Prepared by:

Wilmington District US Army Corps
South Atlantic Division of Engineers

John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation
Project

Water storage reallocation study with an integrated National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document

For the Franklin County (North Carolina) Public Utility

Review Plan
July 2026
Date of RMO Endorsement of Review Plan: 22 May 2026
Date of MSC Approval of Review Plan: 9 July 2026
Date of IEPR Exclusion Approval: N/A
Has the Review Plan changed since RMO Endorsement? No

Date of Last Review Plan Revision: N/A
Date of Review Plan web posting: ?? July 2026

SIGNATURES

Prepared by:

Review Management Organization Endorsement by: See memorandum

Major Subordinate Command Approved by: See memorandum



John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Project Review Plan

CONTENTS

T OVEIVIEW ..ottt ettt et et ettt e st e st e b e et e e s e st et e st e st e st eseeseeseaseeseasensenseneeneeneas 1
1.1 PUrpoSe Of REVIEW PIAN .........cooiiiieceeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt 1
1.2 REFEIENCES ...ttt ettt ettt eneas 1
1.3 Review Management Organization..............ccooveviiiiiiciiieceeee e 1
1.4 Designated Points of Public Contact for Review Plan Questions or Comments.............. 2
1.5 Levels of Review of Planning Decision DOCUMENLS ...........ccccveveviieieniiiieieseceeie e 2
1.6 Required Review Team EXPErtiSE.......c..cvoiiiiiiiiiieceee e 2
1.7 Required Disclaimer on Documents Distributed Outside the Government....................... 3

2 Project BaCkgrOUNd ..........ccooiiiiiiiieiiiiceee ettt ettt sttt eereessasbeereessasseessaseessensenes 7
2.1 PrOJECE INAIME ...ttt ettt ettt st e s e beereesbesteessessenes 7
22 [0 To=1 (o] o ISR STRUUSTRS 7
2.3 SEUAY AUTNOTIEY .....ooeiiiicieeccee ettt et et teessesbeensesseees 7
24 ST 0 0] 41T RS 7
25 Authorized ProjeCt PUMPOSE(S) ....ocuiiviiieieiicieceee ettt sttt esse v eanens 7
2.6 ProjeCt Area DeSCriPLION ........cvi ittt ettt e eteeeve e eve e eaneeaneens 8
2.7 Problem STatement ........ ..o 8
2.8 Future With and Without Project Conditions..............ccccivieiiiieiiniiiieeeceeeeee e 8
29 Project Goals and ODJECHVE ...........cooveieiiiiieiiieeeeee et 8
2.10 Types of Potential Measures/Alternatives Being Considered ...............cccceeiiiiiinncnnennee. 9
211 Estimated StUdY COSES: .......ooiiiiiiieeceeee ettt 9
212 RISK IAeNtifICAtION: .....c..oiieeeeeie et 9
2.13  Current Project Milestone Schedule...............c.oooviioiiiioieececeee e 9

3  Model User Coordination and Model Approval/Certification Reviews ............c.cccccoevieniennnee. 10
3.1 ODbJeCtiVeS Of REVIEWS ......c.oioiieiiii ettt sttt ss e b e ss e 10
3.2 DOCUMENTALION.......couiiiiiicieeteee ettt ettt st ene e 10
3.3 Models to Be Used in the Study/Project............cccoooeeiiieieiiceeceeeeeceee e, 10

4  Project Delivery Team & District Quality Control ...............ocooeriiieiieieieieieeceeeeeeeeee e 11
4.1 ODbJECtiVES Of REVIEWS ......ovieiiiiicieieceee ettt ettt b e et b e eeennes 11
4.2 Required Review Team EXPEITISE .........cueove et 12
4.3 [ To o100 4 1=T 0] 7= (o] o H RSOSSN 12
4.4 Schedule and Estimated COStS ..........coueieiriiieeeeee e 12
4.5 District Quality Control CheckKIist ..............c.coiiieiiiieieeceee e 12

5  Agency TeChNICAl REVIEW .......cc..ooiiiiiiieeeeee ettt et e eve v 13



John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Project Review Plan

5.1 ODbjJECIVES Of REVIEW ...ttt 13

5.2 Required Review Team EXPErtiSE..........cvoiiiiiiiiceeece e 13

5.3 DOCUMENTALION.......oouiieiiieieceeeee ettt ettt b et sa e ne s e 14

54 Agency Technical Review Schedule and Estimated Costs ...........ccccooivieviicieieniiieene, 14

6  Policy and Legal ComplianCe REVIEW.............c.ccuiiiiiiiiiiieiieeect ettt 14

6.1 ODbJECHVES OFf REVIEW ...ttt ettt ettt e re e 14

6.2 Required Review Team EXPErtiSE..........cvoviiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 14

6.3 DOCUMENTATION.......couiiiiiticieeeee ettt b et ene e 15

6.4 Schedule and Estimated COSES ..........covoiiiiiiieeeeee et 15

T PUDIC REVIEBW ...ttt ettt ettt e ese e s e b e s e s ensennens 15

Appendix 1: Review Plan Change LOJ.........ccooviiiiieiiiieieie ettt esse e 16

Appendix 2: Risk-Informed IEPR ASSESSMENT ............oooviiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 17

APPENAIX 3 TEAM ROSIEIS ...ttt ettt et ettt te e e tbeeabeeveebeeesseesaeeenas 20
LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Study Required Coordination and REVIEW .............coiiiiiiiiiiiii e 2

Table 2. Schedule and Costs Of REVIEWS OVEIVIEW...........ccoceriiieieieieieieesieseeeeee et 4

Table 3. Review Teams — Disciplines and EXPErtiSE...........cocccciiiiieiie et 5

Table 4. Engineering Models, Tools, and Data...........cccooiiiriiierie e 11

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1. ProjeCt Ar€a IMApP........ccuii ittt ettt et s e et e e e tte e s eae e e easaeesaseeeeaseeeneeesneeeans 7



John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Project Review Plan

1 Overview

1.1 Purpose of Review Plan

This Review Plan (RP) defines the scope and level of review for the planning decision document
developed for John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Study. The scope
and level of review required is based upon a preliminary assessment of the magnitude of project
risks (ER 1165-2-217, Civil Works Review Policy), as well as project model user coordination to
comply with CECW-P memo (28 July 2023), Model Coordination for Civil Works Planning.

As part of the Project Management Plan (PMP), this RP establishes an accountable,
comprehensive, life-cycle review strategy for Civil Works products and lays out a risk-informed,
value-added process providing the scopes of review for the current phase of work.

1.2 References

¢ Engineer Regulation (ER) 1165-2-217, Civil Works Review Policy, 2 Sep 2024

e ER 1105-2-103: Policy for Conducting Civil Works Planning Studies, 7 Nov 2023, which
supersedes ER 1105-2-100, Chapters 1,2, and 3, dated 22 Apr 2000

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

¢ Planning Bulletin 2013-02, Assuring Quality of Planning Models, 31 Mar 2013

o CECW-P Memorandum, Model Coordination for Civil Works Planning Studies, 28 Jul
2023

¢ “Model Coordination and Model User Documentation” form (request from appropriate
Planning Center of Expertise (PCX))

o Enterprise Standard (ES) 081010, Software Validation for the Hydrology, Hydraulics and
Coastal Community of Practice (HH&C CoP)

o ER5-1-11, Management—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Business Process,
31 Jul 2018

e ER1110-2-1150, Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects, 31 Aug 1999

e Director’s Policy Memorandum, 2018-05, Improving Efficiency and Effectiveness in
USACE Civil Works Project Delivery (Planning Phase and Planning Activities), 03 May
2018

o Director of Civil Works Memorandum, Delegation of Model Certification, 11 May 2018

e Director’s Policy Memorandum 2019-01, Policy and Legal Compliance Review, 09 Jan
2019

o Office of Management and Budget, Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review,
Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 10, 14 Jan 2004, pp 264-267

e Engineering Pamphlet (EP) 1105-2-61, Planning Feasibility and Post Authorization Study
Procedures and Report Processing Requirements, 1 Jul 2023.

1.3 Review Management Organization

The Review Management Organization (RMO) is the designated USACE organization
overseeing quality reviews by reviewing and endorsing the RP. The Water Management and
Reallocation Planning Center of Expertise (WMR-PCX) is the RMO for this project. The RMO’s
roles and responsibilities are outlined in ER 1165-2-217.
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1.4 Designated Points of Public Contact for Review Plan Questions or
Comments

e District:

e Major Subordinate Command (MSC):

e Review Management Organization (RMO):

1.5 Levels of Review of Planning Decision Documents

All planning products are subject to the conduct and completion of District Quality Control
(DQC) and Agency Technical Review (ATR), and a smaller sub-set may be subject to
Independent External Peer Review (IEPR). Both planning models and engineering models used
in planning decision documents must meet requirements regarding both model users and model
certification or approval for use in the planning study. Table 1 summarizes the reviews to be
performed for this project. The details of each are provided in later sections of this RP.

Any required review that will not be performed for this study is documented in the appropriate
section of this RP, explaining the risk-informed decision not to undertake that review.

Table 2 summarizes the anticipated work products that are expected to be reviewed during the
project development and the schedule for their delivery. Table 2 also includes the timing and
sequence of the reviews (including deferred reviews) and anticipated costs. The specific
expertise required for the teams and other relevant information is identified in later sections of
this RP covering each facet of review.

Table 1. Study Required Coordination and Review.

Included
TYPE OF REVIEW LOCATION OF DISCUSSION IN RP
Model User Coordination Yes Section 3
Model Approval/Certification Review Yes Section 3
District Quality Control (DQC) Yes Section 4
Agency Technical Review (ATR)* Yes Section 5
Targeted ATR (Model) Yes Section 5
Policy and Legal Compliance Review Yes Section 6
(P&LCR)
Independent External Peer Review TBD Section 6.5/ Appendix 2
Public Review Yes Section 8

1.6 Required Review Team Expertise

Table 3 identifies the specific technical discipline and expertise required for the members of
each review team. In most cases, the team members will be senior professionals in their
respective fields. In general, the technical disciplines identified will be the same for the DQC and
ATR teams.

Each ATR team member will be certified to conduct ATR by their community of practice. To
serve as an Engineering and Construction reviewer on an ATR Team, USACE personnel must
be listed in the Corps of Engineers Reviewer Certification and Access Program (CERCAP). ATR
certification for USACE Planning disciplines, including plan formulation, economics, cultural
resources, and environmental, is documented in the USACE Planner Database.
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1.7 Required Disclaimer on Documents Distributed Outside the Government
For information distributed for review to non-governmental organizations, the following
disclaimer will be placed on documents:

“This information is distributed solely for the purpose of pre-dissemination review under
applicable information quality guidelines. It has not been formally disseminated by
USACE. It does not represent and should not be construed to represent any agency

determination or policy.”
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Table 2. Schedule and Costs of Reviews Overview.

Review Management Organization Coordination & Participation: The RMO will participate in milestone meetings, in-progress reviews, issue
resolutions, and review of this RP.

PRODUCT TO UNDERGO Review Level Site Visit Start Date End Date Estimated Cost Complete
REVIEW
Engineering Model User | Appropriate n/a March 2026 March 2026 . Yes
Coordination Review functional CoP
(See details in Section 3)
Targeted ATR (ResSim | ATR n/a April 2026 May 2026 | No
4.0 Model)
FWOP Model Runs
Targeted ATR (ResSim ATR n/a July 2026 August 2026 | No
4.0 Model)
FWP Model Runs
Target ATR ATR n/a May 2026 June 2026 I No
Water Demand Analysis
Draft Report with DQC TBD June 2027 August 2027 e No
integrated NEPA
Document
Public Comment n/a October 2027 November 2027 . No
Period
ATR TBD October 2027 November 2027 No
P&LCR TBD October 2027 November 2027 No
Final Report with DQC TBD January 2028 February 2028 No
integrated NEPA
Document
ATR TBD February 2028 March 2028 No
P&LCR TBD March 2028 April 2028 No
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Table 3. Review Teams — Disciplines and Expertise.

(PFMA) for both concrete and earthen dams.

Discipline / Role Expertise DQC |[ATR
Extensive experience preparing Civil Works decision documents and leading DQC.
DQC Team Lead The lead may serve as a DQC reviewer for a specific discipline (planning, Yes No
economics, environmental, etc.).
Professional with extensive experience preparing Civil Works decision documents
ATR Team Lead and conducting ATR. Skills to mgnag‘e g v!rtual team through an ATR. Thg lead may No Vs
serve on the ATR team for specific discipline (such as planning, economics, or
environmental work).
Plannin Skilled water resources planner knowledgeable in complex planning investigations Yes Yes
g and the application of SMART principle to problem solving.
Economics Experience with applylpg theory, methods and tools used in the economic evaluation Yes Yes
of water resources projects.
. Experience with environmental evaluation and compliance requirements, national
Environmental L . . .
environmental laws and statutes, applicable Executive Orders, and other planning Yes Yes
Resources .
requirements.
Experience with cultural resource survey methods, area of potential effects, National
Cultural Resources | Historic Preservation Act Section 106, and state and federal laws pertaining to Yes Yes
American Indian Tribes.
Hydraulics and Engineer with experience applying hydraulics and hydrologic principles and analytic
: g : ; : Yes Yes
Hydrology tools to project planning, design, construction, and operation.
Experience using cost estimation software; working knowledge of water resource
Cost Engineering project construction; capable of making professional determinations using Yes Yes
experience.
Experience developing Real Estate Plans and experience in real estate
Real Estate fee/easement acquisition and residential/business relocations for Federal and/or Yes Yes
Federally Assisted Programs for implementation of Civil Works projects.
Dam Safety Engineer or Geologist with experience in dam safety potential failure mode analysis Vs Vi
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Discipline / Role Expertise DQC | ATR
Experience examining the impact of water storage reallocation to the production of

Hydropower hydropower at authorized projects Yes Yes

Infrastrgcture and Member of the IIR Community of Practice with knowledge of current policy and

Installation . No Yes
- practice.

Resilience

Operations Member of the Operations Community of practice Yes Yes
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2 Project Background

2.1 Project Name
John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Project

2.2 Location
Mecklenburg, Brunswick, and Halifax Counties in Virginia, and Granville, Vance and Warren
counties in North Carolina.

Figure 1. Project Area Map
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2.3 Study Authority
Water Supply Act (WSA)of 1958 (Public Law 85-500)

2.4 Sponsor
Franklin County Public Utility (FCPU)

2.5 Authorized Project Purpose(s)
John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir (originally Buggs Island Dam and Reservoir) was authorized
by the Flood Control Act of 1944 for the purposes of flood control along the Roanoke River
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Basin, hydropower, low flow augmentation and recreation. Other project purposes were added
by subsequent legislation, including the addition of municipal and industrial water supply by the
Water Supply Act of 1958.

2.6 Project Area Description

John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir is a sprawling 50,000-acre reservoir with over 800 miles of
wooded shoreline located in North Carolina and Virginia state border. The dam itself is in
Mecklenburg County, Virginia approximately 18 miles upstream from the state line and
impounds a portion of the Roanoke River. Nearby towns include Henderson and Oxford in North
Carolina and Boydton and Clarksville in Virginia.

The reservoir is characterized by the gently rolling hills of the northern Piedmont plateau, with
large stands of managed forests interspersed with small farms. The land cover is predominantly
managed forests, featuring a mix of upland hardwoods like oak and hickory, as well as pine and
bottomland hardwoods. This natural environment provides a habitat for a variety of wildlife.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has existing water storage agreements at John H. Kerr Dam
and Reservoir with the Kerr Lake Regional Water System, the Dominion-Mecklenburg Power
Station, the city of Virginia Beach, and the Virginia Department of Corrections with
grandfathered water rights from the town of Clarksville and Burlington Industries.

2.7 Problem Statement

FCPU projects to have a short fall of municipal and industrial water in the next 50 years for its
customers in north-central North Carolina. Currently their system has a finished water supply of
4.25 million gallons daily (MGD) available for use through contracts with towns of Henderson
and Louisburg and the Franklinton Water Treatment Plant. However, these volumes are not
enough to meet the increasing demands of their service area which are estimated to be 8 MGD
by 2050.

2.8 Future With and Without Project Conditions

A 2020 Water Supply Master Plan for the FCPU demonstrated the long-term need for water
supply and the benefits to potential users. Currently the FCPU receives 3.65 million gallons per
day (MGD) through a wholesale purchase from the City of Henderson and the town of
Louisburg. An additional 0.60 MGD is treated at the Franklinton Water Treatment Plant, bringing
the total to 4.25 MGD.

In absence of a federal project with FCPU, John H. Kerr Reservoir is expected to continue to be
managed in accordance with the current Water Control Manual. This means that actions to
support the current authorized purposes of flood control, hydropower, recreation, and low flow
augmentation. In addition, the Federal government maintains water supply agreements and
grandfather water rights at John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir with other nearby utilities.

2.9 Project Goals and Obijective

The primary objective of this study is to identify a plan that meets the current and future water
needs of FCPU and its patrons in north-central North Carolina, is within the interest of the
federal government, and fulfills requirement of existing federal laws, regulations, directives,
executive orders and policies.
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2.10 Types of Potential Measures/Alternatives Being Considered:

- New reservoir

- Off-line raw water storage tanks

- Pumped aquifer storage

- Construct new water intake and pipelines

- Excavate ground water wells

- Water conservation program

- Water reuse program

- Reallocation from Conservation Pool

- Reallocation from Flood Control Pool

- Reallocation from Inactive Pool

- Wholesale water purchase from another
utility

- Change existing dam operations

- Water withdrawal from existing rivers and
streams

- Non-revenue water reduction

- Interbasin Transfer

2.11 Estimated Study Costs:
]

2.12 Risk |dentification:

ER 1165-2-217 requires review plans that document relevant study risk and related issues,
including key assumptions and any constraints, in enough detail to support the decisions on the
appropriate level of review and types of expertise to be represented on the various review
teams.

The following questions were used to assess relevant study risks and inform decisions on the
level of review and expertise on review teams:

e Will the study likely be challenging? If so, how so? Yes. It is likely that the necessity of an
interbasin transfer and the location of the reservoir across state lines (NC and VA) will create
concern from the public and thus make the study challenging.

e Is the project likely to be justified by life safety or is the study or project likely to involve
significant life safety concerns? No.

e Is the project expected to have more than negligible adverse impacts on scarce or unique
tribal, cultural, or historic resources? If so, what are the anticipated impacts? No.

o Is the project expected to have substantial adverse impacts on fish and wildlife species and
their habitat prior to the implementation of mitigation measures? If so, describe the impacts?
No.

2.13 Current Study Milestone Schedule

ACTIVITY SCHEDULED ACTUAL
Decision Point 1 April 2026 July 2026
Decision Point 2 May 2027 TBD
Release Draft Report to Public September 2027 TBD
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Final Report Transmittal December 2027 TBD

Director’s Report February 2028 TBD

3 Model User Coordination and Model Approval/Certification
Reviews

3.1 Objectives of Reviews

Model User Coordination: PDT members using models (planning and engineering) for Civil
Works planning studies must comply with CECW-P Memorandum, Model Coordination for Civil
Works Planning Studies (28 Jul 2023) to ensure cross-functional coordination on model
identification, to ensure appropriateness and proper application of planning and engineering
models to be used in the study, and to confirm that assigned modelers possess the requisite
knowledge and experience required to efficiently and effectively complete Civil Works feasibility
study modeling tasks. Model user(s) must coordinate with the appropriate PCX or engineering
functional chief for model selection and application.

e For engineering models used during feasibility, ER 1165-2-218, ER 1110-2-1150, and
ES 08101 are the controlling guidance.

e Guidance on the quality assurance for planning models is contained in EC 1105-2-412,
Assuring Quality of Planning Models, which mandates the use of certified or approved
models for all planning activities to ensure the models are technically and theoretically
sound, compliant with USACE policy, computationally accurate, and based on
reasonable assumptions.

Model Reviews: Approval/Certification: Approval or certification of planning model(s) will not
be needed for this study/project; therefore, review for model approval or certification will not be
required.

3.2 Documentation

Model User Coordination Review: Prior to initiation of work, District personnel will be identified
and validated by functional supervisor to ensure identification of personnel are properly
selected, trained and resourced for the work assigned. Documentation to comply with CECW-P
Memorandum, Model Coordination for Civil Works Planning Studies (28 Jul 2023) must be
included as part of the plan submittal to the RMO and MSC.

3.3 Models to Be Used in the Study/Project
Table 4 lists the engineering models that may be used to develop the decision document Table
2 documents the cost and the schedule for model approval/certification review.

10



John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Project Review Plan

Table 4. Engineering Models, Tools, and Data.

Model Name HEC Res Sim (Reservoir System Simulation)
Version 4.0
Model Status CoP certified

Discipline Using the Model | Hydraulic and Hydrology

Brief model description The software simulates reservoir operations for flood
and how it will be used in management, low flow augmentation and water
the study/project: supply for planning studies, detailed reservoir

regulation plan investigations, and real-time decision
support. It can represent both large- and small-scale
reservoirs and reservoir systems through a network of
elements (junctions, routing reaches, diversions,
reservoirs) that the user builds. The software can
simulate single events or a full period-of-record using
available time-steps.

4 Project Delivery Team & District Quality Control

Prior to District Quality Control (DQC), the report and supporting documentation should undergo
a Project Delivery Team (PDT) review. District Quality Control (DQC) is an internal USACE
review covering basic science and engineering work products and fulfills the project quality
requirements of the Project Management Plan (PMP). DQC will be performed continuously and
managed by the Wilmington District. The DQC Reviews will consist of informal quality checks
and more formal project stage reviews.

4.1

Project Delivery Team: The PDT will review the report and supporting documentation.
Informal Quality Checks: Informal quality checks will be performed by supervisors or
peers not actively involved with project delivery. The informal quality check reviews will
not have a formal schedule or a formal team but will be performed throughout the life of
a project and documented, as appropriate.

Independent District Quality Control: The DQC will be performed by peers not
actively involved with the project delivery and will be performed prior to all ATRs.

Objectives of Reviews

Read entire report and appendices and provide editorial comments for clarity and
readability.

Evaluate the correct applications of methods, validity of assumptions, adequacy of basic
data, correctness of calculations, completeness of documentation, and compliance with
guidance and standards.

Check all computations and graphics by having the reviewer place a highlight (e.g., “red
dot”) on each annotation and/or number indicating concurrence with the correctness of
the information shown.

11
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4.2 Required Review Team Expertise
Table 3 identifies the review team expertise required for the project.

o PDT Reviews. PDT Reviews will be performed by team members actively involved in
project delivery. The PDT has been assigned an Engineering Technical Lead in
accordance with ER 5-1-11. The PDT members and disciplines are shown in Section 9
of this RP.

¢ Independent DQC Reviews. Independent DQC reviews will be performed by reviewers
NOT actively involved in the project delivery. The independent DQC team has been
assigned a DQC Review Lead in accordance with ER 1165-2-217. See Appendix 3 of
this plan for the Team Roster.

4.3 Documentation

All DQC reviews will be performed and documented in accordance with ER 1165-2-217.
Documentation of DQC will follow the District Quality Manual and the MSC Quality Management
Plan. DrChecks®M will be used for documentation of DQC comments for project stage reviews.
The DQC certification template for project DQC will follow the sample certification sheet found in
ER 1165-2-217. Documentation of completed DQC will be provided to the MSC, RMO, and the
ATR Team Lead. All DQC comments and their resolutions from all DQC Reviews will be
provided to the ATR Team so that the ATR Team can determine whether an adequate DQC was
performed.

4.4 Schedule and Estimated Costs
Although DQC is performed continuously, Table 2 identifies the project stage review
requirements and approximate cost of each DQC review.

4.5 District Quality Control Checklist

The DQC Review Lead will confirm the following before completing DQC Certification. By
signing off on completion of DQC, the DQC reviewer is assuming the same level of
responsibility as the author.

General Issues

1. Has the PDT Review been completed?

2. Was the allotted time for DQC in the review plan adhered to?

Has the DQC Team verified the information presented in the current study checklist (pre-

AMM, pre-TSP, Final Report) accurate?

Is the identified problem well understood?

Are the risks and uncertainties properly characterized?

Has an appropriate array of alternatives been considered that could solve the problem?

Does the TSP solve the problem?

Are the implementation risks appropriately considered?

Are the proposed construction methods appropriate?

0. Are the schedules and cost estimates reliable (comprehensive, well-documented,

accurate, and credible)?

11. What is the risk of potential cost and schedule growth?

12. Are there lessons learned that need to be considered?

13. Does the product comply with USACE criteria and policy requirements including
environmental compliance requirements?

w

S ©ONO OB
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14. If applicable, has life-safety risk been appropriately assessed?
15. Are the methods used to develop analyses and conclusions clearly and fully presented
to ensure transparency, if applicable?

Items for Verification

1. Are the assumptions, methods, procedures, computations (including quantities), and

materials used in the analyses consistent with the project purpose or decisions being

made?

Is the array of alternatives considered comprehensive?

Are the methods used to develop analyses and conclusions clearly and fully presented?

Are the data, level of data, assumptions, and safety risk based on deterministic criteria

and risk-informed decision-making information appropriate?

5. Are the results compared to project purpose in compliance with applicable laws and
USACE policies reasonable?

6. Correctness of Calculations — For each discipline, ensure correctness of the information
on each annotation, computation, and model input parameter.

7. Correctness, accuracy, and clarity of graphic/plan presentation — For each discipline,
ensure correctness of information shown on graphics (e.g., dimension, elevation, notes,
or references).

Rl

5 Agency Technical Review

Agency Technical Review (ATR) is undertaken to ensure the quality and credibility of USACE
scientific and technical information is consistent with ER 1165-2-217 and the responsible MSC’s
Quality Management Plan. ATR is mandatory for all draft and final decision documents and most
implementation products.

The ATR of work products and reports will also cover any necessary NEPA documents, other
environmental compliance products including deferred environmental commitments during
implementation, any in-kind contributions/services provided by local sponsors or their A-Es, and
other supporting documents.

5.1 Objectives of Review

o Perform a comprehensive review of PDT conclusions to ensure that the results and
decisions are clearly supported by the information presented and in compliance with
current USACE policy and procedures.

e Assess adequacy of DQC to ensure proper and effective DQC has been conducted by
reviewing the work products, DQC documentation, and the signed DQC certification.
Work products that are of poor quality or appear to have inadequate DQC may be
returned with no action.

o Validate key PDT decisions and identify important issues, concerns, and lessons
learned.

e Perform Cost Engineering review.

5.2 Required Review Team Expertise

ATR is conducted outside the District with an ATR Lead from outside the MSC to remove
unintended bias of the District/Division. Table 3 identifies the ATR review team expertise
required for the project. See Appendix 3 of this plan for the ATR Team Roster.

13
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5.3 Documentation

Documentation of ATR meets the requirements of ER 1165-2-217. This includes the four-part
comment structure, three-part response structure, and the use of DrChecksSM. The ATR lead will
complete an ATR Summary Report, a Statement of Technical Review, and ATR Certification for
the draft and final decision documents and supporting analyses, certifying that review issues
have been resolved or elevated. ATR will be certified when all concerns are resolved or referred
to the vertical team and when ATR documentation is complete. Documentation of completed
ATR will be provided to the MSC and RMO. The Cost Engineering Mandatory Center of
Expertise will provide the Cost Engineering certification.

5.4 Agency Technical Review Schedule and Estimated Costs

Each ATR should build upon all prior cycles of review of any work product. Each ATR iteration
should address only incremental changes and additions to documents and analyses addressed
in prior ATR reviews, unless the ATR team determines that certain subjects warrant revisiting
due to other changes. Table 2 outlines the schedule and costs for ATR for this study.

6 Policy and Legal Compliance Review

Policy and legal compliance review (P&LCR) of draft and final planning decision documents is
delegated to the MSC (see Director’s Policy Memorandum 2018-05 and Director’s Policy
Memorandum 2019-01). The P&LCR culminates in determination whether report
recommendations 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.

6.1 Objectives of Review

e Provide advice and support to PDT and decision makers.

e Engage at both the MSC and HQ levels, ensuring that the vertical teaming aspect Civil
Works project development is maintained.

o Ensure national consistency in policy compliance.

e Help guide the PDT through project development and the completion of policy and
legally compliant documents.

o Identify policy and legal issues as early as possible.

e Provide impartial and unbiased recommendations, advice, and support to decision
makers.

¢ Review Project Guidance Memorandum (PGM)

o Review draft Document of Review Findings (DoRF) prior to submittal to the Chief of
Office Water Project Review

6.2 Required Review Team Expertise

The P&LCR team will be a single team of policy and legal experts drawn from HQ, MSC, PCX,
and other review resources as needed to take full advantage of USACE’s breadth of experience
and to enhance knowledge management. With input from HQ and MSC functional leaders and
through collaboration with the Chief of Office Water Project Review (OWPR), the MSC Chiefs of
Planning and Policy are responsible for establishing a competent interdisciplinary P&LCR team
for the project.

A representative from the Office of Counsel will be assigned to participate in reviews. Members
may participate from the District, MSC, or HQ. The MSC Chief of Planning and Policy will
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coordinate membership and participation with the office chiefs. See Appendix 3 of this plan for
the Team Roster.

6.3 Documentation

Input from the P&LCR team should be documented in a Memorandum for Record (MFR)
produced for each engagement with the team including milestone meetings, in-progress
reviews, team meetings, etc. The MFR should be distributed to all meeting participants.

Teams may choose to capture some of the policy review input in a risk register, as appropriate.
These items should be highlighted at future meetings until the issues are resolved. Any key
decisions on how to address risk or other considerations should be documented in an MFR.

Each participating Office of Counsel will determine how to document legal review input. In some
cases, legal review input may be captured in the MFR for a particular meeting or milestone. In
other cases, a separate legal memorandum may be used to document the input from the Office
of Counsel.

6.4 Schedule and Estimated Costs

No project funding will be used to fund the P&LCR team. See Table 2 for the schedule.

6.5. Independent External Peer Review

Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) is the most independent level of review conducted on
project studies and only is applied in cases that meet certain criteria where the uncertainties,
risk, and magnitude of the proposed project are such that a critical examination by a qualified
team outside of USACE is warranted.

IEPR Determination: It is the PDT’s recommendation that an IEPR not be performed for the
study/project as determined by Figure 6.1 of ER 1165-2-217, which provides a flowchart for
decision-making on conducting an IEPR and is incorporated by reference. Appendix 2 provides
a project-specific risk-informed assessment supporting the recommended IEPR determination.
In accordance with Section 6.6 of ER 1165-2-217, the MSC Commander will make the decision
on District requests for exclusions from IEPR, as delegated by the Chief of Engineers.

7 Public Review

Public Review of the Review Plan: This RP will be posted on the District’'s website. Public
comments on the scope of reviews, technical disciplines involved, schedules, and other
considerations may be submitted to the District for consideration. If the comments result in a
change to the RP, an updated RP will be posted to the District's website.

Public Review of the draft planning decision document: Additional public review will occur
when the report with integrated NEPA document is released for public and agency comment.
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Appendix 1: Review Plan Change Log
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Description of Change
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Appendix 2: Risk-Informed IEPR Assessment

Project Name: John H. Kerr Reservoir

Water Storage Reallocation Project

IEPR Determination: Based on the Risk Informed IEPR Assessment below, it was determined
that John H. Kerr Reservoir Water Storage Reallocation Project will not conduct an IEPR.

Section 1. Mandatory Decision on Conducting IEPR.
The three mandatory conditions determining whether IEPR is undertaken (ER 1165-2-217
Section 6.4) are:

#1. Has the Chief of Engineers determined the project is controversial? Unknown

If YES, then IEPR is mandatory. Statutory exclusion does not apply.

If NO, go to question #2

Project-specific rationale for response: The PDT will monitor the state processes and
potential impacts of interbasin and interstate transfers. While not participants in these
processes, the agency will follow the results.

#2. Has the Governor of affected State requested an IEPR? No

If YES, then IEPR is mandatory. Statutory exclusion does not apply.

If NO, go to question #3

Project-specific rationale for response: The Governors of North Carolina and Virginia
have not commented on the project.

#3. Is the cost of the project, including mitigation costs, greater than $200 million? No
If YES, IEPR is mandatory unless exclusions apply. Go to Section 3.
If No, then IEPR is discretionary. Go to Section 2.
Project-specific rationale for response: The estimated cost of the project is below $200
million.

Section 2. Discretionary IEPR.

When none of the 3 mandatory triggers for IEPR listed in Section 1 are met, MSC Commanders
have the discretion to conduct IEPR based on risk-informed assessment of the expected
contribution of IEPR to the project. See ER 1165-2-217 Section 6.5.1 for details.

#1. Has a federal or state Agency requested IEPR due to significant adverse
environmental impacts? Not applicable
If YES, then MSC Commander has discretion on determining if IEPR will be conducted.
If No, go to question #2

Project-specific Rationale: Not applicable
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#2 Risk Informed Decision Determination on Conducting IEPR: At minimum, the MSC
Commander will consider if the project will have/use any of the following:

e Is the project likely to involve significant life safety concerns? If so, what are they?
Significant life safety concerns: Not applicable

Project-specific rationale: Not applicable

¢ Is the information in the decision document or anticipated project design likely to be
based on novel methods, involve 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? If so, how?
Novel methods, complex challenges, precedent setting, change prevailing practices:
Not applicable

Project-specific rationale: Not applicable

If the responses to either of these questions are YES, then an IEPR may add value or
significant benefit. If the response to these questions is NO, then IEPR may not add value or
significant benefit.

Project-specific Rationale: Not applicable.

Section 3. IEPR Exclusion Considerations. Exclusions to IEPR may apply when a project
total cost is greater than $200 million (see Section 1 above). See ER 1165-2-217 Section 6.6 for
details.

#1. Does the project have an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)? No

If YES, then IEPR is mandatory. Statutory exclusion does not apply.
If NO or UNKNOWN, then go to question #2

Project-specific Rationale: An environmental assessment is typically the level documentation
required under the National Environmental Policy Act for a Water Storage Reallocation study

#2. IEPR Exclusion Condition A - Discussion for Non-Controversial or Routine Projects:
Does the Project meet ALL the following criteria:

e Not controversial; Unknown. There is public controversy surrounding this request, but
it is believed that most of the controversy will be realized in the state processes related
to interbasin transfer and interstate coordination based upon the reservoir being
situated on the state lines (NC and VA). Those processes are independent of the
federal reallocation study process. Because the determination of controversy will be
largely informed by the public review of the draft decision document, it is possible that
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IEPR, even if previously excluded, could be subsequently required following the public
review process. See Section 6.6 of ER 1165-2-217

o Negligible impacts on scarce or unique cultural, historic, or tribal resources; Yes

o No substantial adverse impacts on fish and wildlife species and habitats prior to the
implementation of mitigation measures; AND Yes

e Before implementation of mitigation measures, no more than a negligible adverse
impact on a species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 or the critical habitat of such species as designated under such
Act. Yes

If YES to ALL, then IEPR is not mandatory.
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Appendix 3 Team Rosters

Project Delivery Team Roster

PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM
Name Office Position Contact Information

=
—
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District Quality Control Team Roster

NAME

Role

Office

Contact
Information

Agency Technical Review Team Roster

NAME

Role

Office

I

Contact
Information
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Policy and Legal Compliance Team Roster

NAME OFFICE Role

Vertical Team Roster

NAME OFFICE Role
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