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1.         Was the PCE approved in compliance with the PCE Agreement impact thresholds listed in Section IV.A. 1.b.? [note any thresholds that were exceeded or not explained if triggers exist].
1.	Was the PCE approved in compliance with the PCE Agreement impact thresholds listed in Section IV.A. 1.b.? [note any thresholds that were exceeded or not explained if triggers exist].
2.         Were all required supporting documents—as per the CE/PCE Procedures, Section 420 of the NEPA Manual—attached (and signed/dated) for the PCE Approval?
2.	Were all required supporting documents—as per the CE/PCE Procedures, Section 420 of the NEPA Manual—attached (and signed/dated) for the CE Closeout?
3.         Was the chronology of dated signatures correct between the Environmental Prospectus, PCE Determination, Project Vicinity Map, and PCE Approval? [Note that all technical discipline documents (ESA, Section 106, Section 4(f), Tribal Coordination, etc.) should be signed/dated prior to the date of review on the Statewide PCE Quality Control Peer Review Checklist & Comment Log and the approval date and signature block of the PCE Approval.]
3.	Was the chronology of dated signatures correct between the Environmental Prospectus, PCE Determination, Project Vicinity Map, and PCE Approval? [Note that all technical discipline documents (ESA, Section 106, Section 4(f), Tribal Coordination, etc.) should be signed/dated prior to the date of review on the Statewide PCE Quality Control Peer Review Checklist & Comment Log and the approval date and signature block of the PCE Approval.]
4.         Are the correct CE categories used for all the actions of the project?
4.	Are the correct CE categories used for all the actions of the project?
5.         Are the project limits consistent between the Project Vicinity Map, Environmental Prospectus, PCE Determination, supporting technical discipline documents (ESA, Section 106, Section 4(f), Tribal Coordination, etc.) and PCE Approval? [Technical discipline documents can cover more, but not less, area than the project limits stated in the PCE Approval and displayed on the Project Vicinity Map.]
5.	Are the project limits consistent between the Project Vicinity Map, Environmental Prospectus, PCE Determination, supporting technical discipline documents (ESA, Section 106, Section 4(f), Tribal Coordination, etc.) and CE Closeout? [Technical discipline documents can cover more, but not less, area than the project limits stated in the CE Closeout and displayed on the Project Vicinity Map.]
6.         Is there an appropriate level of detail for each of the resource narratives, and is the language consistent with Section 426 subsections 1-19 of the NEPA Manual?
6.	Is there an appropriate level of detail for each of the resource narratives, and is the language consistent with Section 426 subsections 1-19 of the NEPA Manual?
7.         If applicable, were revisions (both from project scope changes and just simple edits) documented adequately?
7.	If applicable, were revisions (both from project scope changes and just simple edits) documented adequately?
8.         Document is free of spelling errors.
8.	Document is free of spelling errors.
9.         Document is free of grammatical errors.
9.	Document is free of grammatical errors.
*  If any check box is checked "No", provide constructive explanations in the comment box for the Preparer. Preparers should provide responses to the Reviewer's comments, or answers to the Reviewer's questions. Preparers should also state the changes made to the PCE Approval based on Reviewer's comments.
*  If any check box is checked "No", provide constructive explanations in the comment box for the Preparer. Preparers should provide responses to the Reviewer's comments, or answers to the Reviewer's questions. Preparers should also state the changes made to the NGD Document based on Reviewer's comments
Peer Review Comments & Preparer Responses
Note: Number the comments according to the review item above; use "General" if comment is for general purposes such as suggestions or questions for the Preparer. Reviewer is encouraged to provide responses to Preparer in this box.
Peer Review Comments & Preparer ResponsesNote: Number the comments according to the review item above; use "General" if comment is for general purposes such as suggestions or questions for the Preparer. Reviewer is encouraged to provide responses to Preparer in this box.
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