DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
14556 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

23 APR 200

CESPD-PDC
MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, San Francisco District, ATTN: CESPN-PF,

Subject: Review Plan Approval for the Upper Penitencia Creek, California, Feasibility
Study.

1. The attached Review Plan for the Upper Penitencia Creek, California, Feasibility Study
has been prepared in accordance with EC 1105-2-410.

2. The Review Plan will be made available for public comment, and the comments
received will be incorporated into future revisions of the Review Plan. The Review Plan
has been coordinated with the Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise
(PCX) of the South Pacific Division which is the lead office to execute this plan. For
further information, contact the PCX, at 415-503-6852.

3. The Review Plan includes independent external peer review.
4. 1hereby approve this Review Plan, which is subject to change as study circumstances
require. This is consistent with study development under the Project Management

Business Process. Subsequent revisions to this Review Plan or its execution will require
new written approval from this office.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SAN FRANCISCO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1455 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1398

CESPN-ET-PF 16 April 2009

MEMORANDUM FOR: South Pacific Division District Support Team, ATTN: CESPN-PDC

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of Review Plan for the Upper Penitencia Creek Study.

1. In accordance with EC 1105-2-410, Review of Decision Documents, dated 22 August
2008, the subject Review Plan is provided for MSC approval by the Commander, South Pacific
Division (Enclosure 1). This is the first submittal of a Review Plan for the subject study.

2 This Review Plan is in compliance with above EC and has been coordinated with the
applicable Planning Centers of Expertise (PCX). The PCX for Flood Risk Management is
designated as the lead PCX, and as such, coordinated the Review Plan with the PCX for
Ecosystem Restoration. The PCX concurrence memorandum is provided as Enclosure 2.

3 Please address any questions about this Review Plan to . who is serving as
the SPN POC for this Review Plan, at 415-503- Upon approval of this Review Plan, please
provide notification to this office so we can post it to the San Francisco District public website.
Upon posting of the approved Review Plan, the District will notify the vertical team. |
appreciate your quick attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Thomas R. Kendall
Chief, Planning Branch
San Francisco District



CESPD-PDS-P 15 April 2009

MEMORANDUM FOR ind en, San Francisco District

SUBJECT: Upper Penitencia Creek, California, Feasibility Study Review Plan

1. The Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise (FRM-PCX) has reviewed the
Review Plan (RP) for the subject study and concurs that the RP satisfies peer review policy
requirements outlined in Engineering Circular (EC) 1105-2-410 Review of Decision Documents,
dated 22 August 2008.

2. The review was performed by of New Orleans District. The RP checklist
documenting the review is attached. .

3. The FRM-PCX recommends the RP for approval by the MSC Commander. Upon approval of
the RP, please provide a copy of the approved RP, a copy of the MSC Commander approval
memorandum, and the link to where the RP is posted on the District website to

Program Manager for the FRM-PCX and i, lead
Regional Technical Specialist for the FRM-PCX

4. Thank you for the opportunity to assist in the preparation of the RP. Please coordinate the
Agency Technical Review (ATR), Independent External Peer Review (IEPR), and Model
Certification efforts outlined in the RP with me.

Encl
Program Manager, FRM-PCX


































































Review Plan Checklist

Date: 4/13/2009

Originating District: San Francisco
Project/Study Title: Upper Penitencia
District POC:

FRM-PCX Reviewer:

MVN

Any evaluation boxes checked ‘No’ indicate the RP may not comply with ER 1105-2-410
(22 Aug 2008) and should be explained. Additional coordination and issue resolution may be

required prior to MSC approval of the Review Plan.

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE EVALUATION
1. Is the Review Plan (RP) a stand alone EC 1105-2-410,
document? Para 8a Yes [E No D
a. Does it include a cover page identifying it a. Yes[X] No[]
as a RP and listing the project title,
originating district or office, and date of the b. Yes [X] No[]
plan?
c. Yes[X] No[]
b. Does it include a table of contents?
d. Yes[X] No[]
c. Isthe purpose of the RP clearly stated and
EC 1105-2-410 referenced? e. YesPJ No[]
d. Does it reference the Project Management f. Yes[X No[]
Plan (PMP) of which the RP is a
component? g. YesXJ No [
e. Does it succinctly describe the three levels h. Yes [X] No[]
of peer review: District Quality Control
(DQC), Agency Technical Review (ATR), Comments: Reviewer:
and Independent Technical Peer Review Checklist Requirements
(IEPR)? 1a though 1h were
sufficiently addressed
f. Does it clearly state that DQC and ATR and comply with ER
are required for all decision documents 1105-2-410. Correct
and that IEPR may be required? typo on page 3 of RP
add "-"to EC 1105-2-
g. Does itinclude a paragraph stating the EC 1105-2-410, | 410 and typo on page 6
title, subject, and purpose of the decision Appendix B, under HEC-FDA model
document to be reviewed? Para 4a in second bullet.
fypos have
h. Does it list the names and disciplines of been corrected.

the Project Delivery Team (PDT)?*

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

Review Plan Checklist |
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2. Is the RP detailed enough to assess the

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ ]

necessary level and focus of peer review? Appendix B,
Para 3a
a. Does it indicate which parts of the study EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes X No[]
will likely be challenging? Appendix B,
Para 3a b. Yes X No[]
b. Does it provide a preliminary assessment | EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes [X] No[]
of where the project risks are likely to Appendix B,
occur and what the magnitude of those Para 3a d. Yes[X] No[]
risks might be?
e. Yes ] No[]

¢. Does it indicate if the project/study will
include an environmental impact statement
(EIS)?

Is an EIS included? Yes[X] No[]
If yes, IEPR is required.

d. Does it address if the project report is likely
to contain influential scientific information
or be a highly influential scientific
assessment?

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

e. Does it address if the project is likely to
have significant economic, environmental,
and social affects to the nation, such as
(but not limited to):

 more than negligible adverse impacts
on scarce or unique cultural, historic, or
tribal resources?

» substantial adverse impacts on fish and
wildlife species or their habitat, prior to
implementation of mitigation?

« more than negligible adverse impact on
species listed as endangered or
threatened, or to the designated critical
habitat of such species, under the
Endangered Species Act, prior to
implementation of mitigation?

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

EC 1105-2-410
Para 7c & 8f

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 6¢

EC 1105-2-410
Para 8f

EC 1105-2-410
Para 8f

EC 1105-2-410
Para 8f

Review Plan Checklist 2
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f. Does it address if the project/study is likely
to have significant interagency interest?

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

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

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

h. Does it provide an estimated total project
cost?

What is the estimated cost: $ 100-200 M
(best current estimate; may be a range)

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

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

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

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

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

EC 1105-2-410,

Para 6¢

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

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

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

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

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

Comments: Reviewer:
Evaluation
Requirements 2a
through 2j were
sufficiently addressed.
The estimated project
cost is $100M to $200M
which is well above the
$45M to require an
IEPR and there is the
threat of loss of human
life if failure occurs. Put
a check in yes box for
checklist evaluation item
2e since you did
address in checklist that
the project is not likely
to have significant
economic,
environmental or social
effects to nation. Also
state in RP if not
already there that these
are not issues for *Ae
proiect

Checked 2e
and added statement to
RP indicating that
economic,
environmental, and
social impact are not an
issue for this project.
See section 4, end of
first paragraph, page
11.

3. Does the RP define the appropriate level of
peer review for the project/study?

EC 1105-2-410,

Para 8a

Yes [X] No [ ]

a. Does it state that DQC will be managed by
the home district in accordance with the
Major Subordinate Command (MSC) and
district Quality Management Plans?

EC 1105-2-410,

Para 7a

a. Yes[X] No[]

Review Plan Checklist 3
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b. Does it state that ATR will be conducted or
managed by the lead PCX?

c. Does it state whether IEPR will be
performed?
Will IEPR be performed? Yes [X] No[]

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

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

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

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7c

b. Yes [X] No[]
c. YesX] No[]
d. Yes X No[]
e. Yes[X No[In/a[]

Comments:

4. Does the RP explain how ATR will be

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes [X] No[ ]

accomplished? Appendix B,
Para 4l
a. Does it identify the anticipated number of | EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No []
reviewers? Appendix B,
Para 4f b. Yes ] No[]
b. Does it provide a succinct description of EC 1105-2-410, | ¢. Yes [ No[]
the primary disciplines or expertise needed | Appendix B,
for the review? Para 4g d. Yes X No[]
c. Does itindicate that ATR team members | EC 1105-2-410, | e. Yes [X] No []
will be from outside the home district? Para 7b
f. YesX] No[In/a[]]
d. Does it indicate that the ATR team leader EC 1105-2-410,
will be from outside the home MSC? Para 7b Comments: Reviewer:
Checklist Requirements
e. Does the RP state that the lead PCX is EC 1105-2-410, | 3a through 3e were
responsible for identifying the ATR team Appendix B, sufficiently addressed.
members and indicate if candidates will be | Para 4k(1) RP states that IEPR will

nominated by the home district/ MSC?

f. If the reviewers are listed by name, does
the RP describe the qualifications and
years of relevant experience of the ATR
team members?*

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

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

be performed and the
IEPR panel will be
selected and managed
by the OEO as indicated
on page 2 ofthe RP. A
strong rationale was
provided for IEPR on
pages 11 and 12 of the
RP. A more detailed
description of disciplines
rather than listing of
disciplines should be
included for ATR to

i assist PCX in allocating

Review Plan Checklist 4
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review resources.

table with
discipline descriptions
has been added. See
page Section 3b, Table
1, on page 8.

5. Does the RP explain how IEPR will be

EC 1105-2-410,

Yes X] No[ ]n/a[]

accomplished? Appendix B,
Para 4k &
Appendix D

a. Does it identify the anticipated number of EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [ No[]
reviewers? Appendix B,

Para 4f b. Yes D] No []

b. Does it provide a succinct description of EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes ] No[]
the primary disciplines or expertise needed | Appendix B,
for the review? Para 4g d. Yes No []

c. Does it indicate that the IEPR reviewers EC 1105-2-410, | Comments: Reviewer:
will be selected by an Outside Eligible Appendix B, A more detailed
Organization and if candidates will be Para 4k(1) & description of disciplines
nominated by the Corps of Engineers? Appendix D, and expertise needed to

Para 2a assist PCX in allocating

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7c

review resources. For
example, Engineering
discipline with focus on
levee design or stability
and experienced
personnel in specific
areas of disciplines.
This will assist the PCX
in determining which
areas to focus and
allocate review
resnlirras

he number
of reviewers has been
added. More
information regarding
IEPR disciplines will be
available at a later date
and updates will be
provided toc FRM-PCX.

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

Yes [X] No[ ]

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

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

a. Yes[X] No[]
b. Yes[ ] No[Jn/alX

Review Plan Checklist 5
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b. Does it explain how peer review will be
accomplished for those in-kind
contributions?

T

Comments: Reviewer:
Briefly list or address in-
kind contributions to be
provided by sponsor in
the RP. If sponsor does
not have input to be
reviewed, then indicate
in comments. IEPR
review of sponsor in-
kind services is
addressed.

This information has
been added to the RP in
section 4, paragraph 4,
on page 12.

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

Yes [X] No [ ]

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. Yes ] No[]

b. Yes X No [ In/a[]
c. Yes X No[In/a[]
d. Yes[X] No[Jn/a[]

Comments: Reviewer:
Checklist Requirements
7a through 7d,
documentation of the
peer review, are
sufficiently addressed in
the ATR and IEPR
sections of the RP.

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

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 7d

Yes X No [ ]

Comments: Reviewer:
Checklist Requirements
for Policy Compliance
and Legal Review are
sufficiently addressed in
the Section 1B(4) of the
RP on page 2.

9. Does the RP present the tasks, timing and
sequence (including deferrais), and costs of
reviews?

EC 1105-2-410,
Appendix B,
Para 4c &

Yes [X] No[ ]

Review Plan Checklist 6
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Appendix C,

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

technical products?

Does it present the timing and sequencing
for IEPR?

Does it include cost estimates for the peer
reviews?

Appendix C,
Para 3g

Comments: Reviewer:
Checklist Requirements
9a through 9d are
suffficiently addressed
in the RP. The
estimated cost,
$100,000, for ATR is
included on page 8 and
for IEPR,$300,000 on
page 11 of the RP. A
Schedule Timeline table
is shown on page 9 of
the RP. Recommend
indicating that ATR
should be completed
before initiating IEPR to
IEPR section of RP.
This is
addressed in section 4,
4" paragraph, on page
12, "Of these products
that will undergo IEPR,
all will be reviewed by
the PDT and undergo
DCQ and ATR prior to
submittal for IEPR;
Please advise if further
clarification is required.

10. Does the RP indicate the study will
address Safety Assurance factors (required for
Flood Risk Management and Coastal Storm
Damage Reduction projects)?

Factors to be considered include:

Where failure leads to significant threat to
human life

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

Innovative materials or techniques

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

Yes ] No[ In/a[]

Comments: Reviewer:
Checklist Requirements
for Safety Assurance
factors are sufficiently
addressed on page 3
and 11 of the RP. The
consequence of a
failure is high in terms of
threat to life in
populated portions of
the floodplain and there

Review Plan Checklist
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e Design lacks redundancy, resiliency of
robustness

* Unique construction sequence or
acquisition plans

* Reduced\overlapping design construction
schedule

is the potential for levee
failure due to seepage.

11. Does the RP address model certification
requirements?

EC 1105-2-407

Yes [X] No[ ]

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

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

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

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

a. Yes[X] No[]

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

Comments: Reviewer:
Checklist Requirements
11a through 11c are
addressed in Section 2h
of the RP. Recommend
adding any possible
environmental impact or
mitigation models such
as HEP HSI, HGM, etc.
to the RP.

Added this
information to section
2h, page 7.
12. Does the RP address opportunities for Yes [X] No[ |
public participation?
a. Does it indicate how and when there will EC 1105-2-410, | a. Yes [X] No[]
be opportunities for public comment on the | Appendix B,
decision document? Para 4d b. Yes X No[]
b. Does it indicate when significant and EC 1105-2-410, | c. Yes[ ] No[X
relevant public comments will be provided | Appendix B,
to reviewers before they conduct their Para 4e d. Yes[X] No[]

review?

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

d. Does the RP list points of contact at the
home district and the lead PCX for
inquiries about the RP?

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

EC 1105-2-410,

Appendix B,
Para 4a

Comments: Reviewer:
Section 5, Public
Review, addresses
opportunities for public
participation evaluation
requirements 12a
through 12d. The point
of contact for home
district and PCX are
included in Section 8.

e)

Review Plan Checklist
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13. Does the RP address coordination with the
appropriate Planning Centers of Expertise?

EC 1105-2-410,
Para 8a

Yes [X] No[ ]

a. Does it state if the project is single or multi-
purpose? Single X] Mutti (]

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

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

EC 1105-2-410,

Appendix D,
Para 3c

a. Yes ] No[]
b. Yes XJ No []
c. Yes[X No[Jn/a[]

Comments: Reviewer:
Coordination with
appropriate PCX is
addressed on pages 3
and 14, The single
purpose is FRM.

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

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

Yes [X] No[ |

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

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

a. Yes[XJ No[]

b. Yes ] No [ n/a[]

Comments:
Revviewer: Checklist
requirements 14a and
14b are addressed in
footnote to ATR review
in Appendix B.
Recommend adding to
text of RP.

Added this
information to section
3d1, page 8.
15. Other Considerations: This checklist Comments:
highlights the minimum requirements for an RP a. No
based on EC 1105-2-410. Additional factors to b. No
consider in preparation of the RP include, but may c. No
not be limited to: d. No

a. lIs arequest from a State Governor or the
head of a Federal or state agency 1o
conduct IEPR likely?

b. Is the home district expecting to submit a
waiver to exciude the project study from

Review Plan Checklist 9

EC 1105-2-410,

Appendix D,
Para 1b

EC 1105-2-410,

Appendix D,
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IEPR? Para 1d

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

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

Additional Comments: Reviewer: Excellent RP was prepared. |IEPR is required and a
defensible rationale was presented. The complexity of the study and the supporting disciplines
was also addressed. Additonal detail (succinct description of vital disciplines and specific
experience within discipline) should be provided in the RP to assist the PCX in allocating and
focusing review resources for ATR and IEPR. See checklist requirement boxes for comments
to be addressed. Also make sure all checklist boxes are checked in the Checklist document if
issue is addressed in RP.

Review Plan Checklist 10 FRM-PCX Ver 11.06.08




Approval of RP(s) rests with Division Commanders, but management and coordination
with the appropriate Planning Center of Expertise. The Flood Risk Management PCX
has developed a review checklist for its RP coordination and management
responsibilities. Below is a regional supplemental checklist identifying the regional
quality management requirements from CESPD’s QMP, Appendix C, Planning,

Following are review process principles from EC 1105-2-410, Review of Decision
Documents:

Reviews significantly improve product quality

Peer review is concurrent with product development

Agency technical reviews by another district will be performed on all products
ATR teams should be chaired by another Division

Civil Works policy reviews must be consistent

o N —

CHECKLIST — Upper Penitencia Creek Feasibility Study
P2 Project No. 104600

1. Is there a Technical Review Strategy Session identified early in the study process?
(See Appendix C paragraph 8.2,)

'SPN Response: Yes

SPD: Did not see mention of 4 TRS in the RP. RP should be revised to indicate if a
I'RSS 18 planned or if it has already occurred (including when it occurred).

SPN Response: This is an in-progress feasibility study that has already completed the
FSM (F3) and ARC (F4) milestones. At that time a formal TRSS was not mandated,
however, equivalent pre-review sessions were conducted to provide the independent
technical review team with read ahead’s and acclimate them to the feasibility study and
its pertinent issues. Similar review sessions are planned to be conducted prior to the ATR
of the AFB (F4A) milestone document.

SPD: Resolved. This should be indicated in the next version of the RP.

2. Are there any potential Continuing Authority Program (CAP) “spinoffs™ identified,
and the appropriate QCP identified for them?

SPN Response: No potential CAP “spinofts™ have been identified to date.

3. Are the review costs identified? for District Quality Control (DCQ), ATR, and
Independent External Technical Review (IETR)?

SPN Response: Yes, costs have been identified for DQC, ATR and IETR



4. Does the RP identify seamless technical review (8.4) including supervisory oversight
of the technical products? (8.5)

SPN Response: Yes, the RP identifies seamless technical review and includes supervisory
oversight of the technical products.

5. Does the RP identify the recommended review comment content and structure? (8.5.4)
SPN Response: Yes

6. The RP should encourage face-to-face resolution of issues between PDT and
reviewers. (8.5.5)

SPN Response: This will be conducted when possible. If the reviewers are at different
locations, we will utilize any methods necessary, including email, VTC, and conference
calls to resolve any issues that may arise between the PDT and reviewers.

7. And if issues remain, does the RP must identify an appropriate dispute resolution
process? (8.6)
SPN Response: Yes

8. The RP must require documentation of all the significant decision and leave a clear
audit trail. (8.5.6)

SPN Response: The RP identifies a clear method of documentation on significant
decisions for review related issues. This method of documentation will provide a clear
audit trail.

9. Does the RP identify all the requirements for technical certifications? (8.5.7)

SPN Response: Yes

10. Does the RP identify the requirement that without-project hydrology is certified at the
Feasibility Scoping Meeting? (8.5.8)

SPN Response: Hydrology was certified during FSM

11. Does the RP fully address products developed by contractors? (8.10)

SPN Response: Yes

SPD: The RP did not seem to address products developed by contractors. If the Planning

PDT member is a consultant, seems like there arc at least some products that are to be
developed by contractors. The RP should indicate the review process tor products



developed by contractors.

SPN Response: The RP intended that products developed by USACE contractors would
be included in the respective milestone documents and subject to all DQC, ATR. and
IEPR requirements. The RP has been revised to explicitly state this.

Sce Para 1B(1). pg 2; Para 3E pg. 9; and Para 4, pg. 12.

SPD: Resolved.

12. Is the need for a VE study identified and incorporated into the review process
subsequent to the feasibility scoping meeting? (8.11)

SPN Response: We have held the feasibility scoping meeting in 2000. We are in the
process of preparing for an F4 conference. This question is N/A.

SPD: Since the RP indicates (Part 3, E. (2) that the Alternative Review Conference
milestone has been met. you probably mean the F4a in the response above., Please revise
cither the RP or this checklist for accuracy.

Considermg the length of time since the FSM. the District should be prepared in future
milestones to address possible changed conditions since the last milestone and 1f there is
a resulting significant affect to key study assumptions that could aftect the analysis and

ultimate recommendation.

SPN Response: Revision to initial SPN Response: The AFB Documents will verify key
study assumptions from the FSM.

SPD: Resolved.

13. Does the RP include a Feasibility Alternative Review Milestone, where CESPD buy-
in to the recommended plan is obtained. (12.1)

SPN Response: Yes

14. The RP should identify the final public meeting milestone. (See Appendix C,
Enclosure 1, SPD Milestones)

SPN Response: The final public meeting milestone will be met during the public review
period, as indicted in the RP.

15. Does the RP identify the report approval process and if there is a delegated approval
authority?

SPN Response: Yes

Additional comments:



16. Part 1.B.4, last paragraph. appears to be out of place.

SPN Response: This language is part of the template and would seem to provide
clarification on policy and legal compliance reviews and they relate to DQC. ATR. and
IEPR. At this time and for consistency with other RP's. we would like to retain this
paragraph.

SPD: Correction to original comment: Extra text follows Part 1.B.7. Safety Assurance
Review. " The project lies entirely in urban San Jose. Development in the study area
includes residential homes, commercial units, and high technology and biotechnology
tirms. Planning is underway to convert the rail line in the downstream reach to a Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) line. The study area is expected to further develop resulting
in higher expected annual flood damage under the future no action plan" If this is out of
place, suggest revising as appropriate. ( This does not hold up approval of the RP.)

17. For awareness, the RP indicates that the study is single-purpose FRM and that the
study arca has ecosystem problems, particularly species 1ssues, which will attempt to be
addressed through consideration of environmentally sustainable features. Note that Table
I Agency Technical Review specifies that the experience needed for Plan Formulation
includes muluple plan formulation.  This s certainly a good idea. While doing the study.
the PDT and particularly the planner. will need to be aware of the line between
environmentally sustainable FRM features that vield incidental ecosystem benelils vs.
ecosystem restoration features which require justitication based on ecosystem restoration
benefits,

SPN Response: Concur

18. Part 3. E. (2). It would be good to specity in the RP when past milestone
requirements were met; this will help highhight for all the possible need to update
changed or outdated information that may be key to assumptions and formulation,

SPN Response: Dates for past milestones will be included as soon as practicable and well
betore preparation of the ATR of the AFB Documents, the next major milestone. In
addition previous FSM and ARC documents as well as their respective ATRs will be
made available to the AFB ATR team. In light of the urgency and ramifications of
withholding of FY09 work allowances and distribution of funds. recommend that these
revisions be made after SPD MSC approval is provided.

SPD: Resolved.
19. Use ot the phrases "flood control™ and “flood protection™ should be replaced with
“flood risk management”™ and “flood risk reduction”™ as appropriate. This will give the

public a better understanding of goals and potential accomplishments of a project.

SPN Response: These phrases have been replaced.



SPD: Resolved.

20. Part 4. 3" paragraph. This section states that the reasons IEPR is tnggered are cost
and inclusion of an EIS. However, Part 6 states that the reason 1EPR 1s required is due to
high risk. The RP should be revised to be consistent within itself.

SPN Response: The RP was amended. Part 4 and 6 are now consistent.

SPD: Resolved.

20. Part 4, 4" paragraph. This section that states which disciplines are to undergo 1EPR
15 not consistent with the 1EPR table of disciplines in Appendix B to this RP.

SPN Response: Section 4 has been amended for consistency with the [EPR table of
disciplines in Appendix B.

SPD: Resolved.

21. Part 4, C. The RP should be revised to indicate that the PCX “concurs™ with RP's as
opposed to

approves.”
SPN Response: Concur. RP will be revised accordingly.
SPD: Resolved.

22, Part 8. A District p.o.c. for the RP should be identified: it is not appropriate to have a
consultant represent the Corps.

SPN Response: Concur. Revised this section and Appedix B-Project Delivery Team
table to reflect contact information for Corps project planners

SPD: Resolved.



