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1. Introduction  

This Agency Technical Review (ATR) Summary Report documents the 
progress of the ATR performed for the subject draft product(s) from June 
2017 to June 2018.  The Non-Federal Interest and responsible study 
document provider is Rankin-Hinds Pearl River Flood and Drainage Control 
District (referenced here as the project delivery team or PDT).  The 
consulting District (Vicksburg) point of contact for the review was Richartz 
Shelton, PM, CEMVK-PP-D. The ATR Team Lead was Miki Fujitsubo, NTS, 
CESPK-PD-W. The Flood Risk Management Planning Center of Expertise 
(FRM-PCX) is the Review Management Organization (RMO) with a limited 
responsibility for managing only the ATR. 
 

2. References 

The ATR was conducted in accordance or in coordination with the following 
documents:  
 

a. Engineering Circular 1165-2-217, Review Policy for Civil Works, dated 
February 20, 2018. 

b. Rankin and Hinds Counties, Mississippi Flood Damage Reduction Study 
Review Plan, version date 26 April 2017 (Note: outdated; still pending 
revisions to RMO). 

 

3. Review Details  

 
a. DrChecksSM Review Record 
 

• Project ID: Pearl River Watershed Study 
• Project Name: Pearl River Watershed-Integrated Draft Feasibility & 

EIS 
• Review ID/Edit: 00001 

 
b. Type of ATR: Draft 

 
c. List of Product(s) Reviewed:  See Table 1. 
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Table 1:  Products Reviewed List 

 
Report Title 

Approximate 
Number of 

Pages 
Draft FR/EIS-MAIN REPORT 262 

App A-Plan-Formulation 46 

App B-Economics 36 

App C-Engineering* 244 

App D-Environmental 195 

App E - Cultural 649 

App F-Environmental Justice 29 

App G-Public Involvement  
          (Public Comments) 

46 
112 

*: includes Cost Engineering & Real Estate 
 

 
 

d. ATR Chronology 
 
Table 2 highlights specific milestones in the year-long ATR timeline. 
This review was particularly challenging due to the prolonged 
evaluation and long revision lag times by the PDT over a year’s time 
that required three ATR Team backchecks.  This Summary Report was 
created with still “open” and “flagged for follow up” comments. 

 
     Table 2:  ATR Draft Review Chronology 

Review Step Date 

QC/QA Documents (Not Provided) Not Provided 

Review Documents Provided 21 June 2017 
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ATR Kickoff Meeting 15 June 2017 

ATR Comments Submitted in DrChecks 19 July 2017 

ATR Comment Backcheck #1 
Informal/spreadsheet input per R-H request 

13 Sept 2017 

ATR Comment Backcheck #2 14 Dec 2017 

ATR Comment Backcheck #3 25 April 2018 

ATR of Draft Report Concluded for Summary 
Report Completion 

15 June 2018 

  

 

4. Background Information 

 
a. Brief Description of the Product(s) Reviewed:  In the Water Resources 

Development Act of 2007 (Section 3104), the US Congress 
conditionally authorized the construction and funding of $133,770,000 
for a flood damage reduction project in the Pearl River Watershed in 
Rankin and Hinds counties, MS. The conditional authorization 
stipulated that the Secretary shall compare the level of flood damage 
reduction provided by the plan that maximizes national economic 
development benefits of the project to that of locally preferred plan 
and that the chosen plan must be environmentally acceptable and 
technically feasible.   
 
The feasibility study was originally being performed under Section 211 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996.  Section 211 gave a 
non-Federal interest the opportunity to take the lead in the planning 
and design for a flood control project in cooperation with the USACE.   
 
Latest USACE discussions concluded that the study is now authorized 
under PL 110-114, Section 3104, WRDA 2007.   The local sponsor, 
Rankin Hinds Pearl River Flood and Drainage Control District 
(designated the project delivery team or PDT) is the lead in assessing 
the feasibility of flood risk reduction for the Pearl River Watershed 
within Rankin and Hinds Counties, MS.    
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b. Prior ATR History: No prior ATR history. 

 

5. ATR Team Composition 

The ATR team leader (ATR Lead) was selected from outside the study MSC 
region for added independence.  The ATR was conducted by a certified 
review team selected from outside the consulting district (Vicksburg) and 
who were not involved in the day-to-day production of the product(s) 
reviewed.  All the ATR team members, including the ATR Lead, are certified 
to perform ATR by their respective Communities of Practice.  
 
The composition of the ATR team for this review was based from the study’s 
latest review plan (2. References 1.b.), and the scope and content of the 
product(s) to be reviewed.  The contact information and review roles for 
each ATR team member are provided in Enclosure 1 along with the PDT 
information.  The experience, qualifications, and certifications of each ATR 
team member are provided in Enclosure 2.  With the length and delays of 
this review, two ATR members needed to be replaced due to retirement 
(cultural and cost engineering). 
 

6. Charge to Reviewers 

The charge to reviewers established the specific objectives of the ATR and 
the specific assessment sought from the ATR team.  The charge for this 
review was developed by the ATR Lead, Project Delivery Team (PDT), and 
ATR team as appropriate.  It was based on the scope and content of the 
product(s) reviewed.  The charge to reviewers is provided in Enclosure 3. 
 

7. Assessment of QC/QA 

The study documents were prepared by the Non-Federal Interest (PDT) and 
not generated by USACE.  This situation required an assessment of the 
available quality control and quality assurance documents performed by the 
PDT.  These documents were requested several times during the ATR, but at 
the time of this Report not made available.  
 
No formal documentation or certification was provided by the PDT for 
review.  Some discussions were held where the PDT explained their QC/QA 
process that consisted of team meetings and informal annotated documents.  
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The PDT offered to provide these annotated documents, but a summary was 
decided as the best documentation (not yet made available).    
 
Judging from the quality and condition of the documents reviewed and types 
of comments generated, it is the opinion of the ATR Team that QC/QA was 
inconsistent. 
 

8. Review Summary and Discussion of Significant Findings 

This review was challenging due to the situation that a Non-Federal Interest 
entity with minimal assistance from USACE prepared and managed the 
documents.  Several documents and/or efforts were not included in the 
review package or had not begun, especially of note with the environmental 
and NEPA sections. 
 
Responsiveness to the review process by the PDT was inconsistent which 
created long delays in the evaluations, resolutions, and backchecks to the 
comments.  Two retirements within the ATR Team occurred during the 
prolonged review timeline.  With the exception of the two retirements, all of 
the ATR Team kept with the review and support of the study, which helped 
in continuity and efficiency of the review.   
 
The ATR generated 153 comments with 19 critical flagged and 24 high 
significance.  All comments (critical, high, med, and low) are closed unless 
otherwise noted below: 
 
8.1 Critically Flagged Comments 
 
Critically flagged comments were identified in 6 review disciplines: Civil 
Engineering, Cost Engineering, Economics, Environmental, Geotechnical 
Engineering, and Real Estate.  The following is a listing of the critical 
comments and status (closed unless otherwise noted): 
 
#7058527 (Geo): EO11988 compliance 
#7066365 (Civ): Final Array & Flood Events Unknowns (Open) 
#7067746 (Econ): Future W/O Conditions Unclear 
#7067773 (Econ): Emergency Costs/Benefits 
#7069330 (Cost): Cost Table Breakdowns (Open) 
#7069332 (Cost): Contingencies (Open) 
#7069337 (Cost): Unit Pricing 
#7069585 (Real): LERRD’s (Closed; For Follow Up) 
#7069594 (Real): Policy Compliance (Closed: Flagged For Follow Up) 
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#7069678 (Real): NFS Duties 
#7069699 (Real): Non-Standard Estates (Closed: Flagged For Follow Up) 
#7069702 (Real): REP Requirements (Closed: Flagged For Follow Up) 
#7069773 (Real): Multiple Purposes (Closed: Flagged For Follow Up) 
#7071779 (Env): Screening criteria (Open) 
#7071790 (Env): TSP Impacts (Open) 
#7071792 (Env): Adaptive Management Plan (Open) 
#7071794 (Env): ESA concerns/consultation 
#7071797 (Env): Fish Wildlife Coordination Act 
#7465720 (Cost): No Cost Certification at Draft (Open) 
 
8.2 High Significance Comments 
 
High Significance Comments were identified in 7 review disciplines: Civil 
Engineering, Hydraulic Engineering, Environmental, Geotechnical 
Engineering, Cultural, Plan Formulation, and Real Estate.  The following is a 
listing of the high significance comments and status (closed unless otherwise 
noted): 
 
#7053637 (Hydr): Fill Quality 
#7056800 (Cult): SHPO coordination 
#7058738 (Geo): Upgrade Pumps Costs 
#7058837 (Geo): Levee Removal 
#7059001 (Geo): Flood Event Inconsistency 
#7059083 (Geo): Mitigation Costs 
#7059420 (Geo): Backwater Flooding 
#7059464 (Geo): Fill Soils 
#7061147 (Geo): Traffic Impacts during flooding 
#7061193 (Geo): TSP & Range of Flood Events 
#7066363 (Geo): HTRW Extents 
#7066364 (Geo): HTRW Real Estate 
#7066368 (Civ): Channel Improvement Justification 
#7069528 (Hydr): Climate Change 
#7069774 (Real): Disposal Requirements (Closed: Flagged For Follow Up) 
#7071776 (Real): LERR Mitigation (Closed; Flagged For Follow Up) 
#7071776 (Env): Level of Protection (Open) 
#7071781 (Env): New Weir 
#7071784 (Env): TSP Selection (Open) 
#7071786 (Env): Alternative Impacts Descriptions 
#7071787 (Env): Tributary Impacts 
#7071795 (Env): Mitigation is Unclear (Open) 
#7071796 (Env): Recreation Not Identified 
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#7073089 (Plan): TSP, LPP, & NED not clearly identified 
 
 
 
8.3  “Open” and “Closed; For Follow Up” Comments Resolution 
 
For “Open” and “Closed; Need Follow Up” comments, the Environmental and 
Real Estate Reviewers requested an elevation of their comments and 
identified concerns.   This study is not an USACE document with no Vertical 
Team; there is an unclear resolution process.  The RMO (PCX and/or MSC) 
will need to decide how they will address the 10-“Open” and 7-“Flagged For 
Follow Up” comments for resolution. 
 
It is recommended that a Final ATR be scheduled when resource agency 
consultation and other coordination is completed and the document updated 
and revised.  The PDT has promised and budgeted for a Final ATR, but 
unclear as to timing of when this can happen.  Cost Engineering for Final 
document would still need to be coordinated. 
 
A complete record of ATR comments, responses, and associated resolutions, 
and review documents is available in DrChecksSM and a report is provided in 
Enclosure 4.   
 

9. Status of Cost Engineering Mandatory Center of Expertise (MCX) 
Coordination and Certification 

Cost Engineering MCX reviewer coordinated review comments with PDT.  
Original reviewer was replaced due to retirement.  MCX certification still 
needs to be coordinated with the Final document. See previous for “open” 
comments. 

10. Some Lessons Learned 

Non Federal Interest developed studies are challenging; an up-front game 
plan for processing and approval is a necessity.  
 
Without clear guidance on approval process and clear understanding of 
USACE policy and guidance, the process can easily bog down. 
 
ATR Lead role is more involved in coordinating, advising, and educating 
during the review.  
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ATR Team were reviewers but also educators and guides to Non-Federal 
Interest. 
 
Review Plan needs to be more specific especially with the QC/QA. 

11. Statement of Completion of ATR 

See Enclosure 5. 
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Enclosure 1 
 

Contact Information and Review Role(s) of ATR Team  
& PDT Members 
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ATR TEAM CONTACT INFORMATION 

 
 

 
PDT CONTACT INFORMATION 
 

Role Name Telephone Email 
ATR Lead Miki Fujitsubo* 916-557-7440 Miki.Fujitsubo@usace.army.mil 
Plan Formulation Sara Schultz 916-557-7368 Sara.M.Schultz@usace.army.mil 
Economics/Risk 
Analysis 

Dean McLeod 916-557-5313 Dean.M.Mcleod@usace.army.mil 

NEPA/Environmental 
Resources/Cultural 
Resources 

Charlene 
Carmack 

309-794-5570 Charlene.Carmack@usace.army.mil 

Hydrology and 
Hydraulics 
Climate Change 

David Williams 918-669-7091 David.J.Williams@usace.army.mil 

Geotechnical 
Engineering 

Jamie Evans 901-544-3921 James.M.Evans@usace.army.mil 

Civil Environmental  
Engineering 

Erica Stephens 309-794-5925 Erica.L.Stephens@usace.army.mil 

Cost Engineering Jim Neubauer 509-527-7332 James.G.Neubauer@usace.army.mil 
Real Estate Jason Meyer 502-315-6956 Jason.E.Meyer@usace.army.mil 

ATR TEAM 
Member Review Role District PDT Counterpart Office 

Miki Fujitsubo ATR TEAM Lead SPK Blake Mendrop MER 
Sara 

Schultz Plan Formulation SPK Blake Mendrop MER 

Timi 
Shimabukuro 

Economics / 
Risk Analysis SPK Jesse McDonald Jaymac 

Elliott Stefanik Env Resources / 
NEPA MVP 

 
 

Mike Goff 
Headwater

s 

Robert Dunn Cultural 
Resources MVN 

Mike Goff Headwater
s 
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Kirk Sunderman Civil Engineering 
/ HTRW MVR 

 
Brad Griffin MER 

Tom 
Gambucci 

H&H Engineering 
/ Climate 
Change 

MVR 

 
 

Allen Carlisle MER 

Jamie Evans Geotechnical 
Engineering MVM 

Blake Mendrop 
MER 

Cory Delong Structural 
Engineering MVR 

Brad Griffin 
MER 

Jim Neubauer Cost Engineering Cost 
MCX 

 
Blake Mendrop/Brad 

Griffin 
MER 

Paula Johnson-
Muic 

Real 
Estate SWD 

 
 

Blake 
Mendrop/Keith 

Turner 

MER/WE 
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Enclosure 2 
 

Experience and Qualifications of ATR Team Members 
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ATR TEAM EXPERIENCE & QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENTS  
 
ATR TEAM INFORMATION  
 
 
 
ATR Lead – Miki Fujitsubo,  
National Technical Specialist FRM-PCX 
Sacramento District: CESPK-PD-W 
 
Mr. Fujitsubo has over 27 years of Federal service and experience with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in engineering and planning.  His federal 
service includes two years with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service as a senior 
refuge planner for California and Nevada. Other professional experience 
includes over 10 years the in private landscape architecture / land planning 
industry and parks/recreation. 
 
Mr. Fujitsubo’s current responsibilities involve serving as the national 
technical specialist for the FRM-PCX supporting national, MSC, and District 
efforts in FRM technical and policy studies, review, and providing PCX Guild 
programs support and training. 
 
Mr. Fujitsubo’s past responsibilities were as a senior plan formulation and 
water resource regional technical specialist with successful work efforts on 
the American River Folsom Dam Modifications & Raise, Columbia River Basin, 
Sacramento River Watershed, California Central Valley, Lake Tahoe Basin, 
and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and Sutter Basin.  Work experience 
for engineering includes projects in civil works, ecosystem restoration, 
military, and HTRW. 
 
Mr. Fujitsubo is a Licensed Landscape Architect #2269 State of California 
with a Bachelor of Science in Environmental Planning/Landscape Architecture 
from U.C. Davis; a Certificate of Environment and Land Use Management 
from U.C. Extension. 
 
Mr. Fujitsubo is a certified in ATR Plan Formulation. 
 
 
Hydraulic Engineering / Climate Change – Thomas R. Gambucci, P.E., 
C.F.M., D.WRE  
Navigation and Flood Control Regional Technical Specialist (MVD)  
Rock Island District: CEMVR-EC-HH 
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Mr. Gambucci is a Regional Technical Specialist in the Hydraulics & 
Hydrology Branch, Engineering & Construction Division, Rock Island District. 
He is a hydraulic engineer with 22 years of experience in design and review 
of H&H structures and projects. He is recognized as a Subject Matter Expert 
(SME) in Inland Navigation and River Hydraulics and is a CERCAP. 
 
Mr. Gambucci's current duties include dam breach analysis, PA co-facilitator 
for the RMC, and leader of the Navigation Sub-CoP group. This fiscal year he 
has completed eight ATRs as a technical and policy reviewer across the 
Nation. Past reviews have included navigation improvement projects 
(including UMR L&D2), shoreline protection projects (including coastal, Port 
Monmouth), and habitat restoration projects such as UMRR projects Lake 
Odessa and Keithsburg (Pools 17 and 18 of the Upper Mississippi River). 
 
Mr. Gambucci received his Master's degree in Civil and Environmental 
Engineering from the University of Wisconsin – Madison in 1995 and a 
certificate of Organizational Leadership from St. Ambrose University in 
Davenport, Iowa in 2010. He is a registered Professional Engineer in the 
State of Wisconsin (No. 32903-6), a Certified Floodplain Manager (US-15-
08480), and a Diplomate of Water Resources (AAWRE 00153).  
 
Mr. Gambucci has performed numerous ATRs throughout the nation. He is 
recognized as a Subject Matter Expert (SME) in Inland Navigation and River 
Hydraulics, is a Regional Technical Specialist in Navigation and Flood 
Control, and is a CERCAP (Corps of Engineers Review Certification and 
Access Program) certified reviewer. 
 
Civil Engineering – Kirk Sunderman, P.E., 
Regional Technical Specialist 
Mississippi Valley Division, CEMVR-EC-DM 
Mr. Sunderman is known for his expertise on leading regional, multi-
discipline, technical design teams on large and complex flood risk 
management, navigation, and vertical construction projects.  He has strong 
communication and collaboration skills developed through years of 
experience with customers, public, outside agencies and media outlets. Civil 
Engineering design skills include site planning and development, utilities, 
geometric design, civil plans and profile, and 3-D modeling (Inroads and 
Sketchup). Over 20 years experience in leading flood emergency response 
teams, conducting levee inspections and modification reviews. Conducted 
well over a 100 reviews (DQCRs, ATRs, BCOES) on planning, engineering, 
and construction documents.  He co-authored a policy that set MVR 
guidelines for documenting civil engineering analysis. 
Flood Risk Management Projects: 
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• Cedar Rapids FRM Project, Cedar River, Cedar Rapids, Iowa - $100 M – 
Technical lead for regional design team through Initial Assessment, 
Feasibility Report, and 35% Plans  

• Mad Creek FRM Project, Mad Creek and Mississippi River, Muscatine, 
Iowa - $12 M – Technical lead and civil designer through 
Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PE&D) and Engineering 
During Construction (EDC) 

• Charenton Flood Gate, Atchafalaya Basin, Charenton, Louisiana - $40 
M – Technical lead for regional design team during Design 
Documentation Report phase. 

• Dam Berm Riprap Repairs, Lake Red Rock, Pella, Iowa - $1.2 M – Civil 
designer through PE&D and EDC  

• Deferred Maintenance Prioritization – Created and implemented 
current MVD ranking process for deferred O&M and MR&T flood risk 
management budget packages 

Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, Iowa State University (1991) 
 
Professional Engineer, State of Iowa, No. 13665, registered since 1996 
 
 
 
Structural Engineering – Cory D. De Long, PE, RTS 
Structural Regional Technical Specialist 
Rock Island District: USACE-MVR-EC-DS 
 
Mr. De Long is a Regional Technical Specialist in the Structural Section, 
Design Branch, Engineering and Construction Division.  He is a Civil Engineer 
with 25 plus years of experience specializing in civil works projects that 
include inland navigation locks and dams, ecosystem restoration, bridges, 
and flood risk management. 
 
Mr. De Long’s current duties include the review, inspection, and design of 
structures for projects that have inland navigation and flood risk 
management purposes.  He has served as a technical and policy reviewer for 
the Mississippi Valley Division and the Nation.  Recent reviews include the 
Lock and Dam No. 22 Tainter Gate Design, the Illinois Waterway Valve 
Bulkhead Design, and the Lock No. 19 Vertical Lift Service Gate.  The most 
recent design completed was an anchorage weldment support for a bulkhead 
center post.  Past designs include lock miter and vertical lift gates. 
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Mr. De Long earned a Bachelor’s Degree in Civil Engineering from the 
University of Louisville, and a Master’s of Engineering in Civil Engineering, 
with and emphasis in Structures, also from the University of Louisville, 
Kentucky.  He is a licensed State of Iowa Civil Engineer, certificate number 
13857. 
 
Geotechnical Engineering – James Evans  
Geotechnical Regional Technical Specialist 
Memphis District: USACE-CEMVM 
 
Mr. Evans has worked for the Memphis District Army Corps of Engineers in 
the Geotechnical Engineering Branch since October 2006.  Mr. Evans is a 
registered Professional Engineer in Tennessee, Arkansas, and Mississippi and 
holds a Bachelor of Science and Master of Science in Civil Engineering from 
The University of Memphis.  Before accepting his current position with the 
Memphis District in 2006, Mr. Evans worked 7 years as a geotechnical 
consulting engineer for Professional Service Industries, Inc. in Memphis, 
Tennessee.   
He has served as the Geotechnical Advisor for the Caruthersville area during 
the flood fight in 2008 and as the Geotechnical Advisor for the White River 
area during the flood fight in 2011.  He has experience performing seepage 
analysis and design reviews of levees in the lower Mississippi Valley.  He is 
experienced in the design of seepage berms, relief wells, and slurry 
trenches.   
He currently serves as a Geotechnical Regional Technical Specialist for the 
Mississippi Valley Division in the Memphis District- Geotechnical Engineering 
Branch. 
 
Cultural Resources - Robert A. Dunn, Ph.D., RPA  
Cultural Regional Technical Specialist 
Mississippi Valley Division: USACE-MVD 
 
Mr. Dunn has over 30 years of Corps professional experience in the fields of 
archaeology and cultural resources management. He has been a registered 
professional archaeologist (RPA) since 2001.  Prior to joining the COE in 
1983 he worked as a principal investigator in Wyoming for two 
archaeological contract firms. He has a B.A. in Anthropology from the 
University of Pennsylvania, an M.A. in Anthropology (Archaeology focus) 
from Temple University, and a Ph.D. in Geography from Louisiana State 
University (HQUSACE sponsored LTT) with a dual specialization in historical 
and ethnic geography. He began his Corps career in 1983 with Rock Island 
District (1 year) then served as District Archaeologist in Little Rock District 
(10 years) and later Philadelphia District (3 years).  
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He also served for nine years (1994-2003) at ERDC’s Environmental 
Laboratory as a research archaeologist and human geographer.  He has 
numerous publications in the fields of archaeology and ethnic geography.  
Since 2006 he has served as the MVM Tribal Liaison and as a NEPA 
specialist.  In 2011 he was selected as the Cultural RTS for MVD.  
 
 
 
 
Environmental/NEPA:  Elliott Stefanik, CEMVP  
Chief of the Environmental Planning Section 
St. Paul District: USACE-MVP-PD-P 
 
Mr. Stefanik has 17 years experience between Rock Island and St. Paul 
Districts, working on all aspects of environmental planning studies.  Mr. 
Stefanik is currently the Chief of the Environmental Planning Section within 
the Regional Planning and Environment Division North, St. Paul District.  He 
has also has served for almost 5 years as a Biologist, Regional Technical 
Specialist for MVD, as well as served for four months as the Acting 
Operational Director of the EcoPCX.   
Mr. Stefanik's work experience has included environmental compliance (e.g., 
NEPA, CWA and ESA), watershed planning, habitat restoration planning, 
impact assessment, mitigation planning and other activities for fisheries and 
floodplain resources on mid-western rivers.  Elliott also worked previously 
for two years as a fisheries biologist for a contractor in Sacramento, Ca.   
Elliott is ATR Certified for Environmental Compliance and Ecosystem 
Restoration Planning, and has served as an ATR reviewer and ATR lead for 
numerous planning studies and engineering documents.   
Elliott has a Bachelor of Science in Biology from the University of Wisconsin, 
Platteville; and a Master of Science in Biology from the University of 
Wisconsin, La Crosse. 
 
Economics – Timi Shimabukuro 
Regional Economist 
Sacramento District: CESPK-PD-WE 
Mr. Shimabukuro is a Regional Economist in the Water Resources Branch, 
Planning Division, Sacramento District. He has 19 years of water 
resources/risk analysis experience, including 8 years in the San Francisco 
District, 10 years in the Sacramento District, one year at the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, and a quick four-month detail in the Gulf Region Central (GRC) 
District – Baghdad, Iraq. He has worked on various types of studies such as 
coastal storm-damage reduction, ecosystem restoration, multi-purpose cost 
allocation, PL84-99 emergency repair, MILCON-Economics, and dam safety, 
but focuses mainly on flood risk management.  
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He has served as the lead economist on several FRM studies, including the 
Natomas PACR (2010), American River Common Features GRR (2015), West 
Sacramento GRR (2015), and currently, the Pajaro River GRR (2016 to 
present), and is familiar with risk analysis techniques and guidance.  
Prior review experience have included the Dallas Floodway FRM study (ATR) 
as well as multiple internal District Quality Control (DQC) reviews. Mr. 
Shimabukuro has a Bachelor’s Degree in economics from the University of 
Hawaii (Manoa) and is ATR-certified for flood risk management studies. 
 
Plan Formulation – Sara M Schultz 
Plan Formulation Regional Technical Specialist 
Sacramento District: CESPK-PD-WW 
Ms Schultz is a Regional Technical Specialist in the Water Resources Branch, 
Planning Division, Sacramento District.  She is a plan formulator with 19 
years of experience specializing in Civil Works projects that have focused on 
flood risk management, ecosystem restoration and watershed assessment.   
Ms. Schultz’ current duties include several projects that have both flood risk 
management and ecosystem restoration purposes, and providing internal 
District Quality Control (DQC) and policy review of planning documents.  She 
has served as a technical and policy reviewer for the South Pacific Division 
region.  Past reviews have included Springfield, Utah, the Central Valley 
Integrated Flood Management Study, Yuba River Ecosystem Restoration 
Study, Folsom Dam Raise Study, and the CALFED (Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Delta) Levee Stability Program.  
Ms Schultz earned a Bachelor’s Degree in Art History from the University of 
California, Berkeley and a Master’s Degree in Landscape Architecture from 
California State Polytechnic University, Pomona.  
Ms Schultz has ATR certification for plan formulation. 
 
Structural Engineering – Cory D. De Long, PE, RTS 
Structural Regional Technical Specialist 
Rock Island District: USACE-MVR-EC-DS 
 
Mr. De Long is a Regional Technical Specialist in the Structural Section, 
Design Branch, Engineering and Construction Division.  He is a Civil Engineer 
with 25 plus years of experience specializing in civil works projects that 
include inland navigation locks and dams, ecosystem restoration, bridges, 
and flood risk management. 
 
Mr. De Long’s current duties include the review, inspection, and design of 
structures for projects that have inland navigation and flood risk 
management purposes.  He has served as a technical and policy reviewer for 
the Mississippi Valley Division and the Nation.  Recent reviews include the 
Lock and Dam No. 22 Tainter Gate Design, the Illinois Waterway Valve 
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Bulkhead Design, and the Lock No. 19 Vertical Lift Service Gate.  The most 
recent design completed was an anchorage weldment support for a bulkhead 
center post.  Past designs include lock miter and vertical lift gates. 
 
Mr. De Long earned a Bachelor’s Degree in Civil Engineering from the 
University of Louisville, and a Master’s of Engineering in Civil Engineering, 
with and emphasis in Structures, also from the University of Louisville, 
Kentucky.  He is a licensed State of Iowa Civil Engineer, certificate number 
13857. 
 
Real Estate – Paula Johnson-Muic 
Chief, Real Estate 
Southwestern Division, CESWD-PDR 
 
Ms. Johnson-Muic is a Realty Specialist serving as the Chief, Real Estate, 
Southwestern Division (SWD). She is an Attorney by profession and has 26 
years of experience in USACE land acquisition and planning for civil cost-
shared and full federal projects.    
Over the last 13 years in SWD, Ms. Johnson-Muic has reviewed 
approximately one hundred and fifty planning and other decision documents 
and PPAs for quality assurance/quality control for Real Estate.  Past ATR 
assignments include:  SAS AIWW Dredged Material Management Plan (Feb-
Apr 2013); NWO Chatfield Water Reallocation Study (Mar-May 2013); 
Central City Valley Storage Mitigation Plans and Specs (Jan-May 2013); NAN 
Hudson Raritan Estuary (Mar 2017).  
Ms. Johnson-Muic is a licensed Attorney with a J.D. from Dickinson School of 
Law, and a B.A. from Penn State University in Political Science, Minor in 
Business.   
Ms. Johnson-Muic has an ATR certifications for Deep Draft Navigation, Inland 
Navigation, Ecosystem Restoration, Flood Risk Management, Water 
Management and Reallocation, Coastal Storm 
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Charge to Reviewers  

 
Products will be reviewed for compliance with guidance, including Engineer 
Regulations, Engineer Circulars, Engineer Manuals, Engineer Technical 
Letters, Engineering and Construction Bulletins, Policy Guidance Letters, 
implementation guidance, project guidance memoranda, and other formal 
guidance memoranda issued by HQUSACE.  As an initial guide, the ATR 
TEAM should consider the Project Study Issue Checklist in Exhibit H-2, 
Appendix H, ER 1105-2-100 (20 Nov 07), which includes many of the more 
frequent and sensitive policy areas encountered in studies.   
 
Project Specific Review Considerations: 
 
Reviewers should focus on assumptions, data, methods, and models, as they 
relate to the following study challenges:   
 
1. Were all models in the analyses used in an appropriate manner? 
 
2. Are the models sufficiently discriminatory to support the conclusions 
drawn from them?  Are there sufficient analyses upon which to base the 
recommendation? 
 
3. Does the environmental assessment satisfy the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)? Problem, Needs, Constraints, and 
Opportunities.  Are the problems, needs, constraints, and opportunities 
adequately and correctly defined? 
 
4. Do the identified problems, needs, constraints, and opportunities 
include a geographic area large enough to ensure that plans address the 
cause-and-effect relationships between affected resources and activities that 
are pertinent to achieving the study objectives?  Does the study 
appropriately address the resources identified during the scoping process as 
important in making decisions relating to the identification of a tentatively 
selected plan (TSP)? 
 
5. Does the study adequately address downstream conditions including 
water quantities and water quality to the lower Pearl River and the 
Mississippi Sound post project? 
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Plan Formulation/Evaluation 
 
6. Was a reasonably complete array of possible measures considered in 
the development of alternatives? 
 
7. Did the formulation process follow the requirement to avoid, minimize, 
and then mitigate adverse impacts on resources? 
 
8. Does each Final Array Alternative meet the formulation criteria of 
being effective, efficient, complete, and acceptable? Definitions: 
 
• Effectiveness – the extent to which the alternative plans contribute to 
achieve the planning objectives 
• Efficiency – the extent to which an alternative plan is the most cost-
effective acceptable in terms of applicable laws, regulations, and public 
policies.  
• Completeness – the extent to which the alternative plans provide and 
account for all necessary investments or other actions to ensure the 
realization of the planning objectives, including actions by other Federal and 
non-Federal entities 
• Acceptability – the extent to which the alternative plans are acceptable 
in terms of applicable laws, regulations, and public policies. 
 
9. Are future Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and 
Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) efforts adequately described, and are the 
estimated costs of those efforts reasonable? 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 
10. Have impacts to significant resources been adequately and clearly 
described?  
 
11. To what extent have the potential impacts of the alternatives on 
significant resources been addressed and supported?  
 
12. Are the scope and detail of the potential adverse effects that may arise 
as a result of project implementation sufficiently described and supported?  
 
13. Are cumulative impacts adequately described and discussed? If not, 
please explain. 
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Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) 
 
14. Does the TSP meet the study objectives and avoid violating the study 
constraints? 
 
 
Affected Environment 
 
15. Are mitigation measures adequately described and discussed? 
 
16. Have prior projects and their associated environmental impacts (past 
and future) in the Project Area been incorporated into the Study? 
 
17. Is the description of the climate in the study area sufficiently detailed 
and accurate?  
 
18. Is the description of wetland resources in the project area complete and 
accurate?  
 
19. Is the description of aquatic resources in the project area complete and 
accurate?  
 
20. Is the description of threatened and endangered species resources in the 
study area complete and accurate?  
 
21. Is the description of the historical and existing recreational resources in 
the study area complete and accurate?  
 
22. Is the description of the cultural resources in the study area complete 
and accurate?  
 
23. Is the description of the historical and existing socioeconomic resources 
in the study area complete and accurate? Were specific socioeconomic issues 
not addressed?  
 
24. Within the context of risk-informed decision-making, comment on the 
extent to which impacts of the alternatives may have on hazardous, toxic, 
and waste issues?  
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Engineering 
 
25. Are the descriptions of the risk and uncertainties associated with the 
level of detail in the designs that comprise the TSP sufficient? 
 
26. Were the technical assumptions outlined in the engineering appendix 
sufficiently for a feasibility study, given the level of design detail? 
 
27. Was the hydrology and hydraulics discussion sufficient to characterize 
current base- line conditions and to allow for evaluation of the forecasted 
conditions? Have the design and engineering considerations presented been 
clearly outlined and will they achieve the project objectives?  
 
28. Are any additional design assumptions necessary to validate the 
preliminary design of the primary project components?  
 
29. Are the costs adequately justified? 
 
 
Real Estate Plan  
 
30. Comment on the extent to which assumptions and data sources used in 
the economics analyses are clearly identified and the assumptions are 
justified and reasonable.  
 
31. Does the Real Estate Plan adequately address all real estate interests 
(public and private)?  
 
32. Have potential relocations as a result of the project been adequately 
addressed?  
 
 
Public Comment Questions  
 
33. Does information provided, or do concerns raised by the public, identify 
any additional discipline- specific technical issues with regard to the overall 
report? 
 
34. Has adequate stakeholder involvement (including public meetings and 
other outreach activities) occurred to identify issues of interest and solicit 
feedback from interested parties?  
 
35. Has the stakeholder involvement sufficiently considered public comments 
from populations both inside and outside the Project Area?  
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b. Key Review Considerations include:  
 
• Are the existing and future without-project conditions adequately 
described, to support the formulation of alternative plans? 
• Are there any deviations from USACE policy documented in the 
submission package? 
• Is the formulation and evaluation of alternatives consistent with 
applicable regulations and guidance, including SMART Planning guidance? 
• Was the selection of models appropriate for use in evaluations?   
• Was the application of data within those models appropriate? 
• Was the interpretation of and conclusions drawn from model results 
reasonable?  
• Are the sources, amounts, and levels of detail of the data used in the 
analysis appropriate for the complexity of the project? 
• Are the sources, amounts, and levels of detail of the data used in the 
analysis appropriate for this stage in a feasibility study? 
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Enclosure 4 
 

DrChecks Report of All Comments 
(as of 12 June 2018) 
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Enclosure 5 
 

Statement of Completion of Agency Technical Review 
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COMPLETION STATEMENT OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW 

 
The Agency Technical Review (ATR) has been performed for the Integrated 
Draft Feasibility & Environmental Impact Statement – Pearl River Watershed 
Hinds & Rankin Counties, Mississippi. The ATR was conducted as defined in 
the project’s Review Plan to comply with the requirements of EC 1165-2-
217, 20 February 2018, Water Resources Policies and Authorities, REVIEW 
POLICY FOR CIVIL WORKS.   
 
During the ATR of the draft documents, compliance with established policy 
principles and procedures, utilizing justified and valid assumptions, was 
verified. This included review of: assumptions, methods, procedures, and 
material used in analyses, alternatives evaluated, the appropriateness of 
data used and level obtained, and reasonableness of the results, including 
whether the product meets the customer’s needs consistent with law and 
existing US Army Corps of Engineers policy.   
 
The ATR team tried to assess the Quality Control (QC) documentation.  No 
QC documentation summary or documents were provided during the time of 
the ATR.    
 
There are critical and high significance 10-“open” and 7-“flagged for follow 
up” comments that require a strategy forward for resolution.    
 
 
    
Miki Fujitsubo  Date 
ATR Team Leader 
CESPK-PD-W 
 
    
Dallas Quinn        Date 
Project Manager 
Rankin-Hinds Pearl River Flood and Drainage Control District 
 
    
Eric Thaut                Date 
Acting Deputy Director, FRM-PCX 
Review Management Organization 
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