DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DIVISION, GREAT LAKES AND OHIO RIVER
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
550 MAIN STREET
CINCINNATI, OH 46202-3222

CELRD-PD-O 23 Sept 13

MEMORANDUM FOR Huntington District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CELRH-EC/Jl}
, 502 Fighth Street, Huntington, WV 25701-2070

SUBJECT: Major Subordinate Command (MSC) Approval of the Review Plan (RP) for the
Section 14 project for Kanawha River 3 5™ Street Bridge to Greenbtier Street, Kanawha County,
West Virginia Emergency Streambank Protection Project

1. References:

a. CELRH-EC, memorandum dated 26 July 2013, subject: Review Plan for Section 14
project for Kanawha River 35th Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street Emergency Streambank
Protection Project (Encl 1).

b. Review Plan, Continuing Authoritics Program, Section 14, Flood Control Act of 1946, as
amended, Emergency Streambank and Shoreline Protection Projects, Decision Document and
Design & Implementation, Kanawha River 35 M Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street, Chatleston,
West Virginia, MSC Approval Date: 12 September 2011, Latest Revision Date: None (Encl 2).

2. The enclosed Review Plan (RP) for the Section 14 subject project on the Kanawha River was
presented to the Great Lakes and Ohio River Division for approval in accordance with EC 1165-
2-214 “Civil Works Review” dated 15 December 2010. Huntington District updated the RP to
include design and implementation activities.

3. Flood flow erosion and recession related piping of fill and alluvial soil failures have resulted
in extensive stone and fill displacement and bank retreat along the Kanawha River. Within a
critical reach of US Route 60, the bank erosion and resulting stone and fill displacement has
resulted in failure features and failed soil erosion creating a steepened bank. The conditions are
endangering the entire reach of the Kanawha River between the 35th Street Bridge and
Greenbrier Street. A 5,400 foot reach on the Kanawha River’s right descending bank requires
stabilization to protect US Route 60 and adjacent recreational pathways. The project cost share
sponsot is the City of Charleston.

4. The RP defines the scape and level of peer review for the activities to be performed for the
subject project, The USACE LRD Review Management Organization (RMQO) has reviewed the
attached RP and concurs that it describes the scope of review for work phases and addresses all
appropriate levels of review consistent with the requirements described in EC 1165-2-214,




CELRD-PD-O

SUBJECT: Major Subordinate Command (MSC) Approval of the Review Plan (RP) for the
Section 14 project for Kanawha River 35™ Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street, Kanawha County,
West Virginia Emergency Streambank Protection Project

5. I concur with the recommendations of the RMO and approve the enclosed RP for the
Kanawha River project.

6. The District is requested to post the RP to its website. Prior to posting, the names of all
individuals identified in the RP and the dollar values of all project costs should be removed.

7. 1f you have any questions please contact
or

Encls
Brigadier General, US Army
Commanding



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HUNTINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
502 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTINGTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25701-2070

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CELRH-EC 26 July 2013

MEMORANDUM FOR Great Lakes & Ohio River Division, ATTN: CELRD-PDS-O
(Ms. Rita Boccieri) 5560 Main Street, Room 10032, Cincinnati, OH 45202-3222

SUBJECT: Review Plan for Section 14 Kanawha River 35" Street Bridge to Greenbrier
Street Emergency Streambank Protection Project

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to request approval for the Review Plan for the
Watauga Kanawha River 35" Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street Emergency
Streambank Protection Project. This is a Section 14 project in the Continuing
Authorities Program (CAP). The Decision Document for the project was approved

26 April 2013.

2. Pursuant to EC 1165-2-214, the Huntington District has prepared a Review Plan for
the project that outlines the various levels of review and the manner in which these
reviews will be completed. A Type Il Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) is not
recommended since this project is an aquatic restoration project that does not pose a
significant threat to human life.

3. The Decision Document Review Plan was previously approved on 12 September
2011. The Huntington District has updated the Review Plan to include design and
implementation activities.

4. The subject Review Plan is enclosed for your review and approval, This
memorandum serves as the formal submittal. This Review Plan was provided
electronically by email to Ms. Rita Boccieri on 25 July 2013.

4. Any questions regarding this submittal should be directed to

Project Manager, oI chief, Quality Management
Branch, at . /fter your approval, the Review Plan will be posted to the
Huntington District public website along with the approval memorandum signed by the
Commander.

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding




REVIEW PLAN

Continuing Authorities Program
Section 14, Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended
Emergency Streambank and Shoreline Protection Projects

DECISION DOCUMENT AND DESIGN & IMPLEMENTATION

Kanawha River 35" Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street, Charleston, West Virginia

Huntington District

MSC Approval Date: 12 September 2011
Last Revision Date: None

US Army Corps
of Engineers e




REVIEW PLAN

DECISION DOCUMENT AND DESIGN & IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES

Section 14, Flood Control Act of 1946, as amencded
Emergency Streambank and Shoreline Protection
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PURPOSE AND REQUIREMENTS

Purpose. This Review Plan (RP) defines the scope and level of peer review for the Kanawha River
35" Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street, Charleston, West Virginia, Emergency Streambank
Protection project Decision Document (DD) and design & implementation activities developed
under Section 14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended.

Section 14 of the Flood Control Act 1946, as amended, authorizes the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) to study, design, and construct emergency streambank and shoreline works to protect
public services including (but not limited to) streets, bridges, schools, water and sewer lines,
National Register sites, and churches from damage or loss by flood-related erosion. Section 14, an
authority within the Continuing Authorities Program (CAP), focuses on water resource-related
projects of relatively smaller scope, cost, and complexity. Traditional USACE civil works projects
are of wider scope and complexity and are specifically authorized by Congress. The CAP program
is a delegated authority to plan, design, and construct certain types of water resource and
environmental restoration projects without specific Congressional authorization. The Federal
share of costs for any one Section 14 project may not exceed $1,500,000.

Applicability. This RP is based on the model National Programmatic Review Plan for Section 14
project decision documents (DDs), which is applicable to projects that do not require Independent
External Peer Review (IEPR), as defined in ER 1165-2-214 Civil Works Review Policy. However, if
the subject project meets any of the triggers for a Type | IEPR as described in the aforementioned
Civil Waorks Review Palicy guidance, or if the subject project has significant life safety issues, it will
be subject to Type | and/or Type Il IEPR, respectively, and the model National Programmatic
Review Plan is not applicable. In either case, a study-specific RP must be prepared by the home
district, coordinated with the Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise (FRM-PCX),
and approved by the home Major Subordinate Command (MSC), in accordance with EC 1165-2-
214, Triggers for Type | IEPR will be discussed below.

Ultimately, applicability of the model National Programmatic Review Plan for a specific project is
determined by the home MSC. If the MSC determines that the model plan is applicable for a
specific study, the MSC Commander may approve the plan (including exclusion from IEPR) without
additional coordination with the FRM-PCX or Headquarters, USACE. The initial decision as to the
applicahility of the model plan should be made no later than the Federal Interest Determination
milestone (as defined in Appendix F of ER 1105-2-100, F-10.e.1) during the feasibility phase of the
project. If a project specific RP is required, it must be approved prior to execution of the
Feasihility Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA) for the study.

This RP covers the DD and design & implementation products. The original RP has been revised to
include the design & implementation phase. During the DD stage, the RP was coordinated with the
Review Management Organization (RMO), the MSC, prior to approval of the final DD in
accordance with EC 1165-2-214,

References

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

(2) EC 1105-2-412, Assuring Quality of Planning Maodels, 30 Dec 2009

(3) Engineering Regulation (ER) 1110-1-12, Quality Management, 30 Sep 2006
(4) ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, 22 April 2000
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(5) ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, Appendix H, Policy Compliance Review and Approval
of Decision Documents, Amendment #1, 20 Nov 2007

(6) Director of Civil Works’ Policy Memorandum #1, Continuing Authority Program Planning Process
Improvements, 19 Jan 2011

(7) I1SO Process; Document ID 4833 Great Lakes and Ohio River Division, Preparation and Approval of
Civil Works Review Plans, 22 Sep 2011

d. Requirements. This RP 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 Worlks 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 (DQC), Agency Technical Review
(ATR), Independent External Peer Review (IEPR), and Policy and Legal Compliance Review. Each of
these is discussed later in this RP.

2. REVIEW MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION (RViO) COORDINATION

The RMO is responsible for managing the overall peer review effort described in this RP. The RMO far
implementation documents is typically either a MSC or the Risk Management Center (RMC). The RMO for
the peer review effort described in this RP has been and will continue to be the Great Lakes and Ohio River
Division (LRD). The RMO coordinated with the Cost Engineering Mandatory Center of Expertise (MCX) to
ensure the appropriate expertise was included on the ATR team to assess the adequacy of cost estimates,
construction schedules, and contingencies in the DD. The Cost Engineering MCX certified review of the DD
on 16 November 2012,

The MSC coordinated and approved the original DD RP on 12 Sep 2012. The revised RP to include the
design & implementation phase will be reapproved and re-posted on the Huntington District (CELRH) public
website.

3. PROIJECT INFORMATION

a. Decision Document. The EA/DPR serves as the DD for this project. The Kanawha River 35" Street
Bridge to Greenbrier Street, Charleston, West Virginia EA/DPR was prepared in accordance with ER
1105-2-100, Appendix F. The approval level of the DD was the home MSC. An Environmental
Assessment (EA) was prepared as part of the DD. The DD was approved on 26 April 2013.

h. Project Description. Flood flow erosion and recession-related piping of fill and alluvial soil failures have
resulted in extensive stone and fill displacement and bank retreat along the Kanawha River. These
conditions are endangering the entire reach of the Kanawha River between the 35" Street Bridge and
Greenbrier Street. Within this critical reach of US Route 60, the hanlk erosion, and resulting stone and
fill displacement, has resulted in failure features and failed soil erosion creating a steepened bank.
Subsequent rapid bank retreat has caused bank failure. Additional related failures could result in
increasing bank retreat, causing possible failure of US Route 60. '

The project area is located on the right descending bank of the Kanawha River (between river miles

60 and 61), extending from the 35" Street Bridge downstream to Greenbrier Street. The area includes a
middle bank pathway approximately 30 feet above the river, an upper bank pathway immediately
adjacent to US Route 60 at the top of the bank, and US Route 60 along this reach.

An approximately 5,400-foot-reach on the Kanawha River’s right descending bank requires stabilization
2




to protect US Route 60. A graded filter and graded stone slope protection will be constructed within
the lower bank. Up and down river transitions will be required. The cost estimates to construct the
project is approximately $2,122,000.

c. Factors Affecting the Scope and Level of Review. This project does not include any impoundments,
floodwalls, or levees. From a life safety perspective, there is minimum risk. Placement of stone is not
challenging, from a design perspective. The threat to human life is not significant.

d. In-Kind Contributions. Products and analyses provided by Non-Federal Sponsors as in-kind services
_ are subject to DQC, ATR, and IEPR. The in-kind services anticipated as part of the cost share are
limited to participation in Project Delivery Team (PDT) meetings.

4, DISTRICT QUALITY CONTROL (DQC)

All implementation documents shall undergo DQC. DQC is an internal review process of basic science and
engineering worlc products focused on fulfilling the project quality requirements defined in the Project
Management Plan (PMP). CELRH shall manage DQC. Documentation of DQC activities is required and
shall be in accordance with the Quality Manual of the District and LRD as managed in Qualtrax.

DQC is completed in accordance with the LRD Regional Business Processes Manual (the Region’s Quality
Management Plan). The LRD Regional Business Processes Manual is an ISO 9001-certified Quality
Management System. DQC includes Quality Production, Internal Quality Checks and Reviews, Design
Checks, and PDT Reviews as described in procedure 08504 LRD-QC/QA Procedures for Civil Works.

a. Documentation of DQC. In accordance with 08504 LRD-QC/QA Procedures for Civil Waorks, all
drawings, computations, guantity estimates, and analyses provided to DQC team members for review
will be annotated to show the initials of the designer and the checker and the date of the action.

b. Products to Undergo DQC. Any Detailed Design Reports (DDRs) and Plans & Specifications (P&S)
would undergo DQC in accordance with 08504 LRD-QC/QA Procedures for Civil Works, However, no
DDR or P&S will be prepared for this project. A scope of work (SOW) will be prepared for an indefinite
delivery/indefinite quantity (IDIQ) contractor to perform this work. Since this is routine work that IDIQ
contractors have performed for CELRH numerous times and there are no life safety issues, the SOW
will only undergo DQC. ATR of the SOW will not be necessary,

c. Required DQC Expertise. In accordance with 08504 LRD-QC / QA Procedures for Civil Works, anyone
conducting design checks and reviews will be qualified to originate the design that they are checking.
The disciplines involved in the DQC review will depend on the project feature being designed but will
generally follow those presented in Table 2 of Attachment 1.

5. AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW (ATR)

Although ATR is mandatory for all implementation documents per EC 1165-2-214, due to the routine
nature of this work ATR will not be performed for the SOW, as discussed above. The objective of ATR
is to ensure consistency with established criteria, guidance, procedures, and policy. ATR assesses
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 for decision makers. ATR is managed within USACE by the designated RMO and is conducted by a
qualified team from autside the home district that is not involved in the day-to-day production of the
project/product. ATR teams are comprised of senior USACE personnel and may be supplemented by
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outside experts as appropriate. The ATR team lead is from outside the home MSC.

a. Products to Undergo ATR. ATR was performed throughout the study phase in accordance with
the District and MSC Quality Management Plans, Certification of ATR of the DD and cost estimate
was provided on 4 Jan 13, prior to the District Commander signing the final DD.

The primary document to be prepared during design and implementation is a scope of work
describing how the placement of stone and fabric is to be performed. The scope of work will not
undergo ATR, as discussed above.

h. Required ATR Team Expertise. Several team members were required for ATR of the DD and cost
estimate, and are shown on the ATR certification sheet. Since ATR is not required for any of the design
and implementation phases of the project, no team members are required at this time.

c. Documentation of ATR. Certification of ATR of the DD was provided on 4 Jan 13 (Attachment 2). Since
ATR is not required for the current phase of the project, no additional documentation of ATR is
required at this time.

6. INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW (IEPR)

IEPR may be required for implementation documents under certain circumstances, 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. A risk-informed decision, as described in EC 1165-2-214, is made as to whether |EPR is
appropriate. IEPR panels will consist 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, There are two types of I[EPR:

« Type | IEPR. Type | IEPRs are managed outside the USACE and are conducted on project studies.
Type | IEPR panels assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic and environmental
assumptions and projections, project evaluation data, economic analysis, environmental analyses,
engineering analyses, formulation of alternative plans, methods for integrating risk and uncertainty,
models used in the evaluation of environmental impacts of proposed projects, and biological
opinions of the project study. Type | IEPR will cover the entire DD or action and will address all
underlying engineering, economics, and environmental work, not just one aspect of the study. For
DDs where a Type Il IEPR (Safety Assurance Review) Is anticipated during project implementation,
safety assurance shall also be addressed during the Type | IEPR per EC 1165-2-214.

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

a. Decision on IEPR. Based on the information and analysis provided in paragraph 3(b) of this RP, the
praject covered under this plan is excluded from IEPR because it does not meet the mandatory IEPR
triggers and does not warrant IEPR based on a risk-informed analysis. If any of the criteria outlined
in paragraph 1.d.(3) are not met, the model National Programmatic Review Plan is not applicable
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and a study specific RP must be prepared by the home district, coordinated with the FRM-PCX, and
approved by the home MSC in accordance with EC 1165-2-214,

b. Products to Undergo Type | IEPR. Not applicable. IEPR of the EA/DPR was not required.

c. Products to Undergo Type Il IEPR SAR. Not Applicable. A Type Il IEPR is not recommended for this
project.

7. POLICY AND LEGAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW

All DDs have been reviewed throughout the study process for compliance with the law and policy.
Guidance for policy and legal compliance reviews is addressed in Appendix H, ER 1105-2-100. These
reviews culminate in determinations that the recommendations in the reports and the supporting analyses
and coordination comply with law and policy, and warrant approval or further recommendation to higher
authority by the home MSC Commander. DQC and ATR augment and complement the policy review
processes by addressing compliance with pertinent published Army policies, particularly policies an
analytical methods and the presentation of findings in DDs.

The DD, completed in March 2013, authorized a Section 14 project that would include placement of stane
and filter material.

8. COST ENGINEERING MIANDATORY CENTER OF EXPERTISE (MCX) REVIEW AND CERTIFICATION

The DD was coordinated with the Cost Engineering MCX, located in the Walla Walla District. The Cost
Engineering MCX assisted in determining the expertise needed on the ATR team and in the development of
the review charge(s). The MCX also provided the Cost Engineering MCX certification. The RMO was
responsible for coordination with the Cost Engineering MCX.

The total project cost estimate was certified by the Cost Engineering MCX in November 2012.

The RMO coordinates with the Cost Engineering MCX to ensure the appropriate expertise was included on
the ATR team to assess the adequacy of cost estimates, construction schedules, and contingencies.

9. REVIEW SCHEDULES AND COSTS

a. ATR Schedule. At this time there are no established schedules for ATR because no remaining ATR is
required for any of the products addressed in this RP. The SOW will underga DQC, due to the routine |
nature of the work to be accomplished. '

b. ATR Cost. Since ATR is not required for the current phase of the project, no additional ATR costs have "
been calculated at this time.

10, PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

As part of the peer review, opportunities were provided for the public to comment on the study and DD
that was reviewed. CELRH made the draft EA/DPR document available to the public for comment.
Information obtained from the public was used to assist in plan formulation and to complete the draft
environmental documents necessary to meet both Federal and State requirements. This included State
and Federal agency reviews as well. There is no formal public review for the design and implementation
phase. However, the cost share partner, the City of Charleston, will have opportunities to review
construction as part of the PDT. The updated RP will be posted on the CELRH Internet for public review:
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(http://www.Irh.usace.army.mil/approved review plans rps).

11. REVIEW PLAN APPROVAL AND UPDATES

The MSC Commander is responsible for approving the RP. The Commander’'s approval reflects vertical
team input (involving district, MSC, RMO, and HQUSACE members) as to the appropriate scope and level of
review for the project. Lile the PMP, the RP is a living document and may change as the study progresses.
CELRH is responsible for keeping the RP up-to-date. Minor changes to the RP since the last MSC
Commander approval will be documented in Attachment 3. Significant changes to the RP (such as changes
to the scape and/or level of review) shall be re-approved by the MSC Commander following the process
used for initially approving the plan. The latest version of the RP, along with the Commanders’ approval
memorandum, will be posted on CELRH's webpage. The latest RP will also be provided to the RMO and
MSC.

11. REVIEW PLAN POINTS OF CONTACT

Public questions and/or comments an this RP can be directed to the following points of contact:



http://www.l

ATTACHMENT 1: TEAM ROSTERS

TABLE 1: Product Delivery Team Roster

Functional Area Name Office
Lead Engineer/ Civil Design ] CELRH
Environmental ] CELRH
Real Estate e CELRH
Cultural Resources ] CELRH
Geotechnical ] CELRH
Geotechnical s CELRH
Legal I CELRH
Public Affairs e CELRH
Construction s CELRH

TABLE 2: District Quality Control Team

Functional Area Name Office
DQC Lead / Civil Design I CELRH
Environmental s CELRH
Real Estate I CELRH
Cultural Resources ] CELRH
Legal ] CELRH
Public Affairs e CELRH
Geotechnical (Soils) ] CELRH
Construction I CELRH

TABLE 3: Agency Technical Review Team
NAME DISCIPLINE OFFICE
TBD None reqa?ired at this time TBD
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KANAWHA RIVER 35" STREET BRIDGE TO GREENBRIER STREET, CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA
STATEMENT OF TECHNICAL REVIEW FOR DECSION DOCUMENTS

COMPLETION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW

The Apgency Technical Review (A'TR) has been completed for the Environmental Assessment and Planning Design
Analysis for (he Scction 14 Emergency Stream Bank Protection Project Kanawha River 35" Street Bridge to
Greenbrier Street, Charleston, West Virginia. The ATR was conducled as defined in the project’s Review Plan to
comply with the requirements ol EC' 1165-2-209. During the A'TR, compliance with established policy prineiples
and procedures, utilizing justified and valid assumptions, was verified. ‘This included review of: assumptions,
methads, procedures, and material used in anulyses, aliernatives evaluated. the appropriateness ol data used and
level obtained, und reasonnbleness of the results, including whether the product meets the customer’s nceds
consistent wilh law and existing LS Army Corps ol [ingineers policy. The ATR ulso assessed the District Quality
Control (DQC) documentation and made the determination that the DQC activities employed appear to be
apprapriate and efTective. All comments resulting from the ATR have been resolved and the comments have been

closed in DrChecks™.

CERTIVICATION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW
Signilicant concerns and the explanation ol the reso lution are as 101ows: Significont concerns were nat expressed.
As noted above, all concemns resulting from the ATR ol the project have been fully resolved,
Chiel, Planning Division
CELRI-PAL-PD




WALLA WALLA COST ENGINEERING
MANDATORY CENTER OF EXPERTISE

COST AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW
CERTIFICATION STATEMENT
For

Kanawha River 35th Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street,
Charleston, West Virginia — Section 14 (CAP)

The Kanawha River 35th Street Bridge to Greenbrier Street Section 14 project, as
presented by Huntington District, has undergone a successful Cost Agency
Technical Review (Cost ATR), performed by the Walla Walla District Cost
Engineering Mandatory Center of Expertise (Cost MCX) team. The Cost ATR
included study of the project scope, report, cost estimates, schedules, escalation,
and risk-based contingencies. This certification signifies the products meet the
quality standards as preseribed in ER 1110-2-1150 Engineering and Design for
Civil Works Projects and ER 1110-2-1302 Civil Works Cost Engineering.

As of November 16, 2012, the Cost MCX certifies the estimmated total project cost
of:

FY 2013 Price Level: $2,122,000
Fully Funded Amount: $2,222 000 including Feasibilily cosls

It remains the responsibility of the District to correctly reflect these cost values
within the Final Report and to implement effective project management controls
and implementation procedures including risk management throughout the lite
of the projeet.

!!Iucl‘, !ust !* ngineering

Walla Walla Distvict

of Engineerse
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FROJECT Kanawhza River 35th Street to Greenbrier Street, Charleston, WV, Seclion 14 DISTRICT: LRH Huntingion PREPARED: 10/1/2012
LOGCATION: Chranssion, WY POC.  GHIEF. COST ENGINEERING, Michacl Ferguzon
Thiz Eslmale rellocts e scope and schedule In regort; Dralt EA and PDA. Section 12 Streambank Pratetiion Project, Kanawha River 35ih Street to Greenbner Sweel, Charlaston, W
WES Structure ESTIMATED COST PRCJBCE ”“gllfc‘fgzslr, et TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
Program Year (Budget EC): 2013
Effective Price Level Date: | GCT 12
Tl Works COST CNTG CMTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL COST CMNTG FULL
Fegture & Sup-Feature Descriphon (511 (S %) (SKY 1%4) 1SK) (SK) (SK) (2K {SKY (SKL |
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16 BANK STABRILIZATION 51347 5278 tan, 51,825 1.9% 84,575 Saus S5%.850 31.575 o8 £1.850
1 SULT URAL RESQURGE PRESERVATION 56 s 8% 57 1.9% 56 51 57 56 51 57
CONSTRUCTIOMN ESTIMATE TOTALS:| 51,552 8273 51,032 1.9% §1,5814 5265 £1,068 51,581 8285 31,866
(] LAMDS AMD DAMAGES - -
22 FEASIBILITY STUDY (CAP stuties) s100 |
a6 PLANNING ENGINEERING & DESIEN a1 513 12% &122 14% si1z 13 5125 i S112 313 3'-25ii
31 COMNSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 5116 g13 12% 5129 1.4% 5118 514 513 51138 Fi= S1Ij\\|
o |
$1.778 5306 1T 52,084 51,810 5312 52,122 5100 51,810 5312 52,223|
HIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Michaal Ferguson
ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: 65% 51,379
ROJECT MANAGER, David Frantz ESTUWIATED MOM-FEDERAL COST: 35% 5743
FEDERAL FEASIBILITY CAP COSTS: 100% 5100
HIEF. REAL ESTATE. Steva Shigeler ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: 52,222

D&M OUTSIDE OF TOTAL PROJECT COST:

Fllenzma ATR TPCS - Konawha Sec 14 - Correcizdaxlsy
TPCS
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Page2a!Z
**** CONTRACT COST SUMMARY *=
PROJECT Kanawha River 35th Strest to Greenbrier Stresl. Charlaston, WV, Seclion 14 DISTRICT LRH Humtmgten PREPARED 10712012
LOCATION:  Charlesien. WV PCC CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Michawl Fergusen
Thus Estimate raflects ne scope and scheoule n ropan, Dralt EA 2nd PDA, Seclion 14 Streambank Profoclion Projest, Kanawha River 35th Stroel to Groenbner Streel, Charleston, W
WBS Structuro ESTIMATED COST FRGIEGT. F'Rgzn?sr B‘Lm {Conatan: TOTAL PROJECT COST [FULLY FUNDED)
Esumelo Pregares 1-Oe-71 Program Year {Bu3get EC) 2013
Effective Prica Laval 1-0ct-11 Effoctva Prica Loevel Date T 00T
RISK BASED
WBE Cral Wores COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Miz-Faimt INFLATED cosT amne FULL
NUMSER Esaturn & Sub-Faaturn Descroiion Sk (3K (1]} (S, 1241 [SK1 (SK} ISK} Date 1%:1 18K 5K} iSK}
A B C D g F G H i J P L " N (]
CONTRACT 1
1% EANK STABILIZATION SL.E4T 278 8% §1828 1.5 51575 3284 57.853 201301 51575 S2B4 31.359&
138 CULTURAL RESOURCE PRESERVATION s L] - 7 1.9% 56 3 57 207301 =] b | 57
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: 51,55 278 8% 51,832 siad S385 st1855 $1.531 5285 51,865
o1 LANDS AND DAMAGES
30 PLANNING. ENGINEERING & DESIGN
195  Proec Maragemen §18 82 1% 573 14% 518 4 518 20%30% 5 52 51
0.5%5  Plonming & Enveonmental Complancs ] $ 12% 59 1.49% 35 b1 55 201301 &8 1 $
20% Enpneerng & Design 531 54 1% 35 1,4% 531 $4 535 201301 531 54 435
Engingenng Toon Revaw ITR & VE
0.5%: Centrazunyg & Reprographics 5 il 12% ) 1.4% 38 51 59 20m3m 8 5l 8
3.0%  Engneenng During Construction 547 36 12% 353 1.4% 548 et 553 201301 338 36 §53)
Planning During Censtruction
Projest Ooerabians
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
T5:  Constritbon Mansgement stiE yic] 2% 512 145% 3118 st 13 013 s118 £14 5131
Pre;ect Operaticn.
Praject Management
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: syv7e s30E S2,084 5.8 5312 s2322 $1.810 5312 52,122
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ATTACHMENT 3: REVIEW PLAN REVISIONS

Revision Date

Description of Change

Page / Paragraph
Number




ATTACHMENT 4: ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Term Definition Term Definition

ASA(CW) Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil NER National Ecosystem Restoration
Works

ATR Agency Technical Review NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

CAP Continuing Authorities Program 0&M Operation and maintenance

CSDR Coastal Storm Damage Reduction OoMB Office and Management and Budget

DPR Detailed Project Report OMRR&R Operation, Maintenance, Repair,

pac District Quality Control/Quality Assurance | OEO Outside Eligible Organization

DX Directory of Expertise OSE Other Social Effects

EA Environmental Assessment PCX Planning Center of Expertise

EC Engineer Circular PDT Project Delivery Team

EIS Environmental Impact Statement PAC Post Authorization Change

EO Executive Order PMP Project Management Plan

ER Ecosystem Restoration PL Public Law

FDR Flood Damage Reduction amp Quality Management Plan

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency QA Quality Assurance

FRM Flood Risk Management RED Regional Economic Development

GRR General Reevaluation Report RMC Risk Management Center

HQUSACE Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of RMO Review Management Organization
Engineers

IEPR Independent External Peer Review RP Review Plan

ITR Independent Technical Review RTS Regional Technical Specialist

LRR Limited Reevaluation Report SAR Safety Assurance Review

MSC Major Suberdinate Command USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

NED National Economic Development WRDA Water Resources Development Act
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