DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 80
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39181-0080

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

CEMVD-PD-SP // ‘/AN ./‘

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Rock Island District

SUBJECT: Review Plan Approval for the Great Lakes Mississippi
River Interbasin Study: Brandon Road Feasibility Study

1. References:

a. Memorandum, CEMVR-PM-M, 21 September 2015, subject:
Review Plan for the Great Lakes Mississippi River Interbasin
Study (GLMRIS): Brandon Road Feasibility Study (encl 1).

b. Memorandum, CEMVD-PD-L, 30 July 2015, subject: Great
Lakes and Mississippi River Interbasin Study (GLMRIS), Brandon
Road, Interim Feasibility Study, Rock Island and Chicago
Districts, Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center of Expertise
Recommendation for Review Plan Approval (encl 2).

c. EC 1165-2-214, 15 December 2012, subject: Civil Works
Review Policy.

2. The enclosed updated Review Plan (RP) (encl 3) for the Great
Lakes Mississippi River Interbasin Study (GLMRIS): Brandon Road
Feasibility Study has been prepared in accordance with

EC 1165-2-214. The RP has been coordinated with the Upper
District Support Team and the Ecosystem Restoration Planning
Center of Expertise who concurred with the plan in reference 1.b.

3. MVD hereby approves this RP which is subject to change as
circumstances require and is consistent with study development
under the Project Management Business Process. Any subsequent
revisions to this RP or its execution will require new written
approval from this office. Non-substantive changes to this RP do
not require further approval. The district should post the
approved RP to its web site.

4. The MVD point of contact is Mr. Thatch Shepard, CEMVD-PD-SP,
(601) 634-5830.

3 Encls MICHAEL C. WEHR
Major General, USA
Commanding



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT
PO BOX 2004 CLOCK TOWER BUILDING
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS 612042004

224 REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF

SEP ¢ 12013
CEMVR-PM-M ,

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, US Army Corps of Engineers, Mississippi
Valley Division (CEMVD-PD-SP/Miller), PO Box 80, 1400 Walnut Street,
Vicksburg, Mississippi 39181-0080

SUBJECT: Review Plan for the Great Lakes Mississippi River Interbasin Study
(GLMRIS): Brandon Road Feasibility Study. -

1. The Subject Review Plan (Enclosure 1) for the Brandon Road Feasibility Study is
attached for your review and approval. Enclosure 2 is a copy of the Endorsement by
the Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center of Expertise. Electronic copies these
enclosures have been sent to Mr. Greg Miller, CEMVD-PD-SP.

2. The points of contact are Mr. Marshall Plumley, Chief of Rock Island Planning Section,
(309) 784-5447, e-mail: Marshall.B,Plumley@usace.army.mil; or Mr. Andrew Leichty,
GLMRIS Brandon Road Project Manager, (309) 794-5399, e-mail:

andrew.l.leichty@usace.army.mil.

Encls CRAIG S. BAUMGARTNER
as COL,EN
Commanding




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 80 ’
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39181-0080

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

CEMVD-PD-L | 30 July 2015

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Mississippi Valley Division
ATTN: (Greg Miller, CEMVN-PD-P)

SUBJECT: Great Lakes and Mississippi River Interbasin Study (GLMRIS), Brandon Road,
Interim Feasibility Study, Rock Island and Chicago Districts, Ecosystem Restoration Planning
Center of Expertise Recommendation for Review Plan Approval.

1. References:
a. Engineering Circular (EC) 1165-2-214, Water Resources Policies and Authorities,
CIVIL WORKS REVIEW, 15 December 2012
b. EC 1105-2-412, Assuring Quality of Planning Models, 31 March 2011
c. Engineering Regulation (ER) 1110-2-12, Quality Management, 30 Sep 2006

2. The National Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center of Expertise (ECO-PCX) has reviewed
the enclosed Review Plan (RP). The RP complies with all applicable policy and provides an
adequate approach to District Quality Control (DQC) and Agency Technical Review (ATR) of the
plan formulation, engineering, and environmental analyses, and other aspects of plan
development.

3. The RP includes a Type | Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) that will be performed
after the Tentatively Selected Plan Milestone. A Type Il IEPR will be conducted during the PED
Phase should the recommended plan be authorized.

4. The study will use multiple planning models. A Decision Tree Model based on Risk
Assessment Methodology (to include Expert Elicitation) has not been certified. Coordination
with the EcoPCX has been initiated to approve this model for one time use. The Regional
Economic Impact Estimates — Regional Economics Models, Inc. (REMI Pi+) has been identified
for use. Coordination with the PCXIN is ongoing about the need to approve this commercially
available model. Lastly, the Navigation System Simulation Model (NaSS8) also will be used.
NaSS will be corporately certified for use and this effort is being undertaken independently by
IWR.

5. The ECO-PCX concurs with the RP. Upon approval by the MSC Commander, please
provide the approved RP, the MSC Commander’s approval memorandum, and the link to the
District posting of the RP to the ECO-PCX. When substantive revisions are made to the RP,
due to any changes associated with [EPR, changes in project scope, or Corps policy, a revised
RP should be provided to the ECO-PCX for review. Non-substantive changes do not require
further PCX review.




CEMVD-PD-L 30 July 2015

SUBJECT: Great Lakes and Mississippi River lnterbasin Study (GLMRIS), Brandon Road,
Interim Feasibility Study, Rock Island and Chicago Districts, Ecosystem Restoration Planning
Center of Expertise Recommendation for Review Plan Approval.

6. Thank you for the opportunity to assist in the preparation of the RP. We look forward to
working with you on the ATR and IEPR. Also let us know if we may be of any further assistance
with planning efforts for this study.
_ Digitally signed by
STEFANIK ELLIOTT.L.1239639913
STEFAN I K‘E LLIOT DN: c=US, 0=U.S. Government,
=DoD, ou=PKI, ou=USA,
T.L.1239639913 2:=ST(I)EFA?\IUIK.ELLI<())9IT.L.1239639913
Date: 2015.07.30 14:35:35 -05'00'
Enclosures (1) Elliott Stefanik
Acting Operational Director,
National Ecosystem Restoration Planning
Center of Expertise

CF:

CEMVD-PD-L (Wilbanks, Lachney, Young)
CEMVD-PD-SP (Harris)

CECW-MVD (Redican)

CEMVP-PD-F (Knollenberg)
CELRC-PM-PL (Davis)

CEMVR-PD-P (Richards)

CENAO-WR-P (Conner)
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1. PURPOSE AND REQUIREMENTS

a. Purpose. This Review Plan defines the scope and level of peer review for the GLMRIS — Brandon
Road Interim Report.

b. References

(1) Engineering Circular (EC) 1165-2-214, Civil Works Review, 15 Dec 2012

(2) EC 1105-2-412, Assuring Quality of Planning Models, 31 Mar 2011

(3) Engineering Regulation (ER) 1110-1-12, Quality Management, Change 2, 11 Mar 2011

(4) ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, Appendix H, Policy Compliance Review and
Approval of Decision Documents, Amendment #1, 20 Nov 2007

(5) GLMRIS —Brandon Road Feasibility Study Project Management Plan Updated June 2015

(6) Mississippi Valley Division and Rock Island District Quality Management Plan(s)

c. Requirements. This review plan was developed in accordance with EC 1165-2-214, 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 1165-2-214) and planning model
certification/approval (per EC 1105-2-412).

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 decision documents is typically either a Planning Center of Expertise (PCX) or the Risk
Management Center (RMC), depending on the primary purpose of the decision document. The RMO for
the peer review effort described in this Review Plan is National Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center
of Expertise (EcoPCX).

The RMO will coordinate with the Civil Works Cost Engineering and Agency Technical Review Mandatory
Center of Expertise (MCX) to ensure the appropriate expertise is included on the review teams to assess
the adequacy of cost estimates, construction schedules and contingencies. The feasibility study will
require navigation impact analysis using modeling tools currently undergoing review by the Inland
Navigation Planning Center of Expertise (IN-PCX). Therefore, the RMO will coordinate with the IN-PCX to
ensure the appropriate expertise is included on the review teams related to navigation economics,
impacts assessment and modeling.

3. STUDY INFORMATION

a. Decision Document. The GLMRIS - Brandon Road Interim Report is a USACE feasibility study that
serves as an interim response to the GLMRIS Study authority. The report would require a Chief of
Engineers Report to Congress for authorization of any recommended plan. An Environmental
Impact Statement is expected to accompany this report.



b. Study/Project Description. The GLMRIS —Brandon Road Interim Report is an interim feasibility
study that is building on the foundation of GLMRIS Report released in Jan 2014. This feasibility study
will assess the viability of establishing a single point to control the upstream transfer of aquatic
nuisance species (ANS) from the Mississippi River (MR) Basin into the Great Lakes (GL) Basin near
the Brandon Road Lock and Dam in Joliet, lllinois.

The Great Lakes and Mississippi River Interbasin Study was authorized in Section 3061(d) of WRDA
2007, Public Law 110-114 as follows:

FEASIBILITY STUDY — The Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal, State, local
and nongovernmental entities, shall conduct, at Federal expense, a feasibility study of the
range of options and technologies available to prevent the spread of aquatic nuisance
species between the Great Lakes and Mississippi River Basins through the Chicago Sanitary
and Ship Canal and other aquatic pathways.

This authority differs from traditional USACE feasibility study authorizations in that it directs the
identification and assessment of a range of available options and technologies, and it does not
require the recommendation of any one option. It also authorizes completion of study activities at
full federal expense. As of this time, there is not a non-Federal sponsor for this study.

In July 2012, the GLMRIS authority was modified by Section 1538 of Public Law 112-141 of the
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). MAP-21 directs the Secretary of the
Army (Secretary) to expedite the completion of the report for the study authorized by Section
3061(d) of WRDA 2007 and, if the Secretary determines a project is justified in the completed
report, to proceed directly to PED. The full text of Section 1538 of MAP-21 is as follows:

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) HYDROLOGICAL SEPARATION.—The term “hydrological separation” means a physical
separation on the Chicago Area Waterway System that—
(A) would disconnect the Mississippi River watershed from the Lake Michigan watershed;
and
(B) shall be designed to be adequate in scope to prevent the transfer of all aquatic species
between each of those bodies of water.
(2) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers.

(b) EXPEDITED STUDY AND REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall—
(A) expedite completion of the report for the study authorized by section 3061(d) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-114; 121 Stat. 1121); and
(B) if the Secretary determines a project is justified in the completed report, proceed
directly to project preconstruction engineering and design.
(2) FOCUS.—In expediting the completion of the study and report under paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall focus on—
(A) the prevention of the spread of aquatic nuisance species between the Great Lakes and
Mississippi River Basins, such as through the permanent hydrological separation of the
Great Lakes and Mississippi River Basins; and
(B) the watersheds of the following rivers and tributaries associated with the Chicago Area
Waterway System:



(i) The lllinois River, at and in the vicinity of Chicago, lllinois.

(i) The Chicago River, Calumet River, North Shore Channel, Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal,
and Cal-Sag Channel in the State of lllinois.

(iii) The Grand Calumet River and Little Calumet River in the States of Illinois and Indiana.
(3) EFFICIENT USE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary shall ensure the efficient use of funds to
maximize the timely completion of the study and report under paragraph (1).

(4) DEADLINE.—The Secretary shall complete the report under paragraph (1) by not later
than 18 months after the date of enactment of this Act.

(5) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the Committees on Appropriations of the House of representatives
and Senate, the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate, and the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives a report
describing— '

(A) interim milestones that will be met prior to final completion of the study and report
under paragraph (1); and

(B) funding necessary for completion of the study and report under paragraph (1), including
funding necessary for completion of each interim milestone identified under subparagraph
(A).

As an interim feasibility study to the GLMRIS study authority, this study will not be addressing
certain aspects of the study authority. Particularly, this study will not examine: 1) Downstream
transfer of ANS from the Great Lakes Basin to the Mississippi River Basin; 2) transfer of ANS along
the entire basin divide.

The Brandon Road site is located south (downstream) of the confluence of the Des Plaines River and
the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal (CSSC). Previous investigations under the USACE Efficacy Study
have indicated that a potential hydrologic bypass can occur, during periods of high precipitation,
from the Des Plaines River to the CSSC. A one-way control point at the Brandon Road site would
minimize the likelihood of bypass of MR Basin ANS into the GL Basin during flood events.

The physical configuration of the Brandon Road Dam prevents the upstream transfer of MR ANS.
There is a minimum 25-foot difference in water elevation from the downstream side of the dam to
the upstream side of the dam, which effectively limits upstream transfer. Operation of the lock
currently provides the only known aquatic pathway that allows transfer of MR ANS to the GL.

The approach channel and lock provide a unique opportunity to control ANS transfer in a relatively
small section of the river that is not free flowing. These conditions provide the opportunity to
optimize the operational characteristics of the ANS controls, maximize the efficiency of applied
technologies, and minimize the associated costs for implementation and operation. The physical
lock structure also provides an additional control in the event of a temporary failure or malfunction
of any potential control technologies employed downstream.

Establishing a control point at Brandon Road for MR species does not adversely impact flood risk or
water quality of the CAWS and provides for additional defense in depth for a particular species of
concern, Asian carp, when combined with the current electric barrier dispersal system located in
Romeoville, IL.



Three of six structural alternatives presented in the GLMRIS Report (Alts. #4, #7, #8) utilized the
Brandon Road site as a control point for ANS transfer in the upstream direction.
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Study Objectives & Constraints Objectives

1. Prevent the upstream transfer of ANS from the MR Basin to the GL Basin, to the maximum extent
possible, in the vicinity of Brandon Road Lock and Dam in advance of a bidirectional solution.

2. Minimize project impacts at Brandon Road Lock and Dam on significant natural resources.

3. Minimize project impacts at Brandon Road Lock and Dam to existing waterway uses and users.

Primary Constraint
Detailed analysis limited upstream transfer and Brandon Road area only

NEPA Scoping Summary

e Received 70 comments
o Nearly 60 percent of the commenter’s were from lllinois and Michigan
o 13 percent were from Louisiana

e Comment themes
o ANS control is a shared-responsibility
o Steps must be taking to control the spread of Asian carp
o Brandon Road is a good short-term measure but controlling ANS movement in




both directions should be the ultimate goal

The Brandon Road control point should effectively prevent ANS movement while
minimizing impacts to navigation, native species, the environment and other users
USACE's evaluation should consider life safety impacts of alternatives
Opportunities for ongoing stakeholder involvement in the study should be
encouraged and supported ‘

The GLMRIS executive steering committee and the Asian Carp Regional
Coordinating Committee should continue

Future Without Project Conditions

e Asian carp

)

e Scud
O

Continued operation of the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal Aquatic Nuisance Species
Dispersal Barriers

Continued efforts by others to prevent the transfer of Asian carp through the Chicago
Area Waterway System (CAWS)

No effort to control or manage the scud’s passage through the CAWS

A variety of management measures are being considered for this study, ranging from nonstructural
measures such as overharvesting, to structural measures such as an engineered channel to support
ANS controls like an electric dispersal barrier, CO2 barrier, a flushing lock, or even lock closure.
Further details on ANS Controls considered in GLMRIS can be found on the GLMRIS website at
http://glrmis.anl.gov.

Costs for measures at the Brandon Road in the GLMRIS Report were in excess of $1 billion.

Factors Affecting the Scope and Level of Review. Several aspects of the GLMRIS - Brandon Road

Study are expected to be novel or nontraditional.

Specific Considerations

e |stotal project cost estimated to exceed $200M?

Yes. The range of potential solutions could exceed $1 billion.

e Does the project pose significant technical, institutional, social, or other challenges?

Yes. The project is technically complex from an evaluation, construction and operations
perspective.

e Where are significant project risks likely to occur and at what magnitude (e.g., what are the

uncertainties and how might they affect the success of the project)?

1. The evaluation of the Future Without Project Condition (FWOP) will have a high uncertainty
associated with it. There is a large uncertainty in the scientific community about what the
potential ecological and economic impacts of ANS establishment in the GL. Several studies
have shown a variety of different impacts to specific lakes and tributaries, very little detailed



efforts have been made to show impacts to the entire GL and all of their tributaries. To
address this uncertainty to team is going to conduct ecological models to create scenario
forecasts of FWOP conditions due to ANS establishment in the GL (bracket high, low for
habitat; multiple scenarios for dollars; best case worst case).

2. Several of the ANS controls being considered as measures have never been used in a field
application or at the scale imagined in the GLMRIS Report. There is a level of engineering
design that must be conducted to reduce the uncertainty surrounding potential ANS Control
measures, including the flushing lock concept (also known as the GLMRIS Lock), continued
evaluation of electric dispersal barriers, CO2 barriers, seismic water guns, and targeted
pesticides, in addition to others.

3. Evaluating the effectiveness of any proposed ANS Controls is also going to be difficult and
include much uncertainty considering many of them have not been applied in field
applications. To incorporate this uncertainty in measuring an overall alternative’s
effectiveness, the GLMRIS team is going to conduct a decision tree analysis based on the
GLMRIS Risk Assessment model. The five probability elements in the risk assessment that
combine to make the probability of an ANS establishing in a new basin will be the elements
in the decision tree. Using information gathered in the risk assessment along with expert
elicitation, the GLMRIS Team will determine probability distributions for each of the five
probability elements. Then the team will conduct a monte carlo simulation to determine
the probability a specific ANS will establish in the GL basin. This analysis will also be done
for the FWOP condition so a change in the probability can be measure. This change in value
will demonstrate the effectiveness or risk reduction of an alternative.

Is the project likely to have significant economic, environmental, and/or social effects to the
Nation?

Yes. Potential alternatives are likely to prevent movement of ANS between the Basins, which
will have a significant positive benefit to the ecosystem in terms of degradation prevented.
However, the negative impacts the National Economic Development (NED) investments on the
inland waterway system could be significant.

Does the project likely involve significant threat to human life/safety assurance?

Some potential project features, such as electrical barriers, pose significant risk to human life
related to the day to day operation of the navigation system. Operation of the current electrical
barriers upstream for over 10 years has resulted in numerous safety mechanisms being
developed. Coordination with industry and the Coast Guard, safety protocols and other
measures have been developed to manage these risks. However, operation of electrical barriers
within an operational navigation lock setting has not been done before.

Is the project/study likely to have significant interagency interest?

Yes. Interest from numerous agencies, States and the nation of Canada is present.

Is the project/study highly controversial (with some discussion as to why or why not and, if so, in
what ways)?




4.

Yes. Given the vast interest from various stakeholders, the previous GLMRIS study was highly
visible and controversial. Legal action, as well as varying attempts by congressional interests to
influence the study occurred. It is reasonable to assume this will continue.

Is the project/study likely to contain influential scientific information or be a highly influential
scientific assessment (with some discussion as to why or why not and, if so, in what ways)?

Yes. The study will likely include a robust monitoring and adaptive management component. It
is clear in the direction from the ASA(CW) and vertical team engagement that the future
adaptability of the project to new and emerging technologies need to be considered as part of
any recommended plan. This presents significant opportunity for learning and best practices
transfer to the nation.

Is there information in the decision document or proposed project design that will likely be
based on novel methods, involve the use of innovative materials or techniques, present complex
challenges for interpretation, contain precedent-setting methods or models, or present
conclusions that are likely to change prevailing practices (with some discussion as to why or why
not and, if so, in what ways)?

Yes. The array of management actions available are at the leading edge of the state of the
science. Design and construction in an active navigation environment may require novel
methods and innovative techniques to implement.

Does the proposed project have unique construction sequencing or a reduced or overlapping
design construction schedule (with some discussion as to why or why not and, if so, in what

ways)?

Yes. Construction sequencing is a key driver for potential NED impacts to navigation and is one
of the focus areas for modeling described below.

In-Kind Contributions. This study is authorized at full federal expense and currently does not have a
local sponsor. As such, in-kind contributions are not anticipated.

DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL (DQC)

All decision documents (including supporting data, analyses, environmental compliance documents,
etc.) shall undergo DQC. DQC is an internal review process of basic science and engineering work
products focused on fulfilling the project quality requirements defined in the Project Management Plan
(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.

Documentation of DQC. DQC is the review of basic science and engineering work products focused
on fulfilling the project quality requirements defined in the Project Management Plan (PMP). The
PDT and technical supervisors shall obtain technical adequacy and quality through periodic internal
reviews and documented through certification of Quality Control (QC) checklists. Dr. Checks will be
used to document the DQC. The results of the DQC review will be provided to the ATR team prior to
the completion of their review.



b. Products to Undergo DQC. All Corps feasibility-level decision documents requiring authorization by

the U.S. Congress will be subject to Quality Control. This includes both District Quality Control (DQC),
and Agency Technical Review (ATR), as set forth in Engineering Circular (EC) 1165 2 214.

Required DQC Expertise. The following disciplines are included in the checklists provided in the
Quality Control Plan:

Lead Engineer

Specification Technician

CADD Technician

Civil Engineer

Cost Engineer

Geotechnical Engineer

Environmental Engineer

Hydraulic Engineer

Structural Engineer

Mechanical Engineer

Electrical Engineer

Economic Plan Formulation and Analysis

Inland Navigation & Environmental Plan Formulation and Analysis
Plan Formulation

Operations (Locks & Dams) and/or Safety Office

5. 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 decision makers. ATR is managed within USACE
by the designated 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. ATR teams will be comprised of senior
USACE personnel and may be supplemented by outside experts as appropriate. The ATR team lead will
be from outside the home MSC.

a.

Products to Undergo ATR. ATR will be performed, at a minimum, on all products subjected to
formal review outside of the Rock Island and Chicago Districts, in this case, including the Draft
Feasibility Report and Final Feasibility Report. Leading up to review of the Draft Feasibility Report,
where practicable, technical products that support subsequent analyses will be reviewed prior to
being used in the study and may include: Study Area Description, Purpose and Scope, Study
Authority, Federal Interest and USACE Interest, Future Without Project condition, Problems and
Opportunities, Plan Formulation including Modeling Strategy and Formulation Strategy,
geotechnical investigations, economic, environmental, cultural, and social inventories, cost
estimates, etc.



The GLMRIS — Brandon Road study will undergo a formal ATR after the Tentatively Selected Plan
(TSP) Milestone (May 2016). An additional targeted ATR may be required after the Agency Decision
Milestone (December 2016) on the feasibility level of design components and any significant
changes resulting from Public, Policy and IEPR Review.

b. Required ATR Team Expertise. The ATR team will be finalized by the ECO-PCX and is comprised of
individuals from all the technical disciplines that were significant in the preparation of the report.
Proposed ATR team members are listed in Attachment 1. Technical disciplines determined to be
appropriate for this review include: Plan Formulation, Economics, Environmental Resources, NEPA
Compliance (e.g., NEPA documentation preparation), Hydrology and Hydraulics (H&H), H&H
Modeling, Geotechnical Engineering, Civil Engineering Design, Cost Estimating, Operations, and Real
Estate. The following table provides a description of suggested expertise.

Skilled and experienced personnel who have not been associated with the development of the study
products perform the ATR. ATR team members may be employees of U.S. Army Corps of Engineer
Districts, other Federal agencies, state or local government agencies, universities, private
contractors or other institutions. The key factor is extensive, expert knowledge in their field of

expertise.
c.
ATR Team Members/Disciplines Expertise Required
ATR Lead The ATR lead should be a senior professional with extensive

experience in preparing Civil Works decision documents and
conducting ATR. The lead should also have the necessary skills
and experience to lead a virtual team through the ATR process.

Planning The Planning reviewer should be a senior water resources planner
with demonstrated formulation and review experience in both
ecosystem restoration and inland navigation studies. Experience
with formulation of a range of ecosystem restoration alternatives
that balance or trade off navigation impacts is required.

Economics The economics reviewer should be a senior economist with
demonstrated experience evaluating ecosystem restoration
project benefits and costs. Experience with evaluating the
appropriateness of cost effectiveness and incremental cost
analysis (CE/ICA), as applied to dollar costs & ecosystem
restoration benefits; familiarity with the USACE tool IWR-PLAN is
required. Additionally, demonstrated experience with evaluating
alternatives with ecosystem benefits (NER) and the associated
tradeoff of navigation (NED) impacts is required.

Inland Navigation Economics A reviewer with experience in inland navigation economic
analysis, navigation capacity, system reliability and performance
as well as transportation rate analysis is required.

Environmental Resources/NEPA Environmental Resources reviewer should be a senior
Compliance biologist/ecologist/environmental engineer, with demonstrated
experience in ecosystem restoration and familiarity with large
riverine systems and invasive species. Should be able to review
for NEPA compliance and quality and applicability of ecosystem
benefits evaluations.




Hydrology, Hydraulic Engineering
and Modeling

This reviewer should be a senior hydraulic engineer with
demonstrated experience in the field of hydrology, hydraulics and
H&H modeling, including a general knowledge of Illinois River
Basin and water management. The reviewer(s) should have a
thorough understanding of water storage and conveyance and
sediment control and be knowledgeable of associated hydrologic
and hydraulic model applications, with the ability to understand
the application of LECsR (MODFLOW-based with custom
packages), S2DMM, HEC RAS, SMS, RMA2, RMA4, WAM to south
Florida conditions.

Cultural Resources

The lllinois Water Way and Brandon Road Lock and Dam is listed
on the National Register of Historic Places as a Multi-Property
District. The cultural resources reviewer should be
knowledgeable of USACE policy, applicable laws and regulations
regarding such resources.

Geotechnical Engineering

Experience in geotechnical aspects of navigation structures with
an understanding of local geology. A minimum of 10 years
demonstrated experience is preferred.

Civil Engineering

Experience in engineering/construction management for
ecosystem restoration and navigation structural and non-
structural systems

Cost Engineering

Approved by the Cost DX

Real Estate Senior real estate specialist experienced in contributing to large
civil works projects to include environmental restoration and
navigation projects.

Operations Senior staff with field experience of the operation of USACE

navigation Lock.

d. Documentation of ATR. DrChecks review software will be used to document all ATR comments,
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 four key parts
of a quality review comment will normally include:

(1) The review concern — identify the product’s information deficiency or incorrect application
of policy, guidance, or procedures;
(2) The basis for the concern - cite the appropriate law, policy, guidance, or procedure that has

not be properly followed;

(3) The significance of the concern - indicate the importance of the concern with regard to its
potential impact on the plan selection, recommended plan components, efficiency (cost),
effectiveness (function/outputs), implementation responsibilities, safety, Federal interest,
or public acceptability; and

(4) The probable specific action needed to resolve the concern — identify the action(s) that the
reporting officers must take to resolve the concern.

In some situations, especially addressing in