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MEMORANDUM FOR Commander San Francisco District, US Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN:
CESPN-PM-C (Mr. Neil Hedgecock)

Subject: Review Plan Approval for the Upper Guadalupe River, Santa Clara County, California,
14 December, 2012

1. Reference. CEIWR-RMC Memo Subject: Risk Management Center Endorsement — Upper
Guadalupe River, CA — Implementation Products Review Plan dated 13 December, 2012 (Encl

1),

2. The CEIWP-RMC has reviewed the updated review plan, finds it has been prepared in
accordance with EC 1165-2-209 and recommends approval (reference above). The updated
review plan has also been coordinated with the San Francisco District Support Team (Encl 2).

3. The Review Plan does not include independent external peer review.

4. | hereby approve this Review Plan, which is subject to change as circumstances require,
consistent with project development under the Project Management Business Process.
Subsequent revisions to this Review Plan or its execution will require new written approval from
this office.

5. For any additional information or assistance, contact Paul Devitt, District Support Team Lead,
(415) 503-6558, Paul.A.Devitt@usace.army.mil
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
RISK MANAGEMENT CENTER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
13952 DENVER WEST PARKWAY SUITE 200
GOLDEN, CO 80401

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CEIWR-RMC-WD

CEIWR-RMC 13 December 2012
MEMORANDUM FOR: Commander, San Francisco District, ATTN: CESPN-ET-PF

SUBJECT: Risk Management Center Endorsement — Upper Guadalupe River, CA - Implementation
Products Review Plan

1. The Risk Management Center (RMC) has reviewed the Review Plan (RP) for the Upper Guadalupe
River Project, revised 12 December 2012, and concurs that this RP provides for an adequate level of
peer review and complies with the current peer review policy requirements outlined in EC 1165-2-209
“Civil Works Review Policy”, dated 31 January, 2010.

2. This review plan was prepared by the San Francisco District, reviewed by the South Pacific Division
and the RMC, and all review comments have been satisfactorily resolved.

3. The RMC endorses this document to be approved by the MSC Commander. Upon approval of the RP,
please provide a copy of the approved RP, a copy of the MSC Commander’s approval memorandum, and
a link to where the RP is posted on the District website to Tom Bishop, RMC Senior Review Manager
(thomas.w.bishop@usace.army.mil).

4. Thank you for the opportunity to assist in the preparation of this RP. Please coordinate all aspects of
the Type Il IEPR. For further information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (303) 963-4556.

Sincerely,

THOMAS W. BISHOP, P.E.
Senior Review Manager
Risk Management Center

CF:
CEIWR-RMC-ZA (Mr. Snorteland)
CESPD (Division Quality Manager)
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1. PURPOSE AND REQUIREMENTS

a. Purpose.

This Review Plan defines the scope and level of quality management activities for implementation work
products needed to complete the construction of the Upper Guadalupe River, Santa Clara County,
California, flood risk management project. Specifically, this Review Plan describes the level of review
required for the work products specified in section 4.

b. References.

(1) Engineer Circular (EC) 1165-2-209, Civil Works Review Policy, 31 Jan 2010

(2) Engineer Regulation (ER) 1110-2-1150, Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects, 31
Aug 1999

(3) ER 1110-1-12, Engineering and Design Quality Management, 21 Jul 2006

(4) ER415-1-11, Biddability, Constructibility, and Operability, 1 September 1994

(5) Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2007 H. R. 1495 Public Law 110-114, 8 Nov
2007

(6) ER 1110-1-12, Quality Management, 30 Sep 2006

(7) CESPD-R 1110-1-8, Quality Management Plan; 30 December 2002

(8) Army Regulation 15-1, Committee Management, 27 November 1992 (Federal Advisory
Committee Act Requirements)

(9) National Academy of Sciences, Background Information, and Confidential Conflict Of Interest
Disclosure, BI/COI FORM 3, May 2003

(10) Memorandum CESPD-PD, 22 March 2012, subject: Regional Distribution of the Director of
Civil Work’s Policy Memorandum (CWPM 12-001) — Methodology for updating BCRs for
Budget Development

(11) Project Management Plan (PMP) for the Upper Guadalupe River Project, San Jose , CA, dated:
To Be Determined

c. 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 four levels of review, the total project cost and project benefits must be periodically
updated during construction and will follow the guidance given in Reference (10) and the references cited
in that memorandum. The total project cost will be updated annually, with the construction estimate
being updated and repriced at least every two years. The economic updates will occur once every five
years, using a Level 1 analysis, unless project conditions change during those five years to require a
higher level of analysis.

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 implementation documents is typically the Risk Management Center (RMC), but this function is
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sometimes designated to the Major Subordinate Command (MSC, i.e. the South Pacific Division). The
RMO for the review effort described in this Review Plan will be determined by the South Pacific Division
District Support Team. The San Francisco District’s preference would be having the South Pacific
Division act as the RMO if it is practical.

The RMO will coordinate with the Cost Engineering Mandatory Center of Expertise (MCX). They will

perform the ATR review of the project cost estimate.

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

a. Project Authority.

Construction of the Upper Guadalupe River Project was authorized by Section 101(a)(9) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999, Public Law 110-114.

b. Location and Description.

The Upper Guadalupe River Project is part of a larger system of projects to provide flood risk reduction
and other benefits to the Guadalupe River watershed (see Figure 1). The Guadalupe River watershed
system consists of a number of reservoirs in the upper portion of the watershed and four civil works
projects along the Guadalupe River: the Upper Guadalupe River Project, the Guadalupe River Project
(also known as the Downtown Project), the Lower Guadalupe River Project, and the South San Francisco
Bay Shoreline Study. The Upper Guadalupe River Project will be constructed by the San Francisco
District, with the Santa Clara Valley Water District being the non-Federal sponsor. The Downtown
Project was constructed by the Sacramento District, with Santa Clara Valley Water District as the non-
Federal sponsor. The Lower Guadalupe River Project was locally funded and was constructed by the
Santa Clara Valley Water District. The South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study is currently in the
Feasibility Phase to determine Federal interest and will provide flood risk reduction from coastal
inundation, ecosystem restoration, and recreation benefits to the lower portion of the Guadalupe River
watershed.

The Upper Guadalupe River Project covers 5.5-miles of the Guadalupe River. Hydrologically speaking, the
project covers the middle portion of the watershed. For flood descriptive purposes, the entire Guadalupe
River has been divided into a number of "reaches". Each reach is a segment of the river distinguished by a
major street or railroad crossing. The Upper Guadalupe River project area contains Reaches 7 through 12,
extending from the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge just south of Interstate280, upstream 5.5 miles to the
Blossom Hill Road Bridge. The project area also includes areas of Ross Creek extending 5,200 feet
upstream from its confluence with the Guadalupe River, and Canoas Creek extending 2,800 feet upstream
from its confluence with the Guadalupe River.

c. Project Delivery Team.

The project delivery team (PDT) is comprised of individuals directly involved in the development of the
implementation documents. Individual contact information and disciplines are presented in Attachment 1.
Any in-kind work potentially provided by the non-Federal sponsor will undergo review by the PDT for a
determination of adequacy; products will ultimately undergo at least District Quality Control (DQC).
Some products will undergo additional reviews, such as ATR and Type Il IEPR/Safety Assurance Review
(SAR).
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d. Vertical Team.

The Vertical Team includes the management of the San Francisco District, the District Support Team
(DST) of the South Pacific Division, and the Regional Integration Team (RIT), HQUSACE staff.
Specific points of contact for the Vertical Team can be found in Attachment 1.

e. Model Certification.

A standardized certification process for engineering models, similar to the planning model certification,
has not yet been established by the Corps Engineering Community of Practice (CoP). For hydrologic and
hydraulic software, the PDT will follow the guidance given in CESPD-RGM-2007-006: “Until such time
that a USACE certification process is enacted for HH&C software, first choice for use in our studies shall
be Corps developed software — as they are public domain, readily available, have good documentation
and technical support, Corps and many local sponsor technical staff are very familiar with these software,
etc.” Other engineering software will follow a similar approach and use Corps developed or approved
software first and more specialized software only as necessary. Approval for all non-standard, non-Corps
models will be coordinated through the USACE RMC as needed.

4. WORK PRODUCTS

The work products for this project include:

o Revised initial Design Documentation Reports (DDR) for all reaches;

e Gravel augmentation study;

e Supplemental Desigh Documentation Reports (DDRs) or Engineering Documentation Reports
(EDRs) for Reaches 7, 8, 9, 10A. 10B lower, 10C, 11A, 11B, 11C, 12, Canoas Creek, and Ross
Creek;

e Plans & Specifications (P&S) for Reaches 7, 8, 9, 10A. 10B lower, 10C, 11A, 11B, 11C, 12,
Canoas Creek, and Ross Creek;

o Final revised DDR for all reaches;

o Initial Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, & Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) Manual for
the project;

e Interim OMRR&R manuals for Reaches 7, 8, 9, 10A. 10B lower, 10C, 11A, 11B, 11C, 12,
Canoas Creek, and Ross Creek;

e Final OMRR&R manual;

e Annual Project Cost Estimate Packages, with the construction estimate updated and repriced
every two years;

e Economic reevaluation reports updated once every five years.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has already been completed and approved for the project. No
other environmental documents are needed for the project, as all current environmental concerns will be
addressed in the above work products.

5. SCOPE OF REVIEWS

a. District Quality Control (DQC) Activities.

DQC activities will consist of Quality Checks and Reviews, supervisory reviews, PDT reviews, including
input from the non-Federal sponsor, and biddability, constructability, operability, environmental, and



sustainability (BCOES) reviews of implementation documents. DQC efforts will include the necessary
expertise to address compliance with applicable Corps policy.

b. Agency Technical Review (ATR) Activities.

The ATR team will review all applicable implementation work products. A description of the points of
emphasis for certain work products is described below.

When reviewing the DDR or EDR, the ATR team should verify that it is sufficiently detailed for each
technical specialty. In this way, the criteria that were used, the critical assumptions which were made,
and the analytical methods that were used will be evident for purposed review and historical
documentation. Verify that it contains summaries of important calculation results and selected example
calculations for all critical elements of the design.

When reviewing the P&S, the ATR team should verify that they are prepared in accordance with ER
1110-2-1200 and the Architect/Engineering/Construction CADD standards along with Tri-Service Spatial
Data Standards. The team should verify that the P&S contain all necessary information required to bid
and construct the plan documented in the DDR and also review the design for BCOES aspects of the
design.

When reviewing the OMRR&R manual, the ATR team should verify all features of work within each
phase are included to maintain, repair, monitor, and inspect work in accordance with ER 1110-2-401.

c. Independent External Peer Review (IEPR)/Safety Assurance Review (SAR) Activities.

Independent External Peer Review (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 of USACE is warranted. IEPR panels will be formed and made
up of independent, recognized experts from outside of the USACE in the appropriate disciplines,
representing a balance of areas of expertise suitable for the review being conducted.

These external panels will conduct reviews of applicable work products for design and construction
activities prior to the 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.

6. DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL AND BCOES MANAGEMENT

a. Management of DQC.

The DQC will be managed by the San Francisco District in accordance with Major Subordinate
Command (MSC) and District Quality Management Plans. All work products will undergo DQC. This
review process will be properly documented and a certification sheet (see example in Attachment 2) will
be issued separately for each work product.



b. Management of BCOES.

BCOES review is defined as a process that ensures that biddability, constructability, operability,
environmental, and sustainability issues are properly considered in contract documents. A BCOES
review is performed after the ATR for the scheduled work product reviews and is typically reviewed by
the Construction Branch personnel from the District that will be responsible for administering the
construction contracts associated with the project.

Biddability and constructability are defined as the ease with which a designed project can be built, as well
as the ease with which the contract documents can be understood, bid, administered, and executed within
the timeframe of the contract duration. Operability refers to the ease with which a project can be operated
and maintained. Environmental review addresses the protection of air, water, land, animals, plants, and
other natural resources from the effects or impacts of construction and operation of the project.
Sustainability refers to the completed project’s ability to maintain itself functionally, and thereby
minimize future O&M financial obligation to the fullest extent possible, and still be environmentally
compliant.

¢. Communication of BCOES.

The communication plan for the BCOES is as follows:
1. The BCOES review team will use DrChecks to document the BCOES process.

2. The Project Engineer, or their designee, shall deliver the P&S to the BCOES review team for
their review.

3. The Project Engineer, or their designee, shall inform the BCOES review team when all responses
to their comments have been entered into DrChecks and request that the team backcheck their
comments.

4. The BCOES review team backchecks their comments in DrChecks. The BCOES backcheck
ensures that the comments made during the review have been incorporated or were addressed to
the reviewers’ satisfaction. Typically, the backcheck will be conducted on the final documents by
the original reviewer or someone within their division. The comments incorporated by the
customer may be closed by the PM. The backcheck process is managed by the Project Engineer,
or their designee to ensure that any BCOES comments and resolutions that were contrary to any
previous ATR comments and resolutions have been identified and a consensus for the final
resolution has been determined and agreed upon by all review participants. A backcheck must
be completed prior to final BCOES Certification.

5. Reviewers may “agree to disagree” with any comment response and initiate the resolution
process. The Project Engineer, or their designee, will resolve all disputes by working with the
PDT, BCOES review team, and the Section Chiefs of the affected disciplines.

6. BCOES certification is conducted upon completion of the BCOES review.

d. Certification of BCOES.

The BCOES certification is a memorandum as required by Reference (4) that attests to the completion of
the BCOES review process. The BCOES certification is to be signed by the Chief of Engineering, Chief
of Planning, and the Chief of Construction. Certification is predicated on a final, satisfactory backcheck



of the complete contract package. The BCOES POC ensures that all comments made in all phases of the
design have been appropriately resolved and documented in DrChecks prior to certification, the report
throughout the report approval process. An interim certification will be provided

7. AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW MANAGEMENT

The ATR for the Upper Guadalupe River project will be managed by the RMO. Contact information is
provided in Attachment 1 of this Review Plan. A list of ATR reviewers describing qualifications and
years of relevant experience will be provided in Attachment 1 upon conferring with the RMO and updated
as new ATR reviewers are selected.

a. Risk Informed Decisions for ATR.

Following the questions and guidance given in Section 15b of EC 1165-2-209 a risk informed decision
has been made that all DDRs, P&Ss, and the final OMRR&R manual will undergo ATR. It is felt that the
remaining work products do not need ATR based on the seventeen questions given in Section 15b and the
following reasons: the results of the gravel augmentation study will be covered in the appropriate
supplemental DDRs; interim OMRR&R manuals will be covered by the ATRs of the final OMRR&R
manual; and annual project cost estimate packages and economic reevaluation reports are required for
budgetary purposes only and represent a low risk to the project.

b. Agency Technical Review Team (ATRT) and Disciplines.

The ATRT will be comprised of individuals that have not been involved in the development of the
implementation documents and will be chosen based on expertise, experience, and skills. The members
will roughly mirror the composition of the PDT, and come from outside of the San Francisco District,
with the ATR Lead being assigned from outside the South Pacific Division. The ATR Lead should have
a minimum of 15 years of experience in one of the disciplines listed below. All ATRs will be scaled to
the specific work product being reviewed. The ATRT will vary in number and disciplines depending on
the work product being reviewed,; it is anticipated that the team will require a minimum of four to a
maximum of nine reviewers per work product.

The table below lists the primary disciplines of expertise and experience needed for the ATR.

Discipline Experience Needed for Review

Civil engineer with a minimum of 15 years of experience in
channel modification and design, levee and bank-protection
Civil Design removal or modification, earthen channels, concrete bypasses,
ecosystem restoration techniques, and operations and
maintenance requirements.

Cost estimating review will be conducted by the Civil Works
Cost Engineering Cost Engineering Directorate of Engineering at the Walla
Walla District.




Discipline Experience Needed for Review
An economist with a minimum of 10 years of experience and
is familiar with USACE policies and procedures for flood risk
management (FRM) benefit-cost analysis. Experience in the
Economics use of the HEC-FDA program, and an understanding of risk

and uncertainty principles in the context of flood risk. An
understanding of USACE policies and procedures for
conducting recreation analysis.

Environmental Resources

An environmental manager or planner with 10 years of
experience and understands integration of environmental
evaluation and compliance requirements pursuant to the
“Procedures for Implementing NEPA” (ER 200-2-2), national
environmental statutes, applicable executive orders, and other
Federal planning requirements, into the planning of Civil
Works projects. Experience with ESA, fishery resources,
riparian habitat, HTRW, and dredged material management.

Geotechnical Engineering

A geotechnical engineer with a minimum of 15 years of
experience familiar with sampling and laboratory testing,
embankment stability and seepage analyses, soils analysis,
foundation design, planning analysis, and a number of other
closely associated technical subjects.

Hydrology and Hydraulics

A hydraulic engineer/geomorphologist with a minimum of 15
years of experience who is proficient with river hydraulics,
GEO-RAS, HEC-RAS and associated one-dimensional
models, hydrologic statistics, sediment transport
analysis/gravel augmentation studies, shoaling mechanics and
rates, channel stability analysis, risk and uncertainty analysis,
and a number of other closely associated technical subjects.

Plan Formulation/Policy

A planner with a minimum of 10 years of experience working
on flood risk management projects, familiar with Corps civil
works planning policies, processes, and procedures; and able
to interpret authorizations into project performance
requirements.

Real Estate

A Realty Specialist with a minimum of 10 years of experience
who is familiar with the civil works process, including
knowledge of project milestones and schedules, and real estate
regulation, ER 405-1-12. Realty Specialist shall have
experience providing reports for studies and authorizing
documents, advising the non-Federal sponsor in their role to
provide all Lands, Easements, Rights of Way, and Relocations
(LERRS). Realty Specialist shall have experience
coordinating with the RE Division for various requirements,
such as appraisals, coordinating with Office of Counsel for
real estate issues, such as non-standard estate approvals and
taking analysis, Attorneys Opinions of Compensable Interest,
and ultimately providing take letters to sponsors for
acquisition of lands and coordinating with the RE Division on
crediting of LERRS.
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Discipline Experience Needed for Review

Operations Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) requirements on

An engineer with a minimum of 10 years of experience who is
familiar with the Operation, Maintenance, Repair,

flood risk management projects, familiar with PL 84-99
requirements, and the Corps ICW program.

Construction Management sampling and laboratory testing, ESA, fishery resources,

An engineer with at least 15 years of construction
management experience in channel modification, levee and
bank-protection removal or modification, earthen channels,
concrete bypasses, ecosystem restoration techniques, ,

riparian habitat, dredged material management and a number
of other closely associated technical subjects for both
construction and ecosystem restoration and capable of making
professional determinations based on experience.

¢. Communication of ATR.

The communication plan for the ATR is as follows:

1.

The team will use DrChecks to document the ATR process. The San Francisco District DrChecks
representative will facilitate the creation of a project portfolio in the system to allow access by all
PDT and ATRT members. An electronic version of the document, appendices, and any
significant and relevant public comments shall be distributed in PDF, Word, or other format at:
https://safe.amrdec.army.mil/SAFE2/at least one business day prior to the start of the
comment period.

The PDT shall send the ATR Team Leader one hard copy (with color pages as applicable) of the
document and appendices for each ATRT member such that the copies are received at least one
business day prior to the start of the comment period.

At the discretion of the ATRT, the PDT shall host an ATR kick-off meeting virtually, or on-site,
to orient the ATRT during the first week of the comment period. If funds are not available for an
on-site meeting, the PDT shall provide a presentation about the project, including photos of the
site, for the team.

The project planner or engineer shall inform the ATR Team Leader when all responses have been
entered into DrChecks and conduct a briefing to summarize comment responses to highlight any
areas of disagreement.

A revised electronic version of the report and appendices with comments incorporated shall be
posted at ftp://ftp.usace.army.mil/usace/ for use during back checking of the comments.

PDT members shall contact ATR members or leader as appropriate to seek clarification of a
comment’s intent or provide clarification of information in the report. Discussions shall occur
outside of DrChecks but a summary of discussions may be provided in the system.

Reviewers will be encouraged to contact PDT members directly via email or phone to clarify any
confusion. DrChecks shall not be used to post questions needed for clarification.
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8. The ATR Team Leader and the project planner will prepare a memo certifying that ATR has been
completed and all technical issues have been resolved.

d. Funding of ATR.

1. The Project Manager (PM) shall provide labor funding by cross charge labor codes. Funding for
travel, if needed, will be provided through government order. The PM will work with the ATR
Team Leader to ensure that adequate funding is available and is commensurate with the level of
review needed. The current cost estimate for ATR reviews varies depending on the work
product, with an estimated range from $15,000 to $60,000. Any funding shortages will be
negotiated on a case-by-case basis and in advance of a negative charge occurring.

2. The ATR Team Leader shall provide organization codes for each team member and a responsible
financial point of contact (CEFMS responsible employee) for creation of labor codes.

3. Reviewers shall monitor individual labor code balances and alert the PM to any possible funding
shortages.

e. Timing and Schedule.

1. Throughout the development of the implementation documents, the team will conduct seamless
review to ensure timeliness and quality of the work product.

2. ATRs will be conducted on the final draft versions of the work products; and if changes are made
to the final draft version, those changes will be reviewed in the final version of the document.

3. Atthe discretion of the PDT, a “page-turn” session may be held by the PDT to review the draft
version to ensure consistency across the disciplines and resolve any issues prior to the start of
ATR. Writer/editor services will be performed on the draft prior to ATR as well.

4. The ATR process for all work products will follow timelines and milestones given in the project’s
P2 schedule. The P2 schedule will be kept current and updated at least annually. Actual dates
will be scheduled once the period of review draws closer. All products produced for these
milestones will be reviewed, including those produced as in-kind services by the non-Federal
sponsor (should that be applicable to this project), and products developed by contractors.

f. ATR Review Responsibilities.

1. ATRT responsibilities are as follows:

a. Reviewers shall review the work products to confirm that work was done in accordance
with established professional principles, practices, codes, and criteria and for compliance
with laws and policy. Comments on the report shall be submitted into DrChecks.

b. Reviewers shall pay particular attention to one’s discipline but may also comment on
other aspects as appropriate. Reviewers that do not have any significant comments
pertaining to their assigned discipline shall provide a comment stating this fact.

c. Grammatical and editorial comments shall not be submitted into DrChecks. Comments
should be submitted to the ATR Team Leader via electronic mail using tracked changes
feature in the Word document or as a hard copy mark-up. The ATR Team Leader shall
provide these comments to the Project Planner.
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d. Review comments shall contain these four principal elements:
i. aclear statement of the concern
ii. the basis for the concern
iii. the significance of the concern
iv. specific actions needed to resolve 