CEMVD-PD-KM

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Vicksburg District

SUBJECT: McKinney Bayou Sec. 205 CAP Project Review Plan (PRP).

1. References:
a. EC1165-2-209, Civil Works Review Policy, 31 Jan 2010.

b. Memorandum, CECW-CP, 19 Jan 2011, subject: Continuing Authority
Program Planning Process Improvements.

c. Memorandum, CEMVK-PP-D, 01 Feb 2011, subject: Approval of
Review Plan for McKinney Bayou Feasibility Study.- ‘

2. The attached Review Plan for the McKinney Bayou Section 205 Continuing
Authorities Program has been prepared in accordance with EC-1165-2-209.

3. Thereby approve subject Review Plan and concur with the conclusion that
external peer review of this project is not necessary. for the following reasons: (1).
there are no threats to human life/safety; (2) the governor has not requested peer
review by independent experts: (3) the per-project implementation costs.are.
below the proposed $45 million threshold and: (4) the project does not require an
Environmental Impact Statement.

4. The District should take steps to post the PRP to its web site and to provide a link
to the Flood Risk Management PCX for their use. Before posting to the web site,
the names of the Corps/Army employees should be removed.

5. The MVD point of contact is || | | | | [ [ . CcEMVD-PD-KM,

Encl I

Brigadier General, USA
Commanding
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1. PURPOSE AND REQUIREMENTS

a. Purpose. This Review Plan is a supplement to the Project Management Plan (PMP)
dated August 2004 for the McKinney Bayou, Tunica, Mississippi, Flood Risk Management
project and fulfills the requirement of Engineer Circular (EC) 1165-2-209, “Civil Works Review
Policy.” This Review Plan defines the scope and level of peer review for the McKinney Bayou,
Tunica, Mississippi, Flood Risk Management project decision document developed under
Section 205, Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended. This project is a single purpose, Flood
Risk Management Project.

Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended, authorizes the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) to study, design, and construct flood risk management projects. Itisa
Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) which focuses on water resource related projects of
relatively smaller scope, cost, and complexity. Traditional USACE Civil Works projects are of
wider scope and complexity and are specifically authorized by Congress. The CAP is a
delegated authority to plan, design, and construct certain types of water resource and
environmental restoration projects without specific congressional authorization. The Federal
share of costs for any one Section 205 project may not exceed $7,000,000.

Applicability. This review plan does not cover implementation products. A review plan for

the design and implementation phase of the project will be developed prior to approval of the
final decision document in accordance with EC 1165-2-209.

b. References
(1) ER 1110-1-12, “Quality Management,” 30 September 2006.

(2) ER 1105-2-100, “Planning Guidance Notebook,” Appendix F, Continuing Authorities
Program, Amendment #2, 31 January 2007.

(3) ER 1105-2-100, “Planning Guidance Notebook,” Appendix H, Policy Compliance
Review and Approval of Decision Documents, Amendment #1, 20 November 2007.

(4) EC 1105-2-412, “Assuring Quality of Planning Models,” 31 March 2010.
(5) EC 1165-2-209, “Civil Works Review Policy,” 31 January 2010.

) (6) Director of Policy Civil Works” Memorandum #1, “Continuing Authority Program
Planning Process Improvements,” 19 January 2011.

¢. Requirements. This review plan was developed in accordance with EC 1165-2-209
which establishes an accountable, comprehensive, life-cycle review strategy for Civil Works
products by providing a seamless process for review of all Civil Works projects from initial



planning through design; construction; and operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and
rehabilitation (OMRR&R). The EC outlines four general levels of review: District Quality
Control/Quality Assurance (DQC), Agency Technical Review (ATR), Independent External Peer
Review (IEPR), and Policy and Legal Compliance Review. In addition to these levels of review,
decision documents are subject to cost engineering review and certification (per EC 1165-2-209)
and planning model certification/approval (per EC 1105-2-412).

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

(2) Agency Technical Review (ATR). ATR is mandatory for all decision documents
(including supporting data, analyses, environmental compliance documents, etc.). The objective
of ATR is to ensure consistency with established criteria, guidance, procedures, and policy. The
ATR will assess whether the analyses presented are technically correct and comply with
published USACE guidance, and that the document explains the analyses and results in a
reasonably clear manner for the public and decisionmakers. The ATR is managed within
USACE by a designated Review Management Organization (RMO) and is conducted by a
qualified team from outside the home district that is not involved in the day-to-day production of
the project/product. The ATR teams will be comprised of senior USACE personnel and may be
supplemented by outside experts as appropriate.

The ATR team lead shall be from outside the home MSC.

(3) Independent External Peer Review (IEPR). The IEPR may be required for
decision documents under certain circumstances. The IEPR is the most independent level of
review and is applied in cases that meet certain criteria where the risk and magnitude of the
proposed project are such that a critical examination by a qualified team outside the USACE is
warranted. A risk-informed decision, as described in EC 1165-2-209, is made as to whether
IEPR is appropriate. The IEPR panels will consist of independent, recognized experts from
outside the USACE in the appropriate disciplines, representing a balance of areas of expertise
suitable for the review being conducted. There are two types of IEPR: Type I is generally for
decision documents, and Type II is generally for implementation products.

(a) Type I IEPR. Type I IEPR reviews are managed outside the USACE and are
conducted on project studies. Type I IEPR panels assess the adequacy and acceptability of the
economic and environmental assumptions and projections, project evaluation data, economic



analysis, environmental analyses, engineering analyses, formulation of alternative plans,
methods for integrating risk and uncertainty, models used in the evaluation of environmental
impacts of proposed projects, and an biological opinions of the project study. Type I IEPR will
cover the entire decision document or action and will address all the underlying engineering,
economics, and environmental work, not just one aspect of the study. For decision documents
where a Type II IEPR (Safety Assurance Review) is anticipated during project implementation,
safety assurance shall also be addressed during the Type I IEPR per EC 1165-2-209.

For Flood Risk Management decision documents, Type I IEPR is MANDATORY, unless
approved for an exclusion under EC 1165-2-209 and the Director of Policy Civil Works’

Memorandum #1, “Continuing Authority Program Planning Process Improvements,” 19 January
2011. :

(b) Type I IEPR. Type II IEPR, or Safety Assurance Review (SAR), is managed
outside the USACE and is conducted on design and construction activities for hurricane, storm,
and flood risk management projects or other projects where existing and potential hazards pose a
significant threat to human life. Type II IEPR panels will conduct reviews of the design and
construction activities prior to initiation of physical construction and, until construction activities
are completed, periodically thereafter on a regular schedule. The reviews shall consider the
adequacy, appropriateness, and acceptability of the design and construction activities in assuring
public health safety and welfare.

For Section 205 projects, Type II IEPR may or may not be required.

(4) Policy and Legal Compliance Review. All decision documents will be reviewed
throughout the study process for their compliance with law and policy. Guidance for policy and
legal compliance reviews is addressed in Appendix H, ER 1105-2-100. These reviews culminate
in determinations that the recommendations in the reports and the supporting analyses and
coordination comply with law and policy and warrant approval or further recommendation to
higher authority by the home MSC Commander. The DQC and ATR augment and complement
the policy review processes by addressing compliance with pertinent published Army policies,

- particularly policies on analytical methods and the presentation of findings in decision
documents.

(5) Cost Engineering Review and Certification. All decision documents shall be
coordinated with the Cost Engineering Directory of Expertise (DX) located in the Walla Walla
District. '

(6) Model Certification/Approval. EC 1105-2-412 mandates the use of certified or
approved models for all planning activities to ensure the models are technically and theoretically
sound, compliant with USACE policy, computationally accurate, and based on reasonable
assumptions. Planning models, for the purposes of the EC, are defined as any models and



analytical tools that planners use to define water resources management problems and
opportunities, formulate potential alternatives to address the problems and take advantage of the,
opportunities, and evaluate potential effects of alternatives and to support decisionmaking.
However, according to the Director of Policy Civil Works’ Memorandum #1, “Continuing
Authority Program Planning Process Improvements,” 19 January 2011, approval for planning
models is NOT required on CAP projects. The MSC Commander is rcsponsible for assuring the
quality of the analysis used in these models. The ATR team will apply the principles of

EC 1105-2-412 during the ATR to ensure the model is theoretically and computationally sound,
consistent with USACE policies, and adequately documented.

2. REVIEW MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION (RMO) COORDINATION

The RMO is responsible for managing the overall peer review effort described in this review
plan. The RMO for Section 205 decision documents is the FRM-PCX. The FRM-PCX will
coordinate and approve the review plan and manage the ATR. The FRM-PCX will be
responsible for administering the Type [ IEPR. The home District will post the approved review
plan on its public website. A copy of the approved review plan (and any updates) will be
provided to the FRM-PCX to keep the PCX apprised of requirements and review schedules. -

3. STUDY INFORMATION

a. Decision Document. The McKinney Bayou, Tunica, Mississippi, Detailed Project
Report (DPR) was prepared in accordance with ER 1105-2-100, Appendix F. The approval level
of decision documents (if policy compliant) is the home MSC. An Environmental Assessment
(EA) was prepared along with the DPR.

b. Study/Project Description. The McKinney Bayou project area, or the area affected by
the implementation of water resource improvements, is the McKinney Bayou drainage basin for
this study. It is located in Tunica County in northwest Mississippi approximately 40 miles north
of Clarksdale, Mississippi, and 30 miles south of Memphis, Tennessee. The project area is
primarily flat alluvial delta land. It is bounded on the west by the Mississippi River mainline
levee and on the east by U.S. Highway 61 and the town of Tunica, Mississippi. The McKinney
Bayou Basin consists of 42.6 square miles that drain on a southerly path for a maximum length
of approximately 18 miles. It comprises approximately 27,300 acres, of which 9,425 acres are
subject to flooding by the 100-year flood.

All of the area covered by the McKinney Bayou feasibility study lies within the Mississippi
Delta. It is located in a vast flood plain of low relief and, until the construction of the levees,
was subject to frequent flooding by the Mississippi and Yazoo Rivers. The watershed contains
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meander scars, oxbow lakes, and abandoned channels that mark ancient river courses. Ground
surface elevations generally range between 185 and 195 feet, National Geodetic Vertlcal Datum
(NGVD), with relief greater than 10 feet belng rare.

McKinney Bayou is the main drainage outlet for the continually developing area near the
Tunica County community of Robinsonville, Mississippi, as well as the surrounding agricultural
land and wetland areas. Currently, there is no natural gravity outlet for the drainage area.
System drainage in the McKinney Bayou Watershed is conveyed by use of the 250-cubic-foot-
per-second (cfs) Fox Island pump station located immediately adjacent to the mainline
Mississippi River levee at the southern terminus of McKinney Bayou. Since 1917, pump
stations of various types and sizes have been implemented to alleviate flooding condltlons in the
project area.

c. Project Schedule.

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Milestones/Reviews " Date
PMP Development ' August 2004
Feasibility Cost-Sharing Agreement Signature September 2004
ATR of AFB 13 August 2008
AFB Approval 17 December 2008
(ADgglr;c):y Technical Review of Draft Detailed Project Report 21 December 2009
Draft DPR Submitted to CEMVD . | 31 December 2009
Public Review of Draft DPR ’ . July 2010
Agency Technical Review for Final DPR ' September 2010

Submit Final DPR to CEMVD February 2011

(1) Alternatives. A list of the preliminary alternatives is provided in the tabulation
below. ‘ . : '



LIST OF PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative Brief Description
- No-action plan.
1A Additional 100-cfs pump approximately 7 miles upstream of Fox Island pump station
located at the lower end of Hollywood Brake.
B Additional 200-cfs pump approximately 7 miles upstream of Fox Island pump station
‘located at the lower end of Hollywood Brake
2A Increase existing pump at Fox Island pump station by 50 cfs and channel cleanout from
existing pump to upper limit of reach.
7B Increase existing pump at Fox Island pump station by 50 cfs, enlarge existing channel,
and properly size all culverts. '
Identify storage volume needed to reduce flowline to desired level, identify.best possible
3A location for storage, and increase storage at or below existing elevation in- Hollywood
Brake.
1B TIdentify storage volume needed to reduce flowline to desired level, identify best possible
location for storage, and increase storage at depression located above White Oak Bayou.
4 Divert water through Irish Ditch into White Oak Bayou, channel excavation, and properly
, | size all culvetts.
Channel excavation and properly sizing all culverts in conjunction with additional 100-cfs
5A
: | pump located below Hollywood Brake.
: Channel excavation and properly sizing all culverts in conjunction with addltlonal 200-cfs
5B |
pump located below Hollywood Brake.
6 Properly size all culverts.
7 Properly size all culverts and clean out channel (élearing and snaggihg).
8 Properly size all culverts and channél enlargement (30-foot bottom width).
8A Properly size all culverts and channel enlargement (50-foot bottom width).

(2) Project Costs-for the Final Array of Alternatives. Project costs for the final array
of alternatives (i.e., the no-action plan and Alternatives 2B, 5A, 5B, and 8) are provided below.
These are based on estimates generated in the Microcomputer-Aided Cost Estimation System
(MCACES) in 2008." Although the no-action plan is included in the final array, there are no
costs associated with this alternative.




SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY FIRST COSTS AND ANNUAL COSTS

FINAL ARRAY OF ALTERNATIVES - IN DETERMINATION OF THE NED PLAN

Item

Final Array Alternative

i
.0

02  Relocations 1,404.3 11,4043 | 1,333.7
113 - Construction Features b/ 7,963.8 9,029.9 | 2,109.7
30 Planning Engineering and Design (PED) 1,970.5 2,103.5 694.5
31 Construction Management 985.3 1,051.8 347.3
Total Construction Costs 10,676.6 | 13,760.0 15,025.5 | 5,790.8
Mitigation Costs 2,327.5 2,222.2 2,267.3 2,300.3
Total First Costs =~ = 13,004.1 | 15,982.3 17,292.8 |  8,091.0
Interest During Construction (IDC) ¢/ 604.9 |  743.5 804.4 185.0
TOTAL INVESTMENT COSTS 13,609.0 | 16,725.8 18,097.2
Sinking Fund 73.3 90:1 974 .
Interest 629.4 773.6 837.0 | 382.8
Operations; Maintenance, Repair, ; NP '
Rehabilitation, and Replacement (OMRRR) , 40.1 93'5 93:5 135
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS 742.8 957.2 | 1,‘027.9 440.9

NOTE: There are no costs associated with the no-action alternative.

a/ Values expressed in 2008 price levels. Project costs based on preliminary MCACES costs.

b/ Construction features for Alternatives 2B, 5A, and 5B include pump stations, channels and
canals, and culverts. For Alternatwe 8, construction features include channels and canals and

culverts.

¢/ Costs were annualized using a 5 0-year economic project life; the current Federal interest rate

of 4-5/8 percent.

d/ Based on a 2-year perlod of constructlon with an initial EPCD of 2011 for Alternatlves 2B,

5A, and 5B.

¢/ Based ona l-year period of constructlon and an initial EPCD 0f 2010 for Alternatlve 8.



(3) Pro;eet Costs for the Recommended Plan. The recommended plan was selected
based on the initial criteria of 1dent1fy1ng an alternative that was economlcally Justlﬁed
engineering implementable, and environmentally sustainable. Alternative 8 was the plan that
best met these standards and also resulted in the National Economic Development (NED) plan

The ﬁnal detarled total project costs for the recommended plan were estlmated tobe
$7,880,986, excluding escalation. Based on these costs, the total project investment costs were
estimated to be approx1mately $8.0 million, including IDC of $160,903, and annual costs of
$396,600. These are expressed in 2010 prices based on the final MCACES costs and '

4-1/8 percent the Federal 1nterest rate for Fiscal Year 2011.

_(4) Project Risk Assessment A preliminary assessment of potential project risks, their
magmtude and’ thelr potent1a1 1mpact on the success of the prOJ ject are displayed below:

PROJECT RISK ASSESSMENT

Level of Risk

Project kRisl(s

Human Population

Uncertainties

None identified.

k Impacts |

No thr‘eats to nman le.

Public Safety -

None identified.

Minimal threat to safety.

Environmental
Justice -

No social injustice
identified.

No disproportionate or
adverse impacts to minority
: and low-1ncome populatlons

Local Economic
Indicators

No uncertainties
identified. Developments.
planned regardless of a
project.

“No ‘adverse ‘impacts
identified.

T

Regional Economy

Streamflow:
Elevations

No uncertainties
identified. Developments
planned regardless of a
project

Very low risk of error.

| No adverse impacts

- damages.

“identified."

‘Minimum adjustments to

Project Failure

Structure Values

Low risk.

Very low risk of error.

| Increased floodmg durmg
| high rainfall events;"

increased damages correlate ‘
with event: ‘

Structure
Elevations

Very low risk of error.

. M1mmum adjustments to
damages. ‘

_Depth-Damage -
Curves :

Used IWR curves. Very
low risk of error.

Minimum ad_]ustments to
damages.

‘Agricultural
Practices

None identified.

Minimal impacts.




L PROJECT RISK ASSESSMENT (Cont)
" Level of Risk

_Project RlSkS - Uncertainties " '. Impacts v
Haryesting'i'Tirnes " None identified. " Mlnlmal nnpacts
Project Costs " - Low risk of error. Project feasibility.
| Project Feasibility Use of fill benefit 4 Feasible: BCR without ﬁll
e : category. benefits.
C . Minimal and temporary
Quahty Very lowrisk. impacts:al .
;’{Vaterfowl Very low risk. : Minimal and temporary
esources ; impacts. a/ :
‘ g : . - | Minimal and temporary
Aquatrc Resources Very low risk. | impacts. a/b/ :
Terrestrial . | Minimal and temporaryv v
Resources: . Very low risk. “impacts. a/' b/
T _ _ ‘ L ‘Minimal and temporary
Wet_larrd;Resources , Very low risk. impacts: 4/ b/
HTRW Very low risk. e ’Mmlmal and temporary
‘impacts. /- L
Recreatlon and None identified. Mmlmal and temporary ‘
Esthetlcs , impacts. a/; ,
Cultural Resources SRE R None identified. Mmlmal and temporary,
w > , _impacts. a/ -
. ‘ I Minimal and temporary
T&E Specres Very low risk. - k unpacts Al

&/ Impacts dlscussed it '
b/ Impacts fully compensated for through mrtlgatlon

d.- Factors Affectmg the Scope and Level of Review. Various factors were used to
determme the appropriate scope and level of review necessary for the project, 1nclud1ng a rlsk
assessment and checklist for the need of an IEPR. This information will also be used by the’ _
PDT, PCX, and vertical team to concur with the proposed level of review and types of expertlsej
represented on the review teams. This review plan is based on the EC 1165-2-209 for pI'OJ ect
decision documents Wthh are apphcable to projects that do not have a total prOJect costin’
excess of $45 mllhon and do not requlre an EIS. This project has an estrmated Federal cost of
$4.8 million and will not require an EIS. The DPR with EA will receive DQC priorto R
submlssmn for ATR. A Type I IEPR will NOT be requrred for this study Thls excluswn of an
IEPR is supported by the following discussion: '



' PI'O_]eCt 1mprovements include basic channel 1mprovements No maj or challenges are
'foreseen with 1mplement1ng the project features. ‘

S0 ,Study evaluations were straightforward. No maj or issues were encountered The
L _prOJect sponsor is in agreement with study results and proposed 1mprovements As
_ part of the study team, their input has been invaluable. Transparency and open
B '~communlcat10n have been practiced. The local sponsor has kept the USACE PDT
abreast of any local soc1al issues or problems. No technical, institutional, and/or
; soc1al challenges have been identified that would Jeopardlze the project.

o Based on an evaluat1on of potential risks and uncerta1nt1es with the prOJect mlnrmal
: ‘:'1mpacts were identified, as outlined in the potential project risk table. It was -
= determlned that none of the identified factors would Jeopardlze proj ject
: 1mplementatron Any environmental impacts will be mitigated. The only concern for
- economic fea31b111ty would result from significant unforeseen 1ncreases 1n prOJect cost
1tems ' :

,No 1nﬂuent1al 501ent1ﬁc information has been identified assoc1ated W1th the study or
' pro; ect : '

- No spec‘iﬁc; interagency interests or issues have been identified.
No thre_atsto-human life/safety were identified.

o There is little probablhty that the channel 1mprovements would fall resultingina-
; catastrophlc event. However, should the project design be exceeded ‘there could be .
“additional ﬂoodlng But, based on field reconnaissance surveys during hlgh Water '
~ events in 2009, it was determined’ ‘that the biggest threat would be to impassable
“streets and roadways There does not appear to be any threat to human l1fe or safety..

| Should failure or proj ect design exceedance occur, no maj or life safety related issuesor
consequences have been identified. Safety assurance factors are descrlbed in
EC 1165 2- 209

| The project desrgn is not anticipated to require redundancy, res111ency, and/or robustness,v
unrque constructlon sequencmg, or a reduced or overlapplng design constructlon ‘
schedule :

10
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- No s1gn1ﬁcant 1mpacts have been 1dent1ﬁed in regard to economlc env1ronmenta1 and/or "
Vs001a1 effects to the Nation.

Addltlonally, for the CAP level of study, d1v151on—level gu1dance from CEMVD was
~ provided that a Regional Economic Development (RED) evaluatlon or System of -

- Accounts table with Other Social Effects (OSE) was not necessary. Furthermore, the

“project sponsor did not request this effort from USACE as a part of this study because

they had prev1ously contracted with a private firm for similar 1nformat10n g

This prOJect w1ll prov1de protection to several areas where future planned : ,
;developments are occurring, The proj ject alone will not yield economic growth but,

~in comb1nat10n with the thriving gaming industry north of the project area and other

- economic development plans, positive spinoff effects are expected to occur. This i is
: .-d1scussed in the Economic Appendix.

k ‘There are no highly controversial components to this project. However there arcafew

1ssues Wthh have been addressed in the DPR.

: O

o

O L

4

Wlth a prOJect there are some increased stages in the lower sump Wthh results ina

minimum amount of induced flooding to agricultural properties, but no structures are
, ylmpacted as none are ﬂooded in the lower sump with or without a project. Thisis
'_'explalned in the DPR. The increase in the average annual number of acres ﬂooded
“(ie., 90) are mlnlmal and do not impact project fea51b111ty Also ﬂowage easements
;w111 be purchased to m1t1gate for induced damages and potentlal losses :

~The beneﬁt-cost ratio is: bas1cally reliant on agrlcultural FRM benefits; thus, the

proj ject will be a low pr1or1ty for funding. The local sponsor has been informed-and
has acknowledged that it is aware of the low funding pr1or1ty of thrs prolect due to the
type of benefits clalmed Statements of these recognitions are documented in the
7 Marn Report e '

K

In addrtlon some controversy could exist with the 1nc1us1on of ﬁll beneﬁts This

: ,»“beneﬁt category is discussed fully and with a great amount of detail in the Economlc |

Appendix. Project benefit-cost ratios are shown with and without the inclusion of

~ this category and still result in unity. Also, the project sponsor has been informed

'throughout the study that these would probably have a low budget prlorlty in the

: fundlng process

1



e No changes in methodology or methods were used in evaluatmg this project. The basic
. 1mprovements were channel alternatives with features such as culvert replacements '
Thus, no unapproved or controversial methodology or procedures were used

o The 1nformat10n in the decision document is not based on novel methods nor does it ,
o present complex challenges for interpretation, contain precedent- settlng methods or
gt models or present conclus1ons that are likely to change prevalhng practlces

' ;o All procedures were based on approved USACE rnethods based on ER 1 105 2- 100
- and supportrng regulatlons

o The Governor has not requested peer review by independent experts.

o The proj ect is anticipated to have negligible impacts to scarce or unique trrbal cultural, or
~hrstorrc resources. .

e The project does not have a total project cost in excess of $45 mrllion; |
. The project does not require an EIS.

e In-Kmd Contrlbutlons No technical In-Kind Contributions were provrded by the :
non- Federal Sponsor : ‘

4. DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL (DQC)

The DQC will be coordinated by the Project Manager with F unctional Group Chiefs per District '
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP). The coordination will ensure that DQC reviewers have -
not been involved in preparation of the DPR or worked on the pI‘O_]eCt during the study
Documentation for the DQC will be through DrChecks, and comments and resolutions will be
available for review by the ATR team during ATR. The DQC review dlscrphnes will be as noted ’
in paragraph 3d (Attachment 1). A list of the PDT and September 2009 ATR team rosters 1s
attached (Attachment 2). .

5 AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW (ATR)

a. Products to Undergo ATR. The ATR was performed throughout the study in*
accordance w1th the District and MSC Quality Management Plans. The ATR was documented
and discussed at the AFB milestone. Certification of the ATR will be provided prior to the
~ District Commander signing the final report. Products that underwent ATR include the
McKmney Bayou Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction Draft DPR w1th EA All Pubhc Revrew
comments Were 1ncluded 1n the DPR pI‘lOI‘ to ATR. ' ; :

12



b Requlred ATR Team Expertise. The ATR team was comprlsed of n1ne 1nd1v1duals
See tabulation below for list of disciplines and required experlence See Roster (Attachment 1)
fora complete l1st of ATR Team members, schedule, experience, and assoc1ated costs:

ATR Team Members/Dlsmphnes

Expertlse Requlred

ATR Lead

‘ The ATR lead should be a senior. professional preferably with

experience in preparing Section 205 decision documents and

‘-conductmg ATR. The lead should also have the necessary skills

and experience to lead a virtual team through the ATR process..

,.The ATR Lead must be from 0uts1de the home dlstrlct’s MSC and

typically, the ATR lead will also serve as a rev1ewer for a spemﬁcy"

| discipline.

Planning

| The Plannmg reviewer should be a senior water resources planner

with experience in plan formulat1on of Flood Risk Management

~Studies.

Environmental Resources -

| Experience with NEPA requirements, aquatlc/terrestrlal
restoration, and habitat modeling.

Cu}ltural

Knowledge of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Taws.
and experience with Section 106 consultatlon process w1th SHPO
and Federally recognized tribes.

Economics

“Experience with large Flood Risk Management evaluatlons |

Evaluations included analyzing the flood risk and calculatmg the

| expected annual flood damages to’ re51dent1al and nonresidential -
- structures and agricultural resources. Also conducted’ prOJectlons
of future development in urban and rural areas.

‘Hydraul_ikc‘ Engineering

-Experience in H&H, including hydrology, open channel ﬂow
‘detention basins, and pump stations. .,

‘GeoteChniCal Engineering« .

Experience in design of FRM structures.

Structural Engineering An indepth knowledge of slope and channel stablhty
Cost Engineering Cost engineer skilled in MCACES estimating software heavy
TSR | equipment channel excavation and earthwork constructlon '
B methods, and concrete structures. ~ ' : _
Real Estate - Expertise in real estate acquisition laws, pohcles regulatlons and ‘

guidance for F ederal and Federally funded projects, including
Civil Works cost-shared water resource projects.. Experlence in.
working with and providing over51ght to the non-Federal sponsor =

on real estate issues.

c. Documentatlon of ATR. DrChecks review software was used to document all ATR
commcnts responses, and associated resolutions accomplished throughout the review process :
Comments should be limited to those that are required to ensure adequacy of the product The o
four key parts of a quahty review comment will normally include:
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(1) ‘The review concern = 1dent1fy the product’s 1nformat10n deﬁc1ency or 1ncorrect
apphcatlon of pollcy, guldance or procedures; :

(2)The bas1s for the concern — cite the appropriate law, pohcy, guldance or procedure
that has not be properly followed : :

(3) The 51gn1ﬁcance of the concern — indicate the 1mportance of the concern w1th regard
to its potential impact on the plan selection, recommended plan components, efﬁ01ency (cost),
effectiveness (functlon/outputs) 1mplementat10n respons1b111t1es safety, Federal 1nterest or
pubhc acceptablhty, and

(4) The probable spe01ﬁc action needed to resolve the concern = 1dent1fy the actlon(s) that
the reportlng officers must take to resolve the concern. : : :

In some srtuatlons especrally addressmg incomplete or unclear 1nformat10n comments may
seek clarlﬁcatlon in order to then assess Whether further specrﬁc concerns may exist.

The ATR documentatlon in DrChecks will include the text of each ATR concem the PDT
respotise, a brief summary of the pertinent points in any d1scu531on including any vertical team
coordmatlon (the vertical team includes the District, RMO, MSC, and HQUSACE) and the
agreed upon resolution. If an ATR concern cannot be satisfactorily resolved between the ATR 2
‘team and the PDT, it will be elevated to the vertical team for further resolutlon in accordance
with the pohcy issue resolution process described in either ER 1110-2- 12 or ER 1105-2-100,
Appendlx H, as appropriate. Unresolved concerns can be closed in DrChecks w1th a notatlon
that the concern. has been elevated to the vertical team for resolution.

Atthe conclus1on of each ATR effort, the ATR team will prepare a ReV1ew Report
- summarizing the review. Review Reports will be considered an integral part of the ATR.
' documentatlon and shall: L
o Identify fthe' document(s)'reviewe'd and the purpose of the review;

. _Dlsclose the names of the reviewers, their orgamzat1ona1 affiliations, and 1nc1ude a short
- ‘paragraph on both the credentials and relevant experiences of each rev1ewer ' ’

. Include the charge-to the'reylewers;

e Describe the nature of their review and their findings and concIUSions; 7

. 'Identify' andsnrnmarize each unresolved issue (if any); and
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“Include a verbatrm copy of each reviewer's comments (elther with ¢ or without spec1ﬁc
attrlbutlons) or represent the views of the group as a Whole including any disparate and ,
drssentmg vrews :

ATR may be certlﬁed when all ATR concerns are either resolved or referred to the vertlcal
' team for resolution and the ATR documentation is complete. The ATR Lead will prepare a -
_ Statement of Technical Review certrfymg that the issues raised by the ATR team have been

~ resolved (or elevated to the vertical team). A Statement of Techmcal Review should be
completed prior to the District Commander signing the final report A sample Statement of
Techmcal Rev1ew is attached (Attachment 3).

6. INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW (IEPR)

a. Declswn on. IEPR. Itis the policy of USACE that all ﬂood risk management project
dec151on documents undergo Type I IEPR unless an exclusion is granted by the home MSC"
under the Director of Policy Civil Works” Memorandum #1, “Contmurng Authority. Program '
Planmng Process Improvements ” 19 January 2011. The proposed project does not meet the
criteria for Type TIEPR, and therefore a Type I IEPR will not be conducted. This is based on the -
- fact that the Pproj ject does not have a total project cost in excess of $45 million and does not
require an EIS. ‘The study also did not 1dent1fy any threats to human lrfe/safety, and the ;
Governor has not requested peer review by independent experts. Life safety aspects are -
drscussed in further detall n paragraph 3.d of the Rev1ew Plan

The proposed pl‘O] ect does not meet the criteria for Type II IEPR as: descnbed in paragraph 2
of Appendix D of EC 1165-2-209.  As noted in the PrOJect Risk Assessment level of riskis
categorrzed as “Low” in all, but five areas where it is categorized as “Medium.” It spec1ﬁcally

notes a Low level of risk for Human Population and Public Safety As noted in thrs Plan and the

DPR, no innovative materials, novel methods, complex techniques, or precedent setting methods :
or models will be 1nvolved in any project emanating from this study. The project des1gn is also
not. ant1c1pated to require redundancy, resiliency, and/or robustness, _unique constructron '
sequencmg, or a reduced or overlappmg des1gn constructlon schedule.

~ The D1str1ct Chref of Engtneermg and Construction assessment for the proposed pI‘O_]eCt is

that there is no. s1gn1ﬁcant threat to human life with the 1mplementat10n of the pI‘O_] ect

; Th1s pI’Oj ect would not benefit from an IEPR Project 1mprovements include basic channel
improvements. No ‘major challenges are foreseen with implementing the project features The
project des1gn is not ant1c1pated to require redundancy, resiliency, and/or robustness unlque o
construction sequencing, or a reduced or overlapping design construction schedule Also, no
threats to human llfe/safety were identified with this project. Should failure or proj ject design
exceedance oceur, no major life safety related issues or consequences have been identified. In

addltlon thrs pI‘O_] ject does not trigger the four mandatory items for an IEPR. This pI‘Q] ect d1d not :

15
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require an EIS There is no human life/safety issues identified. There has been no formal
request by the Governor for an IEPR. Also, the total project cost is $8,185, 197 Wthh is well

below the $45 OOO OOO threshold.

7. MODEL “CLERTIFICATION AND APPROVAL

a. Plannmg Models The following planmng models were used in the development of the
decision document »

Planning -
Model :

HEC-EDA: -

CACFDAS:

| HEP -Model":
S - (Barred.
Owl, Gray -
-Squirrel; .
Carolina "
Chickadee,

v;}leated B
oodpecker)

Version

Certified

AGFRM
(updated

~version of

program)
undergoing

ification.

Approval

Status

pproved‘ )for use

during ATR

Approved for use ner
"HQ memorandum:
Policy Guidance on

Certification of

Models (August
2007)./

Ecosystem Output

“and evaluating flood risk

Description

HECs Flood Damage Reduction . .-
" Analysis program provides the

capability for. integrated
hydrologic engineering and. - -
economic analys1s for formulatmg

management plans using risk-
based analysis methods

'COmputenze'_d Agr‘icultu’ral”C_o

Flood Damage Assessment
System developed by Mississippi
State University to develop “per
acre” flood damages. -

Habitat Suitability Index-Models:

| determine structure

‘agricultural crop and

Used by. -

, 'Env1ronmental to

‘ 'quantlfy project

| impacts based'on .,
1 representatwe animal

" requirements.

Generally-used to

damages ‘with risk
1ncorporated :

Used to determine’

noncrop damages.

speciés habitat -

a/ AllHSI analyses are from ex1stmg FWS blue book models
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b, Englneermg Models The following englneerlng models were used in. the development
of the decision document

- Non
Planning |- Version
Model o

k Approved Approval
-for Use Date/Status

Description -~ T use

\HEC-’RAS: a0 g X SR : The HEC‘S R1verlAnalysrs System' Used:for steady and -

program provides the capability to . B 'unsteady flow
“pérform one-dimensionalsteady and. -~ analyses for the
unsteady flow river hydrauhcs © | existing channel and -

calculatlons . - |':channel alternatives.

MCACES a2k s Mlcrocomputer-Alded Cost Estlmatlon Used:to generate
NS B ' System , , - | detailed cost -
-estimates for each
“lternative. '

8. REVI'EW SCHEDULES AND COSTS

a. ATR Schedule and Cost. The schedule for the ATR was a 2- week review perlod and a
4-week comment 1ncorporat1on timeframe that was completed in November 2010 The cost for
this’ effort was. $24 000. : ‘

b. Type 1 IEPR Schedule and Cost. The proposed project does not meet the requ1rements
- foraTypel IEPR, and therefore a Type I IEPR will not be conducted. Supportlng 1nformat10n
for this exclus1on is avarlable in paragraphs 3.d. and 6.a. of thls Rev1ew Plan '

c Model Certlficatlon/Approval Schedule and Cost. According to the Dlrector of Pohcy, .
Civil Works’ Memorandum #1, “Continuing Authority Program Planmng Process
. Improvements 19 January 2011 approval for planning models under EC 1105-2-412 1s not

~ required for CAP. pI‘OJCCtS The MSC Commander is responsible for- assuring the quallty of the « -
analysis used in these models. The ATR team will apply the principles of EC 1 105-2-412 durlng
the ATR to ensure the model is theoretically and computationally sound cons1stent w1th USACE
pohc1es and adequately documented '

An ATR for thls proj ect was completed in November 2010. In thls study, the CACFDAS v
Plannlng model was analyzed by the ATR members, and it was concluded that the models are
theoretlcally and computationally sound and that calculations performed by these models appear

to appear to bc reasonable and accurate. The HEP HSI models were approved for use by
HQU SACE per pohcy gurdance on certification of ecosystem output models '
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9. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

State and Federal resource agencies may be invited to participate in the. study covered by this
review plan as partner agencies or as technical members of the PDT, as approptiate. Agencres ‘
- with regulatory review respon51b1ht1es will be contacted for coordination as requlred by
applicable laws and procedures The ATR team will be provided copies of public and agency
comments. Public review will take place after the Draft DPR has been reviewed by CEMVD;
and all comments have. been 1ncorporated into the document. Official letters will go out to
public agen01es and sponsors with copies of the Draft DPR and EA for their review and '
comments

10. REVIEW'PLAN APPROVAL AND UPDATES.

The MVD Commander is respon51ble for approving this review plan The review plan isa
living document and may change as the study progresses. The home district is respon51ble for -
keeping the review plan up to date. Significant changes to the review plan (such as changes to _
the scope: and/or level of rev1ew) should be re-approved by the MSC Commander following the =

process used for 1n1t1ally approving the plan. The latest version of the review plan, along w1th
 the Commanders approval memorandum, will be posted on the home dlstr1ct’s webpage

11.’ “RE,VIEW ’PLAN*POINTS OF CONTACT

Publlc questlons and/or comments on this review plan can be directed to the followmg
pornts of contact

e Senior ProjeCt Manager, -
e Review Management Office Representative, _

“ e National Program Manager, FRM-PCX, — '
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ATTACHMENT 1
- ATR TEAM ROSTER
ATR SCHEDULE AND COSTS

. Discipline: - -

Team Lead /:
Planning. "

.Organization Date

Expertise Reqnired

Cost ($)

CESWF-PER-PP July 2010

MA Economics; study and project .-
| manager for rnultiple studies, "

previous ATR’ experlence asa plan
formulator and lead

5,000

_Environmental

Cultural' Resources

CESWF-PER-E July 2010

11 years of Corps experlence wrth]

NEPA requirements,
aquatic/terrestrial restoratron and
habitat modeling.

3,000

Economics -

CEMVM-PM-E July 2010-

Knowledge of Historic
Preservation’ laws-and experlence
with:Section106: (NHPA)

.consultation process wrth,SHPO
..and Federally recognized tribes:

1,800

“CEMVN-PDE-FR Taly 2010

25 years‘of Corps.experience with'
| large Flood Risk Management g
evaluations. Evaluations mcluded :

analyzmg the flood risk and -

1" calculating’the. expected annual
flood-damages to resideéntial and = -

nonresidential structures and to
agrrcultural resources Also

development in urban and rural
areas: :

3,000 -

H&H

Structural Design

CEMVM-EC-H July 2010

42 years, experrence in: H&H

.including hydrology; open charmel .

flow, detention basms and pump -

stations:”

2,000

CEMVS-CE-DA July 2010

Experience in design and FRM
structuires.

1,000

Geotechnical

Cost Engineeringr and: | ] ]

Speciﬁcations TR

CEMVM-EC-G T | Tuly 2010

An‘indepth knowledg_e of slope and :

channel stability.

1,700

Real Estate

“CENWW-ECX Jaly 2010

Senior cost engineet.skilled in
MCACES éstimating soﬁware

' heavy equipment channel

excavation and earthwork -/
constructron methods concrete

- structures.

4,000

FRM-PCX
Coordinator ..~

CEMVM-RE-E - July2010

2y

Over 27 years experience:in the
Real Estate and Economic fields -
with'the Memphis District. - 14
years experience as an economist
and 13 years-in'Real Estate’s
Apprarsal Branch in:which; prepares
costs estimates, gross appralsals
Real Estate plans; tract appraisals,”

and LERRDs creditirig for the Real

Estate Division. Is: presently astaff .
apprarser/economrst on all CAP
projects: Performed ITRs for i~
house reports, and ATRs for other
Corps Dlstrrcts :

T,000

[ CEMVSPMF | July 2010

1,500

“Total- Cost Estimate - | -

24,000 -
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ATTACHMENT 3
e SAMPLE STATEMENT OF » .
TECHNICAL REVIEW FOR DECSION DOCUMENTS

COMPLETION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW

The Agency Techmcal Review. (ATR) has been completed for the Contlnulng Author1t1es Program
Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction Feasibility Study for McKinney Bayou, Tunica, Mlss1s51pp1 The ATR
was conducted as deﬁned in the project’s Review Plan to comply with the requirements of Engineer -
Clrcular 1 165-2 209. Durlng the ATR, compliance with established pohcy principles. and procedures
utlhzlng Justlﬁed and valid assumptlons was verified. This included review of assumptlons ‘methods,.

~ procedures, and material used in analyses, alternatives evaluated, the approprlateness of data used and
level obtained, and reasonableness of the results, including whether the product meets the customer’s
needs consistent with law and existing U.S. Army Corps of Engineers policy. The ATR also assessed the
District Quahty Control (DQC) documentation and made the determination that the DQC activities
employed appear t 10 be approprlate and effective. All comments resulting from the ATR have been
resolved and the comments have been closed in Dr.Checks™

T | | | Date

ATR Team Leader
CESWF—PER PP
. Date:
PI‘O_] ect Manager
CEMVK-PP D ‘
Date

Rev1ew Management Office Representatlve
CESPD-PDS P : :

CERTIF ICATION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW

’ ‘Significant concerns and the explanatlon of the resolution are as follows: Descrlbe the malor technzcal"f :
concerns. and thezr resolutzon

“As note_d above,-‘ allconCerns resulting from the ATR of the project have been fully resolved;

Date. .

Chief, Engineering and Construction - - ' SR s
Division =~ . ' , '
CEMVK-EC . R
Y
Date

Chlef Vlcksburg Planmng D1V1Slon
CEMVK-PD ,



