (TN (P (R [ s |15 [0 oo [ona
ith an average spacing of welk on standard MVM pracice.
arrmork based on crems i rnost | OVE1e LOWY esiimate uncertarty assurning auartites and
scope rermain Unchanged. Design efinerment risks rdeled
kel haulditances el
[iscert-Fisosswalsrase-costin vt
fosaws ana aductasiocatzad—
[peosuctioncaias.
Flootwal estirrete ncludes designer
provided quarties wih ste specic | Levee estimates are ikley cost neutral
ess New Orleans Estimates | S7e#® and production ates T g woain [onsmy Jeggon [ion 20600 285m0 R s fono Aseurme-1+5% for al other MVN constructon estimates.
el Wells with crews and verfied )
with recert ristoricalpriing. Overal
miim program cost
Eartwork based on govermment
rished materil and assumed 10rile
BT
ecert Floodwal cross section wih
ew crews and y
ese o e e o e is kel consenvative. et racos [ fomy  Jocns [ o121 200 oos |1oos [ oo Jone Asslrme-510 +0%for al aher MVN loottwall estmates.
USACE Cost Engineer has developed [USACE utily relocation costs may nt eflect sponsor and |, e . . s [ - F
ess New Orlans Uities (- 2ACE Cost 1 s L oy gl e d o125 o Assurme 0%to +10% cost for MYN Reocations,
o i L
ess [ewOtleans BOOW | coupce of New Orleans Borraw O BE DETERMINED roce preces maum [ Jnacos fuaum i e oo Jone
mteril
Floodwal and Relier Well Matera
o Wt Prcing Uncertny|Prm o fuction v .| ASSUT TGl cost ik i ENR commody [P FOVNR P N — s [ oo Jowo |assurn tera i 2055 ottt constrction st an coultvary +3%
project ifs (50 to 100yecrs) i
ess FuelFluctusions Fuel il fuctuate over e of roject, (151153 SIOFC lows, Assumefuelcoud orease 25% - |,.,,,, seme fwan ooy e fion o wosmaz oos |1oos [ oo Jone 26% Increase I fUel costs results I 2% total constructon cost ncrease.

over e of project

Cortinued high water sverts would resut in schedule
delays and associated cost mpacts.

ormel constrcton on WAL 4y to 25 Noreer for
oisture control o bortow material, January o Jung is
e e s
bt the last twn years high water prevented suvey and

s roven yoarc s bormawwork. Emergency response work has cortinusd
o o stoeos e
Ex1 HghWater B e Vicksturg has a current reliefwel cortract awardedin  Jomsen, g Juow  Jenuen fen fuan oo [roe [m0 o Jome
et ject sceess, Geognan_[Decerber 2015 and has nad oy S0 52 Wi a3y
construction. spread across the last year. Essentialy one construction

season has been lost. Coriract remains Unfinished. N

[t a program level resources can be reallocated as
ecessary between the three ditrcts. If highwater everts

continue indefinitely reallocations become ever more dificut

RISKMODELED IN CO2- WEATHER

Distrcts have experienced signficant cost growth dueto

limited bidder corpettion and the pool of qualifed

contractors (see Contracting Risk CA1 - MATOO).

ex Warket Conditions (Construction Market is highly saturater = g |waun fumimy feggine 0w oo ean
To project market condtions 50years nto the future s

ificult bt rarket conditions and bidding clirate s lkely to

continueto be a concern.

roos [raox [m os Jomo :s6ume BC 2% Cost savings and W 5% Cost Increase

LR I e, T
unding has

exs Federal Funding e ol otk oo e [F e o o S99y <y v kol o eggoe Juow fumimy fegiine 0w oo [0 [m0 o Jome

and §225Miyr for New Orleans. unding for cther projects, MRL funding is liley to cortinue

Funding rsk of less than $35Myris unlidey.

S ol s e OGO, WS
Projected rates have ffom CWCCIS natianal rates. MRL.
v Escaiation Cnicant mpacts on Uy funced | regon i e forors closly rack naonalaverages an (s eggoe Jiow fumimy feggine Jion P o o Jome
costs cther urban projests. Assume CWCCIS average s

suficiert, LOW Risk.

Poltical and Sponsor Support remmains:

Polfical and Sponsor Natural isasters could craw additional attertion tothe AR (R A - s Jone
i Suport oy e o the Proect a0 UBIE | rojet potetial n reasing funding (pportunty) oo s S L o
(Changes i fiver system operalions could have impacts on
Lawsuits have and continueto e [oroject design. Design impats due to changes insystem L . -~ s [on
e Trveat of Lawsuts st Lk it TS (CR WA N o o
ana nt rogeled here
Sponsor funding should ot be an ssue. Projects ot @
exr 3ponsor Funding spansor i responsile for LERRDS.  [typial cost sharig, sponsar is respansibe arly for o (TR (PR [ WOt CE e ™ s fome
LERRDS
o TETEOEd et T
ol dcchere o oo 10 1. F o o
Lawsuts have been fled previousy il likely alst ot resu in changes o the project. Project |, esisie [ . roms | s fome
i Ervironmental Commnty o, cr poject impacts. work continued during previous igaton and would kel be | sibe o e frer o ©
able to cortinue duing any fulre igatons. Overall Lawsut]
s is consic
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A4-5.9 Total Project Cost Summary (TPCS)

The first page of the TPCS is the project summary page — it shows the total of all 3 Corps Districts, for each
feature, or account. The following 3 pages show a summary of costs, for each of the 3 Districts: MVM
(Memphis), MVK (Vicksburg), and MVN (New Orleans).

The Total Project Cost form is developed and presented with three different estimates over time: Estimated
Cost, Project First Cost (Constant Dollar), and Total Project Cost (Fully Funded).

Estimated Cost (TPCS columns C through F) is the current developed cost estimate which includes
contingencies. The effective price level date for Estimated Cost is commonly reported as the previous 1 Oct
20XX to support economic study and escalation to Project First Cost.

Project First Cost (Constant Dollar Cost, TPCS columns G through J) is the Estimated Cost then escalated to the
PROGRAM YEAR effective price level by applying the appropriate escalation from the CWCCIS tables. The
Project First Cost is the cost estimate used in feasibility reports and Chief of Engineer’s Report (Chief’s Report)
for Congressional funding requests.

Total Project Cost (Fully Funded with Inflation, TPCS columns L through O) is the total cost of the project.
The inflation to midpoint of each activity is added to the Project First Cost column set. Total Project Cost is the
cost estimate used in Project Partnership Agreements and Integral Determination Reports. Total Project Cost is
the cost estimate provided to non-Federal sponsors for their use in financial planning as it provides information
regarding the overall non-Federal cost sharing obligation.

Abbreviations:
WBS — Work Breakdown Structure. Each feature has an assigned WBS number.
CNTG — Contingency

ESC — Escalation
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*** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY *+**

Printed:8/21/2020

Page 1 of 11
PROJECT: MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT: MVM, MVK, MVN (LMVD) PREPARED: 3/31/2020
PROJECT NO: P2 107060 (MVM) POC: CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, xxx
LOCATION: Lower Mississippi River Valley
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
o PROJECT FIRST COST TOTAL PROJECT COST
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST (Constant Dollar Basis) (FULLY FUNDED)
Program Year (Budget EC): 2020
Effective Price Level Date 1 0CT 18
TOTAL
Spent Thru FIRST
WEBS Civil WWorks COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL 10ct19 COSsT INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3K 3 % $K % $K 3K ($K) 3K $i % 3K 3K 3K
A B c D E F G H ] J K L m N o
02 RELOCATIONS $135808 $36.668 27.0% $172478 0.0% $135,808 $36 668 §172476 $0| $172.478 187.4% $390.321  $105,387 $495,708|
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $11425 $3,085 27.0% 14,510 0.0% $11,425 $3.085 $14 510 $0] $14.510 95 6% $22,346 $6,033 $28 379
11 LEVEES & FLOODWALLS $993203  $268,165 27.0% $1,261,367 0.0% $993,203 $265165 $1,261,367 $2,405056] $3,666,423 185.2% $2,832,344  $764 733 $6,002,132
#NA $0 $0 - $0 = $0 30 $0 $0 $0 5 $0 30 $0)
#NIA $0 $0 - $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0 30 B 30 $0 80
#NIA $0 $0 - $0 - $0 $0 $o $0 $0 B $0 $0 $0
#NA $0 $0 - $0 = $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 3 $0 $0 $0)
#NIA $0 $0 - $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0 30 B 30 $0 80
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS:|| $1.140436  $307,918 $1.448353 00% $1140436 $307918 $1.448353 $2,405,056] $3.853,409 184.5% $3.245,010 $876,153 $6,526,219
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $104 507 $29,944 28.7% $134 451 0.0% $104,507 $20.944 $134 451 $0] $134 451 179.7% $291,245 $84 871 $376.116
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN $285,109 $28.511 10.0% $313.820 0.0% $285,109 32851 $313620 $0| $313.620 3025% $1,147.700 $114.770 $1,262470
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT $171,065 $17,107 10.0% $188,172 0.0% $171,065 $17 107 $188,172 $0] $188172 316 6% $712,728 71273 $784 001
PROJECT COST TOTALS:| $1.701,117  $383 479 22.5% $2,084,598 1,701,117 $383479 $2,084596 $2,405056 $4,489,652 2139% $5,396,683 §1,147 087 $6,948 805
CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, xxx
ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: $8,948,805

PROJECT MANAGER, xxx
CHIEF, REAL ESTATE, xxx
CHIEF, PLANNING, xxx
CHIEF, ENGINEERING, xxx
CHIEF, OPERATIONS, xxx
CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION, xxx
CHIEF, CONTRACTING, xxx
CHIEF, PM-PB, xxxx

CHIEF, DPM, xxx

Filename: TPCS MYD MREL-SE [S#2 all three districts 2020 05 27 (002 ).xlsx

TPCS
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**ek TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY *++* Printed:8/21/2020

Page 2 of 11
2% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY =
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MVM, MVK, MVN (LMVD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION Lower Mississippi River YValley FOC CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING, xxx
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2. & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST PROJECT FIRST CO§T TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
{Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Prepared 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budget EC) 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date 1 OCT 19
RISK BASED
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC CQOsT CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3K $K % $K % K gK $K Date % 3K 3K 3K
A B € D E F = H 1 J P L M N =}
MVM (MEMPHIS DISTRICT)
02 RELOCATIONS $7.404 $2,023 27.0% $9.517 0.0% $7.404 $2.023 $9.517 2047Q1 122.3% $16.658 $4,498 $21,155
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILIT IES $5,501 $1,485 27.0% $6,986 0.0% $5,501 $1485 $6,986 2047Q1 122.3% $12,228 $3,301 $15,529
11 LEVEES & FLOODWALLS $183 468 $40,536 27.0% $233,004 00% $183.468 $49.538 $233,004 2049Q3 138.4% $439,214  $118,588 $557,801
#MAA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 $0|
#MAA $0 §0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 4] 0.0% $0 $0 $0|
#MAA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 $0|
#MAA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0|
#NIA $0 30 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0|
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $196.463 $53.045 27.0% $249,508 $196,463 $53.045 $249 508 $468,099 $126.387 $594,486
o1 LANDS AND DAMAGES 36,922 $1,384 20.0% $8,308 0.0% $6,922 $1.384 $8,306 204701 122.3% $15,286 $3,077 $18,464
30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN
20% Project Management $3.929 $393 10.0% $4,322 0.0% $3.929 $393 $4.322 2048Q3 209.4% $12,158 $1,216 $13,374
1.0% Flanning & Environmental Compliance $1,965 $196 10.0% $2.161 0.0% $1,965 $1986 $2,161 2048Q3 200.4% $6,079 $608 $6,687
14.0% Engineering & Design $27.505 $2,750 10.0% $30,255 0.0% $27.505 $2.750 $30,255 2048Q3 209.4% $85,108 $8,511 $93,619
7.0% Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $1,965 $196 10.0% $2.161 0.0% $1,965 $196 $2,161 2048Q3 209.4% $6,079 $608 46,687
1.0% Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $1,965 $196 10.0% $2.161 0.0% $1,965 $198 $2,161 204803 200.4% $6,079 $608 46,687
1.0% Contracting & Reprographics $1,965 $196 10.0% $2.161 0.0% $1,965 $196 $2,161 204803 200.4% $6,079 $608 $6,687
2.0% Engineering During Construction $3.929 $393 10.0% 4,322 0.0% $3.929 $393 $4.322 204903 222.4% $12,668 $1,267 $13,936
2.0% Planning During Construction $2,929 $393 10.0% $4.322 0.0% $3,929 $393 $4.322 204903 222.4% $12,668 $1,267 $13,936
0.0%  Adaptive Management & Monitoring $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 $0
1.0% Project Operations $1,965 $196 10.0% $2.161 0.0% $1,965 $196 $2,161 204803 209.4% $6,079 $608 $6,687
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5% Construction Management $24 558 $2,456 10.0% $27.014 0.0% $24,558 $2456 $27.014 204903 222.4% $79,181 $7,918 $87,099
0.0%  Project Operation $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0|
2.5% Project Management $4.912 $491 10.0% $5.403 0.0% $4.912 $491 $5.403 204903 222.4% $15,836 $1,584 $17,420
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $281.970 $62,288 $344 258 $281,970 $62,288 $344 268 $731.502 $154 266 $885,768
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** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY *++ Printed:8/21/2020

Page 3 of 11
***% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ==
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MYM, MVK, MVN (LMVD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION Lower Mississippi River Valley FOC CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING , 00
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST PROJECTEIRST CO?T TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Prepared 31-Mar-20 Program Year {Budget EC) 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-14 Effective Price Level Date: 1 0CT 19
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description 3K 8 % K % K $K $r Date % Sk Sk $K
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o
MVK (VICKSBURG DISTRICT)
02 RELOCATIONS $2 580 $697 27.0% $3.277 0.0% $2,580 $697 $3277 203001 34 5% $3.470 4937 $4,406
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $4 579 $1,236 27.0% $5815 0.0% $4,579 $1.236 $5.815 203001 34 5% $6,158 $1,663 7,821
11 LEVEES & FLOODWALLS $58,857 $15,891 27.0% $74,748 0.0% $58,857 $15,891 74748 203103 40.6% $82,764  $22,346 $105,111
#NIA $0 j0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0] 0.0% $0 $0 $0
#NIA $0 j0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0
#N/A $0 j0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 1] 0.0% $0 $0 $0
#NIA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 $0
#NIA $0 30 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 $0
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $66,016 $17.824 27.0% $83,840 $66,018 $17.824 $683.840 $92,392  $24946 $117,338
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $7.164 $1,433 20.0% $8,597 0.0% $7.164 $1433 $8,597 2030Q1 34.5% $9,634 $1,927 $11,561
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0%  Project Management $1.320 $132 10.0% $1452 0.0% $1,320 $132 $1.452 203003 48.9% $1,966 $197 $2,163
1.0% Planning & Environmental Compliance $660 $66 10.0% $726 0.0% $660 $66 $726 2030Q3 48.9% $983 %98 $1,081
14.0%  Engineering & Design $9,242 $924 10.0% $10,166 0.0% $9,242 $924 $10,166 203003 48.9% $13,762 $1,376 $15,138
1.0% Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $660 $66 10.0% $726 0.0% $660 $66 $726 203003 48.9% $983 498 $1,081
7.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $660 $66 10.0% $726 0.0% $660 $66 $726 203003 48.9% $683 $98 $1,081
1.0%  Contracting & Reprographics $660 $66 10.0% $726 0.0% $660 $66 $726 2030Q3 48.9% $963 $98 $1,081
2.0% Engineering During Construction $1320 $132 10.0% $1.452 0.0% $1,320 $132 1452 2031Q3 54.9% $2,045 4204 $2,249
2.0%  Planning During Construction $1.320 $132 10.0% $1452 0.0% $1,320 $132 $1.452 2031Q3 54 9% $2,045 $204 $2,249
0.0%  Adaptive Management & Monitoring $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
1.0% Project Operations $660 $66 10.0% $726 0.0% $660 $66 $726 2030Q3 48.9% $983 %98 $1,081
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
72.85%  Construction Management $8.252 $325 10.0% $a.077 0.0% $3.252 $825 $9.077 203108 54 9% $12.779 $1,278 $14,057
0.0% Project Operation $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% 0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
2.5%  Project Management $1.650 $165 10.0% $1.815 0.0% $1.650 $185 $1.815 203103 54.9% $2,556 $256 $2,811
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $96 586 $21,898 $121.484 $99,588 $21,898 $121,484 $142,093 $30 879 $172,972
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** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY *++

Printed:8/21/2020

Page 4 of 11
***% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ==
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MYM, MVK, MVN (LMVD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION: Lower Mississippi River Valley QL& CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING , s0tx
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017
Civil Works Work Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST PROJECTEIRST CO?"’ TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparad 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budget EC) 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date 1 0CT 19
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC CosT CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3K $i ki) $r ki) gk gk $K Date ki) 3K $K a8
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o]
MVYN (NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT)
02 RELOCATIONS $125734 $33,948 27.0% $159,682 00% $125734 $33,948 $158 682 2056Q3 194 4% $370,194  $99,952 $470,146
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $1.345 $363 27.0% $1,708 0.0% $1,345 $363 $1.708 2056Q3 194 4% $3,960 $1,069 $5,029
11 LEVEES & FLOODWALLS 750878 $202,737 27.0% $953 8615 00% $750,878 $202737 $953 615 2058Q1 207.7% $2310,365 $623,799 $2,934,164
#NIA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 40
#NIA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 40
#NIA $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 50
#MIA $0 $0 00% $0 00% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 40,
#NIA $0 $0 00% $0 00% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 40,
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $877.957  $237.048 27.0% $1,115,0086 $377.957 $237,043 $1,115.005 $2684,519 $724820 $3,409,339
(1} 1 LANDS AND DAMAGES $a0421 $27.126 30.0% $117 548 0.0% $90,421 $27.128 $117 548 205603 194 4% $268,224  $79,867 $346,091
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0%  Project Management $17.559 $1,756 10.0% $19.315 0.0% $17.559 $1.756 $16.315 2057Q1 339.0% $77.080 $7,708 484,787
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance $8,760 $878 10.0% $9,658 0.0% $8,780 $878 $9.658 2057Q1 339.0% $38,540 $3,854 $42,394
14.0%  Engineering & Design $122.914 $12,291 10.0% $135,205 0.0% $122.914 $12.291 $135.205 2057Q1 339.0% $539,557  $53,956 $593,512]
1.0%  Reviews, ATRs, |IEPRs, VE $8,760 $878 10.0% $9.658 0.0% $8,780 $878 $9 658 2057Q1 339.0% $38,540 $3.854 $42,394
1.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $8.780 578 10.0% $9.658 0.0% $5.780 $3878 $9.658 2057Q1 339.0% $38,540 $3.854 $42,394
1.0% Contracting & Reprographics $8,780 $878 10.0% $9,658 0.0% $8,780 $878 $9,658 2057Q1 230.0% $38,540 $3,854 $42,394
2.0%  Engineering During Construction $17.559 $1.756 10.0% $19.315 0.0% $17.559 $1.758 $19.315 2058Q1 357 4% $80,317 $8,032 $88,349
2.0%  Planning During Construction $17.559 $1,756 10.0% $19,315 0.0% $17,559 $1.756 $19.315 2058Q1 357.4% $80,317 $8,032 $88,349
0.0%  Adaptive Management & Manitoring $0 $0 10.0% 30 0.0% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0%  Project Operations $8,760 $878 10.0% $9,658 0.0% $8,780 $878 $9.658 2057Q1 339.0% $38,540 $3.854 $42,394
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.8%  Construction Management $108,745 $10,974 10.0% $120,719 00% $109,745 $10,974 $120,719 2058Q1 357 4% $501,980  $50,198 $552,178
0.0%  Project Operation: $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% 30 $0 40
2.8%  Project Management $21.949 $2,195 10.0% $24.144 0.0% $21.949 $2.195 $24 144 2058Q1 357.4% $100,296  $10,040 $110,4306|
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $1,318,561 $299,293 $1,618,854 $1319,561 $299293 $1,618,854 $4 523,088 $961,922 $5,485,000

Filename: TPCS MYD MRL-SES#2 all three districts 2020 05 27 {002 ).xlsx

TR

4-54



*** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY ***

Printed:8/21/2020

Page 5 of 11
% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY =**
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MWM, MWK, MYN {LMVD) FREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION: Lower Mississippi River Valley FOC: CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING, s0xx
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST EROUECLEIRST CosT TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparad 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budgst EC) 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUNDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description 3K a8 % K % K $K $K Date % $K $K $K
A B ¢ D E F G H ] J P L m N o
PHASE 4 or CONTRACT 4
03 RESERVOIRS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 o] 0.0% $0 %0 %0
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
05 LOCKS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 40|
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILIT IES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 %0
07 POWER PLANT $0 $o 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 40
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
09 CHANMELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $o 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 40
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 %0
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0%  Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
14.0%  Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 [t} 0.0% $0 $0 %0
1.0% Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0
1.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 %0
1.0%  Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.0% Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
2.0%  Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
0.0%  Adaptive Management & Monitoring $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
7.0% Project Operations $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5% Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
0.0% Project Operation $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
2.5% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0
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*** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY ***

Printed:8/21/2020

Page 6 of 11
5% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY *#*
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MVM, MYK, MYN (LMVD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION: Lower Mississippi River Valley FOC: CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING , xxx
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST PROUECLEIRST CO§T TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparad 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budgst ECY 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUNDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3 3K % $K % FK 3K $i Date % 3K 3K 3K
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o
PHASE 5 or CONTRACT &
03 RESERVORS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 %0
05 LOCKS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 0,
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 40
07 POWER PLANT $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
09 CHANMNELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% 30 $0 40
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 30 %0 $0
o1 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 $0
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 [t} 0.0% $0 $0 %0
14.0% Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $0 30 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 $0
1.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 %0
7.0% Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% F0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
2.0%  Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.0%  Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
0.0% Adaptive Management & Maonitoring $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
7.0% Project Operations $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% $0 %0 40|
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5% Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% 30 %0 40|
0.0%  Project Operation: $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
2.5% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 %0 $0
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*+* TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY *++ Printed:8/21/2020

Page 7 of 11
***% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ==
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MWVM, MWK, MYN (LMVD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION: Lower Mississippi River Valley EOE: CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING, o0
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017}
Civil Works Y¥ork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST EROECLEIRST: CO.ST TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparad 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budgst EC) 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUNDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3 3K % $K % FK 3K $i Date % 3K 3K 3K
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o
PHASE 6 or CONTRACT 6
03 RESERVORS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 40,
05 LOCKS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 40,
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0
07 POWER PLANT $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 1] 0.0% $0 $0 $0
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0
09 CHANNELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% 30 %0 $0
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 $0
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 %0
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0% Flanning & Enviranmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
14.0% Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Reviews, ATEs, IEPRs, VE $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
7.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% F0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% 30 $0 $0|
2.0% Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
2.0% Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
0.0% Adaptive Management & Monitoring $0 $0 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
1.0%  Project Operations $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5% Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
G.0%  Project Operation: $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.5% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0)|
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** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY *++ Printed:8/21/2020

Page 8 of 11
***% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ==
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MWM, MYK, MVN (LMVYD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION Lower Mississippi River Valley FOC CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING, 00
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017}
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST EROUECTEIRST COST TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparsd 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budgst ECY 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUNDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CMNTG TOTAL ESC CosT CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3K et % $r % $k gk $K Date % gk gk gk
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N (o]
PHASE 7 or CONTRACT 7
03 RESERVORS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% 30 $0 $0
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 %0
05 LOCKS $0 10 0.0% £0 0.0% £0 0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 0|
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
07 POWER PLANT $0 $o 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 40
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
09 CHANMNELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% 30 $0 40
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0 %0
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% 30 50 50
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
20%  Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
14.0%  Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 [t} 0.0% $0 $0 %0
1.0% Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0
1.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 %0
7.0% Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% F0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
2.0%  Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.0% Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
0.0% Adaptive Managem ent & Monitoring $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0%  Project Operations $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.8%  Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 40
0.0%  Project Operation: $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.8%  Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 %0 $0
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Page 9 of 11
5% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY *#*
PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MWM, MWK, MYN {LMVD) FREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION: Lower Mississippi River Valley FOC: CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING , xxx
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST PROUECLEIRST CO§T TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparad 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budgst ECY 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUNDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3 3K % $K % FK 3K $i Date % 3K 3K 3K
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o
PHASE 8 or CONTRACT 8
03 RESERVORS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 %0
05 LOCKS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 0,
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 40
07 POWER PLANT $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
09 CHANMNELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% 30 $0 40
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% 0 $0 $0 $0 30 %0 $0
o1 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% % - 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 $0
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 [t} 0.0% $0 $0 %0
14.0% Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $0 30 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 $0
1.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 %0
7.0% Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% F0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
2.0%  Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.0%  Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
0.0% Adaptive Management & Maonitoring $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
7.0% Project Operations $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% $0 %0 40|
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5% Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% 0 0.0% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% 30 %0 40|
0.0%  Project Operation: $0 $0 10.0% 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
2.5% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% 0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 $0 0 30 $0 $0 30 $0 $0
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5% CONTRACT COST SUMMARY =+

Printed:8/21/2020

Page 10 of 11

PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MWVM, MWK, MYN (LMVD) PREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION Lower Mississippi River Valley POC CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING | o0
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017}
Civil Works York Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST ERDIECT FIRST CO_ST TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
{Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Prepared 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budget EC) 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUMDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Warks COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COSsT CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description et K Lo i< % K Jie B Date % K K Pk
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o
PHASE 9 or CONTRACT &
02 RESERVORS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 30 $0 $0 Q 0.0% 30 $0 $0
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 0|
05 LOCKS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 50 0|
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
07 POWER PLANT $0 $0 0.0% 30 0.0% 30 $0 $0 Q 0.0% 30 %0 $0
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% 30 %0 $0
09 CHANMELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $o 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 40
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 [t} 0.0% $0 $0 %0
14.0% Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Reviews, ATEs, IEPRs, YE $0 30 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% 30 %0 $0
10%  Life Cyde Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 %0
7.0% Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% F0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
2.0%  Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.0% Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 %0 40|
0.0% Adaptive Managem ent & Maonitoring $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0% Project Operations $0 $0 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5%  Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
0.0% Project Operation $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
2.8%  Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0)|
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Printed:8/21/2020

Page 11 of 11

PROJECT MRL SEIS#2 DISTRICT:  MWM, MWK, MYN {LMVD) FREPARED 3/31/2020
LOCATION Lower Mississippi River Valley POC CHIEF, COST ENG INEERING | jo0x
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; MRL SEIS#2, & Engineering Risk Assessment (Oct 2017)
Civil Works YWork Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST PROVEC LEIRST CO§T TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
(Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Preparsd 31-Mar-20 Program Year (Budgst ECY 2020
Effective Price Level 1-Oct-19 Effective Price Level Date: 1 OCT 19 FULLY FUNDED PROJECT ESTIMATE
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COET CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point INFLATED COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Eeature & Sub-Feature Description 3K 8 (%) K % K 3K $K Date % K s K
A B c D E F G H ] J P L m N o
PHASE 10 or CONTRACT 10
03 RESERVORS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
04 DAMS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
05 LOCKS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 %0 %0
06 FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 %0 40
07 POWER PLANT $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% 30 $0 40
08 ROADS, RAILROADS & BRIDGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
09 CHANMNELS & CANALS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% 30 $0 40
10 BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 40
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $0 $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0
o1 LANDS AND DAMAGES $0 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 $0
30 PLANNING, ENG INEERING & DESIGN
2.0% Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% F0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Planning & Environmental Compliance $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 o] 0.0% $0 %0 40|
14.0% Engineering & Design $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
1.0% Reviews, ATEs, IEPRs, VE $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
70%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 a 0.0% $0 $0 %0
7.0% Contracting & Reprographics $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
2.0%  Engineering During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 $0 %0
2.0% Planning During Construction $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 0 o] 0.0% 30 %0 40|
0.0% Adaptive Managem ent & Maonitoring $0 30 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% $0 %0 40|
1.0% Project Operations $0 $0 10.0% $0 00% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
12.5% Construction Management $0 $0 10.0% 0 0.0% $0 $0 0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
0.0% Project Operation $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 0 0.0% $0 0 $0|
2.5%  Project Management $0 $0 10.0% $0 0.0% $0 $0 $0 Q 0.0% $0 $0 %0
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0)

Filename: TPCS MVD MRL-SEIS#2 all three districts 2020 05 27 (002 ).xlsx

TPCS

4-61




	Appendix 4 - Engineering



